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Abstract

Let H be a connected subgraph of a graph G. The structure connectivity of G, denoted
by κ(G;H), is the minimum number of a set of connected subgraphs in G, whose removal dis-
connects G and each element in the set is isomorphic to H. The substructure connectivity of
G, denoted by κs(G;H), is the minimum number of a set of connected subgraphs in G, whose
removal disconnects G and each element in the set is isomorphic to a connected subgraph of
H. In this paper, we determine H-structure connectivity and H-substructure connectivity
of folded divide-and-swap cube FDSCn for H ∈ {K1,K1,1,K1,m(2 ≤ m ≤ d + 1)} where
n = 2d. We show that κ(FDSCn;K1) = κs(FDSCn;K1) = d + 2, κ(FDSCn;K1,1) =
κs(FDSCn;K1,1) = d + 1 for d ≥ 1 and κ(FDSCn;K1,m) = κs(FDSCn;K1,m) = ⌊ d

2
⌋ + 1

for d ≥ 1 and 2 ≤ m ≤ d+ 1.

Keywords: interconnection network, structure connectivity, substructure connectivity, folded
divide-and-swap cube

MSC: 05C40, 94C15.

1 Introduction

In parallel computing, interconnection networks play a significant role. An interconnection net-
work can be modeled by a graph G = (V (G), E(G)) where V (G) is the vertex set and E(G)
is the edge set. In general, a vertex in V (G) corresponds to a processor, and an edge in E(G)
corresponds to a communication link between two processors. The topological properties of
interconnection networks have been studied thoroughly in the literature.

For an interconnection network, it is vital to determine the fault tolerance of the system, since
it reflects the resistance of the network against failures. Accordingly, various parameters have
been defined and investigated extensively in order to measure the reliability of graphs. Among
these, classical connectivity is one of the most important parameters to measure the reliability
of the graph since it gives the minimum cost to disconnect it. More precisely, the connectivity
of a graph G, denoted by κ(G), is the minimum cardinality of a vertex set S ⊆ V (G) such that
G−S is disconnected or trivial. This notion implicitly assumes that all the neighbors of a vertex
may fail simultaneously, which is unlikely for large-scale networks. In 1983, Harary [8] proposed
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conditional connectivity to overcome this shortcoming. The conditional connectivity, κ(G, ρ) is
the minimum cardinality of a vertex set S ⊆ V (G), such that G − S is disconnected and every
component of it still has the property ρ. Motivated by this definition, several variants of this
notion have been proposed and investigated extensively in literature [3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 15, 26].

Prior to 2016, most works on network reliability and fault tolerance focused on individual
vertices becoming faulty. This approach implicitly assumes that the status of a vertex v is
independent of the status of its neighbors and it disregards the influence of the faulty vertex
on its neighborhood. Vertices that are related may, however, affect each other, and those that
are neighbors of a faulty vertex are more susceptible to being faulty later on. Since networks
are increasingly integrated into chips in today’s technology, considering the entire chip as faulty
makes sense if any vertex on it becomes faulty. By this motivation, Lin et al. [14] proposed
the structure connectivity and substructure connectivity. Let H be a connected subgraph of G,
and let F = {F1, F2, . . . , Fn} be a set of subgraphs of G where Fi in F is isomorphic to H for
i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. Then F is a H-structure-cut if G − F is a disconnected or trivial graph. The
minimum cardinality of all H-structure-cuts of G is the H-structure connectivity of G, denoted
by κ(G;H). Let H be a connected subgraph of G, and let F = {F1, F2, . . . , Fn} be a set of
subgraphs of G where Fi in F is isomorphic to a connected subgraph of H for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}.
Then F is a H-substructure-cut if G − F is a disconnected or trivial graph. The minimum
cardinality of all H-substructure-cuts of G is the H-substructure connectivity of G, denoted by
κs(G;H). By the definitions, two subgraphs in an H-structure-cut or an H-substructure-cut are
not necessarily disjoint.

The hypercube is a well-known interconnection network topology with several desirable prop-
erties such as symmetry, simple routing, maximal connectivity, and recursive structure. In liter-
ature, various variants of the classical hypercube have been proposed and received considerable
attention. These hypercube variants have been investigated in terms of several reliability param-
eters including the structure and substructure connectivity [2, 13, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 27].

In [10], Kim et al. introduced two novel hypercube variants namely divide-and-swap cube
and folded divide-and-swap cube, with several nice hierarchical properties.

A network’s performance and effectiveness can be assessed by its properties such as its di-
ameter, connectivity, fault tolerance, bisection width, broadcasting time, etc. [1]. Kim et al.
[10] proposed DSCn and FDSCn to reduce the network cost defined by the product of degree
and diameter. For the classical hypercube and its existing variations, the network cost is O(n2),
whereas it is O(n log n) for DSCn and FDSCn. They also provided many properties and al-
gorithms of these two new classes, including bisection width, Hamiltonicity, routing algorithm,
one-to-all and all-to-all broadcasting algorithms.

