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Abstract

For k > 1 and a graph G without isolated vertices, a total (distance) k-dominating
set of G is a set of vertices S C V(@) such that every vertex in G is within dis-
tance k to some vertex of S other than itself. The total (distance) k-domination
number of G is the minimum cardinality of a total k-dominating set in G, and is
denoted by vi(G). When k = 1, the total k-domination number reduces to the total
domination number, written v;(G); that is, v;(G) = v4(G). This paper shows that
several known lower bounds on the total domination number generalize nicely to
lower bounds on total (distance) k-domination.
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1 Introduction

Distance domination in graphs is a well-known concept, with a recent survey estimat-
ing that there are more than 100 papers on the topic to date, including a chapter in
the domination monograph by Haynes, Hedetniemi, and Henning [6]. This paper con-
siders a specific, widely applicable variant of distance domination called total distance
k-domination, and from hereon, referred to as total k-domination for simplicity. This
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concept was introduced by Henning, Oellermann, and Swart in [9], where they define
a total k-dominating set of a graph G to be a set S C V(G) of vertices so that every
vertex is within distance k from some vertex of S other than itself. More specifically,
let £ > 1 be an integer. A set S C V(G) is total k-dominating in G if for every vertex
v € V(G), we have dg(v,S \ {v}) < k. The total k-domination number of G is the
cardinality of a minimum total k-dominating set in G and is denoted by £ (G). A total
k-dominating set of G with cardinality 7;(G) is called a ~-set of G. Since every vertex
v of G must be within distance k to some vertex different from v in a total k-dominating
set, we note that total k-domination is not defined for any graph with isolated vertices.
We further remark that when k = 1, total k-domination reduces to a well-known and
heavily studied notion of total domination. In particular, we note that v(G) = 74 (G),
where v;(G) is the total domination number of G. For more on total domination, see
the excellent monograph by Henning and Yeo [§].

As with the total domination number of a graph, the computation of the total k-
domination number is NP-hard [6]. For this reason, many of the results on the total
k-domination have focused primarily on finding tight upper and lower bounds. For
example, the upper bound of Henning, Oellermann, and Swart [9], which states that
’y};(G) < %, whenever G is a connected graph with order n > 2k + 1 > 3. How-
ever, there do not seem to be many well-known lower bounds for the total k-domination
number in the literature, which differs from that of the non-total distance dominating
variant [3]. This observation motivates our contributions. In particular, we extend sev-
eral known lower bounds on the total domination number to lower bounds on the total

k-domination number.

Notation and Terminology. In this paper, we only consider finite and simple graphs.
Let G be a graph with vertex set V(G) and edge set E(G). The order and size of G will
be denoted by n(G) = |V(G)| and m(G) = |E(G)|, respectively. A nontrivial graph is a
graph of order at least 2. Two vertices v,w € V(G) are neighbors or adjacent whenever
vw € E(G). The open neighborhood of a vertex v € V(G), written Ng(v), is the set
of all neighbors of v, whereas the closed neighborhood of v is Ng[v] = Ng(v) U {v}.
The degree of a vertex v € V(G), written dg(v), is the number of neighbors of v in
G; and so, dg(v) = |[Ng(v)|. A subgraph H of G is a graph where V(H) C V(G) and
E(H) C E(G). If H is a subgraph of G, we write H C G. The complete graph, path,
and cycle on n vertices will be denoted by K,,, Py, and C,,, respectively.

