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ABSTRACT

We propose an exact algorithm for the Graph Burning Problem (GBP), an NP-hard optimization
problem that models the spread of influence on social networks. Given a graph G with vertex set
V , the objective is to find a sequence of k vertices in V , namely, v1, v2, . . . , vk, such that k is
minimum and

⋃k
i=1{u ∈ V : d(u, vi) ≤ k − i} = V , where d(u, v) denotes the distance between

u and v. We formulate the problem as a set covering integer programming model and design a row
generation algorithm for the GBP. Our method exploits the fact that a very small number of covering
constraints is often sufficient for solving the integer model, allowing the corresponding rows to be
generated on demand. To date, the most efficient exact algorithm for the GBP, denoted here by
GDCA, is able to obtain optimal solutions for graphs with up to 14,000 vertices within two hours of
execution. In comparison, our algorithm finds provably optimal solutions approximately 236 times
faster, on average, than GDCA. For larger graphs, memory space becomes a limiting factor for GDCA.
Our algorithm, however, solves real-world instances with almost 200,000 vertices in less than 35
seconds, increasing the size of graphs for which optimal solutions are known by a factor of 14.

Keywords Graph burning · Burning number · Burning sequence · Set covering · Integer programming · Row
generation

1 Introduction

The Graph Burning Problem (GBP) is a combinatorial optimization problem that models a form of contagion diffusion
on social networks in which one seeks to propagate influence over the entire network as quickly as possible [5]. By
representing networks as graphs, a contagion can be thought of as a fire that spreads throughout the vertices of a graph
following its adjacency relations.

In this problem, we are given an undirected graph G = (V,E) that represents a social network, where each vertex in
V corresponds to an individual and each edge {u, v} ∈ E indicates a reciprocal influence relationship between the
individuals represented by u and v.
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A burning process in G unfolds in a series of rounds. In every round i ≥ 1, each vertex is either assigned the burned
or unburned state. Initially, all vertices are unburned. In each round i ≥ 1, exactly one vertex (a fire source) is chosen
to be set on fire and becomes burned. Moreover, starting in round i = 2, each unburned vertex that has at least one
burned neighbor in round i− 1 becomes burned and remains in that state until the last round.

A sequence (v1, v2, . . . , vk) ∈ V k, where vi is the i-th fire source, constitutes a burning sequence for G, if the entire
graph is burned by the k-th round.

For each u ∈ V , we denote by Nj [u] = {v ∈ V : d(u, v) ≤ j} the j-th closed neighborhood of u, where d(u, v)
denotes the distance between u and v, i.e., the number of edges in a shortest path in G that connects these vertices.

Formally, (v1, v2, . . . , vk) is a burning sequence for G if⋃k

i=1
Nk−i[vi] = V (1)

It follows from the burning process that vi ascertains that each vertex in Nk−i[vi] (including vi) gets burned by round
k.
Problem 1 (Graph Burning Problem). Given an undirected graph G, find a burning sequence for G of minimum
length.

The length of a shortest burning sequence for G is called its burning number, denoted b(G), and was introduced in the
literature as a graph parameter that measures the speed at which a propagation can spread throughout a network: the
smaller the burning number of G is, the more susceptible G is to fast contagions. Although this parameter is of special
interest for social networks, the problem has also been investigated for various other classes of graphs [2, 3, 4, 7, 8,
14, 16, 17, 18, 26, 27].

The GBP is NP-hard [2, 5] and, so far, four exact approaches have been proposed to solve the problem for arbitrary
graphs [10, 12]. The currently best known exact algorithm [10], referred to, here, as GDCA, is able to find provably
optimal solutions for real-world networks with up to 14,000 vertices in less than two hours. For larger graphs, memory
space becomes a limiting factor.

1.1 Our Contributions

In this paper, we propose an exact algorithm for the GBP based on an integer programming (IP) formulation together
with a row generation procedure. Through a series of computational experiments, we are able to demonstrate that the
proposed method significantly outperforms GDCA. More specifically, our algorithm:

• Finds provably optimal solutions 236 times faster, on average, than GDCA for networks with up to 14,000
vertices;

• Solves real-world networks with almost 200,000 vertices in less than 35 seconds, hence increasing the size
of the vertex set of graphs for which optimal solutions are known by a factor of 14.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the literature on the GBP and, in Section 3, we describe
our exact algorithm. Section 4 contains a report on computational experiments and an analysis of the results. Lastly,
in Section 5, we present concluding remarks and address future work.

