
Information dissemination and confusion in signed networks

Ligang Jin1 Eckhard Steffen2

1 School of Mathematical Sciences, Zhejiang Normal University, Yingbin Road 688, 321004 Jinhua, China
2 Department of Mathematics, Paderborn University, Warburger Str. 100, 33098 Paderborn, Germany

ligang.jin@zjnu.cn, es@upb.de

Abstract

We introduce a model of information dissemination in signed networks. It is a discrete-
time process in which uninformed actors incrementally receive information from their in-
formed neighbors or from the outside. Our goal is to minimize the number of confused
actors - that is, the number of actors who receive contradictory information. We prove up-
per bounds for the number of confused actors in signed networks and in equivalence classes
of signed networks. In particular, we show that there are signed networks where, for any
information placement strategy, almost 60% of the actors are confused. Furthermore, this is
also the case when considering the minimum number of confused actors within an equivalence
class of signed graphs.

Keywords: signed graphs, spread of social influence, dissemination of information, cyber-
physical social networks, autonomous networks, burning number

1 Introduction and basics

In 1953, Harary [7] introduced the notion of signed graphs and laid the foundation for the
study of signed graphs. As an early application of signed graphs, Cartwright and Harary [5] set
Heider’s theory [8] of structural balance in (social) networks into the graph theoretical concept
of balance in signed graphs. From that on, signed graphs became a very active area of research.
Signed graphs are of significant interest from the mathematical point of view but there are many
applications of signed graphs in many disciplines such as natural sciences and social sciences.
Thus, they are studied from very different perspectives. The dynamic survey [16] gives an
impression of the vast existing literature on signed graphs and related topics.

Signed graphs are natural concepts for designing and analyzing networks, see [10]. The actors
of the network are represented by the vertices of a graph and edges represent a relation between
(two) actors. Thus, the embedding of an actor into a network provides some information about
their role within it. Prominent measures of an actor’s role in the network are centrality and com-
munity detection, see [1, 11, 13]. These parameters provide insights into the network structure
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and they are used for interventions in (social) networks such as selecting actors for information
placement [14]. Such research approaches are becoming increasingly relevant with the transition
to cyber-physical social systems [17], where technical and human actors are networked together.
In these systems, the dissemination of information can already be considered in their design [6].

We will introduce a model of information dissemination in signed networks. It is a discrete-
time process where uninformed actors receive information from their informed neighbors or
from the outside. As in social networks, an actor may receive contradictory information from
members of its community. In this case, it is considered confused and does not actively spread
information in the following. The process ends after a finite number of steps when every network
actor is either informed or confused. In this paper we are interested in minimizing the number
of confused actors.

The paper is organized as follows. Next we give the necessary definitions and basic results
on signed graphs. In Section 2, we introduce an information dissemination algorithm for signed
graphs. We determine the minimum number of confused vertices for some signed graphs and
prove some upper bounds for this parameter. We show that there are balanced signed graphs
where, for any information placement strategy, almost 50% of the vertices are confused. In
general, there are signed graphs where, for any information placement strategy, almost 60% of
the vertices are confused.

In Section 3 we slightly relax the information dissemination algorithm which allows to study
the minimum number of confused vertices within an equivalence class of signed graphs. Here
the situation changes for balanced signed graphs. We show that for any balanced signed graph
there exists a relaxed information placement strategy such that no vertex is confused. However,
in general we stuck with a portion of almost 60% of confused vertices. We then show that the
minimum number of confused vertices in the equivalence class of (G, σ) is equal to the minimum
number of confused vertices in the equivalence class of (G, −σ). We close with Section 4, where
we state some problems and conjectures.

1.1 Basics on graphs and signed graphs

We consider finite simple graphs. The vertex set of a graph G is denoted by V (G) and its edge
set by E(G). Let S ⊆ V (G). The subgraph of G which is induced by S is denoted by G[S].
Denote by ∂G(S) the set of edges having exactly one end in S. The set of neighbors of vertices
of S in V (G) \ S is denoted by NG(S). If S = {v}, then we write NG(v) instead of NG({v}).
Let s, t ≥ 1 be integers. The complete graph on t vertices is denoted by Kt and Ks,t denotes
the complete bipartite graph with partition sets A, B with |A| = s and |B| = t.

A signed graph (G, σ) is a graph G together with a function σ : E(G) → {±}, where {±}
is seen as a multiplicative group. The function σ is called a signature of G and σ(e) is called
the sign of an edge e. An edge e is negative if σ(e) = − and it is positive otherwise. The set of
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negative edges is denoted by E−
σ , and E(G) \ E−

σ is the set of positive edges. If σ(e) = + for
all e ∈ E(G), then σ is the all-positive signature and it is denoted by +, and if σ(e) = − for all
e ∈ E(G), then σ is the all-negative signature and it is denoted by -. The function −σ defines
another signature of G which reverses all the signs of edges by σ. The graph G is sometimes
called the underlying graph of the signed graph (G, σ).

