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Abstract. We introduce a variant of the Localization game in which the cops only
have visibility one, along with the corresponding optimization parameter, the one-
visibility localization number ζ1. By developing lower bounds using isoperimetric
inequalities, we give upper and lower bounds for ζ1 on k-ary trees with k ≥ 2 that
differ by a multiplicative constant, showing that the parameter is unbounded on k-
ary trees. We provide a O(√n) bound for Kh-minor free graphs of order n, and we
show Cartesian grids meet this bound by determining their one-visibility localization
number up to four values. We present upper bounds on ζ1 using pathwidth and the
domination number and give upper bounds on trees via their depth and order. We
conclude with open problems.

1. Introduction

Pursuit-evasion games, such as the Localization game and the Cops and Robber
game, are combinatorial models for detecting or neutralizing an adversary’s activity on
a graph. In such models, pursuers attempt to capture an evader loose on the vertices
of a graph. How the players move and the rules of capture depend on which variant is
studied. Such games are motivated by foundational topics in computer science, discrete
mathematics, and artificial intelligence, such as robotics and network security. For
surveys of pursuit-evasion games, see the books [7, 11]; see Chapter 5 of [11] for more
on the Localization game.

Among the many variants of the game of Cops and Robbers, one theme is to limit the
visibility of the robber. For a nonnegative integer k, in k-visibility Cops and Robbers,
the robber is visible to the cops only when a cop is distance at most k. The case when
k = 0 has been studied [17, 18, 23], as has the case when k = 1 [26, 27, 28], and a recent
paper covers the cases k ≥ 1 [16].

The Localization game was first introduced for one cop by Seager [15, 21]. The game
in the present form was first considered in the paper [15], and subsequently studied in
several papers such as [2, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14]. We consider a novel analogue of one-
visibility Cops and Robbers in the setting of the Localization game. In the one-visibility
Localization game, there are two players playing on a graph, with one player controlling
a set of k cops, where k is a positive integer, and the second controlling a single robber.
The game is played over a sequence of discrete time-steps; a round of the game is a
move by the cops and the subsequent move by the robber. The robber occupies a vertex
of the graph, and when the robber is ready to move during a round, they may move to a
neighboring vertex or remain on their current vertex. A move for the cops is a placement
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of cops on a set of vertices (note that the cops are not limited to moving to neighboring
vertices). The players move on alternate time-steps, with the robber going first. In each
round, the cops C1,C2, . . . ,Ck occupy a set of vertices u1, u2, . . . , uk and each cop sends
out a cop probe di, where 1 ≤ i ≤ k. If a cop Ci is on the vertex of the robber, then di = 0.
If the cop Ci is adjacent to the robber, then di = 1. In all other cases, the cop probe
returns no information, and we set di = ∗. Hence, in each round, the cops determine a
distance vector D = (d1, d2, . . . , dk) of cop probes. Relative to the cops’ position, there
may be more than one vertex x with the same distance vector. We refer to such a vertex
x as a candidate of D or simply a candidate. The cops win if they have a strategy to
determine, after a finite number of rounds, a unique candidate, at which time we say
that the cops capture the robber. We assume the robber is omniscient, in the sense
that they know the entire strategy for the cops. If the robber evades capture, then the
robber wins. For a graph G, define the one-visibility localization number of G, written
ζ1(G), to be the least positive integer k for which k cops have a winning strategy in
the one-visibility Localization game. The standard Localization game is played in the
same way, except that each cops’ probe returns di as the distance between this cop and
the robber. The localization number is the minimum number of cops required for this
game and is denoted ζ(G).

For a graph G of order n, ζ(G) ≤ ζ1(G), as a winning cop strategy in one-visibility
localization will also be winning in the Localization game. Further, ζ1(G) ≤ n − 1. If
G has diameter at most 2, then a probe of ∗ by a one-visibility cop can only represent
a distance of 2, and so ζ(G) = ζ1(G). We may define ζj for all integers j ≥ 0 in an
analogous fashion, although we will only consider the case j = 1 in this paper. A recent
work [3] introduced the so-called zero-visibility search game, which is equivalent to ζj
in the case when j = 0.

We illustrate briefly how the parameters ζ(G) and ζ1(G) may differ. Spiders are
trees with exactly one vertex of degree at least 3. This vertex is referred to as the head,
and the paths from the head to the leaves, not including the head, are referred to as
arms. Let G be the spider consisting of head vertex r and three arms of length three.
It is straightforward to see that ζ(G) = 1; however, ζ1(G) = 2. To see that ζ1(G) > 1,
suppose one cop plays. The robber chooses one of the neighbors of r on an arm the cop
will not probe first and passes until the cop is about to probe on that arm. When the
cop moves to the robber’s arm, the robber moves to r. Anticipating the next cop probe,
they move to a neighbor of r on an arm that will not be probed in the next round and
the process repeats. To see that ζ1(G) ≤ 2, have one cop probe r in every round, and
the other cop scans each of the arms until the robber is captured.

The paper is organized as follows. We begin in Section 2 by considering a relaxation
of the one-visibility Localization game to the one-proximity game, where the robber
is captured if they occupy a neighbor of the cop. We consider bounds on ζ1 in terms
of the corresponding one-proximity number prox1(G). In Section 3, we give several
techniques for bounding ζ1(G) and prox1(G) for general graphs G. Upper bounds are
given using pathwidth and the domination number, and are found for certain minor-free
graphs. Lower bounds are derived by using isoperimetric inequalities and a new graph
parameter we call the h-index. In Section 4, we show that ζ1 and prox1 differ on trees
by at most 1. We derive upper bounds on trees via their depth and order and give lower
bounds on k-ary trees with k ≥ 2 using their isoperimetric peaks. One consequence of
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these results is that the one-visibility number is unbounded on the family of k-ary trees;
this contrasts significantly from the Localization game, where trees have localization
number at most 2. We consider Cartesian grid graphs in Section 5 and derive bounds
there that differ by four values. We conclude with further directions and open problems.

All graphs we consider are finite, undirected, reflexive, and do not contain multiple
edges. We only consider connected graphs, unless otherwise stated. The set of vertices
that share an edge with x is denoted N(x), and we refer to vertices in N(x) as neighbors
of x. Although our graphs are reflexive, we insist that x ∉ N(x). We define N[x] =
N(x)∪{x}. For a set S of vertices, N[S] = ⋃u∈SN[u]. For a graph G, let ∆(G) b e the
maximum degree of a vertex in G. For further background on graph theory, see [25].

2. The one-proximity game

Before we present results on the one-visibility Localization game, we give a simpler
version that will prove useful for bounding ζ1(G). In the one-proximity game, play is
defined as in the one-visibility Localization game, except that the cops win immediately
if any probe returns a distance other than ∗. We call the corresponding graph parameter
the one-proximity number, written as prox1(G). This game corresponds to the probes
returning perfect information about the neighborhood of a vertex, rather than merely
whether or not the robber is adjacent to the probed vertex. Note that prox1 is the
analogue of the one-visibility seeing cop-number c′1, where the robber is captured if they
are in the neighborhood of a cop; see [16].

Observe that prox1(G) ≤ ζ1(G), as the one-proximity game cops can use the same
strategy as the Localization game cops until the final round when, having located the
robber, the one-proximity game cop probes the robber’s last known location and must
be within distance one from the robber. As noted for k-visibility Cops and Robber in
[16], seeing the robber for the first time could be much more resource intensive than the
subsequent capture. The extra expense cannot be too large, however.

Theorem 1. For every graph G, we have

ζ1(G) ≤ ∆(G)prox1(G).

Proof. Suppose that when prox1(G) cops play the one-proximity game, and that if these
cops move on the vertices Vt in round t, then the cops win. We play with ∆(G)prox1(G)
cops in the one-visibility Localization game. In round t, for each u ∈ Vt, a cop is placed
on u and on ∆(G)−1 of the at most ∆(G) vertices in N(u), chosen arbitrarily. We know
that in some round t′, there is a v ∈ Vt′ such that the robber is in N[v]. (This was the
requirement for the cops to win independent of the robber strategy in the one-proximity
game.) Before round t′, every cop in the one-proximity game received a distance of ∗,
so the cops in the one-visibility Localization game are playing with no less information.
In round t′, we have either a cop on the same vertex as the robber, or the robber is on
the unique vertex in N(v) that does not contain a cop. In the latter case, the robber’s
exact location is now known, so they are captured. �

Theorem 1 is tight on the complete graphs. We can say more if prox1(G) is large
compared to the maximum degree of G. We do not claim the bound on prox1 in the
hypothesis of the following theorem is optimal.
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Theorem 2. If G is a graph and prox1(G) ≥ ∆(G)2, then ζ1(G) = prox1(G).

Proof. The prox1(G)-many cops play the one-visibility Localization game, following a
winning strategy from the one-proximity game. At some point, since the strategy is
winning, at least one probe returns a distance of 1 on vertex v. On the robber’s move,
the robber moves to a vertex of distance 0, 1, or 2 from v.

