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Abstract

Graph burning is a round-based game or process that discretely models the spread
of influence throughout a network. We introduce a generalization of graph burning
which applies to hypergraphs, as well as a variant called “lazy” hypergraph burning.
Interestingly, lazily burning a graph is trivial, while lazily burning a hypergraph can
be quite complicated. Moreover, the lazy burning model is a useful tool for analyzing
the round-based model. One of our key results is that arbitrary hypergraphs do not
satisfy a bound analogous to the one in the Burning Number Conjecture for graphs. We
also obtain bounds on the burning number and lazy burning number of a hypergraph
in terms of its parameters, and present several open problems in the field of (lazy)
hypergraph burning.

1 Introduction

Graph burning is a single-player game played on finite, simple, undirected graphs over a
discrete sequence of rounds. The player, whom we call the arsonist, attempts to set fire to
every vertex of the graph in as short a time as possible. The arsonist manually sets fire to
vertices, and the fire also spreads or propagates from burned vertices to adjacent unburned
vertices in each round. Once a vertex is set on fire, it remains on fire until the end of the
game. Of course, the game ends when every vertex in the graph is on fire.

A problem equivalent to a special case of graph burning was posed in 1992 by Branden-
burg and Scott as an internal problem at Intel [1]. It modelled the transfer of information
through processors, and was equivalent to burning an n-cube. Independently in 2014, Bon-
ato, Janssen, and Roshanbin [8] introduced graph burning as a combinatorial process which
could be applied to any graph. They introduced the term “graph burning” for the first time,
and developed much of the theory.
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We now describe the rules for graph burning in detail. Rounds are indexed by N starting
at one. Denote the set of vertices that are on fire at the end of round r by Fr, and set F0 = ∅.
During each round r ≥ 1, the following two things happen simultaneously.

• For each v ∈ V (G) \Fr−1, if there is u ∈ Fr−1 such that vu ∈ E(G) then v catches fire.

• The arsonist chooses a vertex ur ∈ V (G)\Fr−1 and sets it on fire (ur is called a source).

In round 1, no vertices catch fire due to propagation, and the arsonist chooses the first
source. Note that the arsonist may choose as a source a vertex that also catches fire due
to propagation that round, although it is never advantageous to do so. We will call such
a source redundant. In the last round, the arsonist may have no choice but to choose a
redundant source. A sequence of sources (u1, u2, . . . , uk) is called valid if ur /∈ Fr−1 for each
r, and otherwise it is called non-valid. Observe that a non-valid sequence of sources prompts
the arsonist at least once to burn as a source a vertex that was on fire at the end of the
previous round, which is not allowed.

A valid sequence of sources (u1, u2, . . . , uk) that leaves the graph completely burned
when the arsonist burns ui in round i is called a burning sequence. A burning sequence
of minimum possible length is called optimal. A graph may have many different optimal
burning sequences. Given a graph G, the burning number of G, denoted b(G), is a measure
of how fast the fire can possibly spread to all vertices of G. In particular, it is the earliest
round at which G could possibly be completely burned. Note that b(G) is also equal to the
length of an optimal burning sequence since the number of rounds coincides with the number
of sources that are chosen.

The following conjecture is perhaps the deepest open problem in the field of graph burn-
ing. The two theorems that follow are fundamental results on the burning number.

Conjecture 1.1. (Burning Number Conjecture, [8]) For a connected graph G of order n,
b(G) ≤ ⌈√n ⌉.

Theorem 1.2. (Tree Reduction Theorem, [8]) For a graph G,

b(G) = min{b(T ) | T is a spanning subtree of G}.

Theorem 1.3. ([8]) For a path Pn on n vertices, b(Pn) = ⌈√n ⌉.

Conjecture 1.1 and Theorem 1.3 together would imply that paths are in a sense the
“hardest” graphs to burn. Theorem 1.2 is a useful tool for making progress towards the
Burning Number Conjecture – if we are trying to find an upper bound on b(G) in terms of
|V (G)| for an arbitrary graph G, we may assume G is a tree.

Recent progress towards the Burning Number Conjecture has yielded the following two
results, the second proving that the Burning Number Conjecture holds asymptotically.

Theorem 1.4. ([4]) For a connected graph G of order n, b(G) ≤ 1 +
⌈√

4n
3

⌉

.

Theorem 1.5. ([20]) For a connected graph G of order n, b(G) ≤ (1 + o(1))
√
n.
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See [6, 7, 9] for more on graph burning.
We now give a brief review of some definitions from hypergraph theory. For more infor-

mation on hypergraphs, see [2, 10, 13]. A hypergraph H is an ordered pair (V,E) where V
and E are disjoint finite sets, V 6= ∅, and each element of E is a subset of V . The elements
of V = V (H) are called vertices, and the elements of E = E(H) are called edges or hyper-

edges. Informally, a hypergraph is like a graph, except edges can now contain any number of
vertices, not just two (notice that every graph is also a hypergraph). If two vertices belong
to a common edge, they are called adjacent. The degree of a vertex v is the number of edges
containing v. An alternating sequence of vertices and edges v1, e1, v2, e2, . . . , vn, en, vn+1 is
called a path if v1, v2, . . . , vn+1 are all distinct vertices, e1, e2, . . . , en are all distinct edges,
and vi, vi+1 ∈ ei for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. The length of the path is n, and the path connects

v1 and vn+1. A hypergraph is connected if, for any two vertices x and y, there is a path that
connects x and y. Otherwise, the hypergraph is disconnected. If a vertex does not belong
to any edge, it is called isolated. A hypergraph is linear if any two distinct edges intersect
in at most one vertex. A hypergraph is k-uniform if every edge contains exactly k vertices.
Two edges e1 and e2 are parallel if they contain exactly the same vertices. The number of
edges parallel to some edge e, including e itself, is the multiplicity of e. A hypergraph is
called simple if no edge has multiplicity greater than one, and no edge contains one or fewer
vertices. The 2-section of a hypergraph H is the graph G on the same vertex set whose edges
are precisely those of the form {u, v} such that {u, v} ⊆ e for some e ∈ E(H).

In this paper we introduce a generalization of graph burning that is played on hyper-
graphs. The new game should look much the same – each round, the arsonist burns a vertex,
and the fire spreads to other “nearby” vertices based on some propagation rule. This rule
should ensure that the game on hypergraphs reduces to the original game when each edge
of the hypergraph contains exactly two vertices (i.e. when we play it on a graph). The most
obvious rule is that fire spreads from burned vertices to adjacent unburned vertices; however
this is equivalent to burning the 2-section of the hypergraph, so this is essentially a special
case of graph burning.

We therefore formulate the following rule for how the fire propagates. Fire spreads to a
vertex v in round r if and only if there is a non-singleton edge {v, u1, . . . , uk} such that each
of u1, u2, . . . , uk was on fire at the end of round r − 1. Clearly this reduces to the original
game when the hypergraph has only edges of size two. Rounds are indexed by N starting
at one, they have the same structure as in graph burning, and the definitions of a source,
redundant source, burning sequence, and burning number are all analogous to those in graph
burning.