Let (G′, σ|E(G′)
) be a subgraph of (G, σ). The sign of (G′, σ|E(G′)

) is the product of the signs
of its edges. A circuit is a connected 2-regular graph. A circuit of length n ≥ 3 will be denoted
by Cn. A circuit is positive if its sign is + and negative otherwise. A subgraph (G′, σ|E(G′)

)
is balanced if all circuits in (G′, σ|E(G′)

) are positive, otherwise it is unbalanced. Furthermore,
positive (resp., negative) circuits are also often called balanced (resp., unbalanced) circuits.

A switching of a signed graph (G, σ) at X ⊆ V (G) defines a signed graph (G, σ′) which is
obtained from (G, σ) by reversing the sign of each edge of the edge cut ∂G(X), i.e. σ′(e) = −σ(e)
if e ∈ ∂G(X) and σ′(e) = σ(e) otherwise. If X = {v}, then we also say that (G, σ′) is obtained
from (G, σ) by switching at v. Switching defines an equivalence relation on the set of all signed
graphs on G. We say that (G, σ1) and (G, σ2) are equivalent if they can be obtained from each
other by a switching at a vertex set X. We also say that σ1 and σ2 are equivalent signatures of
G. Harary [7] proved the following characterization of balanced signed graphs.

Theorem 1.1 ([7]). A signed graph (G, σ) is balanced if and only if V (G) can be partitioned
into two sets U1 and U2 (possibly empty) such that all edges of E(G[U1]) ∪ E(G[U2]) are positive
and all edges of ∂G(U1) are negative.

By Theorem 1.1 we have that (G, σ) is balanced if and only if it is equivalent to (G, +). A
signed graph (G, σ) is antibalanced if and only if it is equivalent to (G, -).

It turns out that signed graphs are completely determined in terms of their negative (positive)
circuits.

Theorem 1.2 ([15]). Two signed graphs (G, σ) and (G, σ′) are equivalent if and only if they
have the same set of negative circuits.

The frustration index of (G, σ), denoted by l(G, σ), is the minimum cardinality of a set
E ⊆ E(G) such that (G − E, σ|E(G)−E) is balanced. The following result is well known, see e.g.
Lemma 1.1 in [4].

Lemma 1.3. Let (G, σ) be a signed graph with l(G, σ) = k. If E is a set of k edges such that
(G − E, σ|E(G)−E) is balanced, then there is an equivalent signature γ of G such that E−

γ = E.

2 Information dissemination on signed graphs

We start with giving an informal description of the information dissemination algorithm.
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Let (G, σ) be a signed graph. At step 0 all vertices are uninformed.
In step i > 0 first give information A to an uninformed vertex vi and then, every informed

vertex passes his information to its uninformed neighbors, where a negative edge reverses the
sign of the information. It could be that a vertex z receives contradictory information from
its neighbors (some send information A and others send −A). Then z is considered to be
confused (it will get the status C as being confused) and it does not send out any information
in the following steps (which is equivalent to removing all edges between z and its uninformed
neighbors).

Eventually, every vertex of (G, σ) has either information A or −A or it is confused. We want
to minimize the number of confused vertices. The Information Dissemination Problem (IDP

for short) is the problem to get all vertices of a signed network informed by such a process with
minimum number of confused vertices. Next we will give a formal definition of the problem.

We start with defining an algorithm for information dissemination on signed graphs, ID for
short.

Definition 2.1 (Algorithm for Information Dissemination (ID) on a Signed Graph (G, σ)).
Let (G, σ) be a signed graph, with fixed signature σ. Define step-wise functions γi : V (G) →
{A, −A, C, 0} and p-vertices vi.

i = 0: Set γ0(v) = 0 for every v ∈ V (G) and V0[0] = V (G).
i ≥ 1: Choose vi ∈ Vi−1[0]. Let γ′

i−1(v) = A if v = vi, and γ′
i−1(v) = γi−1(v) otherwise.

For X ∈ {A, −A, C, 0}, let V ′
i−1[X] = {v : γ′

i−1(v) = X} and for v ∈ V (G), define

γi(v) =



γ′
i−1(v) if v ∈ V ′

i−1[A] ∪ V ′
i−1[−A] ∪ V ′

i−1[C],

σ(vz)γ′
i−1(z) if v ∈ V ′

i−1[0], z ∈ NG(v) ∩ (V ′
i−1[A] ∪ V ′

i−1[−A]) and for all

y ∈ NG(v) ∩ (V ′
i−1[A] ∪ V ′

i−1[−A]) : σ(vy)γ′
i−1(y) = σ(vz)γ′

i−1(z),

C if v ∈ V ′
i−1[0] and there are z1, z2 ∈ NG(v) ∩ (V ′

i−1[A] ∪ V ′
i−1[−A])

with σ(vz1)γ′
i−1(z1) ̸= σ(vz2)γ′

i−1(z2),

0 otherwise.