During the cops’ next move, a cop is placed on each vertex of distance 1 or 2 from
v, which requires at most ∆(G)2 cops. Either a cop on some vertex u probes 0 and the
robber is found on u, or no cop probes 0 and the robber is found on v. �

One benefit of considering the one-proximity game instead of the one-visibility Local-
ization game is the success or failure of the cops strategy is independent of the robber’s
strategy. Let G be a graph, and for t ≥ 1, let Vt denote the set of vertices probed by the
cops in round t. Define St = St(G,{V1, . . . , Vt}) to be the set of vertices on which the
robber may reside immediately after the cops’ tth move without having been captured.

Consider the following three properties:

(1) the robber can start on any vertex;
(2) if the robber was on some vertex v before the robber’s (t+1)th move, then they

can move to any vertex in N[v] on their (t + 1)th move; and
(3) the robber is captured on the cops’ (t + 1)th move if they are in a vertex of

⋃v∈Vt+1 N[v].
The following theorem translates these properties to statements about St. For a set

of vertices S, let δ(S) be the set of vertices not in S that are adjacent to some vertex
in S. To avoid conflicting notation, we do not use δ to denote the minimum degree of
a graph.

Lemma 3. When playing the one-proximity game on a graph G where the cops play
on Vt in round t, the robber can be on a vertex u if and only if u ∈ St, where

(1) S1 = V (G); and
(2) St+1 = (St ∪ δ(St)) ∖ (⋃v∈Vt+1 N[v]).

Proof. The robber may start on any vertex, so S1 = V (G). Immediately before the
robber’s (t + 1)th move, the robber may be on a vertex v if and only if v ∈ St. The
robber uses their (t + 1)th move to occupy some vertex in N[v]. Thus, the robber can
be on vertex v if and only if v ∈ (St ∪ δ(St)) after the robber’s (t + 1)th move.

The robber will be captured on the cops’ (t+1)th move if and only if it is in a vertex
of ⋃v∈Vt+1 N[v]. Therefore, the robber remains uncaptured after the cop’s (t + 1)th
move if and only if it is on a vertex in (St ∪ δ(St))∖ (⋃v∈Vt+1 N[v]). This completes the
proof. �

There are a variety of different terminologies for the sets St. These can be called the
robber territory, or the set of contaminated vertices. We use the term contaminated,
denoting these vertices as red in the figures. The vertices not in St are usually called
either clean or cleared. We use the term cleared and denote these vertices as white in
any figures. A set of vertices is contaminated (respectively, cleared) if all of its contained
vertices are contaminated (respectively, cleared). We say a cleared set S is fully cleared
when the robber can never return to recontaminate the vertices of S under the given
cop strategy.
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Lemma 3 is the one-visibility Localization game equivalent of Proposition 10 of [3],
which is a result about the zero-visibility Localization game. As a result, we can treat
play in the one-proximity game as a single-player game where the cops clear vertices on
their move and the contamination spreads between the cops’ moves. This will often be
easier to analyze because the robber strategy is no longer necessary.

3. Bounds on ζ1

In the present section, we focus on several bounds for ζ1, including upper bounds
using pathwidth, the domination number, and one using properties of certain minor-
free graphs. We finish by giving lower bounds using isoperimetric inequalities.

3.1. Upper bounds. We begin with an upper bound using pathwidth. In [12], the lo-
calization number of a graph is bounded above by the graph’s pathwidth. An analogous
result holds for the one-localization number.

Given a graph G, a path-decomposition of G is a pair (X,P ), where the set X =
{B1,B2, . . . ,Bn} consists of subsets of V (G) called bags, and P is a path whose vertices
are the bags Bi, satisfying the following properties:

(1) V (G) = ⋃ni=1Bi;
(2) for every edge (u, v) ∈ E(G), there exists a bag that contains both u and v; and
(3) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k ≤ j ≤ n, Bi ∩Bj ⊆ Bk.

The width of the path-decomposition is the cardinality of its largest bag minus 1, and
the pathwidth of the graph G, denoted pw(G), is the minimum width among all possible
path-decompositions of G. While the proof of the following theorem is analogous to the
proof bounding the localization number by pathwidth given in [12], we include it for
completeness.

Theorem 4. For any graph G, ζ1(G) ≤ pw(G).

Proof. Assume G has at least two vertices and let P be a path-decomposition of G.
Without loss of generality, linearly order the bags B1,B2, . . . ,Bk from left to right. For
all 1 ≤ i ≤ k we assume Bi ∖Bi+1 is nonempty; otherwise, Bi can be eliminated from the
path-decomposition. Furthermore, for every u ∈ Bi ∖Bi+1, we assume u has a neighbor
in Bi. If this were not the case, then we remove u from bag Bi without changing the
path-decomposition.

For each 1 ≤ i < k, let ui be a fixed vertex in Bi∖Bi+1 and let vi be a neighbor of ui in
Bi. Also let uk be a vertex in Bk ∖Bk−1 and vk be a neighbor of uk in Bk. Sequentially,
for i = 1,2, . . . , k, the cops probe each vertex of Bi ∖ vi.

Starting with B1, which is a leaf of P , cops probe B1 ∖ v1. Suppose the robber is in
B1. If they are in B1∖v1, then they are captured since a cop will probe 0. If the robber
is on v1, the cop at u1 probes 1. Since u1 must have a neighbor in B1 and no cop has
probed 0, the robber is captured at v1. In this way, we can ensure the robber is not in
B1. We then proceed inductively, probing the vertices in Bj ∖ vj , for j > 1, to ensure
the robber is not in Bi, with i ≤ j. The robber is forced to move into Bk where they
will be captured. �

The bound in Theorem 4 is tight for complete graphs Kn, as pw(Kn) = ζ1(Kn) = n−1.
We note that proof of Theorem 4 also holds for the zero-visibility Localization game,
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except that we must place a cop on all vertices of a bag as we sequentially probe the
bags. Therefore, we also have the following.

Lemma 5. For any graph G, ζ0(G) ≤ pw(G) + 1.

For graphs which are C4-free (that is, do not contain the 4-cycle as a subgraph),
we have the following bound for the one-visibility localization number in terms of two
common graph parameters, including the domination number, written γ(G).
Theorem 6. If G is C4-free, then ζ1(G) ≤ γ(G) +∆(G).
Proof. Let S = {v1, v2, . . . , vγ(G)} be a dominating set of G and have γ(G)-many cops
probe each vertex of S in each round. On the first probe, either some cop probes 0 and
the robber is captured, or the robber is on some vertex u ∈ V (G) ∖ S, and there is at
least one cop who probes 1. Say this is the cop at v1.

In the next round, we will use the additional ∆(G)-many cops to probe each neighbor
of v1, and so the robber must move to avoid capture. The robber moves to w ∈ V (G)∖S,
where w is not a neighbor of v1. On the next round of probes, since S is a dominating
set, there will be some other cop, say the one at v2, who probes 1, while the cop at
u also probes 1. If v2 were adjacent to a second neighbor of u, then G would contain
a 4-cycle. Therefore, the cops can uniquely determine the robber’s location to be at
w. �

Our next result provides an upper bound on ζ1 for a large family of graphs. A graph
H formed from G by first taking a subgraph and then contracting some of the remaining
edges is said to be a minor of G. The family of Kh-minor free graphs includes planar
graphs in the case h = 5. The following separator theorem for Kh-minor-free graphs will
be useful for bounding the one-localization number.

Theorem 7 ([1]). If h ≥ 1 is a fixed integer and G is a Kh-minor-free graph of order
n, then there are sets of vertices A, B, and C so that no vertex in A is adjacent with a
vertex in B, neither A nor B contains more than 2/3n vertices, and C contains no more

than h3/2√n vertices.

We refer to the set C in Theorem 7 as a separator, and the sets A and B of order at
most 2/3n as parts. The following theorem gives an upper bound on the ζ1 number for
several classes of graphs, including planar graphs. The proof uses a divide-and-conquer
approach. Later in the paper, we will give bounds Ω(

√
n) in square grids. We do not

attempt to optimize constants in the upper bound.

Theorem 8. If h > 3 and n are integers, and G is a Kh-minor free graph of order n,
then ζ1(G) = O(

√
n). In particular, if G is planar of order n, then ζ1(G) = O(

√
n).

Proof. Define the function f(m) = h3/2√m( 1

1−
√

2/3) +
√
n. We write P (m) to be the

statement that for each Kh-minor-free graph G of order m, there exists a strategy using
at most f(m) cops to capture the robber on G. We apply induction, assuming that
P (m) is true for 1 ≤m ≤ n−1, and show that P (n) holds. Once that is established, the
proof of the theorem follows.

The base cases are when 1 ≤m ≤
√
n. In any such graph, we can place a cop on every

vertex to capture the robber in one round. This uses at most
√
n ≤ f(m) cops, and so

P (m) is true in these cases.
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For the inductive step, for a graph G of order n, we apply Theorem 7 to give a
separator C of G with ∣C ∣ ≤ h3/2√n, with parts A and B of cardinalities at most 2n/3.
We note that A and B are not necessarily connected; however, they are both Kh-minor-
free graphs.

The cops employ a strategy in two phases. During both phases (and hence, in all

rounds), at most h3/2√n cops are played on C so that each vertex in C contains a cop;
we label this set of cops by X. As such, the robber cannot move between A and B
without being captured on a cop move.