2 Previous Work

The GBP was proposed in [5] and has been extensively studied both from theoretical and practical points of view. In
this section, we present a brief background review of the problem for arbitrary graphs, focusing on upper bounds,
heuristics, approximation algorithms, and mathematical models. For a probe regarding the GBP on specific families of
graphs, we refer the reader to the survey [3].

Let G = (V,E) be an arbitrary undirected graph with p ≥ 1 connected components and let n1, n2, . . . , np be the
numbers of vertices of the these components. Denote by b(G) the burning number of G.

Theorem 1 provides the best known upper bound for b(G) [1, 12].

Theorem 1. b(G) ≤ p+
∑p

i=1

⌈
(4ni/3)

1/2
⌉
.

Conjecture 1 suggests a tighter upper bound for b(G), but that result remains open since the problem was introduced
[5, 12].
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Conjecture 1. b(G) ≤
∑p

i=1

⌈
n
1/2
i

⌉
.

Among the plethora of heuristics proposed for the GBP [9, 10, 13, 19, 28, 29], a centrality-based genetic algorithm [19]
and the greedy algorithm from [10] are the latest in the literature.

Two 3-approximation algorithms for the GBP were proposed in [2, 7], and more recently, a (3− 2/b(G))-
approximation, referred to, here, as BFF, was introduced in [11]. Algorithm 1 describes BFF, which progressively
builds a burning sequence S by iteratively selecting the i-th fire source as the vertex that is farthest from any of the
previous selected fire sources. In [11], it is shown that |S| ≤ 3 · b(G)− 2 and that BFF has worst-case time complexity
O(|V |2), provided that the distances between all pairs of vertices are computed a priori.

Algorithm 1: BFF (as used in [10])
Input : Graph G = (V,E); distances between all pairs of vertices of G
Output: A burning sequence S

1 Select v1 arbitrarily; S ← (v1); i← 2;
2 while S is not feasible do
3 vi = argmax

u∈V
(min{d(u, v1), d(u, v2), . . . , d(u, vi−1)});

4 S ← (v1, v2, . . . , vi); i← i+ 1;
5 return S

2.1 Existing Mathematical Models

Regarding exact formulations for the GBP, three IP models, namely, ILP, CSP1 and CSP2, were proposed in [12].
While ILP consists of an optimization model, the last two are decision models that, for a given integer B, determine
whether a burning sequence of length B exists.

In both ILP and CSP1, the main variables are indexed by each pair (v, i) ∈ V × {1, 2, . . . , U}, where U is a known
upper bound for b(G), and each of them indicates whether v is burned in round i. This idea has also been applied for
the design of mathematical models for related problems, such as the well studied Target Set Selection Problem and
some of its variants [20, 21, 22, 25].

In CSP2, the main variables are indexed by each pair (u, v) ∈ V ×V and each of them specifies whether u is responsible
for v getting burned, if u is a fire source. The assemblage of CSP2 requires that the distances between every pair of
vertices be known.

2.2 The Current Best Known Exact Algorithm

We now describe GDCA, an exact algorithm that leads to better performance results when compared to simply solving
the models cataloged in the previous section, as was empirically demonstrated by experiments reported in [10].

GDCA relies on the fact that the GBP can be seen as a set covering problem. This was first observed in [6] and later
formalized in [10] by means of a reduction of the GBP to the Clustered Maximum Coverage Problem (CMCP) [10] that
we now describe.

Problem 2 (Clustered Maximum Coverage Problem). Given a set P and k ≥ 1 sets (clusters) C1, C2, . . . , Ck, each
one containing subsets of P , find k sets S1, S2, . . . , Sk such that Si ∈ Ci, for i = 1, 2, . . . , k, and

∣∣∣⋃k
i=1 Si

∣∣∣ is
maximum.