A graph G is connected if, for all vertices v and w in G, a (v, w)-path exists. A tree is a
connected graph that contains no cycle as a subgraph. A forest is any graph that does
not contain a cycle as a subgraph. If a forest is connected, it is necessarily a tree; if not,
it is a disjoint union of trees called its components. A vertex of degree 1 in a tree is
called a leaf, and a vertex with a leaf neighbor is a support vertex. The distance from a
vertex v to a vertex w in G, denoted dg(v,w), is the length of a shortest (v, w)-path in
G. The distance from a vertex v to a set S C V(G), denoted dg(v,S), is the length of a
shortest (v, w)-path for all w € S. A vertex v is said to k-dominate a vertex w different
than v if the distance from v to w is at most k. The eccentricity of v € G, written



eccg(v) is the distance between v and a vertex farthest from v in G. The minimum
eccentricity among all vertices of G is the radius of G, denoted by rad(G), while the
maximum eccentricity among all vertices of G is the diameter of G, denoted by diam(G).
Thus, the diameter of G is the maximum distance among all pairs of vertices of G. A
vertex v with eccg(v) = diam(G) is called a peripheral vertex of G. A diametrical path
in GG is the shortest path in G whose length is equal to the graph’s diameter. Thus, a
diametrical path is a path of length diam(G) joining two peripheral vertices of G.

For notation and graph terminology not introduced here, we refer the reader to [7]. We
will also use the standard notation [k] = {1,...,k}.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we provide tools fore our main results in the next section. To begin,
recall that every total k-dominating set of a spanning subgraph of the graph G is a
total k-dominating set of GG, and thus, we immediately have the following proposition.

Proposition 1. For k > 1, if H is a spanning subgraph of a graph G without isolated
vertices, then

1(G) < i (H).

We now present our first generalization from total domination to total k-domination.
More specifically, recall that in 2007 DeLaVina et al. [4] showed every non-trivial con-
nected graph G has a spanning tree T satisfying v;(G) = (7). This result generalizes
from total domination to total k-domination, as shown by the following lemma.

Lemma 2. For k > 1, if G is a connected graph of order n > 2, then G has spanning
tree T such that

Proof. Let k > 1 and let G be a connected graph of order n > 2. Next let S C V(G) be
a vi-set of G. Thus, every vertex v of G is within distance to k to the set S\ {v} and
74 (G) = |S|. For each i € [k], define the set D; to be the set of all vertices v € V(G)
for which dg(v, S\ {v}) = i; that is,

D; = {v eV(G) : da(v,S\ {v}) = z}

Since S is a total k-dominating set of G, every vertex v € V(G) belongs to some D; for
i € [k]. Moreover, if v € D;, then v has at least 1 neighbor in D;_1, since otherwise v
would not be at distance i with S\ {v}. Note that it is also possible that if v € Dj,
then v could have neighbors in D; and D;1. We next construct a spanning subgraph
F C G as follows. For each i € [k], apply the following rules:

1. For each vertex v € D;, delete all but 1 of the edges joining v to the set D;_1.



2. For each vertex v € D;, delete all edges, if any, that join v to other vertices in the
set D;.

Since we did not delete any vertices in the above steps, we note that F' is a spanning
subgraph of G. We next show that F' is necessarily a spanning forest of G.

Claim 1. The subgraph F' is a spanning forest.

Proof. By way of contradiction, suppose that F' is not a forest. Thus, F' contains at
least one cycle as a subgraph. Let C be one such cycle in F' and let v be a vertex
of C' of maximum distance (noninclusive) to the set S in G; that is, dg(v, S\ {v}) >
dg(w, S\ {w}) for all w € S. Suppose now that dg(v, S \ {v}) = ¢, and so, v € D,. If
there were a vertex w on C with dg(w, S\ {w}) > ¢, then v would not be a vertex of C
at maximum (noninclusive) distance from S, a contradiction. Thus, dg(w, S\ {w}) < ¢
for all vertices w in C.