We also introduce an alternate set of rules for how the arsonist burns a hypergraph.
Suppose the arsonist is very lazy, and does not wish to be present while the hypergraph
burns. In particular, they wish to set fire to a select few vertices simultaneously in such a
way that the hypergraph is eventually completely burned through subsequent propagation.
Of course, the arsonist wishes to set fire to as few vertices as possible while still ensuring
that the hypergraph becomes completely burned through propagation. We call the set of
vertices the arsonist initially sets fire to a lazy burning set. The size of a smallest or optimal

lazy burning set for a hypergraph H is called the lazy burning number of H , denoted bL(H).
The lazy burning game on graphs is trivial. The arsonist must simply set fire to exactly

one vertex in each connected component of the graph to achieve a minimum lazy burning
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set. However, lazily burning a hypergraph is much more interesting. Furthermore, we will
show that the lazy burning model is a useful tool for analyzing the round-based model of
hypergraph burning.

We observe that lazy hypergraph burning already exists in the literature, having been in-
troduced in [3] under the name H-bootstrap percolation. The existing results on H-bootstrap
percolation are mostly probabilistic or extremal in nature, or apply to specific families of
hypergraphs such as hypercubes. Our results on lazy hypergraph burning take a different ap-
proach than those in the literature, as they are deterministic in nature, and focus on the con-
nection between the lazy and round-based versions of the game. See also [14, 15, 17, 18, 19]
for a review of H-bootstrap percolation.

For the remainder of this paper we mainly focus on bounding the burning number and
lazy burning number of a hypergraph in terms of its parameters. This is achieved (with
varying degrees of success) for arbitrary hypergraphs, tight 3-uniform paths, disconnected
hypergraphs, and subhypergraphs. We also have a number of supplementary results. For
example, we prove that there is no analogue to the Burning Number Conjecture for either
round-based or lazy hypergraph burning.

2 General Results and Bounds

The burning and lazy burning numbers of a hypergraph can be bounded above and below
by simple hypergraph parameters. The following results establish these bounds individually,
and they are combined in Theorem 2.14.

Given a hypergraph H , let E(H) be the number of edges in H that are not singleton,
empty, or duplicate edges. Note that if an edge has multiplicity greater than one, then we
choose one instance of the edge to be the “original,” and the rest are “duplicates.” Thus,
an edge with multiplicity greater than one contributes 1 to the sum E(H) (provided that it
is not a singleton or empty edge).

Theorem 2.1. Let H be a hypergraph, and let E(H) be the number of edges in H that are

not singleton, empty, or duplicate edges. Then |V (H)| − E(H) ≤ bL(H).

Proof. Let S be a lazy burning set for H . Denote by zS the number of vertices that become
burned throughout the game through propagation, so zS + |S| = |V (H)|. Observe that
each edge (that is not a singleton, empty, or duplicate edge) may “cause” fire to spread
to at most one vertex throughout the lazy burning game. Thus, zS ≤ E(H). But then
|S| = |V (H)| − zS ≥ |V (H)| − E(H). In particular, if S is a minimum lazy burning set we
get bL(H) = |S| ≥ |V (H)| − E(H).

Of course, if H is simple then E(H) = |E(H)|. We therefore have the following corollary.

Corollary 2.2. For any simple hypergraph H, |V (H)| − |E(H)| ≤ bL(H).

Theorem 2.3. bL(H) ≤ b(H) for all hypergraphs H.

Proof. Given any burning sequence (u1, u2, ..., uk) for H , {u1, u2, ..., uk} is a lazy burning set
for H , and hence bL(H) ≤ k. Choose an optimal burning sequence (u1, u2, ..., ub(H)) for H .
Then bL(H) ≤ b(H).
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Corollary 2.4. Let H be a hypergraph, and let E(H) be the number of edges in H that are

not singleton, empty, or duplicate edges. Then |V (H)| − E(H) ≤ b(H).

Corollary 2.5. For any simple hypergraph H, |V (H)| − |E(H)| ≤ b(H).

The bounds in Corollary 2.2, Theorem 2.3, and Corollary 2.5 are tight. Consider the
simple hypergraph H in Figure 1. A minimum lazy burning set is {x, y, z}, an optimal
burning sequence is (x, z, y), and |V (H)| − |E(H)| = 3. Hence, |V (H)| − |E(H)| = bL(H) =
b(H), so the aforementioned bounds are all tight simultaneously. This example generalizes to
an infinite family of hypergraphs that show tightness; one may construct such a hypergraph
H with V (H) = {v1, . . . , vn} and E(H) =

{

{v1, . . . , vn−1}
}

, where n ≥ 3. Then a minimum
lazy burning set is {v2, . . . , vn}, an optimal burning sequence is (v2, . . . , vn), and |V (H)| −
|E(H)| = n− 1.

x

y

z

w

Figure 1: An example where all the bounds in Corollary 2.2, Theorem 2.3, and Corollary
2.5 are tight simultaneously.

The bound in Theorem 2.3 can be improved to a strict inequality if H has no isolated
vertices (or if a less strict but harder to discern condition is met; see Theorem 2.6).

Theorem 2.6. If there is an optimal burning sequence (u1, u2, . . . , ub(H)−1, ub(H)) in H such

that the last source ub(H) is not an isolated vertex, then bL(H) < b(H).

Proof. We will show that {u1, u2, . . . , ub(H)−1} is a lazy burning set for H . Since ub(H) is the
final source, burning u1, u2, . . . , ub(H)−1 one-by-one (as in the original game) or simultaneously
(as a lazy burning set) will eventually result in all of V (H)\{ub(H)} being burned. So, let us
burn each vertex in {u1, u2, . . . , ub(H)−1} simultaneously. All we need to show is that ub(H)

will eventually burn through propagation. If ub(H) is a redundant source then clearly fire
will propagate to ub(H). Otherwise, ub(H) is not a redundant source. But eventually all of
V (H) \ {ub(H)} will burn through propagation, and ub(H) belongs to an edge since it is not
isolated. All other vertices in the edge containing ub(H) are on fire, and thus ub(H) will catch
on fire.

Corollary 2.7. If H has no isolated vertices then bL(H) < b(H).

Corollary 2.8. If H is connected then bL(H) < b(H).

If V (H) = {v1, . . . , vn} and E(H) =
{

{v1, . . . , vk}, {vk, . . . , v2k−1}, . . . , {vn−k+1, . . . , vn}
}

,
then H is called a k-uniform loose path. Informally, a loose path is any hypergraph that can
be created from a k-uniform loose path by deleting vertices of degree one while ensuring no
edge becomes a singleton.
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A hypergraph H for which bL(H) = b(H) − 1 can be seen in Figure 2, so the bounds
from Theorem 2.6 and its two corollaries are tight. There is indeed an infinite family of
hypergraphs that exhibit the tightness of these bounds – the family of loose paths with
minimum edge size three. Denote the edges of a loose path by e1, e2, . . . , em such that e1 and
em are the edges that contain exactly one vertex of degree two, and such that ei and ei+1

share a vertex for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , m−1}. One may construct an optimal burning sequence
in a loose path (with minimum edge size three) by burning all the degree-one vertices in e1
as sources, followed by all the degree-one vertices in e2, and so on. Indeed, by following this
process, every degree-one vertex will be a source in the burning sequence, and the last source
will be redundant. Furthermore, one may construct a minimum lazy burning set by taking
the vertices in an optimal burning sequence as a set and deleting any one vertex. Hence,
each loose path H with minimum edge size three has bL(H) = b(H) − 1.