The fault tolerance of the divide-and-swap cube has been discussed in several papers. Ning
[18] proved that the (edge) connectivity is equal to d+1 and the super (edge) connectivity is equal
to 2d for DSCn, where n = 2d for d ≥ 1. The super (edge) connectivity is a variant of (edge)
connectivity that gives the minimum number of vertices (resp. edges) that need to be deleted
to disconnect the graph without isolating a vertex. Later, Zhou et al. [27] investigated the H-
structure connectivity and H-substructure connectivity of DSCn for H ∈ {K1,K1,1,K1,m (2 ≤
m ≤ d + 1), C4}. Zhou et al. [28] studied the r-component connectivity and diagnosability of
DSCn. Recently, Zhao and Chang [25] determined the generalized k-connectivity of DSCn for
k ∈ {3, 4}.

The folded divide-and-swap cube is obtained from the divide-and-swap cube by adding an
edge to each vertex to reduce the diameter slightly. In 2021, Chang et al. [4] showed that
FDSCn is suitable as a candidate topology for data center networks and they provided a recursive
construction of two completely independent spanning trees for FDSCn. Zhao and Chang [24]
discussed the reliability of FDSCn and proved that the (edge) connectivity is equal to d+2. They
also showed that the super connectivity is 2d and the super edge connectivity is 2d + 2. They
also determined the generalized 3-connectivity of FDSCn. Recently, You et al. [23] investigated
the super spanning connectivity of FDSCn and Xue et al. [22] provided an upper and a lower
bound for the generalized 4-connectivity of FDSCn. Currently, no further research has been
conducted on the reliability of FDSCn.
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In this paper, we continue to expand on the study of reliability in folded divide-and-swap
cubes by considering structure connectivity and substructure connectivity. To be more precise,
this study focuses on H-structure connectivity and H-substructure connectivity of FDSCn for
H ∈ {K1,K1,1,K1,m(2 ≤ m ≤ d+ 1)} where d ≥ 1 and n = 2d.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we first introduce the notion used and then give the definition of the folded
divide-and-swap cube. We also cite some known lemmas and then state two lemmas required in
the proof of the main results.

Let G be an undirected graph with the vertex set V (G) and the edge set E(G). For two
vertices u, v ∈ V (G), if (u, v) ∈ E(G), then u is adjacent to v or u is a neighbor of v. The
neighborhood of u ∈ V (G), denoted by NG(u), is the set of vertices adjacent to u in G. The
degree of u, denoted by degG(u), is the cardinality of NG(u). If degG(u) = r for each u ∈ V (G),
then G is called r-regular. For any vertex set S ⊆ V (G), let G[S] denote the subgraph induced
by S. We denote [m] = {1, 2, . . . ,m} and N = [2

n
2 ] throughout the paper.

For a subgraph H of a graph G, we use G − H to denote the subgraph of G induced by
V (G)−V (H). For a set F = {F1, . . . , Fn}, where each Fi is isomorphic to a connected subgraph
of G, we use G−F to denote the subgraph of G induced by V (G) − V (F1)− . . .− V (Fn).

As a novel hypercube variant, the n-dimensional divide-and-swap cube DSCn was introduced
by Kim et al. [10] as follows.

Definition 1. [10] For an integer n = 2d and d ≥ 1, the n-dimensional divide-and-swap
cube, denoted by DSCn, is a graph with the vertex set V (DSCn) = {0, 1}n = {u | u =
s1s2 . . . sn−1sn and si ∈ {0, 1} for i ∈ [n]}. The label of u can be divided into three parts, denoted
as u = s1s2 . . . sn−1sn = m1m2m3 such that

m1 = s1s2 . . . s n

2k
, m2 = s n

2k
+1s n

2k
+2 . . . s n

2k−1
, m3 = s n

2k−1
+1s n

2k−1
+2 . . . sn

where 1 ≤ k ≤ log2n = d. If k = 1, then m3 is an empty string, that is, m1 = s1s2 . . . sn
2
and

m2 = sn
2
+1sn

2
+2 . . . sn. A vertex v is adjacent to u in DSCn if it satisfies one of the following

conditions:

(1) v = s1s2s3 · · · sn, where s1 is the complement of s1. This type of edge is called an e(1)-edge.

(2) v = m1m2m3 if m1 = m2; and v = m2m1m3 otherwise. This type of edge is called an
e(2n

2k
)-edge.

The folded hypercube is one of the well-known variants of the classical hypercube. With
similar motivation, Kim et al. [10] proposed the folded divide-and-swap cube obtained by adding
an edge to each vertex.

Definition 2. [10] For n = 2d and d ≥ 1, the n-dimensional folded divide-and-swap cube, denoted
by FDSCn, is obtained from DSCn by adding an edge to each vertex as follows: V (FDSCn) =
V (DSCn) and E(FDSCn) = E(DSCn) ∪ Ef , where Ef = {(u, v) | u = u1u2u3 . . . un and v =
u1ū2u3 . . . un} and each (u, v) ∈ Ef is called an e(f)-edge.

For any vertex u = u1u2u3 . . . un in FDSCn, we use the notation uf for the vertex u1ū2u3 . . . un.
In Figure 1, FDSC2 and FDSC4 are given.