We know by the inductive hypothesis that a strategy exists to capture the robber on
A using at most f(∣A∣) cops. Therefore in the first phase, we play this strategy on A
using the cops while also playing the cops in X on C. After this, the robber will be
captured if it was ever on a vertex in A or C, and so we may assume that the robber is
now in B after the cops’ last move.

There similarly exists a strategy to capture the robber on B using at most f(∣B∣)
cops, and in the second phase, we play this strategy on B while also playing the cops in
X on C. After this process, the robber will be captured either on a vertex of B or C.

Assuming without loss of generality that ∣A∣ ≥ ∣B∣, we used at most

max(h3/2√n + f(∣A∣), h3/2√n + f(∣B∣)) ≤ h3/2√n + f(∣A∣)

≤ h3/2√n + h3/2√2n/3
⎛
⎝

1

1 −
√

2/3
⎞
⎠
+
√
n

= h3/2√n
⎛
⎝

1

1 −
√

2/3
⎞
⎠
+
√
n

cops to capture the robber on G. In the first inequality, we used the fact that ∣f(B)∣ ≤
∣f(A)∣, while the second follows by inductive hypothesis. Hence, P (n) holds, and the
proof follows. �

Interestingly, we show that the bound in Theorem 8 is tight in the sense that there

exist planar graphs G (in particular, Cartesian grid graphs) with ζ1(G) =
√

∣V (G)∣ +
O(1).

3.2. Lower bounds from isoperimetric inequalities. The isoperimetric problem
of a graph G asks for the minimum cardinality of the boundary of a set of vertices,
given the set of vertices has cardinality k. For a subset of vertices S, this border can
be either the vertex border δ(S) = N[S] ∖ S, or the edge border

∂(S) = ∣E(S,S)∣ = ∣{(u, v) ∈ E(G) ∶ u ∈ S, v ∉ S}∣,
which is the set of edges that have exactly one endpoint in S.

We consider the following two standard isoperimetric parameters for graphs:

ΦE(G,k) = min
S⊆V ∶∣S∣=k

∣∂(S)∣,

ΦV (G,k) = min
S⊆V ∶∣S∣=k

∣δ(S)∣.

The isoperimetric problem for either of these two parameters asks for an exact eval-
uation of ΦE(G,k) or ΦV (G,k), while an isoperimetric inequality is a bound on these



8 A. BONATO, T.G. MARBACH, M. MOLNAR, AND JD NIR

values. The edge isoperimetric problem is also studied along with the problem of max-
imizing the number of edges between vertices of a k-set of vertices, maxS∶∣S∣=k ∣E(S,S)∣.
For a survey on edge isoperimetric inequalities, see [4].

The two isoperimetric problems are closely related. We have that ΦV (G,k) ≤ ΦE(G,k).
Since each vertex in δ(S) is incident to at most ∆(G) vertices in S, it follows that
ΦE(G,k) ≤ ∆(G)ΦV (G,k). Therefore, these parameters differ at most by a factor of
∆(G):

ΦE(G,k)
∆(G)

≤ ΦV (G,k) ≤ ΦE(G,k).

The isoperimetric peak is the maximum over the isoperimetric numbers on the graph:

ΦE(G) = max
k

ΦE(G,k),

ΦV (G) = max
k

ΦV (G,k).

The vertex isoperimetric peak has been explicitly studied for trees [5, 20, 24], although
further results for the isoperimetric peak problem appear implicitly within many works.

We introduce a modification to this concept inspired by the h-index metric of citation
metrics. For some function f ∶ Z→ Z, define the h-index function on f , H(f), as follows:

H(f) = max{h ∈ Z ∶ for some k1, we have f(k) ≥ h for k1 ≤ k ≤ k1 + h − 1}.
In particular, there are H(f) consecutive integers k1 ≤ k ≤ k1 + h − 1 with f(k) ≥H(f).
The vertex-h-index of a graph is

HV (G) =H(ΦV (G,k)),
and similarly, the edge-h-index of a graph is

HE(G) =H(ΦE(G,k)).
See Figure 1 for an illustration of HV (G).

The following lemma establishes inequalities for the HV and HE parameters.

Lemma 9. For a graph G, we have that

HE(G)
∆(G)

≤HV (G) ≤HE(G).

Proof. Let h =HV (G). By the definition of HV (G), there exists an integer ka such that
each k ∈ [ka, . . . , ka +h− 1] satisfies ΦV (G,k) ≥ h. However, since ΦE(G,k) ≥ ΦV (G,k),
this gives that ΦE(G,k) ≥ h for k ∈ [ka, . . . , ka + h − 1]. Therefore, HE(G) ≥ h =HV (G)
by the definition of HE .

Let h =HE(G). By the definition of HE(G), there exists an integer ka such that each
k ∈ [ka, . . . , ka + h − 1] has ΦE(G,k) ≥ h. However, since ΦV (G,k) ≥ ΦE(G,k)/∆(G),
this gives that ΦV (G,k) ≥ h/∆(G) for k ∈ [ka, . . . , ka+⌈h/∆(G)⌉−1] ⊆ [ka, . . . , ka+h−1].
Therefore, HV (G) ≥ h/∆(G) =HE(G)/∆(G) by the definition of HV . �

The following theorem gives a lower bound on prox1(G) in terms of HV (G), and
hence, gives a lower bound for ζ1(G).
Theorem 10. If G is a graph, then

prox1(G) > HV (G)
∆(G) + 1

.



THE ONE-VISIBILITY LOCALIZATION GAME 9

k

ΦV (G,k)

ka kb = ka +HV (G) − 1

HV (G)
k1

k2

k3

cleared

re-contaminated

Figure 1. A graph of Φ(G,k) that illustrates HV (G), where a contigu-
ous set of HV (G) integers each have Φ(G,k) ≥HV (G). For Theorem 10,
if the cops manage to reduce the number of contaminated vertices k be-
low kb + 1 (in our example, moving from k = k1 to k = k2 that is in
the gray region), then the contamination is guaranteed to grow to some
cardinality at least kb + 1 (that is, moving from k = k2 to k = k3 in our
example, which is to the right of the gray region).

Proof. We may assume HV (G) ≥ (∆(G)+1), or else the proof is immediate. See Figure
1 as an aid to this proof. As a high-level overview of the proof, p cops can clear at most
p(∆(G) + 1) vertices per round (that is, a cop on u clears the at most ∆ + 1 vertices in
N[u]) and the contamination spreads at a rate of at least ΦV (G,k), with k being the
number of currently contaminated vertices. If ΦV (G,k) is larger than p(∆(G) + 1) for
enough contiguous values k, then there will always be some point in the game where
the contamination will grow faster than the cops can clear the contamination.

Consider a game in which the cop player controls p = ⌊ HV (G)
∆(G)+1

⌋ cops. By the definition

of HV (G), there must exist ka and kb = ka +HV (G) − 1 such that for any value k ∈
{ka, ka + 1, . . . , kb} we have ΦV (G,k) ≥HV (G). Note that ka > 1, since

ΦV (G,1) = min
v∈V (G)

deg(v) < ∆(G) + 1 ≤HV (G),

so the inequality ΦV (G,1) ≥HV (G) does not hold.
Suppose there are at least kb+1 contaminated vertices just before the cops move. If a

cop plays on vertex v, then the vertices on N[v] that were contaminated are no longer
contaminated. As a consequence, after this cop round at most p(∆(G) + 1) ≤ HV (G)
vertices have been cleared, which implies that at least

kb + 1 −HV (G) = (ka +HV (G) − 1) + 1 −HV (G) = ka

vertices remain contaminated. That is, in a round where the cops reduce the con-
taminated vertices below kb + 1, there will always be at least ka contaminated vertices
remaining. For the cops to win by eliminating all contaminated vertices, there must
be some round where between ka and kb vertices are contaminated. Suppose we are in
such a round after the cops move.



10 A. BONATO, T.G. MARBACH, M. MOLNAR, AND JD NIR

Now ΦV (G,k) ≥ HV (G) for each k with ka ≤ k ≤ kb, so on the contamination round
at least HV (G) clear vertices become re-contaminated, and so at least ka +HV (G) =
kb + 1 vertices are now contaminated. That is, if the cops ever reduce the number of
contaminated vertices to be kb or fewer, then there will be kb + 1 or more contaminated
vertices after the subsequent contamination round. Therefore, we conclude that the
cops can never reduce the number of contaminated vertices below ka. �

An analogous bound for HE can be found using Lemma 9 on Theorem 10 is the
following.

Corollary 11. For a graph G,

prox1(G) > HE(G)
(∆(G) + 1)∆(G)

.

Since ζ1(G) ≥ prox1(G), both Theorem 10 and Corollary 11 allow results in isoperi-
metric bounds to be applied to yield lower bounds on the k-visibility Location number.
The primary challenge remaining is that even when the isoperimetric parameters are
known exactly, computing HV (G) and HE(G) is often a complex task. As an example,
the vertex isometric peak of a binary tree of radius d is known to be asymptotically
equal to d/2 [19]; it is also known that the number of vertices in the vertex border
is small for many sporadic values of k. However, we can find a lower bound of HV

and HE using the corresponding isoperimetric peak, showing that an h-index and its
corresponding isoperimetric parameter differ by a small multiplicative constant without
complicated direct analysis.