Set Vi[0] = {v : γi(v) = 0}.

Repeat the process if Vi[0] ̸= ∅.

In each repetition of the process, the cardinality of the set of vertices with value 0 is reduced
by at least 1. Thus, the process terminates after a finite number of repetitions, say t, when
γt(v) ̸= 0 for each v ∈ V (G). For i ∈ {1, . . . , t} and X ∈ {A, −A, C, 0}, let Vi[X] = {v : γi(v) =
X}.

We say that vertex v ∈ V (G) \ {v1, . . . , vt} receives information from its neighbors in step
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i ∈ {1, . . . , t}, if 0 = γi−1(v) ̸= γi(v). The vertices of Vt[C] are those which received contradictory
information in the process, we call them the c-vertices. The vertices v1, . . . , vt where we place
information A (one in each step) are called the placement vertices, p-vertices for short.

The function γt is a solution of the ID on (G, σ) with p-vertices v1, . . . , vt and value C(G,σ)(γt) =
|Vt[C]|. Informally, the solution γt of the ID represents an information placement strategy on
(G, σ) and C(G,σ)(γt) is the number of c-vertices in the signed graph. Clearly, different choices
of p-vertices may lead to different solutions and different sets of c-vertices. We want to minimize
the number of c-vertices. For a signed graph (G, σ) we define:

C(G, σ) = min{C(G,σ)(γ) : γ is a solution of the ID on (G, σ)}.

C(G, σ) is called the confusion number of (G, σ). The Information Dissemination Problem
for a signed graph (G, σ) (IDP for (G, σ), for short) is to find a solution γ of the ID on (G, σ)
with C(G,σ)(γ) = C(G, σ). Note that we do not minimize the number of p-vertices.

The IDP for some classes of signed graphs

We start with proving an upper bound for the confusion number of balanced and of antibalanced
signed graphs which both play an exceptional role in the theory of signed graphs.

Let n = 2k ≥ 6 be an even number and (Gn, σn) be the signed graph which is obtained by
two copies H, H ′ of an all-positive complete graph on k with vertex sets V (H) = {u1, . . . , uk},
V (H ′) = {u′

1, . . . , u′
k} and negative edges ei = uiu

′
i for i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. Note that Gn is a k-regular

graph of order n.

Proposition 2.2. For every even n ≥ 6, (Gn, σn) is balanced and (Gn, −σn) is antibalanced.
Furthermore, C(Gn, σn) = C(Gn, −) = n

2 − 2, and C(Gn, −σn) = C(Gn, +) = 0.

Proof. Let n = 2k. The negative edges of (Gn, σn) form a perfect matching of Gn. By con-
struction and Theorem 1.1, (Gn, σn) is balanced and therefore, it is equivalent to (Gn, +),
Consequently, (Gn, −σn) is equivalent to (Gn, -) and hence, (Gn, −σn) is antibalanced.

Let π ∈ {σ, −σ, +, -} be a signature on Gn. Since for any two vertices x, y there is an
automorphism on (Gn, π) which maps x to y, we can choose an arbitrary vertex as v1 (i.e., the
first p-vertex), say v1 = u1.

Then, in the first step, γ(u1) = A, γ1(ui) = π(u1ui)A for all i ∈ {2, . . . , k}, γ1(u′
1) =

π(u1u′
1)A, and γ1(u′

j) = 0 for each j ∈ {2, . . . , k}.
We have to choose v2 from {u′

2, . . . , u′
k}, w.l.o.g., say v2 = u′

2 and set γ2(u′
2) = A. Then, for

every j ∈ {3, . . . , k}, vertex u′
j has three informed neighbors, namely u′

1, u′
2, and uj .

If π ∈ {σn, -}, then π(u′
1u′

j)γ1(u′
1) ̸= π(u′

2u′
j)γ1(u′

2) and therefore, γ2(u′
j) = C, and the

process terminates. Since we do not have any other options to choose p-vertices as above, it
follows that C(Gn, π) = k − 2 = n

2 − 2.
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If π ∈ {−σn, +}, then π(u′
1u′

j)γ1(u′
1) = π(u′

2u′
j)γ1(u′

2) = π(uju′
j)γ1(uj) and therefore,

γ2(u′
j) ̸= C. Consequently, C(Gn, π) = 0.

Theorem 2.3. Let G be a connected graph of order n ≥ 4. If (G, σ) is balanced, then C(G, σ) ≤
n
2 − 2 and the bound is attained for every even n.

