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Abstract

Cops and Robbers is a type of pursuit-evasion game played on a graph where
a set of cops try to capture a single robber. The cops first choose their initial
vertex positions, and later the robber chooses a vertex. The cops and robbers
make their moves in alternate turns: in the cops’ turn, every cop can either
choose to move to an adjacent vertex or stay on the same vertex, and likewise
the robber in his turn. If the cops can capture the robber in a finite number
of rounds, the cops win, otherwise the robber wins. The cop-number of a
graph is the minimum number of cops required to catch a robber in the graph.
It has long been known that graphs embedded on surfaces (such as planar
graphs and toroidal graphs) have a small cop-number. Recently, Durocher
et al. [Graph Drawing, 2023] investigated the problem of cop-number for
the class of 1-planar graphs, which are graphs that can be embedded in
the plane such that each edge is crossed at most once. They showed that
unlike planar graphs which require just three cops, 1-planar graphs have an
unbounded cop-number. On the positive side, they showed that maximal
1-planar graphs require only three cops by crucially using the fact that the
endpoints of every crossing in an embedded maximal 1-planar graph induce a
K4. In this paper, we show that the cop-number remains bounded even under
the relaxed condition that the endpoints induce at least three edges. More
precisely, let an ×-crossing of an embedded 1-planar graph be a crossing
whose endpoints induce a matching; i.e., there is no edge connecting the
endpoints apart from the crossing edges themselves. We show that any 1-
planar graph that can be embedded without ×-crossings has cop-number at
most 21. Moreover, any 1-planar graph that can be embedded with at most
γ ×-crossings has cop-number at most γ + 21.
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1. Introduction

Pursuit-evasion games are a class of mathematical problems where a set of
pursuers attempt to track down evaders in an environment. They have been
intensively studied due to their applications in robotics [1], network security
[2], surveillance [3], etc. Cops and Robbers is a type of pursuit-evasion game
played on a graph G = (V,E) where a set U of cops try to capture a single
robber. The game proceeds in rounds, where each round consists first of
the cops’ turn and then the robber’s turn. In the first round, the cops place
themselves on some vertices of G, after which the robber chooses a vertex to
place himself. In subsequent rounds, the cops’ turn consists of each cop of U
either moving to an adjacent vertex or staying on the same vertex. Likewise,
the robber’s turn consists of him either moving to an adjacent vertex or
staying on the same vertex. At any point in time, more than one cop is
allowed to occupy the same vertex. We assume that both the cops and the
robber have complete knowledge of the environment and the moves that each
player makes in their respective turns. The game terminates when the robber
is captured ; this happens when the robber and some cop of U are both on
the same vertex of G. If the robber can be captured in a finite number of
rounds, the cops win, otherwise the robber wins.

1.1. Brief Survey

The study of Cops and Robbers was initiated independently by Quilliot
[4] and Nowakowski and Winkler [5] in the context of a single cop. Aigner
and Fromme [6] later generalised the setting to multiple cops, and introduced
the concept of cop-number. The cop-number of a graph G, denoted by c(G),
is the minimum number of cops required to capture the robber. A graph
class G is cop-bounded if the set {c(G) : G ∈ G} is bounded; else G is cop-
unbounded. Examples of graph classes that are cop-bounded include chordal
graphs [5, 4], planar graphs [6], graphs of bounded genus [7], H-minor-free
graphs [8] and H-(subgraph)-free graphs [9]. On the other hand, examples
of graph classes that are cop-unbounded include bipartite graphs [10] and
d-regular graphs [11]. One of the deepest open problems on cop-number is
Meyniel’s conjecture which states that c(G) ∈ O(

√
n) for all graphs G. (See
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[12] for a survey paper on Meyniel’s conjecture and the book [10] by Bonato
and Nowakowski for an extensive introduction to Cops and Robbers.)

In this paper, we are interested in the cop-number of embedded graphs.
Most results in this area are concerned with the cop-number of graphs with
genus g. We first discuss planar graphs which have genus g = 0. Aigner
and Fromme [6] proved that 3 cops are sufficient for any planar graph and
that there are planar graphs that require 3 cops. Clarke [13] showed that
outerplanar graphs have cop-number two. Bonato et al. [14] showed that an
outerplanar graph has cop-number one if and only if it is chordal. However, a
classification of which planar graphs have cop-numbers 1, 2 and 3 has not yet
been found [15]. For graphs with genus g > 0, the best known bound on the
cop-number is 4

3
g + 10

3
[16]. A long-standing conjecture by Schroeder [17] is

that c(G) ≤ g+3 for all values of g. By the discussion above, the conjecture
holds true for planar graphs. It also holds for toroidal graphs where g = 1;
in fact the cop-number of a toroidal graph is at most 3 [18].

The field of ‘beyond-planar’ graphs has recently garnered significant in-
terest in the graph drawing community (see [19] for a survey and [20] for a
book on the topic). A typical example is a k-planar graph which is a graph
that can be embedded on the plane such that each edge is crossed at most
k times. Recently, Durocher et al. [21] initiated the study of cop-number
on 1-planar graphs. They show that unlike planar graphs, the class of 1-
planar graphs is cop-unbounded. However, they show 3 cops are sufficient
and sometimes necessary for a maximal 1-planar graph: a 1-planar graph to
which no edge can be added without violating 1-planarity. Another result in
the same paper concerns outer-1-planar graphs, which are graphs that can
be drawn on the plane so that all vertices are on the outer-face and each
edge is crossed at most once. These graphs have treewidth at most 3 [22],
and when combined with a result of Joret et al. [9] that the cop-number of
a graph with treewidth tw is at most tw/2 + 1, we get that the cop-number
of outer-1-planar graphs is at most 2. Durocher et al. [21] show that an
outer-1-planar graph has cop-number 1 if and only if it is chordal. One can
extend the notion of outer-1-planarity to outer-k-planarity. Durocher et al.
noted that an outer-k-planar graph has treewidth at most 3k + 11 [23], and
by the result of Joret et al. [9], an outer-k-planar graph has cop-number at
most (3k + 13)/2.

In this paper, we generalise the cop strategy used for planar graphs to a
class of 1-planar graphs obtained by enforcing conditions on the subgraph in-
duced by the four endpoints of every crossing. Similar approaches have been
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taken in the study of other problems, such as Hamiltonicity and connectiv-
ity. In [24], Fabrici et al. study Hamiltonian paths and cycles in 1-planar
graphs where the endpoints of every crossing induce K4 (called locally max-
imal 1-planar graphs) and K4 or K4 \ {e} (called weakly locally maximal
1-planar graphs). In [25], the equivalence between minimum vertex cuts and
shortest separating cycles in planar graphs was extended to 1-planar graphs
where the endpoints of every crossing induce a K4, K4 \ {e} or C4 (called
bowtie 1-planar graphs). In [26], Biedl and Murali introduced the concept of
×-crossings in 1-planar graphs: these are crossings where the endpoints do
not induce any edge apart from the crossing pair of edges. They show that
the vertex connectivity of 1-planar graphs embeddable without ×-crossings
can be computed in linear time. The concept of ×-crossings has even been
extended to k-planar graphs. In [27], Biedl, Bose and Murali show that the
vertex connectivity of k-planar graphs embeddable without ×-crossings can
be computed in O(n) time (when k is a constant).