Let v1 and vy be the 2 neighbors of v on the cycle C. Next recall that when constructing
F from G, we removed any edges connecting v to other vertices in Dy. Thus, v; and vy
cannot be elements of the set Dy;. Hence, the neighbors v; and vy of v on C' are both
elements of the set D,_1, a contradiction since v will have at most one neighbor in the
set Dy_1 by construction of F'. Therefore, F' cannot contain a cycle as a subgraph, and
so, F' is a spanning forest of G. (o)

We now construct a spanning tree 1" from F' as follows. If F' is a tree, then let T'= F.
Otherwise, F' is a disjoint union of ¢ tree components for some ¢ > 2. In the case
that F' consists of £ components, we let 1" be the tree obtained from F' by adding
to F' £ — 1 so that the resulting graph 7" is connected. Note that 7' is necessarily a
spanning tree of G. Moreover, for i € [k] and v € V(G), if v € D;, then there is a path
from v to S\ {v} of length i in T, and so, dp(v,S \ {v}) < dg(v,S \ {v}). However,
T is a spanning subgraph of G, which implies dg (v, S \ {v}) < dr(v, S\ {v}) for all
v € V(G). Thus, T is a spanning tree of G that is distance-preserving from S, in the
sense that dr(v,S \ {v}) = dg(v,S \ {v}) for all v € V(G). It follows that since S
is a total k-dominating set of (G, it must be that S is also a total k-dominating set of
T. Thus, vi(T) < |S| = 7L(G). However, Proposition [ states 7L (G) < vi(T). Hence,
M(G) = 7i(T). m

3 Lower Bounds for 7} (G)

In this section we generalize several known lower bounds for the total domination num-
ber to those for the total k-domination number. To begin, recall that for k£ > 1, the
k-neighborhood of a vertex v € V(G) is the set of all vertices different from v that are
at distance at most k to v; that is, Ngx(v) = {w : 1 < dg(v,w) < k}. The k-degree
of a vertex v € V(G) is defined as dg x(v) = |Ngx(v)|. The mazimum k-degree and



minimum k-degree of a graph G are denoted Ay(G) and 6;(G), respectively. The k-
degree sequence of G is the list of all vertex k-degree’s of G in nonincreasing order and

is written Dy(G) = (Ak(G) —=dl,... d = 5k(G)).

For k > 1 and a graph G of order n, we define the sub-total (distance) k-domination
number of G, written SubZ(G), as the smallest integer j such that ai,lC 4o+ di > n;
that is,

J
subl (G) = min {j : Zc& > n}
i=1

When k = 1, the sub-total k-domination number reduces to the sub-total domination
number, written sub;(G) and introduced by Davila in [2], and simultaneously introduced
by Gentner and Rautenbach in [5], where they adopt the notation sl;(G) to emphasize
the connection to the well-known Slater number of a graph [10]. Regardless of notation,
sub:(G) (and sli(G)) serve as simple lower bounds for the total domination number.
That is, v:(G) > suby(G) for any isolate-free graph G [2, [5]; which is notably a simple
application of the degree sequence index strategy (DSI-strategy) formally introduced by
Caro and Pepper in [I]. The following theorem shows that this bound can easily be
generalized from total domination to one for total k-domination.

Theorem 3. For k > 1, if G is a isolate-free graph, then

7(G) > sub}(G).

Proof. Let k > 1 and let G be an isolate-free graph of order n. Next let j = subf(G)
and let S C V(G) be a 7!-set of G. Thus, every vertex v of G is within distance to k to
the set S\ {v} and 7L(G) = |S|. Hence, V(G) = U,cg Nak(v). Therefore,

n=|V(G)|

U New(v)

vES

<> INgx(v)l

vES

= Z da k(v),

and so, ) ¢ dgr(v) > n. Since the sum of the k-degrees from the vertices in S is at
most the sum of the first |S| entries from the k-degree sequence Dy (G), we obtain the
following inequality,

S|

Zdi > ZdG,k(U) > n.
i=1

veS

Since j is the smallest integer satisfying Zgzl di > n, it follows that

M(G) = |S] = j = subi(G),



and the desired inequality is established. O

A trivial lower bound for the total domination number of any isolate-free graph of order
n > 2 and maximum degree A is (G) > %. As a simple application of Theorem [3 we
next show that this lower bound on the total domination number also generalizes to a
bound for the total k-domination number.

