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Abstract

In several recent papers, the maximal safety distance that two players
can maintain while moving through a graph has been defined and studied
using three different spans of the graph, each with different movement
conditions. In this paper, we analyze the values of these three edge spans,
which represent the maximal safety distance that two players can maintain
while visiting all the edges of the graph. We present results for various
graph classes and examine the relationship between edge spans and vertex
spans. Additionally, we provide some findings on the minimal number of
steps required for walks through a graph to visit all the vertices or edges
while maintaining the maximal safety distance.
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1 Introduction

Since the early days of graph theory, various types of walks, trails, and paths
have been defined, analyzed, and applied to graphs and networks. Prominent ex-
amples include Eulerian circuits, Hamiltonian cycles, Traveling Salesman, and
Chinese Postman problems. Furthermore, extensive research has been con-
ducted on random walks in graphs, digraphs, and weighted graphs [4]. Recently,
with the emergence of the safety distance concept in response to the pandemic,
Bani¢ and Taranenko examined the situation of two players walking in a graph
and analyzed the maximal safety distance they can maintain while visiting either
all the vertices or all the edges of the graph [I]. They approached this idea by
introducing three distinct kinds of vertex and edge spans, where the term ’span’
originates from topology [5]. In our previous work [2], we approached the defini-
tion of graph spans differently, directly relating it to the maximal safety distance
that two players can maintain while traversing a graph. After demonstrating
that our alternative definition yields the same value, we presented results re-
garding vertex spans of different graphs and explored their interrelations. This
paper serves as a continuation of our previous work, focusing on edge spans.
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We define edge spans in an analogous manner to the vertex spans described in
[2] and present results for edge spans in various classes of graphs. Additionally,
we define and analyze the minimum number of steps required to achieve the
maximal safety distance while visiting either all the vertices or all the edges.
To provide clarity in our proofs, we will continue to refer to two players, Alice
and Bob, who traverse a graph by moving through its vertices via its edges. The
distance between Alice and Bob is determined by the distance of the vertices
they occupy at each step. We will explore three distinct modes of movement for
Alice and Bob:

e Traditional movement rules: In this mode, during each step, Alice and
Bob independently choose to either move to an adjacent vertex or remain
in their current position.

e Active movement rules: In this mode, during each step, both Alice and
Bob are required to move to adjacent vertices simultaneously.

e Lazy movement rules: In this mode, during each step, one player moves
to an adjacent vertex while the other player remains stationary.

These three sets of rules give rise to the definition of three different spans: the
strong span, direct span, and Cartesian span. Each of these spans can have
a vertex version or an edge version, depending on whether Alice and Bob are
required to visit all the vertices or all the edges of the graph. For edge spans,
we use the same notation as in [I]:

) UE(G) - strong edge span, corresponding to the traditional movement
rules;

e 0, (G) - direct edge span, corresponding to the active movement rules;

° UE(G) - Cartesian edge span, corresponding to the lazy movement rules.

We begin in Section 2 by providing the necessary definitions for approaching
edge spans, following an analogous approach to the vertex spans discussed in
our previous work, [2]. Subsequently, in Section Bl we present the three distinct
edge spans. Section [4] contains preliminary results that will be utilized in the
proofs throughout the remainder of the paper. The primary findings concerning
edge spans are presented in Section B while Section [6] delves into the definitions
and observations regarding the minimal number of steps in walks that yield
different span values.

2 Definitions and previous results

In our previous work [2], we introduced functions that represent walks in a
graph, encompassing visits to all the vertices. We referred to these functions as
[-tracks and lazy [-tracks, depending on the movement rules they adhered to.



Here, we revisit these definitions to establish analogous concepts, specifically
functions that represent walks in a graph that visit all the edges

We will use standard definitions and concepts of graph theory, which can be
found, for instance, in [6]. By N; we denote the set of first I natural numbers,
i.e. the set {1,...,1}. For the purpose of our study, we restrict our focus to
finite connected graphs. Hence, throughout the remainder of the paper, the
term ’graph’ specifically refers to a finite connected graph.

Definition 2.1. Let G = (V, E) be a graph andl € N. We say that a surjective
function fi : Ny — V(Q) is an l-track on G if f(i)f(i + 1) € E(G) holds, for
each i € {1,...,1—1}.