Theorem 12. For a graph G,

ΦV (G)
2

(1 + 1

2∆(G) + 1
) ≤HV (G) ≤ ΦV (G).

Proof. The upper bound is clear by the definition of HV and ΦV . For the lower bound,
we will show that two consecutive values cannot have their ΦV (G,k) values differ too
much.

Consider a set S of cardinality k + 1. If we remove any vertex u from S, then the
only vertex that can be in δ(S ∖ {u}) that is not in δ(S) is the vertex u, and so
∣δ(S)∣ ≥ ∣δ(S ∖ {u})∣ − 1. As a consequence, if ∣δ(S)∣ = ΦV (G,k + 1) and u ∈ S, then we
have that

ΦV (G,k + 1) = ∣δ(S)∣ ≥ ∣δ(S ∖ {u})∣ − 1 ≥ min
S′∶∣S′∣=k

∣δ(S′)∣ − 1 = ΦV (G,k) − 1. (1)

Now consider a set S of cardinality k − 1. If we add a vertex v to S, then any vertex
in δ(S ∪{v}) that is not in δ(S) must be a neighbor of v. As a consequence, δ(S ∪{v})
contains at most ∆(G) more vertices than δ(S), and so similar to the previous case,

ΦV (G,k − 1) ≥ ΦV (G,k) −∆(G). (2)

Let kp be a value such that ΦV (G,kp) = ΦV (G). By recursively applying inequality
(1), we find htat

ΦV (G,kp + i) ≥ ΦV (G,kp) − i ≥ ΦV (G) −ΦV (G)∆(G)/(2∆(G) + 1)
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for each i ∈ {0, . . . ,ΦV (G)∆(G)/(2∆(G) + 1)}. Similarly, by recursively applying in-
equality (2),

ΦV (G,kp − i) ≥ ΦV (G,kp) − i∆(G) ≥ ΦV (G) −ΦV (G)∆(G)/(2∆(G) + 1)
for each i ∈ {1, . . . ,ΦV (G)/(2∆(G) + 1)}. Therefore, there are at least

ΦV (G)∆(G)
2∆(G) + 1

+ 1 + ΦV (G)
2∆(G) + 1

= ΦV (G) ∆(G) + 1

2∆(G) + 1
+ 1

contiguous values of k such that

ΦV (G,k) ≥ ΦV (G) − ΦV (G)∆(G)
2∆(G) + 1

= ΦV (G) ∆(G) + 1

2∆(G) + 1
.

By the definition of HV , this yields that

HV (G) ≥ ΦV (G) ∆(G) + 1

2∆(G) + 1
= ΦV (G)

2
(1 + 1

2∆(G) + 1
) ,

as required. �

We note that as ΦV (G) ≥ HV (G), the vertex-h-index and the vertex isoperimetric
peak differ by a multiplicative factor of at most a little over 2. There is an analogous
result for the edge-h-index, as follows.

Theorem 13. For a graph G,

HE(G) ≥ 2

∆(G) + 2
ΦE(G).

Proof. Follows similarly to the proof of Theorem 12, except using

ΦE(G,k + 1) ≥ ΦE(G,k) −∆(G)
in place of the inequality (1). �

We have the following corollary as a consequence of Theorems 10 and 12.

Corollary 14. For a graph G, we have that

prox1(G) = Ω(ΦV (G)
∆(G)

) ,

and as ΦV (G) ≥ ΦE(G)/∆(G),

prox1(G) = Ω(ΦE(G)
∆(G)2

) .

4. Trees

As was proved first in [21] and later in [13], the localization number of trees is at
most two. For the one-visibility Localization game, the situation is quite different. We
explore bounds on ζ1 for trees and give upper and lower bounds on ζ1 for k-ary trees
with k ≥ 2 that differ by a multiplicative constant; this family is shown as a result to
have ζ1 unbounded.

We begin by showing that ζ1 is monotone on subtrees of a tree.

Lemma 15. If T is a tree and S is a subtree of T , then ζ1(S) ≤ ζ1(T ).
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Proof. For each v ∈ T , let des(v) ∈ S be the unique vertex in S at the shortest distance
(in T ) from v. Using ζ1(T ) cops, if a successful strategy on T calls for a cop to probe
v ∈ T , they instead probe des(v). Since the robber cannot be in T ∖ S, the distance
in T between the robber and des(v) is at most the distance between the robber and v.
Thus, this strategy gives no less information than it would in T . As the cops win in T ,
they will win in S. �

Our next result shows that the one-visibility localization number and one-proximity
number differ by at most one for trees.

Lemma 16. For any tree T ,

prox1(T ) ≤ ζ1(T ) ≤ prox1(T ) + 1.

Furthermore, if prox1(T ) ≥ ∆(T ), then ζ1(T ) = prox1(T ).

Proof. Let m = prox1(T ). Root T arbitrarily and let r be the root vertex. The cops
of the one-visibility Localization game use m cops to follow a winning strategy in the
one-proximity game and place one additional cop at r on each round. If the robber
ever tries to cross from one subtree of T − r to another, then they must pass through
r, at which point the cop on r would probe a distance of 0, and the robber would be
captured. Therefore, the robber may only move in one subtree.

As the cops’ strategy succeeds in the one-proximity game, they eventually probe a
vertex and receive a distance of at most one. If the probe returns distance zero, the
robber has been located, so assume it returns one. This uniquely determines on which
subtree the robber is located. If the cop on r also returned a probe of distance 1 to
the robber, then the robber would be captured as r has exactly one neighbor on each
subtree. Therefore, we may assume the robber has distance at least 2 from r. The cop
dedicated to probing r can now probe the root of the robber’s subtree while the other
m cops start the winning strategy from the beginning. After repeating this process at
most d times, where d is the depth of T , the subtree onto which the robber is forced
will be a leaf. The cops can then win by probing each leaf until locating the robber. �

Let T be a tree. Note that given any v ∈ T , T −v is a forest. Call v a midway vertex of
T if each component T1, T2, . . . , Tk of T − v satisfies ∣V (Ti)∣ ≤ n/2. The following result
is folklore.

Lemma 17. Every tree has at least one midway vertex.

Proof. Given u ∈ V (T ), let T1, T2, . . . , Tk be the components of T − u and define

s(u) = max
1≤i≤k

∣V (Ti)∣.

Assume for the sake of contradiction that minu∈V (T ) s(u) > n/2. Let v be a vertex with
s(v) minimal and let T1, T2, . . . , Tk be the components of T −v, where we have s(v) > n/2
by our initial assumption. Note that at most one component satisfies ∣V (Ti)∣ > n/2 as

∑ ∣V (Ti)∣ = n − 1; without loss of generality, let this component be T1.
Let w ∈ T1 be the neighbor of v in T . We then have that T − w is a collection of

components, say S1, S2, . . . , Sr. The largest of these components, say S1, cannot be a
subtree of T1 as any such subset does not contain w and therefore has fewer than ∣V (T1)∣
vertices, contradicting that s(v) was minimal. However, any Si intersecting T1 must,
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in fact, be a subtree of T1 as the only path from elements in T1 to elements in T − T1

contains w.
Thus, the largest component S1 must be the subtree formed by combining the subtrees

T2, . . . , Tk and v, and so we have that ∣V (S1)∣ ≤ n − ∣V (T1)∣. As ∣V (T1)∣ > n/2, we have
that

∣V (S1)∣ ≤ n − ∣V (T1)∣ < n − n/2 = n/2,
which contradicts that s(w) ≥ s(v). �

We now derive the following bound in terms of the order of the tree.

Theorem 18. If T is a tree of order n ≥ 2, then ζ1(T ) ≤ ⌈log2 n⌉.

Proof. The proof is by induction on n. The base case with n = 2 is straightforward: the
only tree on two vertices is an edge, for which log2 2 = 1 probe suffices.

Now assume T is a tree on n vertices. Let x be a midway vertex of T and probe x
every round. This prevents the robber from moving from one component of T − x to
another. Each component of T −x contains at most n/2 vertices and thus, by induction,
requires at most log2(n/2) = log2 n − 1 probes to search. As the robber is restricted
to a single component of T − x, the cops can use these log2 n − 1 probes to clear each
component of T −x before moving on to the next. The winning cop strategy we outlined
uses at most 1 + log2 n − 1 = log2 n probes, and the proof follows. �

The depth of a vertex in a rooted tree is the number of edges in a shortest path from
the vertex to the tree’s root. The depth of a rooted tree T is the greatest depth in T.
The depth of a tree is the smallest depth of a rooted tree over all ways of rooting T. We
next turn to two bounds in terms of the depth of a tree.

Theorem 19. For a tree T of depth d, we have that

ζ1(T ) ≤ ⌊d
4
⌋ + 2.

Proof. We provide a strategy using m = ⌊d4⌋ + 1 cops to win the one-proximity game on
T . The result then follows from Lemma 16. The idea of the proof is to clear paths
sequentially, based on an ordering of the leaves. We clear all the paths to leaves from
lower to higher index, using two cop moves to clear a given path. We ensure that the
robber cannot reinfect previously infected paths to leaves with a lower index in each
round.