Corollary 4. For k > 1, if G is an isolate-free graph with order n and mazximum
k-degree Ay, then

Proof. Let G be an isolate-free graph of order n and maximum k-degree Aj. Next let
j = subl(G), and note that Theorem Blimplies v} (G) > j. For each i € [n] observe that
dfC < Ag. Thus, we obtain the following chain of inequalities,

J J
=1 =1

Hence,
¢ >i> L
and the desired bound is established. O

In [4] DeLaVifia et al. proved 7 (G) > i(diam(G) + 1) for any connected graph G of
order n > 2. The following theorem extends this lower bound from the total domination
number to a lower bound on the total k-domination number.

Theorem 5. For k > 1, if G is a connected graph of order n > 2, then

' diam(G) + 1

@) > T

Proof. Let G be a connected graph with order n > 2 and let d = diam(G). Let
P :uguy ... uq be a diametrical path in G, joining two peripheral vertices u = ug and
v = ug of G, and so, dg(u,v) = d and let S be a ~!-set of G of G. Thus, every vertex
v of G is within distance to k to the set S\ {v} and 7. (G) = |S|. We proceed by first
proving the following claim about the number of vertices of P that any vertex of S may
k-dominate.

Claim 2. Any vertex of S will k-dominate at most 2k vertices in P.

Proof. Let q € S be a vertex of S that k-dominates at least one vertex from the path
P. Next let @ be the set of all vertices in P that are k-dominated by ¢ and then let 4
and j be the smallest and largest integers in the set [d], respectively, such that u; € @
and u; € (). Since every vertex of ) is a vertex in the path P and since we choose a
smallest integer ¢ with u; € @, and largest integer j with u; € @, it must be the case
that Q C {u;, wiy1,...,u;}.



Let P’ : u;...d; be the path subgraph of P connecting u; to u; in P and note that since
P is a shortest (u,v)-path in G, it must be the case that P’ is a shortest (u;, u;)-path
in G. Next let P; be a shortest (u;,g)-path in G and let P; be a shortest (g, u;)-path in
G, and observe that since ¢ will k-dominate both u; and u; in G, both paths P; and P;
have at length most k. Therefore, the (u;,u;)-path, say P”, obtained by following the
path P; from u; to ¢, and then proceeding along the path P; from ¢ to u;, has length at
most 2k, for otherwise, the vertices u; and u; on the path P would not be the vertices
with minimum and maximum indices so that u; € @ and u; € Q, respectively. Thus,
P has order at most 2k + 1. Since ¢ does not k-dominate itself, ¢ will k-dominate at
most (2k + 1) — 1 = 2k vertices on P”, which in-turn implies that ¢ will k-dominate at
most 2k vertices on P’. Since Q C V(P’), q will k-dominate at most 2k vertices in the
path P. (o)

By Claim 2, each vertex in S will k-dominate at most 2k vertices of the diametrical
path P. Further, since P has d + 1 vertices, we observe 2k|S| > d + 1. Hence,

- d+1 diam(G)+1

i

and the desired bound is established. O

Another bound for the total domination number is v.(G) > rad(G) [4]. We generalize
this radius lower bound for the total domination number to a lower bound for the total
k-domination number by applying Theorem Bl and Lemma 21

Theorem 6. For k > 1, if G is a connected graph of order n > 2, then

1(G) > %rad(G).

Proof. Let k > 1 and let G be a connected graph of order n > 2. By Lemma [2] G has
a spanning tree 7" such that v} (G) = 7%L(T). Adding edges to T will not increase the
radius, and so rad(G) < rad(7T). Moreover, since T is a tree, diam(7") > 2rad(T) — 1.
Thus, by applying Theorem [B we obtain the following chain of inequalities,
diam(T)+1 _ 2rad(T) _ 1
> > > — .
S T R

Hence, 74 (G) > trad(G), and the desired bound is established. O
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