Given an undirected graph G = (V,E), let P = V , k = B and, for each i = 1, 2, . . . , B, take Ci = {Si,v : v ∈ V },
where Si,v = NB−i[v]. The value of an optimal solution for CMCP corresponds to the maximum number of vertices
that can be burned in G using a sequence of B vertices [10]. If such number equals |V |, then an optimal solution
for CMCP, say, S1,v1 , S2,v2

, . . . , Sk,vk
, corresponds to a burning sequence (v1, v2, . . . , vk) for G. Otherwise, one can

conclude that b(G) > B.

In [10], the following IP model, originally designed for the CMCP, and referred to, here, as CMCP-IP, is used to
decide whether a burning sequence of length B for G exists. Let X = {xv,i : v ∈ V, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}} and
Y = {yv : v ∈ V } be sets of binary variables such that xv,i = 1 iff v is the i-th fire source and yv = 1 iff v gets
burned during the burning process.
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CMCP-IP



max
∑
v∈V

yv

s.t.
∑
v∈V

xv,i = 1 ∀i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}

B∑
i=1

∑
u∈V :v∈NB−i[u]

xu,i ≥ yv ∀v ∈ V

(2)

(3)

(4)

The objective function (2) maximizes the number of burned vertices. Constraints (3) establish that exactly one vertex
is assigned to each position in the burning sequence. Lastly, Constraints (4) ensure that if v is in the burned state, then
there is at least one fire source u (possibly v itself) such that d(u, v) ≤ B−i, where i is the position of u in the burning
sequence. CMCP-IP has a total of O(|V | · B) binary variables and O(|V |) constraints. Loading this model requires
that the distances between every pair of vertices be known.

GDCA performs a binary search in a certain interval of candidate values for b(G) and uses CMCP-IP to solve each of
the decision problems encountered during the search. Algorithm 2 describes the procedure.

Algorithm 2: GDCA
Input : Graph G = (V,E)
Output: Optimal burning sequence S

1 D ← distance matrix of G; S ← BFF(G,D);
2 U ← |S|; L← ⌈(|S|+ 2)/3⌉;
3 while L ≤ U do
4 B ← ⌊(L+ U)/2⌋; (obj , S′)← SolveCMCP-IP(G, D, B);
5 if obj = |V | then S ← S′; U ← B − 1; else L← B + 1;
6 return S

First, the algorithm computes the distances between all pairs of vertices (e.g., by |V | breadth-first searches, totaling
O(|V |2 + |V | · |E|) time). Then, BFF is applied to obtain a burning sequence S for G. Next, GDCA computes upper
and lower bounds for b(G), namely, U = |S| and L = ⌈(|S|+ 2)/3⌉. The lower bound follows from the fact that,
since BFF is a (3− 2/b(G))-approximation, |S| ≤ (3− 2/b(G)) · b(G) and, therefore ⌈(|S|+ 2)/3⌉ ≤ b(G). Then, a
binary search is employed to solve O(log(U − L+ 1)) GBP decision problems.

In [10], it is shown that GDCA is able to find optimal solutions for networks with up to 12,000 vertices. In the next
section, we show how to improve GDCA to design a more effective and efficient exact algorithm for the GBP.

3 A Row Generation Algorithm

In this section, we introduce an exact algorithm for the GBP, denoted by PRYM, preceded by the presentation of some
useful results and an IP formulation for which a row generation method is employed in PRYM.

Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph. Since any sequence containing all vertices of V constitutes a trivial feasible
solution for G, we have that b(G) ≤ |V |. Moreover, there exists a burning sequence of length k for G for each integer
k, with b(G) ≤ k ≤ |V | since we may append (dummy) fire sources to any given burning sequence.

Furthermore, although the definition of GBP does not forbid burning sequences that contain reoccurring vertices, it is
easy to prove that for each k ∈ Z, where b(G) ≤ k ≤ |V |, there exists a burning sequence of length k for G that does
not contain repeated vertices.

We now propose an integer program for the decision version of the GBP, denoted by GBP-IP. This model determines
whether there exists a burning sequence of length B ≤ |V | for G. Let X = {xv,i : v ∈ V, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}} be a set
of binary variables such that xv,i = 1 iff v is the i-th fire source in a burning sequence for G.
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GBP-IP



Find X

s.t.
B∑
i=1

xv,i ≤ 1 ∀v ∈ V∑
v∈V

xv,i = 1 ∀i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}

B∑
i=1

∑
u∈V :v∈NB−i[u]

xu,i ≥ 1 ∀v ∈ V

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Constraints (6) ensure that each v ∈ V appears at most once in the burning sequence. Constraints (7) establish that
exactly one vertex is assigned to each position in the burning sequence. Lastly, Constraints (8) ensure that each vertex
is burned by the end of round B, i.e., that Equation (1) is satisfied. From now on, we also refer to (8) as covering
constraints. Whenever (8) is satisfied for a vertex v, we say that v is covered, otherwise, v is uncovered.