1.2. Our Results

To prove that maximal 1-planar graphs have cop-number at most 3,
Durocher et al. [21] crucially use the fact that in an embedded maximal
1-planar graph, the endpoints of every crossing induce a K4. In this pa-
per, we show that any 1-planar graph that can be embedded on the plane
without ×-crossings has cop-number at most 21. The cop-number remains
bounded even if we allow for a constant number of ×-crossings. More pre-
cisely, any 1-planar graph that can be embedded with at most γ ×-crossings
has cop-number at most γ + 21.

Our proof is structured similar to the proof by Bonato and Nowakowski
[10] that planar graphs have cop-number at most 3. However, the presence of
crossings brings with it many challenges. One of the main ideas in the proof
for planar graphs is that a robber can be trapped in the interior of a cycle
formed by the union of two shortest paths. The extension of this to 1-planar
graphs poses difficulties because a robber can escape out of a cycle via edge
crossings. (As shown in [21], this problem can easily be circumvented if one
assumes that the endpoints of every crossing induce a K4.) Therefore, as a
first step, we introduce the concept of guarding crossing points of a 1-planar
graph G, and more generally, guarding subgraphs of G×, which is the plane
graph formed by inserting dummy vertices at crossing points (refer to Section
2). Then, we discuss how a set of five cops can guard the crossing points and
vertices of G on a shortest path of a 1-planar graph G embeddable without
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×-crossings (Section 3). This enables us to guard paths and cycles of G× in
some special configurations, using which we can prove that the cop-number
of G is at most 21 (Section 4). We conclude by showing that the cop-number
remains bounded if we allow for a constant number of ×-crossings (Section
5).

2. Preliminaries

All graphs in this paper are undirected and loopless (although we allow
parallel edges). An embedding of a graph G on the plane is an assignment
of each vertex of G onto a distinct point in R2 and each edge to a simple
non-self-intersecting curve connecting the two vertices incident to the edge
without intersecting any other vertices of G. We also assume that no two
edges touch each other tangentially and that no three edges intersect at a
point interior to the three curves. Let G be a graph embedded on the plane.
Two edges e1, e2 ∈ E(G) cross each other if there is a point on c in R2 that is
common to the interior of the curves representing e1 and e2 in the embedding,
and in a sufficiently small disk around c, the two curves alternate in order
(put simply, the two curves do not touch each other tangentially). The two
edges {e1, e2} form a crossing in the embedding, and c is the crossing point.

A graph is planar if it has an embedding on the plane such that no two
edges cross. Such an embedding is called a planar embedding, and a planar
graph with a planar embedding is called a plane graph. Let D be a planar
embedding of a graph G. A face of a plane graph is a region of R2 \ D.
A 1-planar graph is a graph that can be embedded on the plane such that
each edge is crossed at most once. Such an embedding is called a 1-planar
embedding, and a 1-planar graph with a 1-planar embedding is called a 1-
plane graph. Let {e1, e2} be a crossing in a 1-plane graph G. The endpoints
of the crossing refer to the union of endpoints of e1 and e2. Any 1-plane
graph can be drawn such that no two edges incident with the same vertex
cross [28]; hence, we assume that there are four distinct endpoints for every
crossing. Two endpoints of the crossing are opposite if they are endpoints of
the same edge, otherwise they are consecutive. An ×-crossing of a 1-plane
graph is a crossing in which there is no edge connecting two consecutive
endpoints of the crossing. We use the notation Ĝ to denote the set of all
1-planar graphs that can be embedded without ×-crossings. As a matter of
convention, whenever we talk of a graph G ∈ Ĝ, we assume that we are given
a 1-planar embedding of G without ×-crossings.
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Let G be a 1-plane graph. The planarisation of G is the plane graph
obtained by inserting a dummy vertex at every point where a pair of edges
of G cross each other. (In this paper, we will use the terms crossing points
and dummy vertices synonymously.) For a subgraph H ⊆ G, we use the
notation H× to denote the sub-drawing of H in G×. More precisely, H× is
the subgraph of G× obtained by inserting a dummy vertex wherever an edge
of H is crossed by an edge of G (not necessarily an edge of H). For example,
if e = (u, v) is an edge of G, then e× = e, if e is uncrossed, else e× is a path
(u, d, v) where d is the crossing point at which e is crossed. Note that the
planarisation of G is the same as the graph G×, but this may not be true
for arbitrary subgraphs of G. In any graph H×, where H ⊆ G, a vertex
v ∈ V (H×) will be called a G-vertex if v ∈ V (G).

2.1. Cops and Robbers on Embedded Graphs

In Cops and Robbers, each player either moves from one vertex to an ad-
jacent vertex of the graph or stays on the same vertex of the graph. There-
fore, the presence of parallel edges does not affect the cop-number of the
graph. We make use of this fact in the following way. Let {(u, v), (w, x)}
be a crossing in a graph G ∈ Ĝ. Let c denote the crossing point in G×. Up
to renaming, let (u,w) be an edge connecting two consecutive endpoints of
the crossing. If the three vertices {c, u, w} do not bound a face of G×, then
we add a parallel uncrossed edge connecting u and w so that {c, u, w} now
bounds a face. (This can always be done by drawing the edge close to the
crossing point.) As adding parallel edges does not affect the cop-number,
we may assume that we can always embed a graph G ∈ Ĝ such that every
crossing point and two consecutive endpoints of the crossing bound a face of
G×. The uncrossed edge that connects the two consecutive endpoints will be
called a kite edge at the crossing (Figure 1).

Guarding a subgraph of G×. Cops and robbers play on a graph G by only
using information about the adjacency of vertices, oblivious to how G may
be embedded on the plane. However, since our main tool to show that Ĝ is
cop-bounded relies on a specific embedding of the graph, we introduce the
notion of guarding a subgraph of G×. We do this by first defining what we
mean by guarding G-vertices and dummy vertices of G×. Let G be a 1-plane
graph and v be a vertex of G×. If v is a G-vertex, then v is said to be guarded
if the robber cannot land on v (because he gets captured before visiting v) or
he is captured immediately after landing on v. (In the latter scenario, there

6



a

b
c

de

f
g

h

Figure 1: An example that illustrates the insertion of kite edges in a graph G ∈ Ĝ. The
edges (a, c) and (c, d) are duplicated and inserted as uncrossed kite edges at the crossings
{(a, b), (c, d)} and {(a, c), (e, d)} respectively. The kite edge (f, g) is common to both the
crossings {(e, g), (a, f)} and {(g, h), (f, c)}.

is a cop already on v or on a vertex adjacent to v.) If v is a dummy vertex,
then v is said to be guarded if the robber cannot move from any endpoint
of the crossing to the opposite endpoint, or is captured immediately after
he makes this move. (The robber may however be able to move between
two consecutive endpoints of the crossing.) A graph H ⊆ G× is said to be
guarded if all G-vertices and dummy vertices of H are guarded. Observation
1 shows a simple but useful way to guard a crossing point of G.