Proof. By Theorem 1.1, V (G) can be divided into two sets U1 and U2, such that edges between
U1 and U2 are all negative and all other edges of G are positive. W.l.o.g., let ni = |Ui| and
assume that n1 ≥ n2. Thus, n2 − 2 ≤ n

2 − 2.
If n2 = 0, i.e., σ is all positive, then C(G, σ) = 0 and we are done.
Let n2 > 0 and v be a vertex of U1 which has a neighbor (say u) in U2. Let v1 = v be the

first p-vertex. Then choose step-wise p-vertices vi as long as Vi−1[0]∩U1 ̸= ∅ for i ≥ 2. Let vk be
the last p-vertex which could be chosen from U1. Thus, U1 ⊆ Vk[A] and therefore, |Vk[A]| ≥ n1.

If |Vk[−A]| > 1, then |Vk[A] ∪ Vk[−A]| ≥ n1 + 2 and therefore, C(G, σ) ≤ n2 − 2 ≤ n
2 − 2.

If |Vk[−A]| ≤ 1, then U2 = {u} and consequently C(G, σ) = 0.
By Proposition 2.2 the bound is attained for any even n ≥ 6. For n = 4, the bound is

attained by a balanced circuit of length 4.

Next we consider trees (which are always balanced) and circuits.

Proposition 2.4. Let (G, σ) be a connected signed graph and k ≥ 3 be an integer.

1. If G is a tree, then C(G, σ) = 0.

2. If k ̸= 5 or σ ̸= -, then C(Ck, σ) = 0, and C(C5, -) = 1.

Proof. 1. Let G be a tree. Take an arbitrary vertex as the first p-vertex v1. For each step i ≥ 2,
take a vertex from Vi−1[0] ∩ NG(Vi−1[A] ∪ Vi−1[−A]) as vi.

We will show by induction on i that for each step i ≥ 1, Vi[A] ∪ Vi[−A] induces a connected
graph and Vi[C] = ∅, which completes the proof. It is trivial for i = 1. For the induction step, by
the induction hypothesis and the choice of vi, {vi}∪Vi−1[A]∪Vi−1[−A] induces a connected graph.
Since G has no circuits, there is no vertex which has two neighbors in {vi} ∪ Vi−1[A] ∪ Vi−1[−A].
It follows that Vi[C] = ∅, since Vi−1[C] = ∅ by the induction hypothesis.

2. Let G = [u1 . . . uk] be a circuit of length k. First assume that (G, σ) = (C5, -). Take u1

as the first p-vertex and u3 as the second one. After two steps, the ID process terminates with
one c-vertex, which is u4. By the symmetry of (C5, -), we do not have any other options for the
choice of p-vertices as above. Therefore, C(C5, -) = 1.

Next assume that (G, σ) ̸= (C5, -). Let k − r ≡ t (mod 3) with 0 ≤ r ≤ 2. If r = 0, then take
p-vertices vi = u2i−1 for i ∈ {1, . . . , t}. The ID process terminates after t steps with no c-vertices.
If r = 1, then u2t+1 is the only uninformed vertex after t steps by taking the same p-vertices
as above. Then take vt+1 = u2t+1 and the process terminates with no c-vertices. It remains to
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assume that r = 2. If k ̸= 5, then take v1 = u1, v2 = u5, and vi = u2i+1 for i ∈ {3, . . . , t}. The
process terminates after t steps with no c-vertices. For k = 5, since (G, σ) ̸= (C5, -), G must
contain a positive path of length 3, w.l.o.g, say u1u2u3u4. Take p-vertices v1 = u1 and v2 = u4.
The process terminates after two steps with no c-vertices.

Proposition 2.5. Let G be a connected graph of order n ≥ 5 and maximum degree ∆ ≥ 3. For
any signed graph (G, σ):

1. If ∆ ≥ n − 2, then C(G, σ) = 0.

2. If ∆ < n − 2, then C(G, σ) ≤ n − 2 − ∆ and the bound is attained for any ∆.

3. C(G, σ) ≤ (1 − 2
∆)n.

Proof. 1. Let v1 be the first p-vertex, where v1 is a vertex of maximum degree. If ∆ = n − 2,
then let v2 be the second p-vertex, where v2 is the vertex of V (G) \ (NG(v1) ∪ {v1}).

2. Take a vertex of maximum degree as the first p-vertex and choose other p-vertices arbi-
trarily. This results in a solution of ID on (G, σ) either in one step with no c-vertices or in at
least two steps with at most n − 2 − ∆ c-vertices.

Proposition 2.2 shows that the upper bound n − 2 − ∆ for C(G, σ) is achieved by the signed
graph (Gn, σn) for any given ∆ ≥ 3.