We remark that although Constraints (6) are not necessary for the correctness of the model, they cut off integer
solutions with repeated vertices, which reduces the search space.

GBP-IP has a total of O(B · |V |) binary variables and O(|V |) constraints. Observe that GBP-IP can be obtained from
CMCP-IP by: removing the objective function (2), adding Constraints (6), and setting yv = 1 for each v ∈ V .
Proposition 1. If X = {xv,i : v ∈ V, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}} is a feasible solution for GBP-IP, then there exists a burning
sequence S of length B for G such that for each v ∈ V , if xv,i = 1, then v is the i-th fire source of S.

Proof. Let X be a feasible solution for GBP-IP. By (7), for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}, there exists exactly one vertex
v such that xv,i = 1. Take a sequence S = (v1, v2, . . . , vB) such that xvi,i = 1. Since X satisfies (8), S satisfies
Equation (1) and, therefore, S is a burning sequence for G.

Proposition 2. If there is a burning sequence of length B for G, then GBP-IP is feasible.

Proof. Let S = (v1, v2, . . . , vB) be a burning sequence for G with no repeated vertices. Take X = {xv,i : v ∈ V, i ∈
{1, 2, . . . , B}} such that xv,i = 1 iff v is the i-th fire source of S. By construction, X satisfies Constraints (6) and (7).
Also, since S satisfies Equation (1), X satisfies Constraints (8). Therefore, X is a feasible solution for GBP-IP.

Now, let L and U be lower and upper bounds for b(G). Since there is no burning sequence for G of length less
than b(G), it follows from Proposition 1 that for every B ∈ [L, b(G) − 1], GBP-IP is infeasible. Similarly, since
there is a burning sequence for G of length b(G) + q for every q ∈ Z≥0, it follows from Proposition 2 that for every
B ∈ [b(G), U ], GBP-IP admits a feasible solution from which a burning sequence of length B can be built. Therefore,
one can perform a binary search to determine the smallest value B in the interval [L,U ] for which a feasible solution
of GBP-IP exists, leading to an optimal solution of length B for G. This idea is similar to the one employed in GDCA
(see Algorithm 2) and is the core of PRYM, which is described in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: PRYM
Input : Graph G = (V,E)
Output: Optimal burning sequence S

1 S ← BFF-d(G); U ← |S|; L← ⌈(|S|+ 2)/3⌉;
2 while L < U do
3 B ← ⌊(L+ U)/2⌋; (answer , S′)← SolveGBP-IP(G, B);
4 if answer = feasible then S ← S′; U ← B; else L← B + 1;
5 return S

First, PRYM obtains a feasible solution S by running a modified version of BFF (BFF-d) which, instead of being
provided with all pairwise distances between vertices, as in GDCA, computes only the required distances on demand.
In other words, during the i-th iteration of BFF-d, right before vertex vi is selected as the i-th fire source of S (see
step 3 of Algorithm 1), BFF-d computes the distance between vi−1 and each vertex in V by means of a single breadth-
first search. These distances are stored in memory until PRYM halts. The motivation for this change is that in that
iteration only the distances from each vertex in V to the i − 1 previous fire sources are needed. Since the lengths
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of burning sequences are often much smaller than |V |, this modification speeds up BFF-d to a total complexity of
O(|S|(|V |+ |E|)), leading to a significant improvement in practice.

Next, PRYM computes lower and upper bounds for searching for b(G), namely, L = ⌈(|S|+ 2)/3⌉ and U = |S|.
Lastly, PRYM performs a binary search on the interval of values between L and U , solving O(log(U − L)) GBP
decision problems by means of solving the GBP-IP model on each query.