A set of vertices {x1, x2, . . . , xk} ⊆ V (H) is called independent if there is no edge e in H
such that e ⊆ {x1, x2, . . . , xk}. The size of a largest independent set in H is the independence
number of H , denoted α(H). We now consider upper bounds on bL(H) and b(H) which make
use of α(H).

Lemma 2.9. Any optimal lazy burning set in a hypergraph H is an independent set.

Proof. Suppose S is an optimal lazy burning set in H that is not independent. Then there
is some edge e = {x1, x2, . . . , xk} ⊆ S in H . But then S \ {xk} is a smaller lazy burning set
in H , which contradicts S being optimal.

Lemma 2.10. For a hypergraph H, any independent set of vertices of size α(H) is a lazy

burning set for H.

Proof. Let S ⊆ V (H) be an independent set with |S| = α(H). Consider any vertex v ∈
V (H) \ S. Clearly {v} ∪ S is not an independent set by the maximality of S. Thus, there is
an edge {v, x1, x2, . . . , xk} ⊆ {v}∪S in H . But then if we set S on fire, each of x1, x2, . . . , xk

will be set on fire, and thus the fire will spread to v through propagation. The vertex v was
arbitrarily chosen, so each vertex in V (H) \ S will burn through propagation. Therefore S
is a lazy burning set for H .

Note that both Lemma 2.9 and Lemma 2.10 imply Theorem 2.11.

Theorem 2.11. bL(H) ≤ α(H) for all hypergraphs H.

The bound in Theorem 2.11 is tight; see Figure 1 for an example. The hypergraph
pictured has independence number and lazy burning number three, as {x, y, z} is both a
maximum independent set and a minimum lazy burning set. Indeed, there is an infinite
family of hypergraphs that exhibit the tightness of Theorem 2.11. One may construct such a
hypergraph H with V (H) = {v1, . . . , vn} and E(H) =

{

{v1, . . . , vn−1}
}

, where n ≥ 3. Then
{v2, . . . , vn} is both a maximum independent set and an minimum lazy burning set for H ,
so bL(H) = α(H).

Theorem 2.12. b(H) ≤ α(H) + 1 for all hypergraphs H.
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Proof. Let S = {u1, u2, . . . , uα(H)} be a maximum independent set in H . Let the arsonist
burn the ui in order as a burning sequence. If at some round the arsonist expects to burn
some uj as a source, but it is already on fire, then the arsonist skips uj (which only shortens
the burning sequence). Thus, at the end of some round r ≤ α(H), each vertex in S is on
fire (and possibly some others). Assume that at the end of round r, H is not fully burned
(otherwise, we are done). We claim that in the following round r+ 1 the rest of H will burn
through propagation (and the arsonist chooses a redundant source).

Consider any vertex v ∈ V (H) that was not on fire at the end of round r. Suppose v does
not catch fire in round r + 1. Then, at the end of round r, there was no edge e containing
v such that all of e \ {v} was on fire. In particular, since S is completely burned at the end
of round r, there is no edge e containing v such that e \ {v} ⊆ S. But then S ∪ {v} is an
independent set in H that is strictly larger than S, which is a contradiction. Therefore, each
vertex of H is on fire at the end of round r + 1, so b(H) ≤ r + 1 ≤ α(H) + 1.

The bound in Theorem 2.12 is also tight; see Figure 2 for an example. Again, there is an
infinite family of hypergraphs that exhibit the tightness of this bound. Consider the family of
hypergraphs that consist only of disjoint non-singleton edges. In such a hypergraph, one may
construct an optimal burning sequence by burning the vertices of a maximum independent set
in any order, with an additional redundant source in the final round. Hence, each hypergraph
H in this family has b(H) = α(H) + 1.

The following result is immediate due to Corollary 2.7 and Theorem 2.12.

Corollary 2.13. Let H be a hypergraph with no isolated vertices. If bL(H) = α(H) then

b(H) = α(H) + 1.

We are thus far unaware of any conditions on H that are sufficient for concluding bL(H) =
α(H). In particular, we ask whether or not the converse of Corollary 2.13 is true, as this
would be one such sufficient condition.

Finally, by combining the bounds in Corollary 2.2, Corollary 2.7, and Theorem 2.12, we
get the series of inequalities in the following result.

Theorem 2.14. Let H be a simple hypergraph with no isolated vertices. Then

|V (H)| − |E(H)| ≤ bL(H) < b(H) ≤ α(H) + 1.

Each inequality in Theorem 2.14 is tight, and Figure 2 shows an example of a hypergraph
H where all of them are tight simultaneously. It has 7 = |V (H)| − |E(H)| = bL(H) and
8 = b(H) = α(H) + 1. Of course, this example can be expanded to an infinite family
of hypergraphs that exhibit tightness for each inequality in Theorem 2.14 simultaneously.
Simply consider the family of hypergraphs that consist of a single edge containing all of their
vertices (excluding the hypergraph which is a single vertex in an edge).

If V (H) = {v1, . . . , vn} and E(H) =
{

{v1, . . . , vk}, {v2, . . . , vk+1}, . . . , {vn−k+1, . . . , vn}
}

then H is called a k-uniform tight path. This family of hypergraphs is used to prove Theorem
2.18, which states that the difference between bL(H) and b(H) can be arbitrarily large.

Definition 2.15. Given a k-uniform tight path H on n vertices, define a seed as a set of

k − 1 vertices all belonging to a common edge. Define a burned seed as a seed whose k − 1
vertices were chosen as sources in the arsonist’s burning sequence.

7



Figure 2: An example where all the bounds in Theorem 2.14 are tight simultaneously.

See Figure 3. An example of a seed in G is {a, b}, and an example of a seed in H is
{c, d, e}.

G

a

b

H

c

d

e

Figure 3: A tight 3-uniform path G and a tight 4-uniform path H .

Given a hypergraph G, define SG(r) as the maximum number of vertices that could
possibly be on fire in G at the end of round r.

Lemma 2.16. Let G be a hypergraph and r be the smallest natural number satisfying

SG(r) ≥ |V (G)|. Then r ≤ b(G).

Proof. Since SG(ℓ) < |V (G)| for all ℓ < r, G cannot be fully burned in fewer than r rounds.

Lemma 2.17. For any tight 3-uniform path H on n vertices, b(H) =
⌈√

2n− 1
⌉

.