3. Take an arbitrary vertex as the first p-vertex v1. For each step i ≥ 2, let Wi−1 = {u : u ∈
Vi−1[0] and ∃x ∈ Vi−1[A] ∪ Vi−1[−A] with ux ∈ E(G)}, let W ′′

i−1 = {u : u ∈ Vi−1[0] and ∃x, y ∈
Vi−1[A] ∪ Vi−1[−A] with σ(ux)γi−1(x) ̸= σ(uy)γi−1(y)}, and let W ′

i−1 = Wi−1 \ W ′′
i−1. If W ′′

i−1 ̸=
∅, then choose vi from W ′′

i−1. If W ′′
i−1 = ∅ and W ′

i−1 ̸= ∅, then choose vi from W ′
i−1. If Wi−1 = ∅

and Vi−1[0] ̸= ∅, then choose vi from Vi−1[0]. Let the ID process on (G, σ) terminates after t

steps. It follows from the choice of p-vertices that each c-vertex has at least two neighbors in
some component of G[Vt[A] ∪ Vt[−A]] which is not a tree.

Let H1 consist of all the components of G[Vt[A] ∪ Vt[−A]] that is not a tree, and let H2 =
G[Vt[C]]. For i ∈ {1, 2}, let ni = |V (Hi)| and mi = |E(Hi)|. Let m∗ = |∂G(H1)|. Since each
component of H1 is not a tree, m1 ≥ n1. Since each vertex of H2 has at least two neighbors
in H1, m∗ ≥ 2n2. Since the maximum degree of H1 is at most ∆, n1∆ ≥ 2m1 + m∗. We can
conclude from these inequalities that n1∆ ≥ 2n1 + 2n2. Consequently, n2 ≤ (1 − 2

∆)n, since
n1 + n2 ≤ n.

Let s, t ≥ 3 be two integers. Let (Kt,t, τt) be the signed graph where E−
τt

forms a perfect
matching. Denote by Gs,t the class of signed graphs on st vertices ui,j , i ∈ {0, . . . , s − 1} and
j ∈ {0, . . . , t − 1}, and st2 edges such that Ui ∪ Ui+1 induces a (Kt,t, τt) or a (Kt,t, −τt), where
Ui = {ui,0, ui,1, . . . , ui,t−1} and the addition on index runs modulo t. See Figures 1 and 2 for
instance of (Kt,t, τt) and Gs,t, respectively.
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Figure 1: The signed graphs (K5,5, τ5) (on the left-side) and (K5,5, −τ5) (on the right-side), in which
red lines (resp., black lines) represents negative edges (resp., positive edges).

Figure 2: A member of the signed graph family G5,3

Proposition 2.6. Let (H, τ) be a signed graph of order n and t ≥ 3 be an integer.

1. If (H, τ) ∈ G6,t, then C(H, τ) = n
2 − 4.

2. If (H, τ) ∈ G5,t, then C(H, τ) = 3n
5 − 4.

3. If (H, τ) ∈ G4,t, then C(H, τ) = n
2 − 3.

4. If (H, τ) = (Kt,t, τt), then C(H, τ) = n
2 − 2.

Proof. Let (H, τ) ∈ Gs,t. By definition, for any i and any two vertices x, y ∈ Ui, there is an
automorphism on (H, τ) which maps x to y. Hence, we may assume that the first p-vertex is
v1 = uk0, with k ∈ {0, . . . , s−1}. Then in the first step, each vertex of Uk−1∪Uk+1∪{v1} receives
precisely one of information A and −A. Let U ′

i = Ui \ {ui0} and U = U ′
k−2 ∪ U ′

k ∪ U ′
k+2. Note

that all the vertices of U ′
k−1 receive the same information, and so do vertices of U ′

k+1. Hence, in
the second step, no matter how the second p-vertex v2 is chosen, all vertices of U \ {v2} receive
contradictory information from U ′

k−1 ∪ U ′
k+1. Hence, C(H, τ) ≥ |U | − 1.

On the other hand, for s ∈ {4, 5, 6}, if take v2 = uk+2,1, then in the second step, all the
vertices of (H, τ) get informed and only the vertices of U \ {v2} become c-vertices. Therefore,
C(H, τ) = |U | − 1. For s = 4, it gives C(H, τ) = 2t − 3 = n

2 − 3; for s = 5, it gives C(H, τ) =
3t − 4 = 3n

5 − 4; and for s = 6, it gives C(H, τ) = 3t − 4 = n
2 − 4.
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Let (H, τ) = (Kt,t, τt) with partition sets A, B, and E−
τt

= {aibi : i ∈ {1, · · · , t}, ai ∈ A, bi ∈
B}. W.l.o.g., choose a1 as the first p-vertex, then γ1(b1) = −A and γi(bi) = A if i ≥ 2. In
the next step, we can only choose one vertex of B as p-vertex and all other vertices become
c-vertices. Thus, C(H, τ) = n

2 − 2.