Observation 1. If two consecutive endpoints of a crossing are guarded, then
the crossing point is guarded.

Guarding in a subgraph of G. When we say that a subgraph H ⊆ G× is
guarded, we implicitly assume that H is guarded no matter how the robber
moves in the whole graph G. That is, the robber is free to move from any
vertex to any other adjacent vertex of G, and no matter how he moves, H
remains guarded. Sometimes, we may also guard H in a subgraph I of G.
This means that H is guarded so long as the robber is confined to I. (The
cops need not be confined to I however.) When the robber moves out of I by
taking an edge that does not belong to E(I), then H ceases to be guarded.
Henceforth, whenever we say that a subgraph H of G× is guarded, we will
always mean that H is guarded in G (i.e., the movement of the robber is not
restricted), whereas, when we explicitly say that H is guarded in a subgraph
I ⊆ G, then H is guarded so long as the robber is restricted to I.

When a subgraph H ⊆ G× is guarded, the cops prevent the robber from
using any edge e of G where e× intersects H. This motivates the following
definition of cop territory.
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Figure 2: An illustration of cop and robber territory for the graph from Figure 1. Let H
be the path (a, c, z, b) of G× that is guarded. The cop territory C(H) consists of edges
{(a, b), (c, d), (f, a), (f, c), e1, e2}. The robber is on the vertex f and the robber territory
R(H) consists of the edges {(g, e), (g, f), (g, h), (e, d)}.

Definition 2 (Cop Territory). Let H be a subgraph of G× guarded by a set
U of cops. Then the cop territory, denoted by C(H), is the subgraph of G
induced by all edges e ∈ E(G) such that e× ∩H ̸= ∅.

Having defined cop territory, we will now define robber territory, which,
informally speaking, is the subgraph of G within which the robber can move
without being captured. An important distinction between the two is that
while cop territory was defined by a set of edges prohibited for the robber,
the robber territory will be defined by a set of vertices that the robber can
visit without being captured. Therefore, in Definition 3, we define the robber
territory by excluding edges of the cop territory, and not its vertices.

Definition 3 (Robber Territory). Let H be a subgraph of G× guarded by a
set U of cops. Then the robber territory, denoted by R(H), is the connected
component of G \ E(C(H)) that contains the robber.

(See Figure 2 for an illustration of cop territory and robber territory on
the graph from Figure 1. All figures in the paper represent G-vertices with
filled disks and dummy vertices with hollow squares.) The presence of kite
edges at crossings always ensures that a robber territory has no ×-crossings,
as Observation 4 shows.

Observation 4. Let H be a guarded subgraph of G× for some G ∈ Ĝ. Then
R(H) ∈ Ĝ.

Proof. For every crossing in R(H), there is a kite edge at the crossing that
belongs to E(G). None of the four endpoints of such a crossing can belong
to H, for the edges of the crossing belong to the robber territory. Therefore,
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R(H)

Figure 3: An example to illustrate ‘adjacency’ to the robber territory. Here, H is a
path, and SH(u) = {(u, a), (u, b)} (even though (u, c) ∈ E(G)), SH(v) = {(v, c)} and
SH(w) = {(w, d), (w, e)}.

the kite edge at the crossing, which is uncrossed by definition, belongs to
E(R). This implies the stated observation.

Adjacency to the robber territory. LetH be a subgraph ofG× that is guarded.
Since H contains both G-vertices and dummy vertices, it is not straightfor-
ward to define when a vertex of H is adjacent to a vertex of the robber
territory, which is a subgraph of G. Therefore, we formalise a notion of ad-
jacency below. For a G-vertex v ∈ H, let SH(v) be the set of all edges e of
G incident with v and an other vertex of R(H) such that e× ∩H = {v}. For
a dummy vertex v ∈ H, let SH(v) be the set of all edges e of G× incident
with v and an other vertex of R(H). For both cases above, we say that v is
adjacent to R(H) or v has a neighbour in R(H) if SH(v) ̸= ∅. (See Figure
3 for an illustration.) Below, we make an observation that will be useful in
Section 4.

Observation 5. Let H be a guarded subgraph of G× for some G ∈ Ĝ. Let
R := R(H) be the robber territory. For any v ∈ V (H), the graph I :=
R∪ SH(v) belongs to Ĝ.

Proof. Consider any crossing of I. Since G has no ×-crossings, there is a kite
edge e ∈ E(G) at this crossing. We will show that e ∈ E(I), and therefore
the crossing is not an ×-crossing in I. First, consider the case when e is
incident with v. Since all kite edges are uncrossed, e× ∩ H = {v}, and
therefore e ∈ SH(v). This implies that e ∈ E(I). On the other hand, if
e is not incident with v, then e connects two vertices of R. Again, since
e is uncrossed, we have e ∈ E(I). Therefore, I is a 1-plane graph without
×-crossings.
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3. Guarding Shortest Paths in 1-Planar Graphs

One of the most useful results in Cops and Robbers is that a shortest
path of a graph can be guarded by a single cop (after some finite number of
initial rounds). This result, first obtained by Aigner and Fromme [6], was
used to show that the cop-number of planar graphs is at most three. One
may wonder whether the same strategy could be used on the planarisation of
a 1-plane graph G. Taking this approach however quickly lands us into many
difficulties. For one, a shortest path in G× between two G-vertices may not
correspond to a shortest path in G. This happens because a shortest path
in G× may use a crossing point to move from one endpoint of the crossing
to a consecutive endpoint. Clearly, such a move is not permissible for a cop.
Furthermore, even if one assumes that G ∈ Ĝ, a cop must at least use the kite
edge at the crossing to move between consecutive endpoints of the crossing.
This adds a lag to the speed of the cop with respect to the robber, eventually
rendering the path unguarded.

To avoid running into the problems above, we take a different approach.
We start with a shortest path P in G, and show that if G ∈ Ĝ, then P× can
be guarded by a set of five cops. This result will later be used in Section 4
to show that Ĝ is cop-bounded.

Let U be a set of cops. A strategy that we use to guard P× is to make a
single cop of U guard all G-vertices of P×, while on the other hand, all cops
of U co-ordinate in guarding the dummy vertices of P×. This strategy will
be used again in Section 4 to guard paths and cycles of G×. In light of this,
we define the following notation: for any set of cops U , let U∗ denote a single
‘special’ cop of U .