We remark that to solve the GBP-IP model, PRYM does not need to load the whole set of covering constraints from the
start. Instead, these constraints are loaded on demand following the traditional lazy constraint strategy: whenever the
IP solver finds an integer solution, we separate a violated covering constraint, if it exists, and add it to the model as a
lazy constraint. This approach comes from the observation that, very often, a small subset of the covering constraints
may be sufficient to prove that GBP-IP is either infeasible or feasible.

As an illustration, consider these real-world networks obtained from [24]: ia-enron-only (|V | = 143, |E| = 623,
b(G) = 4); DD244 (|V | = 291, |E| = 822, b(G) = 7); and ca-netscience (|V | = 379, |E| = 914, b(G) = 6) and
depicted in Figure 1. For each of them, the infeasibility of the GBP-IP model for B = b(G)− 1 can be established by
loading only the covering constraints associated with the colored vertices. Moreover, in Section 4, we show that, for
instances containing hundreds of thousands vertices, just dozens covering constraints are sufficient to prove that there
is no burning sequence of length B = b(G)− 1.

(a) ia-enron-only (b) DD244 (c) ca-netscience

Figure 1: Illustration of the vertices (colored and enlarged) whose covering constraints suffice to prove the infeasibility
of GBP-IP for B = b(G)− 1.

In light of that, whenever PRYM invokes an IP solver to solve GBP-IP, only the covering constraints associated to
the vertices in the burning sequence obtained by BFF-d are initially loaded into the model. The rest of the covering
constraints used by the solver are added according to the following separation procedure.

Given an integer solution found by the solver, we first extract the sequence S = (v1, v2, . . . , vB) such that xvi,i = 1
in O(|V | · B) time. Then, for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , B}, we determine the distances between vi and all vertices of G
by breadth-first search, in O(|V | + |E|) time, whenever they had not been previously computed by PRYM. Next, for
each u ∈ V , we calculate the distance between u and its closest vertex among those burned by round B in the burning
process. This value, denoted by dS(u), can be calculated in O(B) time as

dS(u) = max(0,min{d(u, v1)− (B − 1), d(u, v2)− (B − 2), . . . , d(u, vB)}).

If dS(u) = 0, then u is covered, otherwise, dS(u) ≥ 1 and u is uncovered. If dS(v) = 0 for every v ∈ V , then
no constraint is violated and S is a burning sequence for G. Otherwise, we select w = argmaxu∈V dS(u), i.e., the
uncovered vertex that is farthest from any burned vertex. Then, we calculate the distances between w and all vertices
of G by a breadth-first search, in O(|V | + |E|) time, if they were not calculated previously. Lastly, we compute the
covering constraint for w and load it onto the solver as a lazy constraint.

As a branching rule for solving the GBP-IP, PRYM determines that for each vertex v, the variable xv,i has a higher
priority for branching than xv,j for every j > i. The purpose of this approach is to decide the first positions of the
burning sequence earlier in the search.

We now highlight the advantages of PRYM over GDCA. First, observe that PRYM addresses the GBP decision problem
directly via the GBP-IP model, while GDCA attempts to solve, via the CMCP-IP model, an instance of an optimization
problem all the way through, even when B < b(G) and an upper bound less than |V | for the objective function (2)
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is determined. This shows that PRYM can be particularly more expedient than GDCA in these cases by saving valuable
computing time.

Another major time-saving strategy is that PRYM computes, on demand, only distances between pairs of vertices of G
known to be necessary instead of GDCA’s |V |2 such computations. As we show in Section 4, memory space becomes
a limiting factor for GDCA for graphs with upwards of 14,000 vertices, while PRYM is able to handle instances with
hundreds of thousands of vertices.

Lastly, a crucial advantage stems from the row generation approach whose separation algorithm is able to discover a
small number of decisive covering constraints that are often sufficient for the solver to find a feasible solution or to
prove the infeasibility of GBP-IP for a given value of the parameter B. Moreover, since covering constraints tend to
involve a substantial number of variables for large graphs, loading a small subset of these constraints ultimately speeds
up the resolution of the linear relaxation.

In the next section, we report a series of experiments comparing the efficiency and efficacy of PRYM and GDCA on a
large benchmark of instances.