3 Relaxed IDP and equivalence classes of signed graphs

The proof of Proposition 2.2 shows that the balanced signed graphs (Gn, σn) have this huge
number of c-vertices since we are forced to give information A second time. If we could give
information −A, then we would not obtain any c-vertex. Similarly, if we would first switch to
an all positive signed graph, then we also would not obtain any c-vertex. In this section we will
study these two variations of the IDP .

We first introduce a relaxed version of the ID algorithm on a signed graph (G, σ) (rID on
(G, σ) for short) where we allow the placement of information A or −A on p-vertices. Second,
we study bounds for the minimum number of confused vertices within an equivalence class of
signed graphs. That is, for a signed graph (G, σ) we will study the parameter

min{C(G, π) : (G, σ) and (G, π) are switching equivalent}.

Definition 3.1 (Algorithm for the relaxed Information Dissemination (rID) on a Signed
Graph (G, σ)). Let (G, σ) be a signed graph, with fixed signature σ. Define step-wise functions
γi : V (G) → {A, −A, C, 0} and p-vertices vi as follows:

i = 0: Set γ0(v) = 0 for every v ∈ V (G) and V0[0] = V (G).
i ≥ 1: Choose vi ∈ Vi−1[0] and A′ ∈ {A, −A}. Let γ′

i−1(v) = A′ if v = vi, and γ′
i−1(v) =

γi−1(v) otherwise.
For X ∈ {A, −A, C, 0}, let V ′

i−1[X] = {v : γ′
i−1(v) = X} and for v ∈ V (G), let

γi(v) =



γ′
i−1(v) if v ∈ V ′

i−1[A] ∪ V ′
i−1[−A] ∪ V ′

i−1[C],

σ(vz)γ′
i−1(z) if v ∈ V ′

i−1[0], z ∈ NG(v) ∩ (V ′
i−1[A] ∪ V ′

i−1[−A]) and for all

y ∈ NG(v) ∩ (V ′
i−1[A] ∪ V ′

i−1[−A]) : σ(vy)γ′
i−1(y) = σ(vz)γ′

i−1(z),

C if v ∈ V ′
i−1[0] and there are z1, z2 ∈ NG(v) ∩ (V ′

i−1[A] ∪ V ′
i−1[−A])

with σ(vz1)γ′
i−1(z1) ̸= σ(vz2)γ′

i−1(z2),

0 otherwise.

Set Vi[0] = {v : γi(v) = 0}.

Repeat the process if Vi[0] ̸= ∅.
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If the algorithm terminates after t repetitions with function γt, then let Vt[C] = {v : γt(v) =
C}. The function γt is a solution of the rID on (G, σ) with p-vertices v1, . . . , vt and value
Cr

(G,σ)(γt) = |Vt[C]|.
Informally, the solution γt of the rID represents an information placement strategy on

(G, σ) and Cr
(G,σ)(γt) is the number of confused entities in the signed network. Clearly, different

choices of p-vertices may lead to different solutions and different numbers of c-vertices. Again,
the number of c-vertices should be minimized. For a signed graph (G, σ) define

Cr(G, σ) = min{Cr
(G,σ)(γ) : γ is a solution of the rID on (G, σ)}.

Cr(G, σ) is called the relaxed confusion number of (G, σ). The relaxed Information Dissemination
Problem for a signed graph (G, σ) (rIDP on (G, σ) for short) is to find a solution γ of the rID

on (G, σ) with Cr
(G,σ)(γ) = Cr(G, σ).

By definition, any solution of the IDP on a signed graph (G, σ) is a solution of the rIDP

on (G, σ). Therefore, Cr(G, σ) ≤ C(G, σ).

Lemma 3.2. Let (G, σ) and (G, π) be signed graphs on G. If (G, σ) and (G, π) are equivalent,
then Cr(G, σ) = Cr(G, π).

Proof. Since (G, σ) and (G, π) are switching equivalent, we may assume that σ can be obtained
from π by switching at a set S of vertices. Take any solution γ of rIDP on (G, π) with p-vertices
v1, . . . , vt. For i ∈ {1, . . . , t}, let ζi(vi) = −γi(vi) if vi ∈ S, and ζi(vi) = γi(vi) otherwise. We
can see that each vi tells to any of its neighbors a same information under γ as under ζ. Hence,
ζ is a solution of rIDP on (G, σ) with Cr(G, π) many c-vertices, giving Cr(G, σ) ≤ Cr(G, π).
Similarly, we can show that the inverse holds as well, i.e., Cr(G, π) ≤ Cr(G, σ). Therefore, two
sides are equal, as desired.

Next we show that solutions of the rIDP give the minimum value of an ID solution on an
equivalence class of signed graphs.

Theorem 3.3. Let (G, σ) be a signed graph. Then

Cr(G, σ) = min{C(G, π) : (G, σ) and (G, π) are switching equivalent}.