Proof. Write V (H) = {u1, . . . , un}. Clearly, no fire will propagate in H without the existence
of a burned seed. Also, once a burned seed {ui, ui+1} is created in round r, it will cause fire
to spread to ui−1 and ui+2 in round r+ 1 (if these vertices are not already on fire). In round
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r + 2, it will cause fire to spread to ui−2 and ui+3, etc. The arsonist’s best strategy is to
create a burned seed every second round, spaced such that no vertex uj will catch fire due
to propagation from two burned seeds until possibly the final round when H is completely
burned. By following this strategy, the maximum number of vertices that can catch fire
through propagation in round r is twice the number of burned seeds that existed at the
end of round r − 1. Define n(r) as the number of vertices that become burned in round
r when following this strategy (including sources), so n(r) = SH(r) − SH(r − 1). Clearly
n(1) = n(2) = 1 since no propagation can occur in the first two rounds. There is one burned
seed at the start of rounds three and four, so n(3) = n(4) = 2(1) + 1 = 3. Similarly, there
are two burned seeds at the start of rounds five and six, so n(5) = n(6) = 2(2) + 1 = 5. The
sequence of n(r)-values is therefore 1, 1, 3, 3, 5, 5, 7, 7, . . . . Observe that SH(r) =

∑r

i=1 n(i),
so the sequence of SH(r)-values is 1, 2, 5, 8, 13, 18, 25, 32, 41, 50, . . . . The formula for this

sequence is known to be SH(r) =
⌊

r2+1
2

⌋

; see sequence A000982 in [21].

Let xn be the smallest natural number satisfying SH(xn) ≥ |V (H)| = n, so xn ≤ b(H)
by Lemma 2.16. In the case of our hypergraph H , b(H) is exactly equal to xn, since the
arsonist can successfully burn H in xn rounds using the strategy outlined above. We will
now show that xn =

⌈√
2n− 1

⌉

.

Suppose xn <
√

2n− 1. Then we have

SH(xn) =

⌊

x2
n + 1

2

⌋

≤ x2
n + 1

2
<

(
√

2n− 1)2 + 1

2
= n,

which is a contradiction. We therefore have the restriction xn ≥
√

2n− 1, and the least
integer that fulfills this restriction is

⌈√
2n− 1

⌉

. Indeed, since
⌈√

2n− 1
⌉

≥
√

2n− 1 and

SH(r) =
⌊

r2+1
2

⌋

is a monotonic increasing function, we have

SH(
⌈√

2n− 1
⌉

) =

⌊

⌈√
2n− 1

⌉2
+ 1

2

⌋

≥
⌊

(
√

2n− 1)2 + 1

2

⌋

= ⌊n⌋ = n.

Therefore xn =
⌈√

2n− 1
⌉

, and hence b(H) =
⌈√

2n− 1
⌉

.

Theorem 2.18. Given any k ∈ N, there exist hypergraphs G and H such that b(G)−bL(G) >

k and
b(H)
bL(H)

> k.

Proof. Denote by Hn the 3-regular tight path on n vertices. For all n ≥ 3, bL(Hn) = 2. But

b(Hn) =
⌈√

2n− 1
⌉

. Thus, b(Hn)− bL(Hn) =
⌈√

2n− 1
⌉

−2 and b(Hn)
bL(Hn)

=
⌈√2n−1 ⌉

2
, which

are both unbounded.

Given that hypergraph burning is an extension of graph burning, it is natural to ask
if there is an analogous conjecture for hypergraphs to the Burning Number Conjecture for
graphs. That is, for arbitrary hypergraphs H , we wish to find a sublinear upper bound
on b(H) (and bL(H)) in terms of |V (H)|. It turns out that no such bound exists even
when we insist H is k-uniform and linear. Consider the family of k-uniform loose paths,
which are indeed linear; see Figure 4. The best possible upper bounds for this family of
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· · ·

Figure 4: A family of uniform, linear hypergraphs H for which no upper bounds exist on
b(H) or bL(H) that are sublinear in terms of |V (H)|.

hypergraphs are bL(H), b(H) ∈ O(|V (H)|). To see this, recall that |V (H)| − |E(H)| ≤
bL(H) < b(H) ≤ |V (H)|, and observe that we can choose the size of the edges large enough
so that |V (H)| − |E(H)| ∈ Θ(|V (H)|).

Furthermore, for any fixed k, this family of hypergraphs has no sublinear upper bound
on its (lazy) burning number in terms of its order. Indeed, any k-uniform loose path H has

|E(H)| = |V (H)|−1
k−1

. Thus, a lower bound on bL(H) and b(H) is

|V (H)| − |E(H)| = |V (H)| −
( |V (H)| − 1

k − 1

)

=

(

k − 2

k − 1

)

|V (H)| +
1

k − 1
,

which is linear in |V (H)|.
We close this section with a brief discussion of complexity. It is easy to come up with a

polynomial-time algorithm which takes a sequence of vertices in a hypergraph H as input,
and determines if it is a valid burning sequence for H . There is a similar algorithm for
the lazy burning game which determines if a given subset of V (H) is a lazy burning set in
polynomial time. Hence, both games are in NP. Since graph burning is NP-complete [5],
and it is a special case of hypergraph burning, hypergraph burning is also NP-complete. We
leave the question of whether lazy hypergraph burning is NP-complete as an open problem.

3 Disconnected Hypergraphs

In this section we consider how to write the (lazy) burning number of a disconnected hyper-
graph in terms of the (lazy) burning numbers of its connected components. The solution is
trivial in the lazy case (see Lemma 3.1), but the round-based case is more complicated.

Lemma 3.1. If H is disconnected with connected components G1, G2, . . . , Gk, then bL(H) =
bL(G1) + bL(G2) + · · · + bL(Gk).

Proof. Clearly if Si is a minimum lazy burning set for Gi for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k}, then a
minimum lazy burning set for H is S1 ∪ S2 ∪ · · · ∪ Sk.

We cannot say in general that a similar equality to the one in Lemma 3.1 holds for b(H).
It is indeed possible that b(H) < b(G1)+b(G2)+···+b(Gk). The arsonist may “save time” by
initially burning enough vertices to start propagation in one component, then moving on to
subsequent components. For example, consider the disconnected hypergraph H in Figure 5.
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The “left” component of H has burning number 4, and the “right” component of H has
burning number 3. However, (3, 4, 9, 10, 7) is an optimal burning sequence, so b(H) = 5,
which is less than the sum of the burning numbers of the two connected components.

3

2

1

4

5

6

9

8

7

10

11

Figure 5: A hypergraph whose burning number is strictly less than the sum of the burning
numbers of its connected components.

Lemma 3.2. If H is disconnected with connected components G1, G2, . . . , Gk, then

max{b(G1), b(G2), . . . , b(Gk)} ≤ b(H) ≤ b(G1) + b(G2) + · · · + b(Gk).

The proof of Lemma 3.2 is omitted, as both inequalities are intuitive (see [16] for a proof).
We can improve the upper bound from Lemma 3.2 if we assume none of the connected
components of H are isolated vertices.

Lemma 3.3. If H is disconnected with connected components G1, G2, . . . , Gk, none of which

are isolated vertices, then b(H) ≤ b(G1) + b(G2) + · · · + b(Gk) − k + 1.