Definition 2.2. Let G = (V, E) be a graph and l € N. We say that a surjective
function fi : Ny — V(QG) is a lazy l-track on G if f(i)f(i +1) € E(G) or
f@) = f(i+1) holds, for each i € {1,...,1 —1}.

Now we define the functions that represent walks in a graph that visit all
the edges.

Definition 2.3. Let G = (V, E) be a graph and l € N. We say that an lI-track
f is an l-sweep on G if for each i € N;_1 and for each uwv € E(QG) there exists
i € Nj_1 such that f(i)f(i+1) = uv.

Definition 2.4. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and Il € N. We say that a lazy
l-track f on G is a lazy l-sweep on G if for each i € Nj_1, and for each
uv € E(G) there exists i € Nj_1 such that f(i)f(i + 1) = wv.

The term ’sweep’ is inspired by the act of cleaning, where a cleaner sweeps
all the streets or hallways of a building. It is worth noting that an [-sweep is
also considered a lazy [-sweep. Furthermore, an analogous result to Proposition
2.3 in [2] holds true, and we present it here without providing the proof.

Proposition 2.5. Let G be a graph. There exists an | € N, such that there
exists a lazy l-sweep on G, and for each I’ € N, I' > I, there exists a lazy
I'-sweep on G.

The distance between two lazy [-sweeps on a graph is defined analogously as
the distance between two lazy [-tracks.

Definition 2.6. Let G be a graph and f,g lazy l-sweeps on G. The distance
between f and g is defined as

ma(f,9) = min{da(f(i),g(i)) : i € Ni}.

If it is clear to which graph G we are referring to, we will write only m(f, g).

3 Edge spans of a graph

We will now proceed to define the edge spans of a graph. In our previous work
[2], we introduced three variations of vertex spans, corresponding to the various



movement rules that two players can adopt within a graph. To define the edge
spans, we modify these definitions by replacing I-tracks with [-sweeps.

Definition 3.1. Let G be a graph and | € N. If at least one lazy l-sweep exists
on G we say that G is an l-sweepable graph.

Strong edge span
Let G be an [-sweepable graph. We define

MP = max{mg(f,g) : f and g are lazy I-sweeps on G}.

Let G be a graph and let S C N be the set of all integers [ for which G is an
[-sweepable graph. S is non-empty due to Proposition 2.5l We define

M®(G) = max{M¥ : 1 € S}.

This number is the maximal safety distance that can be kept while two
players visit all the edges of a graph while following the traditional movement
rules.

Analogous as in [2] and [I], it can be proven that M™(G) equals ¢ (G) and
from now on we use the denotation o%(G).

Direct edge span
Let G be an [-sweepable graph. We define
M = max{mg(f,g) : f and g are I-sweeps on G}.
Let G be a graph and let D C N be the set of all integers ! for which G is
an [-sweepable graph. We define
M*(G) =max{M; :l € D}.

This number is the maximal safety distance that can be kept while two play-
ers visit all the edges of a graph with respect to the active movement rules.
It holds M*(G) = o (G).

Cartesian edge span
For Cartesian edge span, analogously as in [2], we introduce the notion of op-
posite lazy [-sweeps.

Definition 3.2. Let G be an l-sweepable graph and f, g lazy l-sweeps on G. We
say that f and g are opposite lazy l-sweeps on G if

f@)f(i+1) € B(G) < g(i) =g(i+1),

for alli e Nj_4.



Let G be a graph and [ € N such that at least one pair of opposite lazy
[-sweeps exists on G. We define

MP = max{mg(f,g) : f and g are opposite lazy l-sweeps on G}.

Let G be a graph and let C' C N be the set of all integers [ for which opposite
lazy l-sweeps exist on G. We define

MP(G) = max{M] : 1 € C}.

This number is the maximal safety distance that can be kept while two

players visit all the edges of a graph with respect to the lazy movement rules.
It holds MP(G) = 0B(G).