Each subgraph FDSCn
2
in FDSCn is referred as a module. The address of an arbitrary

vertex u = s1s2 . . . sn
2
sn

2
+1sn

2
+2 . . . sn in a module can be represented by u = AiBi, where

Ai = s1s2 . . . sn
2
is the address of the vertex inside the module and Bi = sn

2
+1sn

2
+2 . . . sn is the

address of the module. A module with address Bi is denoted by Gi. An edge inside a module
is called an interior edge, while an edge connecting two distinct modules is called a cross edge.
That is, the edges e(i) for i ∈ {1, 2n

2d
, 2n
2d−1 , . . . ,

2n
24
, 2n
23
, 2n
22
} and e(f) are interior edges. The edge

3



Figure 1: The folded divide-and-swap cubes FDSC2 and FDSC4

e(n) is a cross edge. Throughout the paper, we call an edge (u, v) ∈ E(FDSCn) fault-free if the
end vertices u and v are both fault-free.

If (u, v) is an e(1)-edge, then we refer the vertex v as the 1-neighbor of vertex u, and we also
denote v = u1; if (u, v) is an e(2n

2k
)-edge for 2 ≤ k ≤ d, then we refer v as the k-neighbor (interior

neighbor) of vertex u, denoted by uk; if (u, v) is an e(2n
2k
)-edge where k = 1, then we refer v as

the (d+ 1)-neighbor (external neighbor), namely v = ud+1.

Lemma 1. [10] For any n = 2d and d ≥ 1, we have the following results:

(1) FDSCn is (d+ 2)-regular.

(2) |V (FDSCn)| = 2n and |E(FDSCn)| = 2n−1(d+ 2).

(3) FDSCn can be decomposed into 2
n
2 FDSCn

2
.

(4) The minimum length of a cycle in FDSCn is 3.

(5) If we represent each module FDSCn
2
in FDSCn with a super vertex, the obtained graph is

a complete graph K
2

n
2
.

Lemma 2. [10] Let Bi be the address of each module Gi in FDSCn for all i ∈ N . If Bi = Bj

for i, j ∈ N and i 6= j, then two modules Gi and Gj with addresses Bi and Bj are connected
by two edges (BiBi, BjBj) and (BjBi, BiBj); otherwise, Gi and Gj are connected by one edge
(BjBi, BiBj).

Lemma 3. [23] Let G1, G2, . . . , G2
n
2
be the 2

n
2 modules of FDSCn each of which has 2

n
2 vertices.

Let u = BiBi in module Gi with 1 ≤ i ≤ 2
n
2 . Then each vertex in V (Gi)− {u} is connected to a

different module Gj with an e(n)-edge where 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ 2
n
2 . Let v = BiBi in Gi. Then u and

v are connected to two distinct vertices from Gk through e(n)-edges, where the address of Gk is
Bi with i 6= j 6= k.

Let us consider Lemma 2. The vertices BjBj = BiBi and BiBj = BiBi are the external
neighbors of BiBi and BjBi = BiBi, respectively. Thus, by Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, we readily
have the following lemma.

Lemma 4. For any module Gi in FDSCn with address Bi (i ∈ N), the followings are true.
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(1) Each vertex in Gi has exactly one external neighbor in some module Gj for j 6= i.

(2) Vertices BiBi and BiBi have different external neighbors BiBi and BiBi respectively in
the same module with address Bi.

(3) The external neighbors of any two vertices in V (Gi)−{BiBi, BiBi} are in different modules.

(4) The number of cross edges between two different modules is either 1 or 2.

We prove the following useful lemma.

Lemma 5. The vertices u = BiBi (resp. u = Bi Bi) and v = BiBi (resp. v = BiBi) do not
have any common neighbors in the module Gi with address Bi (resp. Bi).

Proof. Without loss of generality, let u = BiBi and v = BiBi. Let N(u) = {u1, u2, . . . , ud+1, uf}
and N(v) = {v1, v2, . . . , vd+1, vf}. It is enough to prove that uj 6= vk for any j, k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , d+
1, f}. For the external neighbors of u and v, we have ud+1 6= vd+1 by Lemma 4. Thus, we
consider interior neighbors of u and v. Let Bi = CD, where C and D are two binary strings of
length n

4
. Thus, u = CDBi and v = C DBi. By the definition of FDSCn, the rightmost 3n

4
-bit

binary strings of uj and vk for some j, k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , d, f} − {2} are DBi and DBi, respectively.
Since D 6= D, we have uj 6= vk for j, k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , d, f} − {2}.

Let j = k = 2. If C = D, then u2 = C DBi = v and v2 = CDBi = u. That is, u2 6= v2. If
C 6= D, then u2 = DCBi and v2 = D CBi. Since DC 6= D C, we have u2 6= v2. Thus, u and v
do not have any common neighbors.

3 Main Results

In this section, we present our main results on the structure connectivity of folded divide-and-
swap cube. Before discussing the proofs of our results, it would be worth noting that κ(G;H) ≥
κs(G;H) for any graph G and a connected subgraph H ⊆ G [12]. This fact will be used later in
our proofs.