Proof. For each Gi let Si = (u
(i)
1 , . . . , u

(i)
b(Gi)

) be an optimal burning sequence. We claim

S = (u
(1)
1 , . . . , u

(1)
b(G1)−1, u

(2)
1 , . . . , u

(2)
b(G2)−1, . . . , u

(k)
1 , . . . , u

(k)
b(Gk)−1, u

(k)
b(Gk)

)

is a burning sequence for H . For each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k − 1} burning Si \ {u(i)
b(Gi)

} one-by-one
and in order will leave the entirety of Gi burned in at most two more rounds via propagation
(to see this, consider the two possible cases: u

(i)
b(Gi)

is a redundant source or a non-redundant

source). Since Gk is not an isolated vertex, it has burning number at least two, so there is
“enough time” for Gk−1 to fully catch fire while the arsonist burns Gk. Since S is a valid
burning sequence for H we have b(H) ≤ |S| = (b(G1) − 1) + · · · + (b(Gk−1) − 1) + b(Gk) =
b(G1) + · · · + b(Gk) − k + 1.

The upper bound from Lemma 3.3 is tight. Consider the hypergraph H with V (H) =
{1, 2, . . . . , 21} and E(H) =

{

{1, 2, 3}, {4, 5, 6}, . . . , {19, 20, 21}
}

. The subhypergraph in-
duced by one of the seven edges has burning number 3, and since (1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14,
16, 17, 19, 20, 21) is an optimal burning sequence for H , it has burning number 15 = (3)(7)−
7 + 1. Indeed, this example can be expanded to an infinite family of hypergraphs which
exhibit the tightness of the bound in Lemma 3.3. Such a hypergraph G consists of multiple
disjoint non-singleton edges e1, . . . , ek, with no other edges and no isolated vertices. For each
i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, let Gi be the subhypergraph of G induced by ei. Then, one may construct
an optimal burning sequence for G by burning |ei| − 1 = b(Gi) − 1 sources in ei for each
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i ∈ {1, . . . , k−1}, followed by |ek| = b(Gk) sources in ek (where the last source is redundant).
This shows the tightness of the bound in Lemma 3.3, since the total number of sources is

(

b(G1) − 1
)

+ · · · +
(

b(Gk−1) − 1
)

+ b(Gk) = b(G1) + · · · + b(Gk) − k + 1.

There are also examples where the upper bound from Lemma 3.3 is a strict inequality.
Consider the hypergraph in Figure 6. The burning numbers of the left, middle, and right
connected components are 5, 3, and 2 respectively. But (u1, u2, u3, u4, u5, u6) is an optimal
burning sequence for the entire hypergraph, so it has burning number 6 < (5+3+2)−3+1.
It is an open question as to whether or not there is an infinite family of hypegraphs for which
the bound in Lemma 3.3 is strict.

u1

u2 u3

u4

u5

u6

Figure 6: An example where the inequality in Lemma 3.3 is strict.

4 Subhypergraphs

In this section we compare the (lazy) burning number of a hypergraph H to the (lazy) burning
numbers of various types of subhypergraphs of H . We now briefly define the subhypergraphs
of interest.

A hypergraph H ′ = (V ′, E ′) is called a weak subhypergraph (or just subhypergraph) of
H = (V,E) if V ′ ⊆ V and either E ′ = ∅, or, after a suitable permutation of its rows and
columns, the incidence matrix for H ′ is a submatrix of the incidence matrix of H . Thus,
each edge e′ ∈ E ′ has e′ = e∩ V ′ for some e ∈ E (so H ′ may not be simple). If, in addition,
E ′ = {e∩ V ′ | e ∈ E, e∩ V ′ 6= ∅}, then H ′ is said to be induced by V ′ (that is, all nonempty
edges e ∩ V ′, singletons included, are present in E ′).

A hypergraph H ′′ = (V ′′, E ′′) is called a strong subhypergraph (or hypersubgraph) of
H = (V,E) if V ′′ ⊆ V and E ′′ ⊆ E. If all edges induced by V ′′ (i.e. all e ⊆ V ′′) are present
in E ′′ then H ′′ is said to be induced by V ′′, and we write H ′′ = H [V ′′]. If V ′′ = ∪e∈E′′e
then H ′′ is said to be induced by E ′′, and we write H ′′ = H [E ′′]. Note that every strong
subhypergraph of H is also a weak subhypergraph of H , but the converse is not necessarily
true.

Note that we allow the existence of singleton edges, as these often arise when taking a
weak induced subhypergraph. Several results in this section use a “shadow strategy” proof
technique which involves comparing two different instances of hypergraph burning. For the
sake of avoiding confusion during these proofs, we will denote the burning game that takes
place on a hypergraph H when burning according to the sequence S by BG(H,S). Similarly,
we will denote the lazy burning game that takes place on a hypergraph H with lazy burning
set L by LBG(H,L).
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Lemma 4.1. Let G1 and G2 be two hypergraphs with the same vertex set such that E(G1) ⊆
E(G2). Then bL(G2) ≤ bL(G1) and b(G2) ≤ b(G1).

The proof of Lemma 4.1 is omitted since it is quite intuitive; G2 can be created from G1

by adding edges, so G2 is “more flammable” than G1 (see [16] for a full proof). Our next
result compares the (lazy) burning numbers of a weak and a strong subhypergraph induced
by the same set of vertices.

Lemma 4.2. Let H be a hypergraph with V (H) = {v1, . . . , vn} and let I ⊆ {1, . . . , n}. If G1

is a strong subhypergraph induced by {vi | i ∈ I} and G2 is a weak subhypergraph induced by

{vi | i ∈ I} then b(G2) ≤ b(G1) and bL(G2) ≤ bL(G1).

Proof. Both inequalities follow from Lemma 4.1 and the fact that V (G1) = V (G2) and
E(G1) ⊆ E(G2).

The bounds in Lemma 4.2 are both tight. Consider the hypergraph H in Figure 7.
The subset of vertices {u2, u3, u4, u5} induces the strong subhypergraph G1 and the weak
subhypergraph G2. Indeed, {u2, u3} is a minimum lazy burning set in both G1 and G2. The
subhypergraphs also have the same burning number, as (u2, u3, u5) is an optimal burning
sequence in G1, and (u2, u3, u4) is an optimal burning sequence G2. Indeed, we may expand
this to an infinite family of examples by adding any number of degree-one vertices to the
edge containing u1 in H (without renaming u1 through u5). Then, the strong and weak
subhypergraphs induced by {u2, u3, u4, u5} will be G1 and G2 (from Figure 7) respectively.

H u1

u2

u3u4

u5

G1

u2

u3u4

u5

G2

u2

u3u4

u5

Figure 7: An example showing that equality can hold in Lemma 4.2.