Let u0 be the root vertex of T , and let `1, . . . , `p denote an ordering of the leaves of
T , where the ordering is obtained by performing a depth-first search on T . Let i be the
smallest index such that `i has not yet been chosen. Let Pi = u0u1, . . . , uq = `i denote
the path from the root to `i. Define vi as the vertex in Pi that is not in Pi+1 but is as
close to the root u0 as possible.

By induction, we assume that an even number of rounds have occurred, and it is
immediately before the cops’ move on a round of odd parity. Further, we assume that
each subtree in the forest T − Pi either has:

(1) all vertices cleared; or
(2) all vertices infected, except perhaps the unique vertex with a neighbor in Pi

(within the graph T ).
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We call these subtrees cleared and infected, respectively. The base step for induction is
follows as, on the first round, T −P1 is composed of infected trees. We note that under
these assumptions and since the `i were defined using a depth-first search, directly before
the cops take their move, the only infected descendants of vi are in Pi.

Recall that q ≤ d is the length of the path Pi. The cop player places a cop on the
vertex u4j for each 0 ≤ j ≤ ⌊q/4⌋ using at most ⌊q/4⌋ + 1 ≤ m cops. If the robber was
on Pi and was not captured in this move, then they must have been on u4j+2 for some
0 ≤ j ≤ ⌊(q − 2)/4⌋ or else on uq = `i if q ≡ 3 (mod 4). Therefore, after the robber moves,
they are on either an infected subtree of T −Pi or on N[u4j+2] for some 0 ≤ j ≤ ⌊(q−2)/4⌋.
On the next cop move, a cop is placed on vertex u4j+2 for each 0 ≤ j ≤ ⌊(q−2)/4⌋ using at
most ⌊(q−2)/4⌋+1 ≤m cops. The robber may now only be on an infected subtree and is
not on Pi nor on a cleared tree. As we noted before these two rounds, the descendants of
vi were infected only if they were in Pi. Consequently, each descendant of vi (including
vi itself) is cleared after these two moves. The robber then takes their move, and after
this move may be on an infected tree or on a vertex in V (Pi) ∩ V (Pi+1).

We observe that the descendants of vi (including vi itself) form a cleared tree of
T −Pi+1, which we label as S. In addition, a cleared tree in T −Pi is either a cleared tree
in T −Pi+1 or is a subtree of S. Similarly, we can show that each subtree of T −Pi+1 that
is not one of these cleared trees is an infected tree. Therefore, we have that an even
number of rounds has occurred, it is now the cops’ move on an odd-parity round, and
each subtree of T −Pi+1 is either cleared or infected, completing the inductive step. �

We provide a third and final upper bound for ζ1 on trees. An example will follow,
illustrating three graphs such that each bound is best on exactly one graph.

Let T be a tree, rooted at vertex v, of depth d. Let Lv = {L1, L2, . . . , Ld} be a
level decomposition of T rooted at v, where Li = {u ∈ V (T ) ∶ d(u, v) = i}. Define the
nonnegative integer Li = ∣{w ∈ Li ∶ deg(w) ≥ 2}∣, which counts the number of non-leaf
vertices within each level. We have the following upper bound on prox1(T ).

Theorem 20. If Lv is the level decomposition of T rooted at v, then

prox1(T ) ≤ ⌈maxi{Li}
3

⌉ + 1.

Proof. Let k = ⌈maxi{Li}
3 ⌉. We give a strategy for k + 1 one-proximity cops to clear T

starting from level Lm−1 and working up to the root v. Divide the non-leaf vertices of
Lm−1 into disjoint groups of three vertices, assigning one cop to each set, and consider
the first such group consisting of vertices x, y, and z. For x, let x1 denote the parent of
x, x2 denote the parent of x1, and define y1, y2, z1 and z2 analogously. We refer to the
cop initially assigned to these three vertices as C1. At the start of the game, the robber
may be anywhere on T , so all vertices start contaminated.

In the first three rounds, C1 will probe x, then y, then z. After these probes, imme-
diately before the robber’s move, the robber may be at x (had they begun on x2, they
could move to x1 prior to the cop probing y, and then to x prior to the cop probing z).
The robber could also be at y1 or z2. We note that the robber cannot currently be on
a leaf adjacent to x, y, or z without being previously detected by one of the first three
probes. See Figure 2.
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⋯

y1

y2
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⋯
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z2

Lm

Lm−1

Lm−2

Lm−3

Figure 2. Possible robber locations are shown in red after C1’s third
probe.

The robber now takes their move. To keep the leaves adjacent to x clear, C1 will next
probe x. They could then probe y, and then z, repeating the previous three probes.
This would protect the leaves adjacent to x, y, and z, but would not allow the cop player
to make progress. We now introduce our additional cop, C∗, who will help C1 shift from
guarding x, y and z to guarding x1, y1, and z1. To do this, C∗ probes x instead of C1.
Had the robber moved to x they will be detected by this next probe regardless of where
they now move. This allows C1’s next three probes to be x1, then y, then z, while C∗
continues to probe x. Following these three rounds of cop probes, x is fully cleared.

In the next three rounds we will have C∗ probe y, while C1 probes x1, then y1, then
z. Next, C∗ probes z while C1 probes x1, then y1, then z1. On the robber’s move
following this sequence of probes, they may now be at x1, y2, or z3. Next, C∗ will move
to the second trio of non-leaf vertices in Lm−1 and will perform this same strategy with
the cop there, C2. At the same time, C1 will repeatedly probe x1, then y1, then z1,
ensuring that the robber can only reach Lm−1 in this part of the graph, and will be
detected doing so, thereby clearing x, y, and z, and the adjacent leaves in Lm. This is
continued for each group of three non-leaf vertices in Lm−1, of which we have at most
k.

When C∗ has concluded with the last group of three non-leaves in Lm−1, the cops will
probe in Lm−1 so that every non-leaf vertex there is probed every three rounds. This
ensures that the robber will be captured if they ever move onto a non-leaf in Lm−1.

The clearing strategy continues up the tree, one level at a time. When the cops move
to Lm−2, we note that we may have non-leaf vertices in Lm−2 which have yet to be
probed (those that have all their children as leaves in Lm−1). The tree T has at most
k sets of three non-leaves in any level. For such vertices, divide them into groups of
three and assign an unused cop to each. We have these cops repeatedly probe each of
their three vertices (as C1 probed x, y, then z initially), clearing their adjacent leaves
in Lm−1.

The cop C∗ is then used to extend the cop territory up from Lm−2 into Lm−3. First,
C∗ probes x1 while C1 probes x2, then y1, then z1. The process is repeated as in the
level below. In each grouping of vertices, the cop C∗ extends the cop territory up the
tree, one vertex at a time. Since each vertex in a level is probed every three terms
while C∗ is probing that level, the robber cannot move down the tree into cop territory
without being detected.
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In this way, C∗ can extend the cop territory eventually up to the root v, cleaning the
tree and winning the one-proximity game. The proof follows. �

For integers d, k ≥ 2, we use the notation T kd for the k-ary tree of depth d, where each
non-leaf vertex has k children. We note that the bound in Theorem 20 is tight for T 3

2 .

Rooted at the midway vertex, the tree has maxi{Li} = ∣L1∣ = 3, and so Theorem 20
provides that prox1(T 3

2 ) ≤ 2. It is known [22] that the original localization number
satisfies ζ(T 3

2 ) = 2, so we have ζ1(T 3
2 ) ≥ 2 as well.

To compare the upper bounds on ζ1(T ) provided by Theorems 18, 19, and 20, let
T0 = T 3

3 , which has 40 vertices and 39 edges. The corresponding upper bounds for T0

are displayed in the first row of Table 1. Define the trees Ti to be T0 with each edge
subdivided into i vertices. We then have that Ti will have depth 3(i + 1) and order
40 + 39i. The best upper bound for each tree is shown in bold. Note that each of the
theorems gives the best bound depending on the tree considered.

Theorem 18 Theorem 19 Theorem 20
T0 6 2 4
T10 9 10 10
T100 12 77 10

Table 1. Upper bounds for ζ1 from Theorems 18, 19, and 20.

Finding lower bounds for the one-visibility localization number is challenging in most
cases. We determined that the isoperimetric peak can give a lower bound on prox1,
enabling us to utilize such isoperimetric results when they exist. We finish by applying
such results to binary trees, where k = 2. We cite the following result, which gives
asymptotically tight values for the isoperimetric peak of binary trees.

Theorem 21 ([19]). If d ≥ 2 is an integer, then

d

2
−O(log d) ≤ ΦE(T 2

d ) ≤
d

2
+O(1).

We therefore have that HE(T 2
d ) ≥

d
5 −O(log d) from Theorem 13, and so we have the

following bounds.

Corollary 22. If d ≥ 2 is an integer, then

d

60
−O(log d) < prox1(T 2

d ) ≤ ζ1(T 2
d ) ≤

d

4
+ 2.

Proof. The upper bound follows from Theorem 19. The lower bound follows from using
Corollary 11, then applying Theorem 13 to the result, and then finally using the lower
bound of Theorem 21. �

Similar lower bounds of the vertex isoperimetric peak on k-ary trees are also useful
to us here.
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Theorem 23 ([24]). If d, k ≥ 2 are integers, then

ΦV (T kd ) ≥
3

40
(d − 2).