We first considerK1-structure connectivity andK1-substructure connectivity of FDSCn. For
any graph G, we know that κ(G) = κ(G;K1) = κs(G;K1) [14]. Since Zhao et al. [24] recently
showed that κ(FDSCn) = d+ 2, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 1. For d ≥ 1 and n = 2d, κ(FDSCn;K1) = κs(FDSCn;K1) = d+ 2.

We now present the following two useful lemmas to prove our first main result on K1,1-
structure connectivity and K1,1-substructure connectivity of FDSCn.

Lemma 6. Let A1 be a subset of {x | x ∈ V (FDSCn)} and A2 be a subset of {{y, z} | (y, z) ∈
E(FDSCn)} with |A1| + |A2| ≤ d and |A2| ≤ d − 1 for d ≥3. Then FDSCn − (A1 ∪ A2) is
connected.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that FDSCn − (A1 ∪A2) is disconnected. Let C be the smallest
component of FDSCn − (A1 ∪ A2). We know that the super connectivity of FDSCn is equal
to 2d. That is, at least 2d vertices need to be deleted from FDSCn to disconnect it without
isolating a vertex. Since |V (A1 ∪ A2)| ≤ 2d − 1 and FDSCn − (A1 ∪ A2) is disconnected,
we have |V (C)| = 1. Let V (C) = {u}. For two vertices v, w ∈ NFDSCn

(u), we know that
|NFDSCn

(v) ∩ NFDSCn
(w) − {u}| ≤ 1 by the definition of FDSCn. Note that there are three

vertices p, q, r ∈ NFDSCn
(u) such that the subgraph induced by {p, q, r} is isomorphic to K3

and NFDSCn
(u) − {p, q, r} is an independent set. Thus, |NFDSCn

(u) ∩ V (A1)| ≤ |A1| and
|NFDSCn

(u) ∩ V (A2)| ≤ |A2|+ 1. Since

|NFDSCn
(u) ∩ V (A1 ∪ A2)| ≤ |NFDSCn

(u) ∩ V (A1)|+ |NFDSCn
(u) ∩ V (A2)|

≤ |A1|+ |A2|+ 1

≤ d+ 1

< d+ 2 = |NFDSCn
(u)|,
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there exists a vertex t ∈ N(u)−V (A1 ∪A2). This contradicts that |V (C)| = 1. Thus, FDSCn −
(A1 ∪ A2) is connected.

Lemma 7. For d ≥3, let A1 be a subset of {x | x ∈ V (FDSCn)} and A2 be a subset of
{{y, z} | (y, z) ∈ E(FDSCn)} with |A1|+ |A2| ≤ d. Then FDSCn − (A1 ∪ A2) is connected.

Proof. We prove this statement by induction on n. It is easy to check that the statement is true
for FDSC8. Assume that the statement holds for FDSCn

2
.

Note that by Lemma 6, the remaining graph FDSCn− (A1∪A2) is connected if |A2| ≤ d−1.
Thus, it is enough to consider the case when |A2| = d and |A1| = 0 to complete the proof.

Considering a module Gi of FDSCn, we first let

Pi = {x | {x, y} ∈ A2, x ∈ V (Gi), y /∈ V (Gi)},

Qi = {{y, z} | {y, z} ∈ A2, y ∈ V (Gi), z ∈ V (Gi)}

and let
Ri = {{p1, p2} | {p1, p2} ∈ A2 and p1 ∈ Pi} ∪ {{q1, q2} | {q1, q2} ∈ Qi}

for i ∈ N . We obviously have |Pi|+ |Qi| ≤ |A1|+ |A2| = d for each i ∈ N .
If |Pi|+ |Qi| = 0 for any i ∈ N , then the module Gi is called intact in FDSCn−(A1∪A2). By

Lemma 4 (4), all the intact modules of FDSCn−(A1∪A2) are contained in the same component,
say C, of the remaining graph.
We need to consider the following two cases.
Case 1. Let |Pi|+ |Qi| ≤ d− 2 for each i ∈ N .
Consider any module Gk with |Pk| + |Qk| > 0. Note that Gk − (Pk ∪ Qk) is connected by
the induction hypothesis. We know that there are at most 2d modules that are not intact in
FDSCn − (A1 ∪A2). Since

2
n
2 − |V (Pk ∪Qk)| ≥ 2

n
2 − 2(d− 2) > 2d− 1

when d ≥ 3 for each Gk, there exists an edge joining a vertex from Gk−(Pk∪Qk) to a vertex from
an intact module contained in C. Thus, the remaining graph FDSCn − (A1 ∪A2) is connected.
Case 2. Let |Pi|+ |Qi| ≥ d− 1 for some i ∈ N .
Without loss of generality, assume that |P1|+ |Q1| ≥ d−1 and |P1|+ |Q1| = max{|Pi|+ |Qi| | i ∈
N}. There are two cases to consider.

Case 2.1. If |P1|+ |Q1| = d, then we have the following observations:

(F1) For every vertex z ∈ V (A2)−V (P1∪Q1), there exists a vertex y ∈ P1 such that {y, z} ∈ A2.
That is, |Qi| = 0 and Ri ∩Rj = ∅ for each i, j ∈ N − {1}, where i 6= j.