Lemma 6. Let G be a 1-plane graph and P be a shortest path of G. Let
Q ⊆ V (P×) be the set of all G-vertices of P× and all dummy vertices of P×

that are not part of ×-crossings in G. Then a set U of five cops can guard Q
such that U∗ guards all G-vertices of Q.

Proof. (See Figure 4 for an illustration of Lemma 6.) Since P is a shortest
path of G, all vertices of P can be guarded by a single cop [6]. Hence, we
can set up U such that at all times after a finite number of rounds α ≥ 0:

1. U∗ guards all vertices of P .

2. All vertices of P within distance two of U∗ are occupied by the remain-
ing four cops.
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d

Figure 4: An illustration for Lemma 6. The solid edges form a shortest (a, b)-path P .
The dashed edges belong to G, but not to P . The dotted region shows vertices of P that
belong to Q.

3. The robber is captured when he moves to a vertex adjacent to any of
the five cops.

We will show that Q is guarded in all rounds starting from α+1. Trivially,
all G-vertices of Q are guarded by U∗. Hence, we only need to show that the
crossing points of Q are guarded. For this, we will repeatedly use Observation
7, which follows because U∗ guards all vertices of P .

Observation 7. At the end of the cops’ turn of some round α′ ≥ α, if the
distance of the robber to a vertex v ∈ P is at most k, then the distance of U∗

from v is also at most k.

Let d be a dummy vertex on Q resulting from an edge (u, v) of P being
crossed by an edge of G, say (w, x). We will show that if the robber moves
from w to x in some round occurring after α, then he is captured. In other
words, if at the end of some round α′ ≥ α, the robber is on w, and at the
end of round α′ + 1, if he moved to x, then he is captured. We will first
show that neither (w, u) and (w, v) can belong to E(G). Suppose otherwise,
for contradiction, and that (w, u) ∈ E(G). Then, at the end of cops’ turn of
round α′+1, the cop U∗ is on some vertex of P that is within distance 1 from
u (Observation 7). However, this implies that before the cops played their
turn, there was some cop of U already on u because starting from round α,
all vertices within distance two of U∗ are occupied by some cop of U . This
means that the cop at u must have captured the robber. This contradicts the
fact that the robber’s turn was played in round α′+1. Hence, (w, u) /∈ E(G)
and (w, v) /∈ E(G). Since d ∈ Q, the crossing {(u, v), (w, x)} has a kite edge,
and hence at least one of (x, u) or (x, v) is in E(G); by symmetry, we assume
(x, u) ∈ E(G). At the end of cops’ turn of round α′ + 1, the cop U∗ is on
some vertex of P within distance two from u (Observation 7). This implies
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that there is some cop on u at the end of cops’ turn. Thus, the robber is
captured after it moves from w to x by the cop at u in the round α′ +2.

Corollary 8 is a straightforward consequence of Lemma 6.

Corollary 8. Let P be a shortest path of a graph G ∈ Ĝ. Then a set U of
five cops can guard P× such that U∗ guards all G-vertices of P×.

With Corollary 8, one may try to deduce, using the result by Aigner and
Fromme for planar graphs [6], that the cop number of a graph G ∈ Ĝ is at
most 3 × 5 = 15. This however fails because an essential strategy used to
bound the cop-number for planar graphs is that a robber can be trapped on
one side (either inside or outside) of the cycle formed by the union of two
internally vertex disjoint shortest paths. One cannot extend this straight-
forwardly to 1-planar graphs because a pair of vertex disjoint paths may cross
each other repeatedly. With this, the notion of what constitutes inside and
outside becomes non-trivial. In Section 4, we give an alternative approach—
although at a high-level, consisting of the same ideas as for planar graphs—to
arrive at a bound on the cop number of a graph G ∈ Ĝ.

Corollaries 9 and 10 are further implications of Lemma 6 that will be
used in Section 4.

Corollary 9. Let P be a shortest path in a 1-plane graph G where at most
k edges of P are involved in ×-crossings of G. Then a set U of k + 5 cops
can guard P× such that U∗ guards all G-vertices of P×.

Proof. By Lemma 6, we can make U∗ guard all G-vertices of P× while all
cops of U together guard crossing points on those edges of P that are not part
of ×-crossings. For each edge e ∈ E(P ) that is involved in an ×-crossing with
another edge e′ ∈ E(G), we place a cop on one endpoint of e′. This guards
all crossing points of P× on edges that are part of ×-crossings (Observation
1).

Corollary 10. Let H be a guarded subgraph of G× for some G ∈ Ĝ. Let a
and b be two distinct G-vertices of H that have a neighbour in R := R(H).
Let I := R∪ SH(a) ∪ SH(b) and P be a shortest (a, b)-path in I. Then a set
U of five cops can guard P× such that U∗ guards all G-vertices of P×.

Proof. By Lemma 6, we can make U∗ guard all G-vertices of P× while all
cops of U together guard crossing points on those edges of P that are not part
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of ×-crossings. In the graph I, all uncrossed edges incident with a (resp. b)
and some vertex of R belong to SH(a) (resp. SH(b)). Therefore, any crossing
of I with at most one endpoint in {a, b} has a kite edge that belongs to I.
Hence, the only crossings of I that are possibly ×-crossings are those where
a and b are consecutive endpoints of the crossing. (The edge (a, b) does not
belong to SH(a) ∪ SH(b) since both a, b ∈ V (H); therefore, a and b cannot
be opposite endpoints of a crossing in I.) However, since P is a shortest
(a, b)-path in I, both a and b are guarded. Therefore, by Observation 1, all
dummy vertices of ×-crossings are guarded.

4. Guarding a 1-Plane Graph Without ×-Crossings

The main objective of this section is to prove Theorem 11.

Theorem 11. The cop-number of any graph G ∈ Ĝ is at most 21.

Our proof broadly follows the same structure as the proof in [10] used to
show that planar graphs have cop-number at most three. We maintain three
sets of cops U1, U2 and U3 with seven cops in each set. The cops iteratively
guard paths and cycles of G× in some special ways, which we term as P-
Configuration and C-Configuration respectively.

P-Configuration. One of the ways in which we will frequently guard a path
of G× is as follows. First, we guard a subgraph Q× ⊆ G× using a set U
of five cops, where Q× is derived from a shortest path Q ⊆ G (Corollary
8). Note that Q× need not be a simple path in G×; that is, there can be a
crossing {e, e′} of G such that both e, e′ ∈ Q. Therefore, Q× is a walk in
G×. Let Q denote the simple path of G× obtained from this walk by short-
cutting at dummy vertices where Q crosses itself. Since Q× is guarded by
U , the subgraph Q ⊆ Q× is also guarded by U . The cops U guard Q such
that all G-vertices of Q are guarded by U∗ (Corollary 8). This motivates the
following definition of P-Configuration.