The inequalities in Lemma 4.2 can also be strict. Consider the hypergraph H in Fig-
ure 8. The subset of vertices {u1, u2, u3} induces the strong subhypergraph G1 and the weak
subhypergraph G2. Indeed, bL(G2) = 1 < 2 = bL(G1), and b(G2) = 2 < 3 = b(G1). Again,
we can expand this example to an infinite family of hypergraphs H in which the inequality
in Lemma 4.2 is strict. Construct such a hypergraph H by letting V (H) = {u1, . . . , uk+1}
and E(H) =

{

{u1, . . . , uk}, {u2, . . . , uk+1}
}

for some k ≥ 3. Let G1 and G2 be the strong
and weak subhypergraphs respectively that are induced by {u1, . . . , uk}. Then, b(G1) = k
and bL(G1) = k − 1 since G1 consists only of k vertices in an edge. However, b(G2) = k − 1
and bL(G2) = k − 2. To see this, observe that E(G2) =

{

{u1, . . . , uk}, {u2, . . . , uk}
}

, so an
optimal burning sequence in G2 is (u2, u3, . . . , uk−1, u1) and a minimum lazy burning set is
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H

u2

u4

u3

u1

G1

u2

u3

u1

G2

u2

u3

u1

Figure 8: An example showing that the inequality in Lemma 4.2 can be strict.

{u2, . . . , uk−1}. Hence, we have an infinite family of hypergraphs for which the inequality in
Lemma 4.2 is strict.

We now give sufficient conditions for when a weak induced subhypergraph has (lazy)
burning number no larger than that of its parent hypergraph. In fact, these conditions are
the same for the lazy and round-based cases.

Lemma 4.3. If G is a weak induced subhypergraph of H such that |E(G)| = |E(H)| and
E(G) contains no singleton edges, then bL(G) ≤ bL(H).

Proof. Let S be a minimum lazy burning set for H . Since every edge in H contains at least
two vertices that also belong to G, no fire can propagate in H unless a vertex of G is in the
lazy burning set. Hence, S ∩ V (G) 6= ∅. Let S ′ = S ∩ V (G). We claim S ′ is a lazy burning
set for G.

Consider the set V (G) \ S ′ of vertices in G that were not part of the lazy burning set.
Label these vertices in chronological order with respect to the time step in which they catch
fire in LBG(H,S). That is, label V (G) \ S ′ as u1, . . . , uk such that if i < j then ui catches
fire in the same time step or in an earlier time step than uj in LBG(H,S). Note that vertices
of V (G) \ S ′ that catch fire in the same time step in LBG(H,S) may be listed in any order
relative to one another.

Suppose that S ′ is not a lazy burning set for G. Then, in LBG(G, S ′), some vertex in
V (G) \ S ′ does not catch fire through propagation by the end of the process. Let uq be
the lowest-indexed vertex in V (G) \ S ′ that never catches fire. Then, all the vertices in
V (G) \ S ′ that catch fire at a strictly earlier time step than uq in LBG(H,S) will catch fire
in LBG(G, S ′). Without loss of generality, these vertices are u1, . . . , uq−1.

Now, consider how uq catches fire in LBG(H,S). Eventually, uq is part of some edge e
such that all other vertices in e are on fire. But e contains other vertices in G apart from
uq, all of which are on fire (they were either in the lazy burning set or caught fire strictly
earlier than uq). Hence, in the corresponding edge e∩V (G) in G, the vertices apart from uq

are either in S ′ or of the form up with p < q.
Therefore, in LBG(G, S ′), eventually all vertices in (e ∩ V (G)) \ {uq} will be on fire.

Thus, uq catches fire through propagation due to the edge e∩V (G). This is a contradiction,
so S ′ is a lazy burning set for G. Thus, bL(G) ≤ |S ′| ≤ |S| = bL(H).

We must introduce some more notation for use in the following proof. In the round-based
version of the game, denote the set of vertices that are on fire in a hypergraph H at the end
of round r when burning according to the sequence S by F (H,S, r).
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Lemma 4.4. If G is a weak induced subhypergraph of H such that |E(G)| = |E(H)| and
E(G) contains no singleton edges, then b(G) ≤ b(H).

Proof. Let S = (u1, u2, . . . , ub(H)) be an optimal burning sequence for H . We construct a
burning sequence S ′ for G in which the rth source is either ur or an arbitrary vertex in V (G).
In particular, at each round r ∈ {1, 2, . . . , b(H)}, choose the rth source in S ′ as follows:

(1) If G became fully burned at the end of the previous round, then stop.

(2) Otherwise, if ur /∈ V (G), then choose any unburned vertex in V (G) as the rth source
in S ′.

(3) Otherwise, if ur ∈ V (G) but ur was on fire at the end of round r− 1, then choose any
unburned vertex in V (G) as the rth source in S ′.

(4) Otherwise, if ur ∈ V (G) and ur was not on fire at the end of round r− 1, then choose
ur as the rth source in S ′.

Clearly, by the above construction, |S ′| ≤ |S|. Moreover, |S ′| < |S| is only true if (1)
occurs, in which case S ′ is indeed a burning sequence for G. We therefore assume that (1)
does not occur, and hence |S ′| = |S|. We must show that S ′ leaves G fully burned after the
final round, b(H). In particular, we show F (H,S, r) ∩ V (G) ⊆ F (G, S ′, r) for each round
r ∈ {1, 2, . . . , b(H)} by induction.
Base case. Consider the earliest round r0 at which F (H,S, r0)∩V (G) 6= ∅, since the inclusion
clearly holds for all earlier rounds. Recall that every edge in H contains at least two vertices
of G. Hence, for any fire to spread to a vertex of G in BG(H,S), a vertex of G must first be
chosen as a source in S at a strictly earlier round. Hence, F (H,S, r0) ∩ V (G) = {ur0} (i.e.
the first vertex of G to be on fire in BG(H,S) is a source). But by the above construction, in
BG(G, S ′), either ur0 is chosen as the rth0 source, or it was on fire in a strictly earlier round.
Therefore, F (H,S, r0) ∩ V (G) = {ur0} ⊆ F (G, S ′, r0).
Inductive hypothesis. Suppose F (H,S, r) ∩ V (G) ⊆ F (G, S ′, r) for some round r ≥ r0.
Inductive step. By the construction of S ′, if ur+1 ∈ V (G) then ur+1 is on fire in BG(G, S ′) at
the end of round r + 1. Consider any non-source vertex v ∈ V (G) that catches fire through
propagation in BG(H,S) in round r + 1. If v was on fire in BG(G, S ′) at an earlier round
then there is nothing to show, so assume the contrary. We must show that v catches fire
through propagation in BG(G, S ′) in round r + 1.

Consider an edge e ∈ E(H) that caused fire to spread to v in BG(H,S). At the end
of round r, each vertex in e \ {v} was on fire. Recall that e ∩ V (G) is a non-singleton
edge in G. By the inductive hypothesis, F (H,S, r) ∩ V (G) ⊆ F (G, S ′, r), and in particular,
(e∩V (G))\{v} ⊆ F (H,S, r)∩V (G) ⊆ F (G, S ′, r). Therefore, each vertex of (e∩V (G))\{v}
was on fire in BG(G, S ′) at the end of round r. But then the edge e ∩ V (G) causes fire to
spread to v in BG(G, S ′) in round r + 1.