(F2) By Lemma 4 (2), the number of vertices in G1 having their external neighbors in the same
module is exactly two. Without loss of generality, assume that these vertices have their
external neighbors in G2. Note that |Q2| = 0 by (F1), thus we have |P2| ≤ 2.

(F3) For each i ∈ {3, . . . , |P1|+ 1}, since |Qi| = 0 by (F1), we have |Pi| ≤ 1.

(F4) |Pi|+ |Qi| = 0 for each i ∈ {|P1|+ 2, . . . , 2
n
2 }.

By the induction hypothesis, Gi− (Pi∪Qi) is connected for each i ∈ N−{1} and has at least
2

n
2 − 2 vertices. There are at most d + 1 modules that are not intact in FDSCn − (A1 ∪ A2).

Since 2
n
2 − 2 > d for d ≥ 3, there exists an edge joining a vertex from Gi − (Pi ∪Qi) to a vertex

from an intact module contained in C for each i ∈ N − {1}. That is, FDSCn −G1 − (A1 ∪A2)
is connected.

Consider a vertex u ∈ G1 − (P1 ∪ Q1). Let ud+1 ∈ V (A1 ∪ A2). Since |Qi| = 0 for each
i ∈ N − {1}, we have ud+1 ∈ A1. This contradicts the fact that |A1| = 0. We then let ud+1 /∈
V (A1 ∪A2). It follows that the fault-free edge (u, ud+1) connects the component containing u to
FDSCn −G1 − (A1 ∪A2). Thus, FDSCn − (A1 ∪ A2) is connected.
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Case 2.2. Let |P1| + |Q1| = d − 1. Since |P1| + |Q1| = d − 1 and |A2| = d, we have
|A2| − |R1| = 1. Thus, either there exists exactly one module Gi where |Qi| = 1 for i ∈ N − {1}
or there exist exactly two modules Gi and Gj such that Ri ∩ Rj 6= ∅ for i, j ∈ N − {1} and
i 6= j. Since |Pi|+ |Qi| ≤ d− 1 for each i ∈ N , it is clear that Gi − (Pi ∪Qi) is connected by the
induction hypothesis.

For any module Gi with |Pi|+|Qi| 6= 0, there are at least 2
n
2 −2(d−1) vertices in Gi−(Pi∪Qi).

We also know that there are at most d+ 2 modules that are not intact. For the modules which
are not intact, we consider the external neighbors of the remaining vertices. Since

2
n
2 − 2(d− 1) > d+ 1

when d ≥ 3 for each Gi, there exists an edge joining a vertex from Gi − (Pi ∪ Qi) to a vertex
from an intact module contained in C. Thus, the remaining graph FDSCn − (A1 ∪ A2) is
connected.

It is easy to check that κ(FDSCn;K1,1) = κs(FDSCn;K1,1) = 2 for d ∈ {1, 2} and n = 2d.
In the following theorem, we determine κ(FDSCn;K1,1) and κs(FDSCn;K1,1) for d ≥ 3 and
n = 2d.

Theorem 2. For d ≥ 3 and n = 2d, κ(FDSCn;K1,1) = κs(FDSCn;K1,1) = d+ 1.

Proof. Consider a vertex u from any module, say Gi, of FDSCn. Let NFDSCn
(u) = {u1, u2 . . . ,

ud+1, uf}. The induced subgraph FDSCn[uj , (uj)1] will be denoted by Fj for j ∈ {2, . . . , d+1},
where (ud)1 = uf . Let F1 denote FDSCn[u1, (u1)d+1]. Obviously, Fj

∼= K1,1 for each j ∈
{1, . . . , d+1} (see Figure 2). Let F = {F1, F2, . . . , Fd+1}. Note that FDSCn−F is disconnected.
Thus, κ(FDSCn;K1,1) ≤ d+ 1.

By Lemma 7, we know that any K1,1-substructure-cut has more than d elements. That is,
κs(FDSCn;K1,1) ≥ d+1. Note that κ(FDSCn;K1,1) ≥ κs(FDSCn;K1,1) and this finishes the
proof.

Figure 2: A K1,1-structure-cut of FDSCn

In the rest of this section, we consider K1,m-structure connectivity and K1,m-substructure
connectivity of FDSCn where 2 ≤ m ≤ d+ 2. We first prove the following two lemmas.

Lemma 8. For d ≥ 1 and n = 2d, κs(FDSCn;K1,m) ≥ ⌊d
2
⌋+ 1 where 2 ≤ m ≤ d+ 2.
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Proof. It can be readily checked that the statement holds when d is either 1 or 2. In the sequel,
we let d ≥ 3 and proceed the proof by induction on n. To establish the base case, it is easy to
verify that κs(FDSC8;K1,m) ≥ 2 for 2 ≤ m ≤ 5. We now assume that the statement holds for
FDSCn

2
.