Remark 3.3. Note that, by Observation 3.2. from [1l], for any connected graph
G it holds:

4 Preliminaries

When studying direct spans in a graph, we will frequently construct [-tracks
or [-sweeps, | € N, and when examining Cartesian spans, it will be necessary
to modify these functions to become opposite lazy k-tracks or opposite lazy
k-sweeps, k € N, while still adhering to the same sequence of vertices. The
concept of [-tracks or [-sweeps can be visualized as Alice and Bob following
active movement rules within a graph, visiting all the vertices or all the edges.
However, if they are instead required to abide by lazy movement rules, these I-
tracks or I-sweeps will be adjusted so that Alice and Bob visit the same sequence
of vertices in their walks. In each step, only one of them moves, and they
alternate their movements. In fact, we have already used this in Theorem 4.2.
in [2], we defined two opposite lazy (21 — 1)-tracks using two I-tracks. Here we
see the need to define those kind of functions formally, to facilitate smoother and
more coherent proofs in the upcoming sections. Therefore, we now introduce
the notion of opposite lazy (2 — 1)-tracks induced by I-tracks, and opposite lazy
(21 — 1)-sweeps induced by I-sweeps.

Definition 4.1. Let G be a graph and f,g be l-tracks on G. We say that
19 : Noy_1 = V(G) defined with

ri=1(|5):
()

are opposite lazy (21 — 1)-tracks induced by l-tracks f and g.




Remark 4.2. Note that in Theorem 4.2. in [2] we prove that ' and g’ defined
in this way are indeed opposite lazy (21—1)-tracks and so here we just define them
formally. Moreover, from the same proof follows that m(f’,g") > m(f,g) — 1.

Analogously, we define opposite lazy (2! — 1)-sweeps induced by I-
sweeps.

In the following two sections, we will utilize the concept of the shortest
walk in a complete graph, denoted as K, where n > 2, and in a complete
bipartite graph denoted as K5 ,_2 where n > 4, that traverse all the edges of
the respective graphs. Therefore, we present the preliminary results here. It is
important to note that the length of a walk in a graph is determined by the
number of edges in that walk. For odd values of n, the result for the complete
graph K, is trivial since the graph is Eulerian, while the result for even n is
based on observations from the Chinese Postman problem and the algorithms
used to solve it. The proof that the given number represents the length of the
shortest walk can be found in algorithms and claims presented in [3]. Here, we
provide a brief explanation of how the walk is obtained.

Proposition 4.3. Let n > 2. The length sk, of the shortest walk that visits
every edge at least once in a graph K, is equal to:

2
"5, noodd;
SK, = n?—2

n even.

Proof. For odd n, every K, has an Eulerian circuit, a trail that visits all the
edges exactly once and starts and ends in the same vertex. The length of such
walk is "22_", since that is the size of the graph K,.

For n = 2, K5 has an Eulerian trail, and its length is 1.

For even n, n > 4, K,, does not have an Eulerian trail since it has more than 2
vertices of odd degree, so we ask ourselves what is the minimal number of edges
a walk must visit more then once in order to traverse all the edges. Note that
we do not ask for such a walk to be closed. Let us observe a partition of vertices
of K, into pairs, and let G be a multigraph obtained from K,, by adding one
edge between two vertices in each but one pair in the observed partition. There
are only 2 vertices in G that have an odd degree. It is easy to see that the
number of added edges is %52, so E(G) = () + 252 = "22_2. G has an Eulerian

n?—2
2

. . 27
traversed twice, so it follows sk, = "TQ, for even n > 4. O

trail of length which corresponds to a walk in K,, in which "7_2 edges are

Corollary 4.4. For each n € N, there exists a k-sweep on K, , where

k{ —"2*2"”, n odd;

2
n
5 n even.

Proof. For n =1 the result is trivial. Let n > 2 and denote the vertices of K,
by v1, ..., Up.



Foroddn > 2,1et W = (v1,va, ..., v1) be a sequence of vertices that represents an
Eulerian circuit in K,,. Then, f : N(Q)H — V(K,), where (f(1),.... f ((5) + 1))

. 27
W is an (” 2"+2)—sweep on K,.

For evenn > 2, let W = (vy, ..., ), ® € {2,...,n} be the shortest walk that vis-
its all the edges of K, at least once (Proposition[43]). Then, f : N,: — V(K,),
2

where (f(l), e f (%)) =W is an (é)-sweep on K,. O

The result for a complete bipartite graph Ks ,_2, n > 4, is given in the
subsequent claim.

Proposition 4.5. There exists a (2n — 3)-sweep on Ko ,_a, for each n > 4.

Proof. It is easy to see that K5 ,_o has 2n — 4 edges. For even n, the graph
has an Eulerian circut, and for odd n an Eulerian trail, so the length of the
shortest walk that visits every edge at least once in Ky, _o, is 2n — 4. Let
K27n72 = (X, Y), X = {vl,vn}, Y = {1}2, ...,Unfl}.