Hence, F (H,S, r+1)∩V (G) ⊆ F (G, S ′, r+1). We therefore have V (G) = F (H,S, b(H))∩
V (G) ⊆ F (G, S ′, b(H)), so F (G, S ′, b(H)) = V (G). That is, S ′ is a burning sequence for G,
so b(G) ≤ |S ′| = |S| = b(H).
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H

e1
e2

e3
e4

u6u5u4u3

u1

u2

Figure 9: A hypergraph H that contains a weak non-induced subhypergraph with larger
burning number and lazy burning number.

Observe that, if H ′ is a weak subhypergraph of H that is not induced by any subset of
V (H), then |E(H ′)| < |E(H)|. The analogous results to Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 do not hold
in general if we assume the weak subhypergraphs are not induced (and hence they have
fewer edges). See Figure 9, and consider the non-induced weak subhypergraph G of H with
V (G) = {u2, u3, u4, u5, u6} and E(G) = {e1 ∩ V (G)} =

{

{u2, u3, u4, u5, u6}
}

. Note that G is
not induced by its vertex set since E(G) 6= {e∩V (G) | e ∈ E(H), e∩V (G) 6= ∅} (for example,
e2 is not an edge in G). But G has bL(G) = 4 > 2 = bL(H) and b(G) = 5 > 4 = b(H).
To see this, first observe that {u3, u4, u5, u6} is a minimum lazy burning set in G, whereas
{u1, u6} is a minimum lazy burning set in H . Also, (u2, u3, u4, u5, u6) is an optimal burning
sequence in G, whereas (u6, u4, u1, u2) is an optimal burning sequence in H .

The following result shows that weak induced subhypergraphs that do not meet the other
conditions in Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 may have larger (lazy) burning numbers than their parent
hypergraphs. Indeed, in Figure 10, the weak induced subhypergraph G2 of H contains
singleton edges, has one fewer edge than H , and has burning and lazy burning numbers
strictly larger than those of H . The result also shows that strong induced subhypergraphs
may have larger (lazy) burning numbers than their parent hypergraphs.

Lemma 4.5. There exist hypergraphs H with strong induced subhypergraphs G1 and weak

induced subhypergraphs G2 such that 0 < b(G1)−b(H), 0 < b(G2)−b(H), 0 < bL(G1)−bL(H),
and 0 < bL(G2) − bL(H), and these differences can be arbitrarily large.

Proof. As an example, consider H = (V,E) where V (H) = {u1, . . . , un} and E(H) =
{

{u1, u2, u3}, {u1, u2, u4}, {u1, u2, u5}, . . . , {u1, u2, un}, {u3, u4, . . . , un}
}

. Then (u1, u2, u3) is
an optimal burning sequence for H , and {u1, u2} is a lazy burning set for H . Hence b(H) = 3
and bL(H) = 2.

Now, let G1 = (V1, E1) where V1 = {u3, u4, . . . , un} and E1 =
{

{u3, u4, . . . , un}
}

, so G1

is strongly induced by u3, u4, . . . , un. Clearly, b(G1) = n− 2 and bL(G1) = n− 3.
Finally, let G2 = (V2, E2) where V2 = {u3, u4, . . . , un−1} and E2 =

{

{u3}, {u4}, . . . , {un−1},
{u3, u4, . . . , un−1}

}

, so G2 is weakly induced by u3, u4, . . . , un−1. Clearly, b(G2) = n− 3 and
bL(G2) = n− 4.

Notice that the weak induced subhypergraph G2 of H in Lemma 4.5 need not contain
fewer edges than H . That is, if instead G2 was induced by u3, . . . , un, it would still have a
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G2

u3
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Figure 10: H , G1, and G2 from Lemma 4.5.

H
e1

e2

e3

e4
u1

u2 u3 u4

Figure 11: A hypergraph H that contains an induced strong subhypergraph with larger
burning number and lazy burning number.

larger (lazy) burning number than H . It does however contain singleton edges, and we are
unsure if this must always be the case. That is, we would like to determine if there exists a
class of hypergraphs H with weak induced subhypergraphs G2 such that b(G2) − b(H) and
bL(G2)− bL(H) are both unbounded, and G2 contains no singleton edges. Of course, in light
of Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, such a hypergraph G2 would need to have fewer edges than H .

When one takes a strong subhypergraph, whether it was induced by a set of vertices or
not, it is possible that the burning and lazy burning numbers both increase, and it is also
possible that they both decrease. We will show this using four examples.

For an example of an induced strong subhypergraph G with larger burning number and
lazy burning number than its parent hypergraph H , see Figure 11. Let V (G) = {u2, u3, u4}
and E(G) = {e ∈ E(H) | e ⊆ V (G)} = {e1}, so G is a strong subhypergraph of H that is
induced by its vertex set. Then, bL(G) = 2 > 1 = bL(H) and b(G) = 3 > 2 = b(H). To
see this, observe that G is simply an edge containing three vertices. But {u1} is a minimum
lazy burning set for H and (u1, u2) is an optimal burning sequence for H , so bL(H) = 1 and
b(H) = 2.

Also observe that this example can be extended to provide an infinite family of hyper-
graphs H with the same property. One may construct H by taking K1,n and adding an edge
e containing all n of the vertices of degree one. Then, bL(H) = 1 and b(H) = 2. Indeed, by
taking the strong subhypergraph of H induced by the vertices in e, we obtain a hypergraph
that consists of n vertices in an edge, which has lazy burning number n − 1 and burning
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number n. Thus, the differences in (lazy) burning numbers can be arbitrarily large.
For an example of a non-induced strong subhypergraph G with larger burning num-

ber and lazy burning number than its parent hypergraph H , see Figure 12. Let V (G) =
{u1, u2, u3, u4} and E(G) = {e3}, so G is a strong subhypergraph of H that is not induced by
its vertex set (since e1, e2 /∈ E(G)). Then bL(G) = 3 > 1 = bL(H) and b(G) = 4 > 3 = b(H).
To see this, observe that G is simply an edge containing four vertices, so bL(G) = 3 and
b(G) = 4. But {u1} is a minimum lazy burning set for H and (u1, u3, u5) is an optimal
burning sequence for H , so bL(H) = 1 and b(H) = 3.

u1 u2 u3 u4 u5
e1

e2
e3 e4

H

Figure 12: A hypergraph H that contains a non-induced strong subhypergraph with larger
burning number and lazy burning number.

Again, the concept illustrated in this example can be extended to an infinite class of
hypergraphs. Let the vertex set of such a hypergraph H be {u1, u2, . . . , un}, and let the
edge set contain {u1, u2}, {u1, u2, u3}, . . . , and {u1, . . . , un}. Then, the hypergraph G with
vertex set {u1, . . . , un−1} with a single edge containing all of its vertices is a non-induced
strong subhypergraph of H . Of course, bL(G) = n− 2 and bL(H) = 1, so the differences in
lazy burning numbers can be arbitrarily large. Now, observe that b(H) =

⌈

n+1
2

⌉

, since an
optimal burning sequence for H is (u1, u3, . . . , un) when n is odd, and (u1, u3, . . . , un−1, un)
when n is even. Since b(G) = n− 1, the differences in the burning numbers of G and H can
also be arbitrarily large.