Definition 12 (P-Configuration). Let P be a path of G× and U be a set
of cops guarding P . Then U guards P in P-Configuration if U∗ guards all
G-vertices of P .
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P1 P2

u

v

Figure 5: An illustration of a cycle D = [P1, P2] guarded in C-Configuration. The dotted
region shows the robber territory R(D).

C-Configuration. Another essential component of our proof is that of guard-
ing cycles of G× since this traps the robber within one side of the cycle, either
outside or inside. We use the notation D = [P1, P2] to denote a cycle D ⊆ G×

that is the union of two non-empty vertex-disjoint paths P1 and P2 of G×

together with two edges that connect endpoints of P1 with endpoints of P2.
(For Definition 13, recall the notation C(·) for cop territory from Definition
2 and the notion of guarding in a subgraph of G from Section 2.)

Definition 13 (C-Configuration). A cycle D = [P1, P2] is guarded in C-
Configuration if there are disjoint sets of cops U1 and U2 such that:

• U1 guards crossing points of P1 and U∗
1 guards all G-vertices of P1 in

G \ E(C(P2)).

• U2 guards crossing points of P2 and U∗
2 guards all G-vertices of P2 in

G \ E(C(P1)).

We explain the definition through an example. Suppose that the robber
moves from a vertex u ∈ R(D) to a vertex v ∈ P1 (Figure 5). Let e = (u, v)
be the only edge of G connecting u and v. If e× does not intersect with P2,
then e /∈ E(C(P2)), and therefore, U∗

1 captures the robber after it lands on
v. If e× intersects with P2, then e ∈ E(C(P2)), and U∗

1 may not capture the
robber. However, by Definition 13, the cops of U2 guard crossing points of
P2, implying that the robber is captured by U2 instead.
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Invariants. Our strategy to prove Theorem 11 is to progressively increase
the number of guarded vertices of G× across iterations until the whole graph
G× is guarded. An iteration, indexed by an integer η ≥ 0, is a sequence
of consecutive rounds with the property that an iteration ends only when a
set of four invariants I1 - I4 hold. (The invariants will be stated shortly
afterwards.) The iteration η = 0 is an empty set and iteration η = 1 begins
with the first round of the game. More generally, every iteration η > 1 starts
with the round occurring immediately after the last round of iteration η− 1.

For each iteration η ≥ 0, let L(η) represent some subgraph of G× that
is guarded. Initially, we set L(0) = ∅, and we ensure that if the current
iteration is η − 1, where η ≥ 1, and the robber is not yet captured, then
L(η − 1) ⊊ L(η). At the end of each iteration, either a path P will be
guarded in P-Configuration or a cycle D will be guarded in C-Configuration.
These paths and cycles interface L(η) with the robber territory R(L(η)), i.e.,
no vertex of L(η) apart from those in the path or cycle will have a neighbour
in R(L(η)). (Refer to Section 2 for the notion of adjacency to the robber
territory.) Therefore, guarding these paths and cycles alone will be sufficient
to guard all of L(η). As we also require the cops to guard a path or a cycle
every next iteration, we ensure that at the end of each iteration, at least one
of U1, U2 or U3 is free, meaning that they do not guard any subgraph of G×.
We summarise these invariants below. At the end of each iteration η ≥ 1:

(I1) A path P is guarded in P-Configuration or a cycle D is guarded in
C-Configuration.

(I2) Let J be the path P or the cycle D that is guarded. Then J ⊆ L(η)
and L(η − 1) ⊊ L(η).

(I3) R(J) = R(L(η)), and no vertex of L(η) \ J has a neighbour in R(J).

(I4) At least one of U1, U2 or U3 is free.

For the first iteration, a set U1 of five cops guard a shortest path Q in G.
By this, Q is guarded in G× in P-Configuration, and we set L(1) = Q. It is
easy to verify that all the invariants above are satisfied. The configuration
that the cops assume in subsequent iterations depends upon how many ver-
tices of the path P (in case of P-Configuration) or the cycle D (in case of
C-Configuration) are adjacent to the robber territory. In all cases, we will
maintain the four invariants above.
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Figure 6: An illustration of Case 1 of P-Configuration. The vertices inside the dotted
region denote the graph H.

4.1. Cops in P-Configuration
Suppose that at the end of η ≥ 1 iterations, a path P ⊆ G× is guarded by

a set U1 of cops in P-Configuration. Depending upon how many vertices of
P have a neighbour in the robber territory R := R(P ), we consider different
cases.

Case 1: Only one vertex of P has a neighbour in R
Let a ∈ P be the single vertex that has a neighbour in R. Depending

upon whether a ∈ V (G) or not, we consider different subcases (Figure 6).
For all cases, we fix a G-vertex v ∈ R.

Case 1.1: a ∈ V (G). Since a is the only vertex of P that has a neighbour
in the robber territory, SP (a) = {(a, x) : x ∈ R}. In other words, all edges
incident with a and some vertex of the robber territory belong to SP (a).
By Observation 5, the graph H := R ∪ SP (a) is a 1-plane graph without
×-crossings (Figure 6a). By Corollary 8, we can use five cops from U2 to
guard a shortest (a, v)-path P ′ in H. As a result, P ′ ⊆ G× is guarded in
P-Configuration. Let Q = P ′, and we free U1.

Case 1.2: a /∈ V (G). Let {e1, e2} be the crossing at a. Since a has a neigh-
bour in R, there is an endpoint of the crossing, say a1, that belongs to R.
Let a2 be another endpoint of the crossing consecutive with a1. Consider the
graph H := R∪{e1, e2}. Since R has no ×-crossings (Observation 4), H has
at most one ×-crossing, possibly {e1, e2} (Figure 6b). First, we place a cop
of U2 \ {U∗

2} at a2. Now let P ′ be a shortest (a1, v)-path in H. By possibly
using the additional cop at a2, we can guard (P ′)× ⊆ H× using six cops of
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U2 (Corollary 9). If a ∈ (P ′)×, set Q = P ′, else set Q := P ′ ∪ (a, a1). In ei-
ther case, a is guarded, and the path Q is guarded by U2 in P-Configuration.
Finally, we free U1.

After Q has been guarded and U1 freed, we complete iteration η + 1 and
set L(η + 1) := L(η) ∪Q.

Claim 14. At the end of iteration η + 1, all the four invariants hold.

Proof. Invariants (I1) and (I4) hold trivially. Since a is the only vertex of
P that has a neighbour in R(P ) and a remains guarded throughout (because
a ∈ P ∩ Q), we have R(L(η + 1)) = R(Q) and no vertex of L(η + 1) \ Q
has a neighbour in R(Q). Therefore, (I3) holds. Since Q ⊆ L(η + 1) and
v ∈ Q \ L(η), we have L(η) ⊊ L(η + 1); hence (I2) holds.

Case 2: More than one vertex of P has a neighbour in R
Consider an enumeration of the vertices of P in the order of their appear-

ance on the path. Let u and v be the first and last vertices of P that have
a neighbour in R. Let a and b be their (not necessarily distinct) neighbours
in R. Depending upon whether u and v are G-vertices or not, we consider
different subcases.