For even n, let W = (v1,v2,...,v1) be a (2n — 3)-tuple of vertices that repre-
sents an Eulerian circut in K3 ,_2. Then f : Ng,_3 — V(Ka,_2), such that
(f(1), f(2),...., f(2n—3)) = W is a (2n — 3)-sweep on Ka ,,_o.

For odd n, the only odd degree vertices in Ks,_2 are vy and vy, so let W =
(v1,v2,...,v,) be a (2n — 3)-tuple of vertices that represents an Eulerian trail in
K27n72. Then f : N2n73 — V(Kgynfg), such that (f(l), f(2), ceny f(2n—3)) =W
is a (2n — 3)-sweep on K 2. O

5 Results on edge spans

Let us recap the results for edge spans given in [IJ.
e If rad G = 1 then o%(G) = 0B(G), 03:(G) = 05(G) and 05)(G) = 05(G);
e For a path P, it holds 023(G) = o%(G) = 1 and 0J}(G) = ¢J(G) = 0;

e If G is an n-friendly graph (a family of graphs defined in [I], Definition
6.2), and n = rad(G), then

o2(G) = o%(G) = rad G,
oy (G) =05(G) =radG.

In paper [2], various results were presented concerning the relationship be-
tween different vertex spans, along with specific vertex span values for various
graph classes. In this study, our focus shifts to determining the values of edge
spans for certain graph classes and exploring the potential relationship between
vertex spans and edge spans.

We begin by demonstrating that the values of vertex spans and edge spans
are equivalent for certain classes of graphs.



Proposition 5.1. Let G be a tree. It holds 0% (G) = 0% (G), o+ (G) = o 5(G)
and o} (G) = cH(G).

Proof. These claims follow from the fact that, in a tree, there is a unique path
between every two vertices, so each [-track is also an [-sweep, and each lazy
[-track also a lazy [-sweep. O

Proposition 5.2. Let n > 3. It holds 0(C,,) = 0%(Cy), op(Cy) = o5(Cy)
and 0} (Cy,) = 0B(Cy).

Proof. All the claims follow from the fact that a cycle C,, is isomorphic to its
line graph L(C,). It obviously holds o5(C,) = o{(L(Ch)), * € {K,x,O}.
(The facts that 05 (C,,) = 0%(C,,) and o (C,,) = o5 (Cy) also follow from the
results in [1], because C,, is a k-friendly graph for n > 2k.) O

In all of the aforementioned families, as well as the previously studied ones,
the strong edge span is consistently equal to the larger value between the direct
edge span and the Cartesian edge span. However, we will now introduce a family
of graphs where this equality does not hold.

Let G = (V, E) be a graph. An edge subdivision of the edge uv € E(G) is
the operation of replacing wv with a path wwwv, through a new vertex w. The
result of this operation is a graph H:

H = (V(G)U{w}, (E(G)\ {uv}) U{uw, wov}).

A graph which has been derived from G by a series of edge subdivisions is called
a G-subdivision or a subdivision of G.

Let n > 4 and let K, be a K,-subdivision obtained by exactly one edge
subdivision. Graphs K7 and K are shown in Figure Il

v3 vy v3

Vg V2

Us V2

U5 W U1 U6 w U1
Figure 1: K and K¢
The next theorem shows that for the graph K, n > 4, it holds
oR(K.) > max{o g (K;)), 05 (K1)}

This result is intriguing because, currently, no graph is known to exist where an
analogous claim holds for vertex spans. Specifically, there is no known graph



for which the strong vertex span is not equal to the maximum value between
the direct and Cartesian vertex spans, for all observed graphs thus far. Fur-
thermore, it is worth noting that the value of the direct edge span for K, does
not equal the value of its direct vertex span. We will subsequently establish, as
demonstrated in Proposition [5.5], that K j is the graph of the smallest order for
which this property holds.