Proof. Let (G, π′) be a signed graph with C(G, π′) = min{C(G, π) : (G, σ) and (G, π) are switch-
ing equivalent}. The theorem states that Cr(G, σ) = C(G, π′). Let γ be an optimal solution
(with minimum number of c-vertices) of the rID on (G, π′) with p-vertices v1, . . . , vt. Let
I = {i : 1 ≤ i ≤ t and γ(vi) = −A}, and denote by (G, τ) the signed graph obtained from
(G, π′) by switching at {vi : i ∈ I}. So, γ is a solution of ID on (G, τ) with the same p-
vertices v1, . . . , vt. It follows that C(G, τ) ≤ Cr(G, π′) ≤ C(G, π′). The minimality of C(G, π′)
implies C(G, π′) ≤ C(G, τ) and therefore, C(G, τ) = Cr(G, π′) = C(G, π′). By Lemma 3.2,
Cr(G, σ) = Cr(G, π′) and consequently, Cr(G, σ) = C(G, π′), as desired.
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Surprisingly, there is no difference on the relaxed confusion number between two signed
graphs with same underlying graph and opposite signatures, as shown by the following theorem.

Theorem 3.4. For every signed graph (G, σ) : Cr(G, σ) = Cr(G, −σ).

Proof. Let γt be a solution of the rIDP on (G, σ) with p-vertices v1, . . . , vt and a sequence of
functions γ0, . . . , γt, where γ0(v) = 0 for each vertex v. For j ∈ {1, . . . , t}, let the p-vertex vj be
of level j − 1, and a vertex v ∈ V (G) \ {v1, . . . , vt} is of level j, if j is the smallest number such
that γj(v) ̸= 0 and γi(v) = 0 for every i < j. Denote by Sj the set of vertices of level j, and by
Tj the set of vertices of Sj that are not confused. Clearly, Si ⊆ NG(Ti−1).

Define γ′
t on (G, −σ) as follows:

γ′
t(v) =

γt(v) if v has even level

−γt(v) if v has odd level, where we assume that C = −C.

We claim that γ′
t is a solution of the rIDP on (G, −σ) with p-vertices v1, . . . , vt. We will

show (by induction on i) a stronger statement that for each step i, every vertex v ∈ Si receives
information γ′

t(v) from its neighbors (v receives information C means it receives both A and
−A). We distinguish two cases according to the value of γ′

t(v).
Case 1: assume that γ′

t(v) ∈ {A, −A}. Since Si ⊆ NG(Ti−1), v has a neighbor in Ti−1. For
any x ∈ Ti−1 ∩N(v), x has information γ′

t(x) by induction hypothesis. So, v receives information
−σ(xv)γ′

t(x) from x. Note that under the solution γt on (G, σ), v also receives information from
x, which gives γt(v) = σ(xv)γt(x). Moreover, since the levels of v and x have different parities,
it follows from the definition of γ′

t that γ′
t(v)γt(x) = −γ′

t(x)γt(v). Now we can conclude from
above that γ′

t(v) = −σ(xv)γ′
t(x), i.e., v receives information γ′

t(v) from x under γ′.
Case 2: assume that γ′

t(v) = C. In this case, γt(v) = C by the definition of γ′
t. So, v has

two neighbors u1, u2 ∈ Ti−1, such that u1 sends information A to v and u2 sends −A under
γt. Note that for any u ∈ {u1, u2}, v receives information σ(uv)γt(u) from u under γt, while it
receives −σ(uv)γ′

t(u) under γ′
t. Also note that u1 and u2 are of the same level. It follows from

the definition of γ′
t that {−σ(uv)γ′

t(u) : u = u1, u2} equals to either {γt(u)σ(uv) : u = u1, u2} or
{−γt(u)σ(uv) : u = u1, u2}, both of which equals to {A, −A}. So, v receives information γ′

t(v)
from its neighbors under γ′

t.
This completes the proof of the claim. By the definition of γ′

t, {v : γt(v) = C} = {v : γ′
t(v) =

C}. Thus, Cr(G, −σ) ≤ Cr(G, σ).
The direction Cr(G, σ) ≤ Cr(G, −σ) follows analogously and therefore, Cr(G, σ) = Cr(G, −σ).

As a consequence of Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 we obtain the desired and natural result for
balanced and for antibalanced signed graphs.
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Corollary 3.5. Let (G, σ) be a signed graph. If (G, σ) is balanced or antibalanced, then Cr(G, σ) =
0.

Surprisingly, the bound ⌈3n
5 − 4⌉ is achieved for the relaxed confusion number for the family

G5,t of signed graphs.

Proposition 3.6. Let (H, τ) be a signed graph of order n.