Suppose to the contrary that there exists a K1,m-substructure-cut of FDSCn, say F , such
that |F| ≤ ⌊d

2
⌋. Let F = {F1, F2, . . . , Fx} be a set of subgraphs of FDSCn where Fi is isomorphic

to a connected subgraph of K1,m and let x ≤ ⌊d
2
⌋.

For each i ∈ N , we let F i =
⋃

Fj∈F Fj ∩ FDSCi
n
2

. It is clear that any element of F i is

isomorphic to a connected subgraph of K1,m. Note that |F i| ≤ |F| ≤ ⌊d
2
⌋ for each i ∈ N by

Definition 2.
Let T = {i | F ∩Gi 6= ∅} and let GT = ∪i∈TGi. Throughout this proof, we call a module Gi

intact if Gi ∩ F = ∅. Note here that GT is the union of the modules that are not intact in the
remaining graph FDSCn −F . The graph FDSCn −GT is connected by Lemma 4 (4).

There are two cases to consider.
Case 1. Suppose that Gi −F i is connected for every i ∈ N .

Since |F| ≤ ⌊d
2
⌋, there are at most 2⌊d

2
⌋ modules that are not intact by Lemma 4. We now

consider the external neighbors of vertices of Gi −F i for any i ∈ T . Note that

|V (Gi −F i)| ≥ |V (Gi)| − |V (K1,m)| × |F i|

≥ 2
n
2 − (m+ 1)⌊

d

2
⌋

> 2⌊
d

2
⌋ − 1

for each i ∈ T , where d ≥ 3. Thus, there exists an edge joining a vertex from Gi−F i to a vertex
from FDSCn −GT for each i ∈ T . Hence, FDSCn −F is connected, a contradiction.
Case 2. Suppose that Gi −F i is disconnected for some i ∈ N , say i = 1.

By the induction hypothesis, |F1| ≥ ⌊d−1

2
⌋+ 1. Note that |F| ≤ ⌊d

2
⌋ by the assumption and

⌊d−1

2
⌋+1 ≤ ⌊d

2
⌋ holds only if d is even. In the sequel of the proof, we assume that d is even and

thus |F1| = |F| = d
2
, where d ≥ 4. It follows that Fi ∩ G1 6= ∅ for each Fi ∈ F and there are at

most d
2
modules which are not intact except the module G1. By Lemma 4, |F i| is either 1 or 2

for i ∈ T − {1}. We also know that there exists at most one module satisfying |F i| = 2 where
i ∈ T − {1}. Without loss of generality, we assume that |F2| is either 1 or 2, and thus |F i| = 1
for i ∈ T − {1, 2}. It is worth noting that there are at most 2m faulty vertices in Gi for any
i ∈ T − {1}. That is, |V (F i)| ≤ 2m for any i ∈ T − {1}.

Let us now consider the connectedness of each module in the remaining graph FDSCn −F .
For each i ∈ T −{1}, we know that |F i| ≤ 2. On the other hand, κs(FDSCn

2
;K1,m) ≥ ⌊d−1

2
⌋+1

by the induction hypothesis and ⌊d−1

2
⌋+1 > 2 when d > 4. Thus, Gi −F i is connected for each

i ∈ T − {1} when d ≥ 6.
If d ≥ 6, then

|V (Gi −F i)| ≥ 2
n
2 − 2m >

d

2

for each i ∈ T − {1}. Thus, there exists an edge joining a vertex from Gi − F i to a vertex from
FDSCn −GT for each i ∈ T − {1}. That is, FDSCn −G1 −F is connected.

Let d = 4. If |F2| = 1, then Gi−F i is connected for each i ∈ T −{1} and it is easy to see that
FDSCn−G1−F is connected. If |F2| = 2, then G2−F2 may or may not be connected. Note that
the modules except G1 and G2 are intact since |F| ≤ 2. That is, FDSCn−G1−G2 is connected.
Consider any vertex u in G2−F2. The external neighbor ud+1 of u is in FDSCn−G1−G2. There
exists a fault-free edge (u, ud+1) between G2−F2 and FDSCn−G1−G2. Thus, FDSCn−G1−F
is connected.

We now consider the vertices in G1 to complete the proof. Let u = B1B1 and v = B1B1 be
two vertices in G1, where B1 is the address of the module G1. Note that ud+1 and vd+1 are in
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the same module, say G2 by Lemma 4 (2). Let C be a component in G1 − F1. We treat the
cases |V (C)| > 1 and |V (C)| = 1 separately.

(1) Let |V (C)| > 1. We then have three possibilities:

(a) Both u and v are in C.

If there exists a vertex w in C whose external neighbor wd+1 is not a vertex of F ,
then C is connected to FDSCn − G1 − F with the fault-free edge (w,wd+1). Thus,
ud+1 and vd+1 are both in V (F).

Let ud+1 and vd+1 be in the same faulty subset Fi ∈ F . By Lemma 5, both of
ud+1 and vd+1 cannot belong to the set of leaves of Fi. Without loss of generality,
assume that ud+1 is the center of Fi and vd+1 is a leaf of Fi. By Lemma 4, u is the
only external neighbor of ud+1. Thus, all the vertices of Fi are in G2. Moreover,
any neighbor of ud+1 except vd+1 cannot have an external neighbor in G1 by
Lemma 4 (see Figure 3 (1)). Thus, Fi ∩G1 = ∅ and Fi ∩G2 6= ∅, this contradicts
that |F1| = |F| = d

2
.