Theorem 5.3. For n > 4 it holds
(i) op (KF) = 0B (K}) =2
(i) oy (K) =2, op(K})=1;
(i) oP(E) = oK) = 1.
Proof. Let n > 4 and let us denote the vertices of K& by v1,v2, ..., v, w, in such
a way that w ¢ V(K,,) and vyw,v,w € E(K;"). Observe that rad(K;") = 2 and
that all the vertices in {vg, ...v;,—1}, are on the distance 2 from w in K,". Notice

that the only vertex on the distance 2 from v; is v, and vice versa. Those are
the only distances 2 between vertices of K. We can observe that

Ky — ({w} UN(w) = Ky,

with the set of vertices {va,...vn,—1}. Let us denote H; = K;7 — ({w} U N(w)).
Also observe that
Ky —{w} = B(H1) = K252,

and denote Hy = K7 —{w}—F(H;). It is easy to see that { E(H1), E(Hz), {vyw,v,w}}
is a partition of the set of edges of KT, (Figure [2)).

V4 V3

Vs V2

Vg w U1

Figure 2: The partition of edges of K

(i) Let us prove that o (K;") = o%(K;") = 2. It is enough to prove
oR(K;F) > 2 because o (K;}) < o (K;F) < rad(K;') = 2. We will show
that there exist lazy l-sweeps f, g in K., such that m(f, g) = 2, for some [ € N.



We will construct functions f and g in four stages. Before delving into the
formal construction, let us provide a brief description in terms of Alice and Bob,
ensuring that they maintain a constant distance of 2 from each other throughout
their walks. We give an example of their movement in K ;r in Example[l In the
first stage, Alice will traverse all the edges of Hy, following the shortest walk
that covers each of these edges (Proposition and Corollary [£4]), while Bob
remains stationed at vertex w. In the second stage, Alice will visit all the edges
of Hj, specifically the edges of the form v1v; and v,v;, where j € {2,...,n —1}.
Here’s how it will be accomplished: Starting from the last vertex Alice visited
in H;p, she moves to vertex v;. Subsequently, she follows the shortest walk in
H, that covers all of its edges (Proposition B]). During this stage, Bob will
alternate between vertices w, vy, and v, according to the following pattern:
Whenever Alice is at vertex vy, Bob will be at vertex v,,. Whenever Alice is at
vertex v;, j € {2,...,n — 1}, Bob will be at vertex w. Finally, whenever Alice
is at vertex v,, Bob will be at vertex v;. At this point, Alice will have visited
all the edges of K& except wv; and wv,,, while Bob will have only visited those
two edges. To ensure that both Alice and Bob visit all the edges, Bob will need
to repeat Alice’s steps from the first two stages, while Alice repeats Bob’s steps.
Consequently, in the third stage, Bob will visit all the edges of Hs, while Alice
alternates between vertices w, v1, and v, thereby covering the remaining edges
she had not visited in the previous stages. Finally, in the last stage, Bob will
visit the edges of Hy, while Alice remains at vertex w. In the formal construction
of functions f and g that represent this movement, we will also determine the
number of steps involved in each stage, so we have the number [ € N, for which
f and g are lazy [-sweeps in K, and it is

l=2k+4n—7,

where
2 b)

n274n+4

k:{m n odd
2 )

n even.

Let us proceed with the formal construction.

First stage:
By Proposition 43 and Corollary 4], let W7 = (va, ..., vs), € {2,...,n—1} be
the shortest walk that traverses all the edges of H; and let f and g be functions
such that

(f(1), f(2),..., f(k)) = W7 and ¢(i) = w, for alli e {1,...,k},

where

2

2
L n"=5n+8 -y odd
- n?—dn+4
2

, M even.

Second stage:
By Proposition 5] let Wy = (v1, ...vy), where y = 1, if n is even, and y = n, if
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n is odd, be the shortest walk that traverses all the edges of Hs. Let
(f(k+1), f(k+2),.., f(k+2n —3)) =W,

and for each i € {k+1,....,k + 2n — 3} let

Third stage:
Observe that the following is true:

e For even n, it holds f(k+2n—3) = f(k+ 1) = v, and g(k + 2n —3) =

gk +1) = vy;
e For odd n, it holds f(k+2n—3) = g(k+1) = v, and g(k +2n — 3) =
flk+1)=wv.

Since v; and v, are both adjacent to all the vertices in V' (H;), in both cases
we can proceed with observing W3 = (g(k + 2n — 3),...,vy), y € {1,n}, the
shortest walk that traverses all the edges of Hy. We define

(g(k+2n—3),...,9(k+4n—T7)) = W,
and for each i € {k+2n—2,...,k+4n — 7} let

Un, g(Z) = V1;
f@)=4q v, g(i) = vn;
w, ¢(i) € V(Hy).