4 Computational Experiments

We now describe the experiments we carried out to empirically evaluate PRYM. For this purpose, we used a machine
equipped with an Intel® Xeon® E5-2630 v4 processor, 64 GB of RAM, and the Ubuntu 22.04.1 LTS operating system.
For IP solver, we used Gurobi v10.0.3 running on a single thread of execution. The benchmark of instances employed
here extends the one used in the experiments reported in [10] to a total of 66 real-world networks obtained from the
Network Repository [24] and the Stanford Large Network Dataset Collection [15].

The instances were divided into two sets according to the number of vertices: ∆10K is the set of instances with at
most 10K vertices and ∆200K comprises the instances with more than 10K vertices and at most 200K vertices. We
refer the reader to our publicly available repository [23] where the source code, instances, and solutions obtained are
accessible.

The results for ∆10K and ∆200K are presented in Tables 1, 2, respectively. The first three columns describe the
instances while the two subsequent ones display the lower and upper bounds for b(G), L and U , obtained via BFF-d.
The “Opt” column shows the optimal value, b(G), while the following two columns display the running times (rounded
up to the nearest second) spent by GDCA and PRYM to find provably optimal solutions. The last two columns show
the number of covering constraints (of type (8)) loaded by PRYM while solving GBP-IP for B = b(G) − 1 and for
B = b(G).

Recall that when B = b(G) − 1, GBP-IP is infeasible and B is a lower bound for b(G). On the other hand, when
B = b(G), GBP-IP admits a feasible solution and B is an upper bound for b(G). We highlight that according to
Tables 1 and 2, the number of covering constraints used by PRYM for these cases falls significantly short of the number
of vertices in each graph. In fact, when B = b(G)− 1 and B = b(G), PRYM had to load, on average, only 5.54% and
7.14% of the whole set of possible covering constraints, respectively.

Also, the burning numbers that appear in bold in Tables 2 are newly proven optimal results. In the running time
columns, the entries containing ‘–’ indicate that the execution was halted due to memory overflow. Also, in the last
column, whenever the initial upper bound U was equal to the burning number, ‘–’ is used to reflect that there was no
need for PRYM to solve GBP-IP for B = U = b(G).

Considering the 50 instances, 48 from ∆10K and 2 from ∆200K, for which both PRYM and GDCA obtained provably
optimal solutions, for 27 instances PRYM was on average 236.7 times faster than GDCA; they attained the same running
times for 21 instances, considering the granularity of the time measurements presented (sec); and PRYM only performed
slower than GDCA by a few seconds on two instances: DD349 and bal-bin-tree-9. Among these 50 instances, the
most remarkable result occurred for the athletes instance, which was solved by PRYM in 2 seconds, in contrast to the
5263 seconds spent by GDCA.

The remaining 16 instances from ∆200K were only solved by PRYM, which spent a maximum of 34 seconds per
instance. Remarkably, despite the large sizes of these graphs, which have up to 200,000 vertices, PRYM required just a
few dozen covering constraints to solve GBP-IP.
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Table 1: Quantifying the empirical results obtained for ∆10K.
Instance Bounds Opt Time (sec) #Cov. Constr. for:

Name |V | |E| L U b(G) GDCA PRYM b(G)− 1 b(G)