1. If (H, τ) ∈ G6,t, then Cr(H, τ) = n
2 − 4.

2. If (H, τ) ∈ G5,t, then Cr(H, τ) = 3n
5 − 4.

3. If (H, τ) ∈ G4,t, then Cr(H, τ) = n
2 − 3.

4. If (H, τ) = (Kt,t, τt), then Cr(H, τ) = n
2 − 2.

Proof. Note that the difference between ID and rID is that p-vertices are assigned with infor-
mation A in ID while with information A or −A in rID. Hence, following the same proof as
for Proposition 2.6, this proposition can be verified as well.

Since Cr(G, σ) ≤ C(G, σ) holds for any signed graph (G, σ), the following statements are
basically immediate consequences of Propositions 2.3, 2.4 and 2.6.

Corollary 3.7. Let n ≥ 1 be an integer and (G, σ) be a signed graph of order n.

1. If G is a tree, then Cr(G, σ) = 0.

2. If G is a circuit, then Cr(G, σ) = 0.

3. If ℓ(G, σ) ≤ 1, then Cr(G, σ) = 0.

4. If G is of maximum degree ∆ ≥ 3, then Cr(G, σ) ≤ n − 2 − ∆ and the bound is attained
for any ∆.

5. If G is of maximum degree ∆ ≥ 3, then Cr(G, σ) ≤ (1 − 2
∆)n.

By Proposition 3.6, the bound in Corollary 3.7.4 is achieved by the signed graph (K∆,∆, τ∆)
for any ∆.

Corollary 3.7.3 is a first result on the relation of the confusion number and the frustration
index of a signed graph, which gives information on the signed graphs within one equivalence
class.

Theorem 3.8. There are a family of signed graphs (Hn, σn) of order n for each even n ≥ 8
such that Cr(Hn, σn) < ℓ(Hn, σn) and limn→∞

Cr(Hn,σn)
ℓ(Hn,σn) = 1.
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Proof. Let n = 2t and let (Hn, σn) = (Kt,t, τt) with partition sets A, B, and E−
τt

= {aibi : i ∈
{1, · · · , t}, ai ∈ A, bi ∈ B}, see Figure 1 for (H10, σ10).

First we show that ℓ(Hn, σn) = n
2 . Since the removal of a1b1, . . . , atbt results in an all positive

(thus, balanced) signed graph, ℓ(Hn, σn) ≤ t. On the other side, notice that C1, C2, . . . , Ct are
pairwise edge-disjoint negative circuits, where Ci = [aibiai+2bi+1]. Recall that a signed graph is
balanced if and only if it contains no negative circuits. Thus, any set of edges whose removal
from (Hn, σn) results in a balanced signed graph must contain at least one edge from each Ci.
It follows that ℓ(Hn, σn) ≥ t. Now we can conclude from above that ℓ(Hn, σn) = t = n

2 .
By Proposition 3.6, Cr(Hn, σn) = n

2 − 2. So, we can derive that Cr(Hn, σn) < ℓ(Hn, σn) and
limn→∞

Cr(Hn,σn)
ℓ(Hn,σn) = 1.

4 Problems and conjectures

Based on the aforementioned results, we propose the following problems and conjectures on the
(relaxed) confusion number of signed graphs.

Conjecture 4.1. For every signed graph (G, σ) on n vertices, C(G, σ) ≤ ⌈3n
5 − 4⌉.

Determining the confusion number or the relaxed confusion number of a signed graph seem
to be hard problems. Another hard problem is to determine the smallest number k for which
there is a solution γk of the IDP or of the rIDP for a signed graph. In other words, the latter
problems ask for the minimum number k of p-vertices in a solution of the IDP or the rIDP on
(G, σ), respectively. These questions are related to determining the burning number b(G) of a
graph G, which had been introduced in [2]. If σ = +, then determining k for the IDP and if
(G, σ) is balanced or antibalanced, then determining k for the rIDP on (G, σ) is equivalent to
determining b(G), where k ∈ {b(G) − 1, b(G)}, due to slight differences between the definitions
of graph burning and information dissemination. In [3] it is conjectured that b(G) ≤ ⌈

√
n⌉

if G is of order n. An approximate confirmation of the conjecture was given recently in [12].
Determining the burning number is NP -complete even for specific classes of trees [9].

Let (G, σ) be a signed graph. If C(G, σ) ≤ ⌈3n
5 −4⌉, then Cr(G, σ) ≤ ⌈3n

5 −4⌉. With view on
Theorem 3.8 one may expect that Cr(G, σ) ≤ ℓ(G, σ). We conjecture the following to be true.

Conjecture 4.2. Let G be a graph of order n ≥ 1. For every signed graph (G, σ): Cr(G, σ) ≤
min{ℓ(G, σ), ⌈3n

5 − 4⌉}.

From the application point of view, it would be interesting to analyse real world cyber-
physical social networks with regard to information dissemination processes. In particular, it
might be of further interest whether there are real world signed cyber-physical social networks
(or any other real world application of that information dissemination concept) where such a
huge portion of the network actors (as proved in Proposition 3.6.2) will be confused.
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