Fourth stage:
For the last part, let

(g(k + 4n — 6), g(k + 4n — 5), ..., g(2k + 4n — 7)) = W1,

and
f(@) =w, for alli € {k+4n —6,...,2k + 4n — 7}.

In each stage of the construction, it is clear that m(f,g) = 2, and with the
observed number of steps we conclude that f and g are lazy (2k+4n —7)-sweeps
in Kb, which proves o (K;F) = 0% (K;") = 2.

(ii) Let us show that oy (K;F) = 2 and o (K,") = 1. From the construction
of lazy (2k + 4n — 7)-sweeps f and g in (i), it is clear that their restrictions to
the set {k+1,....,k 4+ 4n — 7} (the second and third stage), are (4n — 7)-tracks
in K that keep the distance 2, so oy (K,F) = 2.

Let f and g be l-sweeps in K, for any [ € N. We will demonstrate that
m(f,g) < 2. Let v;v; be any edge in E(H1), i,j € {2,3,...,n—1}. Since f is an
l-sweep, there exists some k < [ such that v;v; = f(k)f(k+ 1). Since w is the
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only vertex on the distance 2 from both v; and v;, we may assume g(k) = w
or g(k + 1) = w, however, g(k) # g(k + 1), so we conclude m(f,g) < 2. This
proves o (K;) < 2 and since it is easy to see that o (K;) > 0, for n > 4, we
conclude o (K;F) = 1.

(ili) Let us show that of}(K;") = oH(K;) = 1. Tt is easy to see that
U%(K:), o (K;F) > 1 and since o} (K;F) > 0B (K;F), it remains to show that
oy (K;F) < 2. All the neighbors of v; and v, are the same, i.e. N(v1) = N(v,),
and v, is the only vertex on the distance 2 from v;. So for any opposite lazy
I-tracks f, g, for which m(f, g) = 2, if f(k) = vy, for some k < [, then g(k) = v,
must hold. Let us assume f(k+ 1) = f(k). Now g(k + 1) is a vertex that is on
the distance 1 from vy, so m(f,g) < 2, which proves the claim. O

Example 5.4. To make the construction in (i) of Theorem [5.3 more clear, let
us give an ezample of Alice and Bob’s movement in K in Table . Graph
K is shown in Figure[d. We have k = 4 and 2k + 4n — 7 = 21. Third stage
includes steps 12-17, however, to emphasise the symmetry between Alice and
Bob’s movements in the first two and the last two stages, we repeat the 11th
step in the third row of the table.

Table 1: Four stages of Alice and Bob’s movement in K gr
1 2 |8 |4

Alice | va | v3 | v4 | v

Bob |w |w |w | w
5 6 7 8 9 10 | 11
Alice | v1 | va | vs | v3 | v1 | v2 | U5
Bob |vs |w | vy |w |vs |w | 0
11 (12| 18| 14 | 15| 16 | 17

Alice | vs |w | v |w |vs |w | v

Bob | v1 | vg | vs | v3 | v1 | va | vs
18| 19 | 20 | 21

Alice | w | w |w | w
Bob | vg | w3 | vg | Vo

Theorem [B.3] proves the existence of a graph G for which
R(G) > max{o;(G), cZ(G)}.

It remains an open problem whether there exists a graph H for which 0% (H) >
max{o (H), o5 (H)}, or the value of strong vertex span always equals the max-
imal value of the direct and Cartesian vertex span.

Proposition 5.5. Graph G = K] is the graph of minimal order and size for
which o3 (G) # o5 (G).

Proof. Every connected graph of order 3 or 4 is either a cycle or a tree or has
the radius 1 so, by the previous results, the value of its direct edge span is equal
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to the value of its direct vertex span. Connected graphs of order 5, with size 4,
are trees, so it is left to observe all the connected graphs G of order 5, with size
5 or 6, such that G # Cs and rad(G) > 1, which means A(G) = 3. All such
graphs are shown in the Figure [3] with their direct span values given.