Figure 3: Explanation of Lemma 8

Let ud+1 and vd+1 be in different faulty subsets Fi and Fj , respectively, where
Fi, Fj ∈ F . We consider the following two cases.

(i) If ud+1 is the center of Fi, then all the vertices of Fi are in G2 by Lemma 4.
Moreover, the neighbors of ud+1, except vd+1 (if they are adjacent), cannot
have an external neighbor in G1 by Lemma 4 (see Figure 3 (2) for one of the
two possible roles of vd+1 in Fj).

(ii) If ud+1 is a leaf in Fi, then the other vertices of Fi cannot be in G1 by Lemma
4. Moreover, any neighbor of the center of Fi cannot have an external neighbor
in G1 by Lemma 4 (see Figure 3 (3) for one of the two possible roles of vd+1

in Fj).

9



Thus, Fi ∩ G1 = ∅ and Fi ∩ G2 6= ∅ in both cases, this contradicts that |F1| =
|F| = d

2
.

(b) Exactly one of u and v is in C.

We assume without loss of generality that u ∈ C. Since |V (C)| > 1, there exists
another vertex u′ in C which is adjacent to u. If there exists a vertex w in C such that
wd+1 is not a vertex of F , then C is connected to FDSCn−G1−F with the fault-free
edge (w,wd+1). Thus, ud+1 and u′

d+1
are both in V (F). Moreover, by Lemma 4, ud+1

and u′
d+1 are in different modules, say G2 and G3, and different faulty subsets, say

Fi and Fj , respectively. If we consider the cases where u′
d+1

is the center of Fj (see
Figure 3 (4) for one of the two possible roles of ud+1 in Fi) and u′

d+1
is a leaf of Fj (see

Figure 3 (5) for one of the two possible roles of ud+1 in Fi) separately, then we see in
both cases that no vertex of Fj is in G1 by Lemma 4. In the former, any neighbor of
u′
d+1 cannot have an external neighbor in G1, while in the latter, any neighbor of the

center of Fj , except u
′
d+1, cannot have an external neighbor in G1 by Lemma 4. Thus,

Fj ∩G1 = ∅ and Fj ∩G3 6= ∅ in both cases, this contradicts that |F1| = |F| = d
2
.

(c) Neither u nor v is in C.

There exist two adjacent vertices u′ and v′ in C different from u = B1B1 and v =
B1B1. If there exists a vertex w in C such that wd+1 is not a vertex of F , then C
is connected to FDSCn − G1 − F with the fault-free edge (w,wd+1). Thus, u′

d+1

and v′d+1
are both in V (F). Moreover, by Lemma 4, u′

d+1
and v′d+1

are in different
modules, say G3 and G4, and different faulty subsets, say Fi and Fj , respectively.
Note that u′

d+1
is either the center or a leaf of Fi, whereas v

′
d+1

is either the center or
a leaf of Fj . In each of these four possibilities, no vertices of Fi and Fj are in G1, by
Lemma 4. Moreover, except u′

d+1 and v′d+1, any neighbor of the centers of Fi and Fj

cannot have an external neighbor in G1 by Lemma 4 (see Figure 3 (6)) for one of the
possible cases depending the roles u′

d+1 and v′d+1 in Fi and Fj , respectively). Thus,
Fi ∩ G1 = ∅ and Fj ∩ G1 = ∅ in each of the four possibilities, this contradicts that
|F1| = |F| = d

2
.

Hence, in each of the three cases above, there exists a fault-free edge joining a vertex from
C to a vertex from FDSCn −G1 −F .

(2) Let |V (C)| = 1, such that V (C) = {w}.

(a) Let w /∈ {u, v}. Suppose that wd+1 is in some Fi ∈ F . By Lemma 4 (1), wd+1 /∈ G1.
Let wd+1 ∈ Gj , where j ∈ T − {1}. Note that there is only one cross edge between
G1 and Gj . Thus, no vertex of Fi is in G1. That is, Fi ∩ Gj 6= ∅ and Fi ∩ G1 = ∅,
this contradicts that |F1| = |F| = d

2
. Hence, wd+1 is not in V (F). Then the fault-free

edge (w,wd+1) connects C and FDSCn −G1 −F .

(b) Let w ∈ {u, v}. Assume that w = u ( resp., w = v).

If u and v are adjacent in G1, then v = B1B1 ∈ V (F1) (resp., u = B1B1 ∈ V (F1))
since |V (C)| = 1. If wd+1 is a faulty vertex, considering the neighbors of u (resp., v)
in FDSCn

2
by the induction hypothesis, we have

|F| ≥ (⌊
d− 1

2
⌋+ 1) + 1 =

d

2
+ 1,

where d is even, which contradicts |F| = d
2
. Thus, wd+1 is fault-free vertex, and so

the fault-free edge (w,wd+1) connects C and FDSCn −G1 −F .