Case 2.1: u, v ∈ V (G). If u, v ∈ V (G), then let Q′ be a shortest (u, v)-path
in H := R ∪ SP (u) ∪ SP (v). By Corollary 10, we can use five cops from U2

to guard Q′. Then Q := Q′ \ {u, v} is guarded in P-Configuration.

Case 2.2: u ∈ V (G) and v /∈ V (G) (or vice-versa).. Suppose that u ∈ V (G)
and v /∈ V (G). Let Q′ be a shortest (u, b)-path in H := R ∪ SP (u). By
Observation 5, we can guard Q′ using five cops of U2. Then Q := Q′ \ {u}
is guarded in P-Configuration. (The case where u /∈ V (G) and v ∈ V (G) is
symmetric.)

Case 2.3: u, v /∈ V (G).. If both u and v are dummy vertices, then guard a
shortest (a, b)-path Q′ in H := R using five cops from U2. Then Q := Q′ is
guarded in P-Configuration.

Note thatQ′ is a path in the planarisation ofH, and so is Q. This however
does not imply that Q is a path in G×. This is because there may exist an
edge e ∈ E(Q) ∩ E(G) that is crossed by another edge e′ of G incident with
some vertex of P . (Since e′ ∈ C(P ), the edge e may be uncrossed in H, and
therefore also in Q (Figure 7)). In this case, we subdivide the edge e once to
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Figure 7: An illustration for Case 2 of P-Configuration.

insert the dummy vertex. Having done this for all such edges, we get a path
P2 that is a subgraph of G×. Let P1 be the sub-path of P from u to v. In
Claim 15, we show that P1 and P2 are non-empty paths forming a cycle.

Claim 15. P1 and P2 are non-empty and vertex disjoint paths of G×. Hence,
D = [P1, P2] is a simple cycle of G×.

Proof. Since u, v ∈ P1, we have P1 ̸= ∅. The path P2 is not empty because
Q contains a vertex of G× adjacent to u. (Note that this vertex cannot be
v because SP (u) and SP (v) do not contain the edge (u, v).) It remains to
show that P1 and P2 are vertex disjoint. For any edge e ∈ SP (u), we have
that e× ∩ P = {u}, and likewise for edges of SP (v). By the construction of
Q and P2 above, we can infer that P2 is vertex disjoint from P1. Moreover,
the endpoints of P1 and P2 can be joined by edges of G× to obtain a simple
cycle D = [P1, P2] of G

×.

We now show that by some minor modifications, U1 and U2 can be made
to guard D in C-Configuration. Note that the conditions necessary for C-
Configuration are already satisfied by the cops of U1 guarding P1. In each of
Cases 2.1 up to 2.3, the cops of U2 guard Q in H in P-Configuration. Hence,
U∗
2 guards G-vertices of P2 in G \E(C(P )). As u and v are the first and last

vertices of P to have a neighbour in R, there is no edge e ∈ E(C(P )) such
that e× intersects P2 and P \ P1. Therefore, U∗

2 guards G-vertices of P2 in
G \ E(C(P1)). While U2 guards all dummy vertices of Q, there may exist
dummy vertices on P2 that are not dummy vertices on Q. (Recall from our
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earlier discussion that this happens because some edges of Q may be crossed
by edges that are incident to P .) Therefore, U2 may not guard all crossing
points of P2. To rectify this, we use one more cop of U2, and deploy it to
imitate U∗

1 . In other words, this cop goes exactly in lockstep with U∗
1 . In

Claim 16, we prove that this strategy works.

Claim 16. All dummy vertices of P2 are guarded by U2.

Proof. We have already seen that all dummy vertices of Q are guarded, hence
we only consider dummy vertices of P2 that do not belong to Q. Let d be
one such dummy vertex. Then the crossing at d is of the form {e, e′} where
e ∈ Q and e′ is incident to a vertex x ∈ P . We have seen that all G-vertices
of Q are guarded, hence the endpoints of e are guarded. The vertex x is
guarded by U∗

1 as P is guarded in P-Configuration. Since we have placed a
cop of U2 in lockstep with U∗

1 , vertex x is also guarded by U2. Therefore, by
Observation 1, the cops of U2 guard d.

With this, the cops of U2 guard all crossing points of P2, and D is guarded
in C-Configuration. We end the current iteration η + 1. Since D is guarded,
R(D) must strictly lie inside or outside D. In either case, we set L(η+1) :=
L(η) ∪ P2.

Claim 17. At the end of iteration η + 1, all the four invariants hold.

Proof. Trivially, (I1) and (I4) are satisfied. As u and v are the first and last
vertices on P with a neighbour in R(P ), any vertex of P with a neighbour
in R(P ) belongs to P1. Since P1 remains guarded throughout (because P1 ⊆
P ∩ D), we have R(L(η + 1)) = R(D) and no vertex of L(η + 1) \ D has
a neighbour in R(D). Hence (I3) is satisfied. We will show that (I2) also
holds. Clearly D ⊆ L(η + 1). Let w be the vertex of P2 adjacent to u.
(By Claim 15, P2 is not empty.) If w ∈ V (G), then w ∈ R(P ) and w /∈
L(η). If w /∈ V (G), then w is adjacent in G× to a vertex z of R(P ) where
(u, z) ∈ E(G). By Invariant (I3) applied to iteration η, we have w /∈ L(η).
Therefore, L(η) ⊊ L(η + 1).

4.2. Cops in C-Configuration
Suppose that at the end of η ≥ 1 iterations, a cycle D ⊆ G× is guarded

in C-Configuration by cops U1 and U2. Hence, R := R(D) is on one side of
the cycle D; by symmetry, we may assume that it is in the interior of D.
Depending upon how many vertices of P1 and P2 have adjacency in R, we
consider different cases.

19



a b

D

H

P1 P2

(a) Case 2.1

a

D

b1H

b

b2

P1 P2

(b) Case 2.2

a
b

D

H

a1

a2
b1 b2

P1 P2

(c) Case 2.3

Figure 8: An illustration of Case 2 of C-Configuration.

Case 1: A single vertex of D has a neighbour in R
In this case, we proceed exactly as we did for Case 1 of P-Configuration.

(The only minor change is that we substitute SD(v) for SP (v) everywhere.)

Case 2: A single vertex of P1 and of P2 have a neighbour in R
Let a ∈ P1 and b ∈ P2 be the two vertices that have a neighbour in R.

Let a1 and b1 be their (not necessarily distinct) neighbours in R. Depending
upon whether a and b are vertices of G or not, we consider different subcases
(Figure 8).