G)=2 o
G)=2 o

(G)=1 o
(G)=1 o

g

Q) =2
(G) =2

X X X
4 4 |4
Og E E

Figure 3: Connected graphs of order 5 with size 5 or 6 and A(G) =3

Subsequently, a graph G for which o{;(G) # 0 (G) has to have at least 5
vertices and at least 7 edges, and K 2‘ is one such graph. O

6 Tracks and sweeps with minimal number of
steps

One of the challenges in studying the maximal safety distance in a graph is
determining the minimum lengths of walks that traverse all the vertices or all
the edges while adhering to the maximal safety distance. In this section, we
provide our solutions for various classes of graphs.

To formalize these minimum lengths, we consider the movement rules and
whether the players need to visit all the vertices or all the edges of the given
graph.

Let G be a graph with span values 05 (G), oy (G), 03 (G), 05 (G), 0 5 (G), 05 (G),
as defined previously. We define:

e L¥(G) = min{l € N|f, g are lazy I-tracks on G and m(f,g) = o5 (G)};
e L(G) = min{l € N|f, g are l-tracks on G and m(f,g) = oy (G)};
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. L§(G) = min{l € N|f, g are opposite lazy I-tracks on G and m(f,g) =
oy (G)}-

Minimal lengths for edge spans are defined analogously:

e LB(G) = min{l € N|f, g are lazy I-sweeps on G and m(f, g) = o%(G)};

e L3 (G) =min{l € N|f, g are I-sweeps on G and m(f,g) = 0;5(G)};

e LY(G) = min{l € N|f,g are opposite lazy I-sweeps on G and m(f,g) =
o5 (G)}

We can easily see that for a graph G of order n and size m we have
LY(G), L (G), LY (G) = n;

LB(G), LX(G), L(G) > m + 1.

For the Cartesian span the limit is, in fact, higher. From the definitions of
opposite lazy [-tracks and opposite lazy [-sweeps we can conclude

Ly(G) > 2n— 1

L2(G) > 2m + 1.

We now present the results for minimal number of steps for several graph
classes. First, a Corollary that follows from the proof of Proposition 5.1l

Corollary 6.1. Let G be a tree. It holds L¥(G) = L%(G), L+ (G) = LE(G),
LY(G) = LE(G).

Proposition 6.2. Let P, be a path with n vertices, n > 2. It holds:

n , I even,
n—+1,n odd,

LB(Py) = Ly (Py) = LE(P.) = Li(Py) = {

LY(P,) = LE(P,)) = 2n — 1.

Proof. From the results for paths in [I], [2], and Corollary[B11 it follows L% (P,,)
LE(P,), Ly (Py) = Li(Py), LYP(P,) = LE(P,), as well as LY(P,) = L3(P,).
Let us find those values. Let P, = wvivs...v,. We will observe the direct
spans first. Let n be even and let f,g : N, — V(P,) be functions such that
f(@) = v; and g(i) = vp41-4. f and g are obviously n-tracks (and n-sweeps) and
m(f,g) =1 = oy (Py,). Since Li;(P,) > n it follows L{;(P,) = n, for even n.
Let us show that L{;(P,) > n, for odd n. The only functions f,g : N, — V(P,),
f # g, that are n-tracks are the ones defined above, for even n, however, for odd
n the distance of those functions equals zero. So any two [-tracks that keep the
distance 1 in P,, for odd n, (o (P,) = 1) are for [ > n. Let us construct (n+1)-
tracks with sought properties. Let f,g: N,y1 — V(P,) be defined by f (i) = v;,
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ie{l,...,n}, f(n+1) =v,-1 and ¢g(1) = ve, g(i) = vi_1, 7 € {2,..,n+ 1}.
These functions are (n+1)-tracks in P, and m(f,g) =1 = oy (P,). This proves

- = n , neven,

Let us now observe the Cartesian span. Since o(}(G) = 05(G) = 0, we need
only to find the smallest [ such that opposite lazy [-tracks exist in P,,. From
the definition of opposite lazy [-tracks it is clear that such [ in P, must be at
least 2n — 1 so the functions we seek are opposite lazy (2n — 1)-tracks (which
are also opposite lazy (2n — 1)-sweeps) induced by n-tracks f,g: N, — V(P,),
f(i) = g(i) = v;. Tt follows LY(P,) = LY(P,) = 2n — 1. O

Proposition 6.3. Let C, be a cycle with n vertices, n > 3. It holds:

(i) LY(Cp) = Ly (Cr) = m;

(ii) LB(Cn) = Li(Cn) = n+1;
(iii) LY(Cy) =2n — 1;
(iv) LB(Cp) = 2n+ 1.