Theorem 23 provides the following bounds on prox1 and ζ1 for k-ary trees.

Corollary 24. If d, k ≥ 2 are integers, then

3

80
(d − 2) ( 2

2k + 3
) < prox1(T kd ) ≤ ζ1(T kd ) ≤

d

4
+ 2.

Proof. The upper bound follows from Theorem 19. The lower bound follows from using
Theorem 10, then applying Theorem 12, and then finally using Theorem 23. �

Corollaries 22 and 24 provide families of trees with unbounded ζ1 number, in stark
contrast to ζ being bounded by 2 for trees. The result of Corollary 24 is far from tight.
We note that improvements to the isoperimetric value of k-ary trees would improve this
result.

5. Cartesian grid graphs

We proved in Theorem 8 that for planar graphs of order n, ζ1(G) ≤ O(
√
n). In this

section, we show that grid graphs make this bound tight, in the sense that such graphs

have ζ1 numbers in
√

∣V (G)∣ +O(1).
For a positive integer n, let Gn,n be the n × n Cartesian grid, which consists of the

Cartesian product of the n-order path with itself, or Pn ◻ Pn. As we only consider
Cartesian grids, we refer to them as grids.

The lower bound for grids follows by using our earlier results with the h-index.

Theorem 25. For a positive integer n > 1, prox1(Gn,n) ≥ n
5 + 1.

Proof. The vertex isoperimetric values are known for the grids [6]. In particular, for

Gn,n, ΦV (Gn,n, k) = n for k ∈ {n2−3n+4
2 , . . . , n

2+n−2
2 }, which are 2n−2 contiguous values of

k. Thus, it follows that HV (Gn,n) ≥ n, and by Theorem 10 we have that prox1(Gn,n) >
n/5, as required. �

We next establish upper bounds for grid graphs that differ from the lower bound in
Theorem 25 by an additive constant.

Theorem 26. Let m be the odd integer such that n = 5m− i for some integer 0 ≤ i ≤ 9.
We then have that

prox1(Gn,n) ≤m + 3.

We prove Theorem 26 at the end of this section. As a consequence of Theorem 26,
we know prox1(Gn,n) up to one of four values. This gives a class of graphs where
Theorem 10 is close to being tight.

Corollary 27. For n a positive integer,

⌈n
5
⌉ + 1 ≤ prox1(Gn,n) ≤ ⌈n

5
⌉ + 4.

Proof. Theorem 25 gives prox1(Gn,n) ≥ ⌈n5 ⌉+1. When we note that m = ⌈n5 ⌉+⌊
i
5⌋ ≤ ⌈n5 ⌉+1

in Theorem 26, it follows that prox1(Gn,n) ≤ ⌈n5 ⌉ + 4. �
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The following result determines the one-visibility localization number of Cartesian
grids up to four values, assuming that n is sufficiently large.

Corollary 28. If n ≥ 11, then

⌈n
5
⌉ + 1 ≤ ζ1(Gn,n) ≤ ⌈n

5
⌉ + 4.

Proof. Using prox1(Gn,n) cops in the one-visibility Localization game, the cops may
initially follow the strategy guaranteed by Corollary 27 until some cop probes a distance
of 1 from the robber, say the cop on vertex u. The robber moves and may now be on
any vertex of distance 0, 1, or 2 from u. Since n ≥ 11, we have that ⌈n5 ⌉ + 1 ≥ 4, and so
we know that at least four cops are playing. For the cops’ second move, play four cops
on the vertices of N(u).

If all four cops probe a distance of 1, then the robber is on u. If exactly two of these
cops probe a distance of 1, then the robber must be on the unique vertex of distance
2 from u that is adjacent to the two vertices containing these cops. If exactly one cop
probes a distance of 1, then the robber must be on the unique vertex of distance 1 from
this cop that is not adjacent to any of the other cops. Thus, the robber’s location is
determined by the cops. �

We finish the section with the proof of Theorem 26, but as the proof is quite technical,
we motivate our technique by exploring some less efficient but more intuitive strategies.
A first strategy one may think of for the cops is to clear the grid using n cops to probe
an entire row and march upwards, clearing the grid from bottom to top. This approach
is effective but inefficient.

A natural improvement is to place a cop in every other column, alternating between
the first and second row, so that two full rows of the grid are cleared using at most
(n+1)/2 cops; see Figure 3. As the cops march upwards, two rows are cleared, and only

c c c

c c c

Figure 3. Cops placed on every other column can clear two rows.

one row is reinfected each round. This strategy avoids overlapping the neighborhoods of
the cops’ probes, but only the “forward” edge of the cops’ line clears infected vertices.
The “rear” of each probe is already cleared. Matching the isoperimetric lower bound
requires most cops to clear the maximum ∆(G) + 1 = 5 new vertices with every probe.

To improve on this second strategy, note that it would take the robber multiple rounds
to cross the cops’ formation: three rounds on a column with a cop and two rounds on
a column without a cop. This implies that cops only need to play on these positions
every other round to prevent the robber from reinfecting the portion of the grid they’ve
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fully cleared. By shifting the set of columns where the cops’ probe, it is possible for the
cops to protect these rows by playing twice every five rounds, so that each column has
two vertices cleared by one cop move and three vertices cleared by the other.

We now give a high-level description of our strategy. We partition the grid into five
rectangles of width approximately n/5 vertices. Using two sets of approximately n/10
cops, each rectangle is probed twice every five rounds with a cop probing every other
column in the rectangle. To prevent the robber from slipping from the infected portion
of one rectangle to the cleared portion of the next, the cops clear a diagonal, rather
than the two rows from Figure 3. Although it takes several rounds to do so, we show
that the cops can move these diagonals up the rectangles, closing in on the robber until
they are captured.

We now turn to the proof of our main result in this section.

Proof of Theorem 26. Let Gn,m′ denote the n×m′ grid and G denote the square lattice
with vertices in Z×Z. It will be convenient to allow the cops to play on G and to restrict
the robber’s position to a subgraph Gn,m′ , where m′ =m for the first part of the proof
and m′ = n in the second part of the proof. (Recall that m is the odd integer for which
n = 5m − i for some 0 ≤ i ≤ 9.) We will then argue this relaxation did not benefit the
cop player.

We break the proof into three parts which prove the following three claims, respec-
tively:

(1) When the robber is restricted to a subgraph Gn,m within G, m+3
2 cops which

only play on rounds t with t ≡ 0,3 (mod 5) can capture the robber.
(2) When the robber is restricted to a subgraph Gn,5m of G, the robber can be

captured by m + 3 cops.
(3) At most m + 3 cops are required to capture the robber on Gn,n.

Throughout the proof, let

fi,j(c) =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

i + 1 + ⌊ c−j2 ⌋ for c − j > 0

i + ⌈ c−j2 ⌉ for c − j ≤ 0,

and define Fi,j = {(r, c) ∶ 1 ≤ c ≤m′, fi,j(c) ≤ r ≤ n}, which we call a forced region. These
forced regions describe different subsets of vertices that the cop player will contain the
robber within. The strategy we describe will reduce the cardinality of the forced region
over time. It is important to note here that when we show that the robber must be
in a given forced region, there may be some vertices the robber cannot occupy. In
particular, it will be convenient to assume that the forced region will, in some rounds,
contain several vertices (x, y) with x < 1.

The (i, j) index of Fi,j refers to a cell along the lower edge of the region, which cuts
diagonally from southwest to northeast across columns 1 through m′. In particular, the
second index describes the column of focus of the forced region, which we pay special
attention to in the proof. The function fi,j , given a column c, gives a certain key position
in Fi,j related to where the cops will play. See Figure 4 for a visual reference.

Let

Si,j ={(fi,j(c) + 1, c) ∶ c > j and c − j is odd}∪
{(fi,j(c) + 1, c) ∶ c ≤ j and c − j is even}.
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The set Si,j contains points spaced apart in an L-shape, similar to a knight move
in chess. These vertices are chosen so that the neighborhoods of the points cover a
diagonal stripe along the bottom of Fi,j with minimal overlap.

Claim 1 : When the robber is restricted to a subgraph Gn,m within G, m+3
2 cops which

only play on rounds t with t ≡ 0,3 (mod 5) can capture the robber.

The cops’ strategy consists of two moves. If the cops have restricted the robber to
Fi,j immediately before the cops’ move, then the cops will play on the vertices Si,j that
are within the columns [0,m+1]. By the definition of Si,j , the cops will only be playing
on every other column in [0, j] and every other column in [j + 1,m + 1], for a total of

⌈ j
2
⌉ + ⌈(m + 1) − (j + 1) + 1

2
⌉ ≤ j + 1

2
+ (m + 1) − (j + 1) + 1 + 1

2
= m + 3

2

cops.
Immediately after this cop’s move, the robber may only be on a vertex in Fi,j ∖

N[Si,j] = Fi+2,j−1. To see this fact, we consider the cases c > j and c ≤ j. For the
first case, when c − j is odd, N[(fi,j(c) + 1, c)] is a superset of {(fi,j(c), c), (fi,j(c) +
1, c), (fi,j(c) + 2, c)}; if the robber is in column c, then it must be on a vertex (r, c)
with r ≥ fi,j(c) + 3 = fi+2,j−1(c). When c − j is even, {(fi,j(c), c), (fi,j(c) + 1, c)} ⊆
N[(fi,j(c)+1, c)], and the robber must be in a row r ≥ fi,j(c)+2 = fi+2,j−1(c). The case
when c ≤ j follows similarly to find that if the robber is in column c, then the robber
must be on row r ≥ fi+2,j−1(c), which defines the set Fi+2,j−1. We call this the natural
cop move and label this as P1 for future reference.