Case 2.1: a, b ∈ V (G). If a, b ∈ V (G) are the only vertices of D that have
a neighbour in the robber territory, then S(a) = {(a, x) : x ∈ R} and
S(b) = {(b, x) : x ∈ R}. In other words, all edges incident with a (resp.
b) and some vertex of the robber territory already belong to SD(a) (resp.
SD(b)). Let H := R∪ SD(a) ∪ SD(b). By Corollary 10, we can use five cops
of U3 to guard a shortest (a, b)-path P in H (Figure 8a). As a result, a and
b are both guarded in G, and P ⊆ G× is guarded in P-Configuration. Let
Q = P , and we free U1 ∪ U2.

Case 2.2: a ∈ V (G) and b /∈ V (G) (or vice versa). Suppose that a ∈ V (G)
and b /∈ V (G). Let {f1, f2} be the crossing at b, and let {b1, b2} be two
consecutive endpoints of the crossing with b1 ∈ R. Note that {(a, x) : x ∈
R} ⊆ SD(a) ∪ {f1, f2} since a and b are the only two vertices of D with a
neighbour in R. Let H := R ∪ SD(a) ∪ {f1, f2} (Figure 8b). We first place
a cop of U3 \ U∗

3 at b2. This cop will remain stationary. Since R ∪ SD(a) is
1-plane without ×-crossings (Observation 5), H has at most one ×-crossing,
possibly {f1, f2}. By Corollary 9, we can guard a shortest (a, b1)-path P in
H using five cops and the cop at b2. (As shown previously, all edges incident
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with a and some vertex in R already belong to H; hence a is guarded.) If
b ∈ P×, set Q := P ; else set Q := P ∪ (b1, b). Since both b1 and b2 are
guarded, so is b. This in turn implies that Q is guarded, and we free U1∪U2.
(The case where a /∈ V (G) and b ∈ V (G) is symmetric.)

Case 2.3: a /∈ V (G) and b /∈ V (G). Let {e1, e2} and {f1, f2} be the crossings
at a and b respectively. Let a1, a2 and b1, b2 be two consecutive endpoints of
the crossings at a and b respectively with both a1, b1 ∈ R (Figure 8c). We
place one cop of U3\U∗

3 at a2 and one more cop of U3\U∗
3 at b2, both of which

remain stationary. Let H := R∪ {e1, e2, f1, f2}. As R is 1-plane without ×-
crossings (Observation 4), H has at most two ×-crossings, possibly {e1, e2}
and {f1, f2}. By Corollary 9, we can guard a shortest (a1, b1)-path P in H
using five cops and the two cops at a2 and b2. Both a and b are guarded
because a1, a2 and b1, b2 are guarded. If a /∈ P×, add (a1, a) to P . Likewise,
if b /∈ P×, add (b1, b) to P . Let Q be this new path, and we free U1 ∪ U2.

After Q has been guarded and U1 ∪ U2 freed, we complete the iteration
η + 1. We set L(η + 1) := L(η) ∪ Q. We show that all the invariants hold.
As before, (I1) and (I4) hold trivially. Since the only vertices of D with a
neighbour in R(D) are a and b which remains guarded, R(L(η+1)) = R(D)
and no vertex of L(η + 1) \D has a neighbour in R(D). Hence (I3) holds.
We will show that L(η) ⊊ L(η + 1). Let w be the vertex of Q adjacent to a.
If w ∈ V (G), then w ∈ R(D) and w /∈ L(η). If w /∈ V (G), then w is adjacent
in G× to a vertex z ∈ R(D) where (a, z) ∈ E(G). By Invariant (I3) applied
to iteration η, we have w /∈ L(η). Therefore, L(η) ⊊ L(η + 1), and since
Q ⊆ L(η + 1), (I2) holds.

Case 3: P1 or P2 has more than one vertex with a neighbour in R
By symmetry, assume that P1 has more than one vertex with a neighbour

in R. Enumerate the vertices of P1, and let u and v be the first and last
vertices of P1 that have a neighbour inR. Let a and b be their (not necessarily
distinct) neighbours inR. Just as in Case 2 of Section 4.1, we use U3 to guard
a path Q in a graph H, where the description of H varies depending upon
whether u and v are G-vertices or not. (A minor difference from Case 2 is
that we replace SP (u) and SP (v) with SD(u) and SD(v) respectively.)

Let P3 be the path derived from Q as follows. For every edge e ∈ E(Q)∩
E(G) that is crossed by another edge of G incident with some vertex of D,
we subdivide the edge e once to add the dummy vertex. Having done this for
all such edges, we get a path P3 that is a subgraph of G× (Figure 9). Similar
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Figure 9: An illustration for Case 3 of C-Configuration.

to Claim 15, it is easy to show that P3 is non-empty and vertex-disjoint from
D. We use this fact to prove Claim 18.

Claim 18. All G-vertices of P3 are guarded by U∗
3 .

Proof. Note that P3 is guarded in P-Configuration in the graph H. Hence, all
G-vertices of P3 are guarded in H by U∗

3 . We need to show that they are also
guarded in G. As P3 is vertex disjoint from D, and due to 1-planarity, there
can be no edge e ∈ E(G) with one endpoint in R and the other endpoint in
P3 such that e× intersects D. Therefore, all G-vertices of P3 are guarded by
U∗
3 in G.

As there may be dummy vertices on P3 that are not dummy vertices of
Q, the cops of U3 may not guard all crossing points of P3. So, we deploy two
hitherto unused cops of U3 so that one is in lockstep with U∗

1 and the other
is in lockstep with U∗

2 . In Claim 19, we prove that this strategy works.

Claim 19. All dummy vertices of P3 are guarded by U3.

Proof. We have already seen that all dummy vertices of Q are guarded, hence
we only consider dummy vertices of P3 that do not belong to Q. Let d be
one such dummy vertex. Then the crossing at d is of the form {e, e′} where
e ∈ Q and e′ = (x, y) with one endpoint, say x, being incident with D
(Figure 9). By symmetry, assume that x ∈ P1. By Claim 18, the endpoints
of e are already guarded. To show that d is guarded, it is sufficient to show
that if the robber moves from y to x, then it is captured by U∗

1 . (This is
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sufficient because there is a cop of U3 mimicking U∗
1 .) As D is guarded in

C-Configuration, the cop U∗
1 guards x in G \ E(C(P2)). As G is 1-plane,

either (e′)× does not intersect P2 or intersects P2 at the G-vertex y. In the
former case, e′ /∈ E(C(P2)) and in the latter case, the robber cannot land on
y without being captured. Therefore, the robber cannot move from y to x
without being captured by U∗

1 . Hence, the claim is established.

Let s and t be the first and last vertices of P1 (based on the same enumer-
ation chosen at the start of this case). Let P−

1 be the sub-path of P1 from u
and v. Let P+

3 be the path formed by the union of P3 and the two sub-paths
of P1 from s to u and from v to t. Let DL = [P−

1 , P3] and DR = [P+
3 , P2]

(Figure 9). After P3 has been guarded, the robber is confined either to the
interior of DL or to the interior of DR. We first consider the easy case when
the robber is in the interior of DL.