Proof. Let Cy, = v1...v,01. From [2], we know that o%(C,,) = oy (Cp) = | 2]
and .
B ={ 7y T

7 — 1, neven,

and by Proposition52we have 0% (C,,) = 08(C,,), o3 (Cr) = 0 5(Cr), 03 (Cr) =
0B(Cy). Let us prove the claims for the minimal lengths.

(i) Let f,g : N,, = V(C,) be defined with f(i) = v;, g(i) = vg, where
k € {1,...,n}, such that k = (| 2| +i)( mod n), i € N, \ {[2]}, and k = n, for
1= [%w These functions are n-tracks on C,, and m(f,g) = L%J, which proves
the first claim.

(ii) The claim that L%(C,) = L}(Cn) = n + 1 follows easily if we add one
more "step” to the functions from (i): Define f1, g1 : N1, where f1(i) = f(4),
91(i) = g(i), i € Np and fi(n+1) = fi(1) =v1, gi(n+1) = g1 (1) = Vg |4 I8
can be easily seen that for any l-sweep in C,,, | > n + 1 must hold, so (n + 1)-
sweeps f1 and g; prove the claim.

(iii) Let us now observe Cartesian vertex span. For f’, ¢’, opposite lazy (2n—1)-
tracks induced by the n-tracks f, g defined in (i), we have m(f’,¢') = m(f,g)—1,
for even n, and m(f’,¢’) = m(f,g), for odd n, so f' and ¢’ are functions for
which Cartesian vertex span is obtained, hence LY(C,,) = 2n — 1.

(iv) For the Cartesian edge span observe (n + 1)-sweeps defined in (ii) and note
that from L%(Cy,) = n+1, it follows LE(C,,) > 2(n+1)—1 = 2n+1. Let f, g}
be opposite lazy (2n + 1)-sweeps induced by f; and g; from (ii). From the def-
initions we see that m(f1,¢}) = 05(Cy) = o4:(Cy), so the claim is proven. [0
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Proposition 6.4. Let K,, be a complete graph with n > 2 vertices. It holds:

[¥(K,) = L} (K,) = n;

2 ?

2
n n even

2
n-—n+2 n odd
9

LY(K,)=2n-1,
{ n®—n+1, n odd

n?—1, n even

LE(K,) =

Proof. The results for n = 2,3, follow from previous claims for path and cycle.
Let n > 4. As a result of K,,, n > 3, having a Hamiltonian cycle, all the claims
for vertex spans follow from Proposition For odd n, K, has an Eulerian
circuit so there exists an l-sweep that traverses every edge exactly once. The
minimal length of such sweep is (g) +1= % The fact that there are
always at least two %—sweeps f and g, such that m(f, g) = 1 is easily seen.
The example of such sweeps for K5, with vertices {v1, ve, vs,v4, v5}, is given in
Table

Table 2: 11-sweeps f and g on K5
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10 | 11
fG@) | v1 |va|vs | va|vs | w1 |vg | va|ws | w3 |
g(@) | vs | v1 | w2 | vs | va | vs | v | v1 | v | V2| vs

Therefore, LY (K,) = L}(K,) = "2_2"+2, for odd n > 3. By Proposition

and Corollary B4 for even n > 4, the smallest [ for which an l-sweep exists

in K, is ”2;2 +1= %2 Just as the case is for odd n, the fact that there are at

n?
2
Li(K,) = "72, for even n > 4. It remains to prove the claim for Cartesian
edge span. The number of steps follows from the existence of opposite lazy

(21 — 1)-sweeps induced by l-sweeps, so

least two %--sweeps f,g, such that m(f,g) = 1 is easily seen, thus LY(K,) =

2-%—17 nodd [ n®—n+1, nodd
T n?-1, n even.

2
2- % -1, n even

Notice that for the opposite lazy (21 —1)-sweeps f’, ¢’, induced by I-sweeps f, g,
m(f’,g") = m(f,g) = 1 does not necessarily hold. However, it is easy to see
that in any K, n > 4 there always exist opposite lazy LE(Kn)—sweeps f, g that
keep the maximal distance. One example of those sweeps on K5 with vertices
{v1,v2,v3,v4,v5} is given in Table 3

Table 3: Opposite lazy 21-sweeps f and g in K5
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