In the case that the robber is known to be on a vertex of Fi+2,0, the cops instead think
of the robber as being on a vertex of Fi+2+m+1

2
,m. These two forced regions describe the

same set of vertices, but as Si,j is determined by the index (i, j), this change of index
describes a different cop move. We label this replacement as P2 for future reference.

Observe that when the robber is on a vertex in Fi,j but the cops do not play during
their next move (as in rounds 1,2,4 (mod 5)), then the robber moves to a vertex in
Fi−1,j = N[Fi,j]. We label this as P3 for future reference.

We prove Claim 1 recursively. As a base case, we can assume the robber is contained
within Fi,m for any i ≤ 1, where we note that we will take i to be negative in some cases.
Note that for such i, Fi,m contains the subset of vertices [1, n] × [1,m], so this initial
assumption is always true.

For the recursive step, assume the robber is contained within some Fi,m in round t
with t ≡ 0 (mod 5). Repeating the natural move P1, the column of focus j will shift
from m down to 1, with rounds 0 (mod 5) focusing on an odd column and rounds 3
(mod 5) focusing on an even column. We refer to these rounds collectively as the first
sweep. Once the column of focus is 1, we continue to play, and the column of focus
again becomes m. For this second sweep, the column of focus will shift from m all the
way down to 1, but with the parity reversed: rounds 3 (mod 5) focus on an odd column
and rounds 0 (mod 5) focus on an even column. After both sweeps, the cops will have
successfully moved the robber from Fi,m to Fi+1,m.

We refer the reader to Figure 4, which depicts the following cop moves.

First sweep: The cops play the natural move so that the robber must be contained
within Fi+2,m−1 (see P1). The robber moves three times, first to a vertex in Fi+1,m−1,
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then to a vertex in Fi,m−1, and finally to a vertex in Fi−1,m−1 (see P3). The cops then play
the natural move in round t + 3, so that the robber must be contained within Fi+1,m−2

(see P1). Then the robber moves twice, first to a vertex in Fi,m−2, then to a vertex in
Fi−1,m−2 (see P3). This shows that every five moves, the indices of the forced region
decrease by one in the first coordinate and two in the second coordinate. This process
repeats (m − 1)/2 times until the robber is known to reside on Fi−m−1

2
,1 immediately

before the cops’ (t + 5m−1
2 )th move, where we note that t + 5m−1

2 ≡ 0 (mod 5). The
cops again play the natural move, and so the robber is known to reside in Fi−m−1

2
+2,0,

immediately after the cops’ move, which is then replaced with Fi+3,m by P2. The robber
takes three moves and is on a vertex in Fi,m.

Second sweep: The cops again play the natural move, and so the robber is known
to reside in Fi+2,m−1. The robber takes two moves and is on a vertex in Fi,m−1. Once
again, every five moves the first index of the forced region is decreased by one and
the second index by two. Play continues in this fashion (the cops playing the natural
move on round 0,3 (mod 5)) for (m − 1)/2 rounds, until the robber is known to reside
in Fi−m−1

2
,1 immediately before the cops’ move in the (t + 5(m − 1))th round, where

t + 5(m − 1) ≡ 0 (mod 5). The cops play the natural move, so the robber is known
to reside in Fi−m−1

2
+2,0 immediately after the cops’ move, which is then replaced with

Fi+3,m by P2. The robber takes two moves and is on a vertex in Fi+1,m immediately
before the cops’ (t + 5m)th move.

We note that we started with the robber being on a vertex of Fi,m in some round 0
(mod 5), and now have that Fi+1,m in some round 0 (mod 5). This completes the recur-
sive step, and so we can conclude that after sufficiently many rounds, as Fn+ 3m

2
,m = ∅,

the robber is captured, and the proof of Claim 1 follows.
For the next claim, it will be useful to note that if this process is initialized with Fi,m,

then immediately before the cops’ move in round t = 5mα + 1, the robber must be in
the forced region Fi+α,m.

Claim 2 : When the robber is restricted to a subgraph Gn,5m of G, the robber can be
captured by m + 3 cops.

We split the subgraph Gn,5m into five subgraphs A1,A2,A3,A4, and A5, where Aj is

on the vertices of Gn,5m in columns [(j − 1)m + 1, jm]. We use a set of m+3
2 cops on

Aj on rounds j, j + 3 (mod 3). This requires two sets of m+3
2 cops, and so m + 3 cops

are used in total. The technique described in Claim 1 is applied to each Ai, shifting
the rounds on which the cops play appropriately, and with the additional condition
that the process in Claim 1 is started in Aj in round j with forced region Fi,m where

i = −2m + (j − 1)m−1
2 .

To illustrate how the process in Claim 1 is extended to Gn,5m, we describe the first
six cops moves of the m+ 3 cops on the infinite square grid G, focused on the subgraph
Gn,5m.

Cop move 1 : The first set of m+3
2 cops play on S−2m,m on the columns [0,m + 1] (this

is the first move for the cops in A1).

Cop move 2 : The first set of m+3
2 cops play on S−2m+m−1

2
,m on the columns [m,2m+ 1]

(this is the first move for the cops in A2).
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Figure 4. The first sweep of claim 1 where m = 7. Red and pink dots
indicate the forced region before the cops’ move, and the square indicates
the i, j such that this forced region is Fi,j . Red dots indicate the forced
region after the cops’ move. Black circles indicate the locations of the
cops their move. From left to right, top to bottom, the images indicate
play just before and after the cops’ 1st, 4th, 6th, 9th, 11th, 14th, 16th,
and 19th move.
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Cop move 3 : The first set of m+3
2 cops play on S−2m+2m−1

2
,m on the columns [2m,3m+1]

(this is the first move for the cops in A3).

Cop move 4 : The first set of m+3
2 cops play on S−2m+3m−1

2
,m on the columns [3m,4m+1]

(this is the first move for cops in A4) and the second set of m+3
2 cops play on S−2m−1,m−1

on the columns [0,m + 1] (this is the fourth round in A1).

Cop move 5 : The first set of m+3
2 cops play on S−2m+4m−1

2
,m on the columns [4m,5m +

1] (this is the first move for cops in A5) and the second set of m+3
2 cops play on

S−2m−1+m−1
2
,m−1 on the columns [m,2m + 1] (this is the fourth round in A2).

Cop move 6 : The first set of m+3
2 cops play on S−2m−1,m−2 on the columns [0,m + 1]

(this is the sixth round in A1) and the second set of m+3
2 cops play on S−2m−1+2m−1

2
,m−1

on the columns [2m,3m + 1] (this is the fourth round in A3).

If the robber stays within a subgraph Aj , then by Claim 1 they will eventually be
captured. Suppose the robber moves from one subgraph to another, say from Aa to
Ab. The robber must have been on a vertex of the cops’ current forced region in Aa in
round t. If the robber moved to the cops’ current forced region in Ab, then the robber
has not made progress as they may as well have started in Ab and stayed there until
the current move. Therefore, we can assume that the robber moves to a vertex of Ab
outside of the cops’ forced region.

Assume without loss of generality that a, b ∈ {1,2}. We analyze the moves that occur
on the border of A1 and A2, which affect where the robber can be on either column m
or m+ 1. Before we begin, we analyze each of the cops’ moves of A1 to find which cops
played on either the left-most columns 0, 1, and 2, or the right-most columns m− 1, m,
and m + 1. This will require a deeper analysis of the moves in Claim 1. We note the
following properties.

Property 1: The first sweep of Claim 1 utilized 5m−1
2 + 3 rounds and the second

sweep of Claim 1 utilized 5m−1
2 + 2 rounds. Together, this is 5m−1

2 + 3 + 5m−1
2 + 2 = 5m

rounds needed to perform both sweeps. Therefore, if the cops were on Si,m in round t,
then the cops are on Si+1,m in round t+5m. Since the cops play on S−2m,m in the round
with t = 1, we conclude that the cops play on S−2m+α,m during round t = 1 + (5m)α.

Property 2: If the cops played on Si,j in round t, then the cops play on Si−1,j−2

in round t + 5, unless j ∈ {1,2}, in which case the cops play on Si+m−1
2
,j+m−2. Since

the cops play on S−2m+α,m in round t = 1 + (5m)α, we conclude that the cops play on

S−2m+α−β,m−2β in round t = 1 + (5m)α + 5β when 0 ≤ β ≤ m−1
2 , and the cops play on

S−2m+α−β+m−1
2
,m−2β+(m−2) in round t = 1 + (5m)α + 5β when m+1

2 ≤ β ≤m − 1.