Case (a): Robber is in the interior of DL. If the robber is in the interior
of DL, then we free U2. We will show that U1 and U3 guard DL in C-
Configuration. The conditions for C-Configuration are already satisfied for
P3 due to Claims 18 and 19. We will therefore focus on P−

1 . Since D was
guarded in C-Configuration, the crossing points of P−

1 are guarded by the
cops of U1, and all G-vertices of P−

1 are guarded by U∗
1 in G \E(C(P2)). We

must now show the latter part also holds for G \E(C(P3)). As P2 lies to the
exterior of DL, and due to 1-planarity, there can be no edge e ∈ E(G) with
one endpoint in R(DL) and the other endpoint in P−

1 such that e× intersects
P2 but not P3. Therefore, U∗

1 guards G-vertices of P−
1 in G\E(C(P3)). Hence,

DL is guarded by U1 and U3 in C-Configuration.

Case (b): Robber is in the interior of DR. If the robber is in the interior
of DR, then we free U1. We will show that U2 and U3 guard DR in C-
Configuration. First, we show that the conditions for C-Configuration are
satisfied for P2. Since D was guarded in C-Configuration, the crossing points
of P2 are guarded by U2. Moreover, all G-vertices of P2 are guarded by
U∗
2 in G \ E(C(P1)). We now show that this also holds for G \ E(C(P+

3 )).
As P−

1 lies to the exterior of DR, and due to 1-planarity, there can be no
edge e ∈ E(G) with one endpoint in R(DR) and the other endpoint on P2

such that e× intersects P1 but not P+
3 . Therefore, U∗

2 guards G-vertices
of P2 in G \ E(C(P+

3 )). We are left with showing that the conditions for
C-Configuration are satisfied for P+

3 .
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Claim 20. U3 guards crossing points of P+
3 and U∗

3 guards all G-vertices of
P+
3 in G \ C(P2).

Proof. By Claim 18, all G-vertices of P3 are guarded by U∗
3 , and by Claim 19,

all crossing points on P3 are guarded by the cops of U3. Let w be any vertex
of P+

3 \ (P3 ∪ {u, v}). As u and v are the first and last vertices of P1 with a
neighbour in R, vertex w is not adjacent to any vertex in R. Therefore, if
w ∈ V (G), then any edge of G incident with R(DR) and w must belong to
C(P2). And if w is a dummy vertex, then there is no edge of G× incident with
w and R(DR). In the former scenario, w is trivially guarded in G \ C(P2),
and in the latter scenario, w is trivially guarded in G.

The above arguments show that we only need to restrict attention to u and
v. In what follows, we only consider the vertex u since a symmetric argument
will work for v. If u is a G-vertex, then P3 is derived from a path Q′ ⊆ H that
contains u (see Cases 2.1 and 2.2 of Section 4.1). Hence, the cop U∗

3 guards
u in the graph H. As u and v are the first and last vertices of P1 to have a
neighbour in R(D), this further implies that U∗

3 guards u in G \ E(C(P2)).
Next, consider the case when u is a dummy vertex. All dummy vertices have
exactly four neighbours, each corresponding to an endpoint at its crossing.
Of the four neighbours of u, two of them belong to D (one of which is on P−

1

while the other can be on P1 or P2 depending upon the location of u on P1),
and one belongs to P3 (since P3 is not empty). Therefore, there is at most
one neighbour of u, say u′, that can belong to R(DR). The endpoint of the
crossing opposite to u′ must lie on P−

1 due to the combinatorial embedding
of the crossing (Figure 9). Put differently, the four half-edges at the crossing
point alternate from belonging to one edge of the crossing to the other edge
of the crossing. Hence, a robber that moves from u′ to its opposite endpoint
lands on a G-vertex of P−

1 . The robber is then caught by the cop of U3 that
imitates U∗

1 .

After DL or DR has been guarded and the cops of U1 or U2 have been
freed, we end the current iteration η+1. We set L(η+1) := L(η)∪P3. Claim
21 shows that all invariants hold.

Claim 21. At the end of iteration η + 1, all the four invariants hold.

Proof. Firstly, Invariant (I1) holds trivially. Invariant (I4) holds because
at least one of U1 or U2 is freed. If the robber is in the interior of DL, then
P2 has no neighbour in R(DL), and if the robber is in the interior of DR,
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then P−
1 has no neighbour in R(DR). Hence (I3) holds. We show that (I2)

holds. Let w be the vertex of P3 adjacent to u. (One can show that P3 is not
empty by a proof similar to that of Claim 15.) If w ∈ V (G), then w ∈ R(D)
and w /∈ L(η). If w /∈ V (G), then w is adjacent in G× to a vertex z ∈ R(D)
such that (u, z) ∈ E(G). By Invariant (I3) applied to iteration η, we have
w /∈ L(η). Therefore, L(η) ⊊ L(η + 1), and since DL ∪DR ⊆ L(η + 1), (I2)
holds.

5. Concluding Remarks.

In this paper, we significantly widened the class of 1-planar graphs that
were known to be cop-bounded by showing that not only maximal 1-planar
graphs [21], but any 1-planar graph embeddable without ×-crossings has a
small cop-number (Theorem 11). Moreover, in Proposition 22, we show that
the class of 1-planar graphs that can be embedded with at most a constant
number of ×-crossings is also cop-bounded.

Proposition 22. Let G be a 1-planar graph that can be embedded with at
most γ ×-crossings. Then c(G) ≤ γ + 21.

Proof. For each of the γ ×-crossings, we place one cop on some endpoint of
the crossing. Let G′ be the graph obtained by removing from each of the γ
crossings the crossed edge incident with the vertex containing the cop. By
this, we get a graph G′ ∈ Ĝ. It is easy to show that c(G) ≤ γ + c(G′). We
simply simulate the same cop strategy on G as we had for G′. As G is a
super-graph of G′, the robber may make moves that are not possible in G′;
however, any such move lands the robber on a vertex occupied by one of γ
cops. As c(G′) ≤ 21 by Theorem 11, we have c(G) ≤ γ + 21.

Theorem 11 and Proposition 22 throw light on the fact that one of the
possible reasons that 1-planar graphs have large cop-number is that such
graphs cannot be embedded with few ×-crossings. However, our results do
not imply that every 1-planar graph that requires many ×-crossings has a
large cop-number. This leads to the following open problem.

Problem 1. For every integer k > 0, classify which 1-planar graphs have
cop-number at most k and which 1-planar graphs have cop-number more than
k.
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We have seen that one of the obstructions to generalising the cop strategy
used for planar graphs to 1-planar graphs is the presence of ×-crossings.
Incidentally, it was also shown in [26] that ×-crossings of 1-planar graphs
pose the main challenge when generalising an algorithm for computing vertex
connectivity from planar graphs to 1-planar graphs. It would be interesting
to see for which other problems do ×-crossings obstruct such generalisations
from planar graphs to 1-planar graphs.
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