If u and v are not adjacent in G1, then ud+1 and vd+1 are not adjacent. Suppose
that wd+1 is in some Fi ∈ F . By Lemma 4 (1), wd+1 /∈ G1. Let wd+1 ∈ Gj , where
j ∈ T − {1}. By Lemma 4, no vertex of Fi is in G1. That is, Fi ∩ Gj 6= ∅ and
Fi ∩ G1 = ∅, this contradicts that |F1| = |F| = d

2
. Hence, wd+1 is fault-free vertex,

and so the fault-free edge (w,wd+1) connects C and FDSCn −G1 −F .
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Thus, any component C of G1 is connected to FDSCn − G1 − F . That is, FDSCn − F is
connected, a contradiction.

Lemma 9. For d ≥ 1 and n = 2d, κ(FDSCn;K1,m) ≤ ⌊d
2
⌋+ 1 where 2 ≤ m ≤ d+ 1.

Proof. The proof is trivial for d = 1. Let d ≥ 2. It is enough to construct a K1,m-structure-cut
of cardinality ⌊d

2
⌋ + 1 to complete the proof. Let u = B1B1 and u2 = B1B1, where B1 is the

address of the module G1. We consider the following two cases.

Figure 4: Explanation of Lemma 9 when (a) d is odd, (b) d is even

Let d be odd. Let F1 be a K1,m with the center (u2)d+1 and the leaf set which is ob-
tained by the union of {u2, ud+1} and the set of any m − 2 vertices from NFDSCn

((u2)d+1) −
{u2, ud+1, ((u2)d+1)f}. Likewise, let F j

2

be a K1,m with the center (uj)j−1 and the leaf set which

is obtained by the union of {uj, uj−1} and the set of any m−2 vertices from NFDSCn
((uj)j−1)−

{uj, uj−1, ((uj)j−1)f}, for each even j ∈ {4, . . . , d− 1}. Let F d−1

2
+1

be the K1,m with the center

uf and the leaf set {u1, ud} ∪ {(uf )j | j ∈ [m+ 1]− {1, d, f}} (see Figure 4 (a)). If we consider
F = {F1, . . . , F d−1

2
+1

}, then

|F| =
d− 1

2
+ 1 = ⌊

d

2
⌋+ 1.

Let d be even. Let F⌊ j

2
⌋ be a K1,m with the center (uj)j−1 and the leaf set which is ob-

tained by the union of {uj, uj−1} and the set of any m − 2 vertices from NFDSCn
((uj)j−1) −

{uj, uj−1, ((uj)j−1)f} for each odd j ∈ {3, . . . , d − 1}. Let F⌊ d−1

2
⌋+1

be a K1,m with the center

(ud+1)1 and the leaf set which is obtained by the union of {ud+1, ((ud+1)1)d} and the set of any
m−2 vertices from NFDSCn

((ud+1)1)−{ud+1, (ud+1)1)d, ((ud+1)1)f}. Let F⌊ d−1

2
⌋+2

be the K1,m

with the center uf and the leaf set {u1, ud} ∪ {(uf)j | j ∈ [m+ 1]−{1, d, f}} (see Figure 4 (b)).
If we consider F = {F1, . . . , F⌊ d−1

2
⌋+2

}, then

|F| = ⌊
d− 1

2
⌋+ 2 =

d

2
+ 1.

In both cases |F| = ⌊d
2
⌋+ 1 and u is an isolated vertex in FDSCn −F . Thus, F is a K1,m-

structure-cut of FDSCn. That is, κ(FDSCn;K1,m) ≤ ⌊d
2
⌋ + 1 for d ≥ 1 and n = 2d where

2 ≤ m ≤ d+ 1.

By Lemma 8, Lemma 9 and the fact that κ(FDSCn;K1,m) ≥ κs(FDSCn;K1,m), we have
the following result.

Theorem 3. For d ≥ 1 and n = 2d, κ(FDSCn;K1,m) = κs(FDSCn;K1,m) = ⌊d
2
⌋ + 1 where

2 ≤ m ≤ d+ 1.
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SinceK1,m is a connected subgraph ofK1,d+2 form ∈ {2, . . . , d+1}, we have κs(FDSCn;K1,d+2) ≤
κs(FDSCn;K1,m). We can fully determine the K1,m-substructure connectivity of FDSCn by
combining this inequality with Lemma 8 and Theorem 3.

Theorem 4. For d ≥ 1 and n = 2d, κs(FDSCn;K1,m) = ⌊d
2
⌋+ 1 where 2 ≤ m ≤ d+ 2.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate the H-structure connectivity and H-substructure connectivity of
a recently introduced hypercube variant, namely folded divide-and-swap cube FDSCn for H ∈
{K1,K1,1,K1,m(2 ≤ m ≤ d + 1)} where d ≥ 1 and n = 2d. Due to its desirable properties, the
folded divide-and-swap cube is a suitable interconnection network for large-scale multi-computer
systems. In light of this, it would be of particular interest to conduct further reliability studies
on this class.
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search Council of Türkiye) under the 1002 Project (Grant No. 122F276).
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