Property 3: If the cops play on Si,j in round t where t ≡ 1 (mod 5), then in the
round t + 3 the cops play on Si−1,j−1 if j ≠ 1, and on Si+m−1

2
,j+(m−1) if j = 1.

We next consider the situation where the cops play near the left and right edges.
For each t ≡ 1 (mod 5), we describe which of these cops in A1 played on a column in
{0,1,2,m − 1,m,m + 1}.

(1) If we are playing in round t = 1+ (5m)α+5β where β = 0, then the cops in these
columns were played on vertices {(−2m+α+ 1,m), (−2m+α+ 2,m+ 1), (−2m+
α + 1 − m−1

2 ,1)}.



24 A. BONATO, T.G. MARBACH, M. MOLNAR, AND JD NIR

(2) If we are playing in round t = 1 + (5m)α + 5β where 1 ≤ β ≤ m−1
2 , then the cops

in these columns were played on vertices {(−2m+α+1,m−1), (−2m+α+2,m+
1), (−2m + α + 1 − m−1

2 ,1)}.

(3) If we are playing in round t = 1 + (5m)α + 5β where m+1
2 ≤ β ≤ m − 1, then the

cops in these columns were played on vertices {(−2m+α+ 2,m), (−2m+α+ 1−
m−1

2 ,0), (−2m + α + 2 − m−1
2 ,2)}.

For each t ≡ 4 (mod 5), we describe which of these cops in A1 played on a column in
{0,1,2,m − 1,m,m + 1}.

(1) If we are playing in round t = 4 + (5m)α + 5β where 0 ≤ β ≤ m−1
2 , then the

cops in these columns were played on vertices {(−2m + α + 1,m), (−2m + α −
m−1

2 ,0), (−2m + α + 1 − m−1
2 ,2)}.

(2) If we are playing in round t = 4 + (5m)α + 5β where β = m+1
2 , then the cops

in these columns were played on vertices {(−2m + α + 1,m), (−2m + α + 2,m +
1), (−2m + α + 1 − m−1

2 ,1)}.

(3) If we are playing in round t = 4 + (5m)α + 5β where m+1
2 ≤ β ≤ m − 1, then the

cops in these columns were played on vertices {(−2m − 1 +α + 1,m − 1), (−2m +
α + 2,m + 1), (−2m + α + 1 − m−1

2 ,1)}.

Property 4: A cop on A1 plays on the vertex (i, j) during round t if and only if a
cop on A2 plays on the vertex (i + m−1

2 , j +m) in round t + 1. As a consequence, for
each of the vertices (i, j) with j ∈ {0,1,2} that were visited by a cop in A1 in round t as
described above, the corresponding vertex (i′, j′) = (i+ m−1

2 , j +m) in A2 was visited in
round t+ 1, where j′ ∈ {m,m+ 1,m+ 2}. Therefore, for every round, we can now derive
which cops probed a vertex in column {m − 1,m,m + 1,m + 2}.

This is relevant as only the cops playing in columns {m − 1,m,m + 1,m + 2} will
impact the robber’s location on the border of A1 and A2. To simplify, take α = 2m. A
similar argument follows for all other α. In Table 2, we describe exactly which vertices
are probed by the cops on columns {m − 1,m,m + 1,m + 2} in rounds i + 5β + 5m(2m),
where 0 ≤ β ≤m − 1 and 1 ≤ i ≤ 5.

i β = 0 1 ≤ β ≤ m−1
2 β = m+1

2
m+1

2 ≤ β ≤m − 1
1 (1,m) (2,m + 1) (1,m − 1) (2,m + 1) (2,m) (2,m)
2 (1,m + 1) (1,m + 1) (1,m), (2,m + 2) (1,m) (2,m + 2)
3
4 (1,m) (1,m) (1,m) (2,m + 1) (1,m − 1) (2,m + 1)
5 (0,m) (1,m + 2) (0,m) (1,m + 2) (1,m + 1) (1,m + 1)

Table 2. The vertices in columns {m − 1,m,m + 1,m + 2} where a cop
plays in round t = i + 5β + 5mα, where α = 2m.

We may also analyze Claim 1 to find that if the robber is on a vertex (i,m) in
column m that is in the forced region of A1 immediately after the cops move in round
t = 1+5β+(5m)α, then i ≥ α−2m+3 if 0 ≤ β ≤ m−1

2 , and i ≥ α−2m+4 if m+1
2 ≤ β ≤m−1.

Similarly, after the cops move in round t = 4 + 5β + (5m)α, then i ≥ α − 2m + 3 for
0 ≤ β ≤m − 1.
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If the robber is on a vertex (i,m + 1) in column m + 1 that is in the forced region of
A2 immediately after the cops move in round t = 2 + 5β + (5m)α, then i ≥ α − 2m + 3.
Similarly, after the cops move in round t = 5 + 5β + (5m)α, then i ≥ α − 2m + 2 if
0 ≤ β ≤ m−1

2 , and i ≥ α − 2m + 3 if m+1
2 ≤ β ≤m − 1.

Let xt1 denote the smallest value of x such that a cop may be on (x,m) in round t in
the forced region of A1, and let xt2 denote the smallest value of x such that a cop may be
on (x,m+1) in round t in the forced region of A2. The robber may then move from the
forced region of A1 onto a vertex not in the forced region of A2 only when xt1 ≤ xt2 + 2.
Similarly, the robber may move from the forced region of A2 onto a vertex not in the
forced region of A1 only when xt2 ≤ xt1+2. We note that by the above analysis, this only
occurs when t ≡ 1,4 (mod 5). In each of these rounds and for every possible move of
the robber from a vertex of a forced region onto a vertex not in a forced region, there is
a cop that prevents it by either being adjacent to the robber before or after their move.
The complete list of such events is presented in Table 3 for the case α = 2m. The proof
of Claim 2 follows.

t ≡ robber at t robber at t + 1 capturing cop

0 ≤ β ≤ m−1
2 1 (1,m+1) (1,m) (2,m + 1) on round t

4 (1,m + 1) (1,m) (1,m) on round t

β = m+1
2 1 (1,m + 1) (1,m) (1,m) on round t + 1

1 (2,m+1) (2,m) (1,m) on round t + 1
4 (1,m + 1) (1,m) (1,m) on round t

m+3
2 ≤ β ≤m − 1 1 (2,m + 1) (2,m) (2,m) on round t

4 (2,m + 1) (1,m + 1) (2,m + 1) on round t

Table 3. In round t = i+5β + (5m)α with α = 2m, each possible robber
move from the forced region of one Aj to the unforced region of the other
Aj′ is represented as a row, with the corresponding cop that captures
the robber if it performs this move.

Claim 3 : At most m + 3 cops are required to capture the robber on Gn,n.

We now show that at most m + 3 cops are required to capture the robber on Gn,n,
which proves Claim 3 and will complete the proof of the theorem. Recall that n = 5m− i
for some 0 ≤ i ≤ 9. To capture the robber on Gn,n, the cops’ will observe and modify
the strategy to capture the robber on the subgraph Gn,5m of G given in Claim 2.
That is, suppose that the m + 3 cops play on vertices St in round t in G where the
robber is restricted to Gn,5m. We further restrict the robber so that it can only be on
Gn,n ⊆ Gn,5m. A simple modification to the cop moves St also ensures that the cops
only play on the subset Gn,n of G. However, this game is identical to just playing on
the graph Gn,n, and so is a winning strategy for m + 3 cops to capture the robber on
Gn,n.

We note that each cop outside of [0, n+ 1]× [0, n+ 1] will not affect the robber, since
the robber is contained within the vertices [1, n]×[1, n] in all rounds. Delete all vertices
in St that are not within [0, n + 1] × [0, n + 1]. This has no impact on capturing the
robber.
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Suppose (0, x) ∈ St. This cop clears only the vertex (1, x) in round t, and so it is a
strictly better move for the cop to play on (1, x). We therefore, replace (0, x) ∈ St with
(1, x) ∈ St. Similarly, we replace (n + 1, x) ∈ St with (n,x) ∈ St, replace (x,0) ∈ St with
(x,1) ∈ St, and replace (x,n + 1) ∈ St with (x,n) ∈ St.

The resulting cop moves are, therefore, strictly better at capturing the robber on
Gn,n, but also have the robber contained within Gn,n. This completes the proof. �

6. Conclusion and future directions

We introduced the one-visibility localization number and proved asymptotically tight
bounds on Cartesian grids and bounds on k-ary trees. We gave bounds for trees in terms
of their order and depth. Determining a tree’s exact one-visibility localization number
based on its structural features remains an open problem.

The one-visibility localization number may be investigated in various graph families
where the localization number has been studied, such as Kneser graphs, Latin square
graphs, or the incidence graphs of projective planes and combinatorial designs. Our
approach using isoperimetric inequalities should apply to the families of hypercubes,
higher dimensional Cartesian grids, and strong grids.

Another natural direction would be to consider the k-limited visibility Localization
game for k > 1, with corresponding optimization parameter ζk. It would be interesting
to find graphs G such ζi(G) ≠ ζj(G) for all distinct values of i and j that are at most
the radius of G.
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