karate 34 78 2 4 3 1 1 4 7
chesapeake 39 170 2 3 3 1 1 7 –
dolphins 62 159 3 6 4 1 1 7 12
rt-retweet 96 117 3 5 5 1 1 9 –
polbooks 105 441 3 5 4 1 1 10 9
adjnoun 112 425 2 4 4 1 1 6 –
ia-infect-hyper 113 2196 2 3 3 1 1 9 –
C125-9 125 6963 2 3 3 1 1 42 –
ia-enron-only 143 623 3 5 4 1 1 7 12
c-fat200-1 200 1534 3 7 7 1 1 37 –
c-fat200-2 200 3235 3 5 5 1 1 16 –
c-fat200-5 200 8473 2 3 3 1 1 5 –
sphere 258 1026 4 9 7 2 1 44 33
DD244 291 822 4 10 7 1 1 19 41
ca-netscience 379 914 4 8 6 1 1 11 25
infect-dublin 410 2765 3 6 5 1 1 12 8
c-fat500-1 500 4459 5 11 9 1 1 33 72
c-fat500-2 500 9139 4 8 7 1 1 36 13
c-fat500-5 500 23191 3 5 5 1 1 32 –
bio-diseasome 516 1188 4 10 7 1 1 13 15
web-polblogs 643 2280 3 7 5 2 1 7 15
DD687 725 2600 4 9 7 21 2 17 85
rt-twitter-copen 761 1029 4 8 7 2 1 9 13
DD68 775 2093 5 12 9 7 2 28 85
ia-crime-moreno 829 1475 3 7 7 21 1 58 –
DD199 841 1902 7 18 12 9 6 96 87
soc-wiki-Vote 889 2914 3 6 6 4 1 15 –
DD349 897 2087 6 16 12 7 13 113 110
DD497 903 2453 6 15 10 14 14 30 146
socfb-Reed98 962 18812 2 4 4 4 1 7 –
lattice3D 1000 2700 5 12 10 1767 1091 295 103
bal-bin-tree-9 1023 1022 5 11 10 1 7 513 16
delaunay-n10 1024 3056 5 11 9 42 9 58 140
stufe 1036 1868 6 15 12 424 147 204 163
lattice2D 1089 2112 7 19 13 1424 95 107 264
bal-ter-tree-6 1093 1092 4 8 7 1 1 44 21
email-univ 1133 5451 3 6 5 7 1 9 18
econ-mahindas 1258 7513 3 6 5 32 1 10 15
ia-fb-messages 1266 6451 3 5 5 9 1 9 –
bio-yeast 1458 1948 5 11 9 23 1 14 27
tech-routers-rf 2113 6632 3 7 6 30 1 9 21
chameleon 2277 36101 3 6 6 36 1 12 –
tvshow 3892 17262 4 10 9 302 2 14 18
facebook 4039 88234 3 5 4 26 1 5 5
DD6 4152 10320 9 24 16 716 189 135 221
squirrel 5201 198493 3 6 6 405 1 9 –
politician 5908 41729 4 8 7 452 2 11 14
government 7057 89455 3 6 6 749 1 10 –
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Table 2: Quantifying the empirical results obtained for ∆200K. Newly established burning numbers appear in bold.
Instance Bounds Opt Time (sec) #Cov. Constr. for:

Name |V | |E| L U b(G) GDCA PRYM b(G)− 1 b(G)

crocodile 11631 170918 3 6 6 1982 1 10 –
athletes 13866 86858 3 7 7 5263 2 19 –
company 14113 52310 4 9 9 – 6 21 –
musae-facebook 22470 171002 4 9 8 – 7 13 22
new-sites 27917 206259 4 8 8 – 4 15 –
deezer-europe 28281 92752 5 12 10 – 24 16 18
RO-gemsec-deezer 41773 125826 4 10 10 – 10 16 –
HU-gemsec-deezer 47538 222887 4 9 8 – 30 14 39
artist 50515 819306 3 7 6 – 10 8 11
HR-gemsec-deezer 54573 498202 3 7 7 – 8 12 –
soc-brightkite 56739 212945 4 9 9 – 17 15 –
socfb-OR 63392 816886 4 8 8 – 11 13 –
soc-slashdot 70068 358647 3 7 7 – 8 9 –
soc-BlogCatalog 88784 2093195 3 5 5 – 4 9 –
soc-buzznet 101163 2763066 2 4 4 – 21 40 –
soc-LiveMocha 104103 2193083 3 5 5 – 23 29 –
soc-douban 154908 327162 3 6 6 – 34 30 –
soc-gowalla 196591 950327 4 8 8 – 31 10 –

5 Concluding Remarks and Future Work

In this paper, we propose an exact algorithm for the GBP, namely PRYM. For a given arbitrary graph, PRYM finds an
optimal burning sequence by means of solving multiple decision problems formulated as set covering IP models,
while it generates essential covering constraints on demand. The algorithm takes advantage of the fact that a very
small number of covering constraints is often sufficient for solving those decision problems, as was confirmed in
practice. Via computational experiments, we demonstrate that PRYM far outperforms the previously best known exact
algorithm for GBP, and it is able to solve real-world instances with up to 200,000 vertices in less than 35 seconds.
Results for even larger instances are forthcoming.

As for future research, we intend to investigate whether a column generation approach can also be successfully ap-
plied to the proposed IP formulation, extending PRYM to a branch-and-price algorithm and potentially increasing the
suitability of the algorithm for solving the GBP for larger graphs.
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