For an example of an induced strong subhypergraph G with smaller burning number and
lazy burning number than its parent hypergraph H , see Figure 13. Let V (G) = {u6, u7, u8}
and E(G) = {e ∈ E(H) | e ⊆ V (G)} = {e2, e3}, so G is a strong subhypergraph of H that
is induced by its vertex set. Then, bL(G) = 1 < 5 = bL(H) and b(G) = 2 < 6 = b(H). To
see this, observe that {u6} is a minimum lazy burning set in G and (u6, u8) is an optimal
burning sequence in G, so bL(G) = 1 and b(G) = 2. But {u1, u2, u3, u4, u5} is a minimum
lazy burning set for H and (u6, u1, u2, u3, u4, u5) is an optimal burning sequence for H , so
bL(H) = 5 and b(H) = 6.

Finally, for an example of a non-induced strong subhypergraph G with smaller burning
number and lazy burning number than its parent hypergraph H , see Figure 13 again. This
time, let V (G) = {u6, u7, u8} and E(G) = {e2}, so G is a strong subhypergraph of H
that is not induced by its vertex set (since e3 /∈ E(G)). Then, since G is simply an edge
containing three vertices, and both bL(H) and b(H) were found previously, it is clear that
bL(G) = 2 < 5 = bL(H) and b(G) = 3 < 6 = b(H).

Both of the previous two examples (an induced/non-induced strong subhypergraph with
smaller burning number) can be extended to an infinite family of hypergraphs. Indeed, one
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Figure 13: A hypergraph H that contains both an induced and a non-induced strong sub-
hypergraph with smaller burning number and lazy burning number.

may construct H with vertex set {u1, . . . , un}, and containing edges {u1, . . . , uℓ}, {uℓ, uℓ+1},
{uℓ, uℓ+1, uℓ+2}, . . . , {uℓ, . . . , un} for some ℓ. Then, the induced strong subhypergraph may
be obtained by simply deleting the edge {u1, . . . , uℓ}, and the non-induced strong subhyper-
graph can be obtained by deleting all edges but {uℓ, . . . , un}. Of course, we also delete any
isolated vertices that result from this. In both cases, we can ensure the resulting subhyper-
graph has smaller (lazy) burning number than H by making ℓ large enough. Informally, we
can increase the (lazy) burning number of H as much as we want by making sure the edge
{u1, . . . , uℓ} is very large, without affecting the (lazy) burning numbers of the two subhyper-
graphs in question. Of course, this means that the differences in the (lazy) burning numbers
between H and the two subhypergraphs can be arbitrarily large.

5 Discussion and Open Problems

In Section 2 we showed that no analogous bound to the Burning Number Conjecture exists
in (lazy) hypergraph burning (i.e. a universal bound on bL(H) or b(H) that is sublinear in
terms of |V (H)|), even if we only consider hypergraphs that are both uniform and linear.
We therefore want to know: what restrictions must we impose on H for such a bound to
exist? And what would this bound be? One possibility is that such a bound exists when we
insist that |E(H)| is at least |V (H)| − 1 (which is always the case in a connected graph).

We do not know if either bound in Lemma 3.2 is tight. In Lemma 3.3, we improved
the upper bound from Lemma 3.2, assuming that none of the Gi are isolated vertices, and
this bound is tight. It seems like the bound from Lemma 3.3 also applies to disconnected
hypergraphs with up to one isolated vertex, although a proof for this eludes us.

In Section 4 we proved that taking either a strong or weak induced subhypergraph can
potentially increase the burning and lazy burning numbers by an arbitrarily large amount (see
Lemma 4.5). However, in the only example we could find in which taking a weak induced
subhypergraph increases the burning and lazy burning number, the resulting hypergraph
contains singleton edges (see Figure 10). Are there examples where this does not happen?
That is, does there exist a hypergraph H with weak induced subhypergraph G such that G
contains no singleton edges, b(G) > b(H), and bL(G) > bL(H)? Can these differences be
arbitrarily large? We also showed by examples that when one takes a strong subhypergraph,
whether it was induced by a set of vertices or not, it is possible that the burning and lazy
burning numbers both increase, and it is also possible that they both decrease (for a total
of four different scenarios); see Figures 11, 12, and 13. We would also like to determine the
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necessary and sufficient conditions a hypergraph and its strong subhypergraph must satisfy
in order to behave in these four ways.

We conclude by presenting additional open questions.

1. Given an optimal burning sequence S = (x1, x2, . . . , xb(H)), does there always exist a
subset of {x1, x2, . . . , xb(H)} that is a minimum lazy burning set? This is certainly true
when H is a graph.

2. The complement of H , denoted H , is the hypergraph with V (H) = V (H) such that,
for each subset e of V (H), e is an edge in H if and only if e is not an edge in H . Can
the (lazy) burning number of H be bounded in terms of the (lazy) burning number of
H? One might first investigate the case where H is k-uniform, and only edges of size
k are allowed in H.

3. Define x(H) as the average number of edges a vertex in H belongs to. Does the ratio
|V (H)|
x(H)

affect b(H) or bL(H)? It seems like if |V (H)|
x(H)

is large then b(H) is also large. One
example of a hypergraph that exhibits this behaviour is the hypergraph consisting of
one edge that contains all of its vertices.

4. Does the “density” of edges in H affect b(H) or bL(H)? What is the best way to define
density for this purpose? Intuitively, it makes sense that a hypergraph with a higher
density of edges would have a lower burning number and lazy burning number.

5. Does there exist a hypergraph (that is not a path) such that rearranging the order of
an optimal burning sequence results in a non-valid burning sequence? What are the
necessary and sufficient conditions for a hypergraph to have this property?

6. A hypergraph is uniquely burnable if it has a unique optimal burning sequence up to
isomorphism. What are the necessary and sufficient conditions for a hypergraph to be
uniquely burnable? One might also ask the analogous question for the lazy burning
game.

7. Given n ∈ N, what is the set of all possible burning numbers for hypergraphs of order
n? Is this set an interval? Can these questions be determined for certain families of
hypergraphs?

8. Suppose that for any pair of edges e1 and e2 in a hypergraph H , e1 ∩ e2 /∈ {e1, e2} (i.e.
no edge in H is a subset of another edge). Does this have any effect on b(H) or bL(H)?

9. Is there an analogous result in hypergraph burning to the Tree Reduction Theorem
from graph burning? And would such a result involve hypertrees (a family of tree-like
hypergraphs)?

10. Do there exist stronger bounds or even exact values of b(H) and bL(H) for specific
classes of hypergraphs such as projective planes, Kneser hypergraphs, and combinato-
rial designs? Note that the burning game on Steiner triple systems has been extensively
studied in [11].
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11. Lazy hypergraph burning is in NP. Is it NP-complete?

12. Hypergraph burning using a proportion-based propagation rule is explored in [12].
What other propagation rules might be considered?
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