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Abstract

In this paper we begin the study of well-failed graphs, that is, graphs in which every maximal
failed zero forcing set is a maximum failed zero forcing set, or equivalently, in which every
minimal fort is a minimum fort. We characterize trees that are well-failed. Along the way, we
prove that the set of vertices in a graph that are not in any minimal fort is identical to the set
of vertices that are in no minimal zero forcing set, which allows us to characterize vertices in a
tree that are in no minimal fort.

1 Introduction

Over the past decade and a half, interest in the area of zero forcing has boomed. Introduced
because of its applications to combinatorial matrix theory [1] and control of quantum systems
[7, 8], zero forcing picked up interest since its introduction and led to the introduction of several
related concepts, including failed zero forcing, forts, and zero blocking, which are intimately
connected to each other and are all addressed in this paper. More information on the background
of zero forcing can be found in [17].

A separate graph theoretic concept is the idea of well-X graphs, where X is a particular type
of set. A well-X graph is a graph in which every minimal (or maximal, depending on X) X set
has the same cardinality. For example, well-covered graphs are graphs in which every maximal
independent set has the same cardinality [16, 18], and well-dominated graphs are graphs in
which every minimal dominating set has the same cardinality [2, 14].

In [15], the authors applied the “well” idea to zero forcing. In this paper, we introduce
well-failed graphs, which are graphs in which every maximal failed zero forcing set is maximum.
In doing so, we answer equivalent questions related to other parameters, most notably which
graphs have the property that every minimal fort is minimum. We characterize trees that are
well-failed, and along the way, characterize vertices in a tree that are in no minimal fort, or
equivalently, in every maximal failed zero forcing set. We establish that in any graph the set of
vertices that are in every maximal failed zero forcing set is the same as the set of vertices that
are in no minimal zero forcing set.

1.1 Definitions and notation

Throughout this paper, we assume all graphs are simple (no loops or multiple edges), undirected,
and finite. Given a graphG, the vertex set is denoted V (G) and the edge set E(G). If uv ∈ E(G)
for u, v ∈ V (G), then we say that u is a neighbor of v, and vice versa. The open neighborhood
of v, denoted N(v), is the set of neighbors of v, and the closed neighborhood of v, denoted N [v]
is defined as N [v] = N(v) ∪ {v}. The degree of a vertex v is defined as deg(v) = |N(v)|. For
other standard graph theory terminology the reader may consult [9].

A pendent vertex or pendant is a vertex with degree one. We refer to a vertex v in a tree as
a high-degree vertex if deg(v) ≥ 3. If v, v′ are pendants with common neighbor w, then we refer
to v and v′ as double pendants and say that w has a double pendant.
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While there are many variations of zero forcing, this paper focuses on standard zero forcing,
first formally introduced in [1]. In standard zero forcing, hereafter referred to as simply “zero
forcing,” a subset S of the vertex set V (G) is colored blue, and V (G)\S is colored white. The
following color change rule is then applied: if any blue vertex has exactly one white neighbor,
then the white neighbor will change to blue. The color change rule is applied repeatedly until
no color changes are possible. We call the set of blue vertices in the graph after no more color
changes are possible the closure of S, denoted cl(S). If cl(S) = V (G), then S is a zero forcing
set. The cardinality of a smallest zero forcing set is Z(G), the zero forcing number of the graph.

Failed zero forcing and stalled sets were first introduced in [13]. A failed zero forcing set,
or for short, a failed set is a set of vertices that is not a zero forcing set. A stalled set is a set
of vertices S such that S ( V (G) and no color changes are possible from S. The maximum
cardinality among all failed sets is called the failed zero forcing number of the graph, and is
denoted F(G). A maximum failed zero forcing set is a failed zero forcing set that is of largest
cardinality among all failed sets of G. That is, a maximum failed set S is a failed set of G with
|S| = F(G). Note that every stalled set is a failed set, but not the other way around. Also,
every maximum failed set is a stalled set.

Definition 1.1. A maximal failed set is a failed set S such that adding any vertex from V (G)\S
to S produces a set that is not a failed set.

A maximum failed set is a maximal failed set but not the other way around. Also, every
maximal failed set is a stalled set.

A fort, first formally introduced in [11, 12], is a nonempty set of vertices W such that
|N(v) ∩ W | 6= 1 for any vertex v with v ∈ V (G)\W . That is, a fort is the complement of a
stalled set, though forts and stalled sets were introduced independently. For forts and stalled
sets, we use minimality and maximality differently than we do for failed sets.

Definition 1.2. A maximal stalled set is a stalled set that is not a proper subset of a stalled
set. Similarly, a minimal fort is a fort that does not contain another fort as a proper subset.

That is, for forts and stalled sets we use minimality and maximality with respect to inclusion.
A zero blocking set, which is the complement of a failed set, was defined [3]. We stay with the

terminology of failed zero forcing and forts in this paper, but include mention of zero blocking
sets for completeness. A minimal zero blocking set is the complement of a maximal failed set:
it is a zero blocking set such that if we remove any vertex from it, it is no longer a zero blocking
set.

1.2 Preliminaries and basic results

In this paper, we are interested in determining which graphs have the special property that
every maximal failed set is a maximum failed set. We could also ask on which graphs every
minimal fort is also a minimum fort, or a similar question for stalled and zero blocking sets, but
it turns out that these questions are actually all equivalent as shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 1.3. The following are equivalent in a graph G for S ⊆ V (G).

(1) S is a maximal stalled set

(2) S is a maximal failed set

(3) V \S is a minimal fort.

(4) V \S is a minimal zero blocking set.

Proof. The equivalence of (1) and (3) is clear from the definitions, as is the equivalence of (2)
and (4).

To show that (1) implies (2), suppose S is a maximal stalled set. Then any superset of S other
than V (G) allows a color change including S ∪ {v} for any v ∈ V (G)\S. Then S ( cl(S ∪ {v}),
so cl(S ∪ {v}) = V (G) since S is a maximal stalled set, and S is therefore a maximal failed set.
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To show that (2) implies (1), suppose that S is a maximal failed set. Adding any vertex to
S results in a zero forcing set. Then any superset of S is not stalled. That is, S is a maximal
stalled set, completing the proof.

Thus, in determining which graphs have the property that every maximal failed set is a
maximum failed set, we answer the analogous question for forts, zero blocking sets, and stalled
sets. We call a graph with this property a well-failed graph.

Definition 1.4. A well-failed graph is a graph in which every maximal failed set is a maximum
failed set.

We can immediately note the following for graphs that contain a double pendant.

Observation 1.5. Suppose v, v′ are double pendants in a graph G, and for some maximal failed
set S, v, v′ /∈ S. Then S = V (G)\{v, v′}. Equivalently, if v, v′ ∈ W for some minimal fort W ,
then W = {v, v′}.

Because blue-white colorings of paths come up multiple times in this paper, we introduce
the following term. On a path Pn, label the vertices v1, v2, . . . vn starting with either end vertex.
Color blue every vertex of the form v2j for any j such that 2j < n. We call this the standard
coloring of a path.

The following fact was proved in the language of failed zero forcing in [13].

Proposition 1.6. [13] The white vertices of the standard coloring of the path form a minimum
fort.

Lemma 1.7. The path Pn is well-failed if and only if n ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 6}.

Proof. For n ∈ {1, 2}, the only fort is V (Pn). For n ∈ {3, 4}, the only forts consist of all vertices
but one internal vertex. For n = 6, F(T ) = 2. For any internal vertex v, {v} is a failed set, but
is not maximal since there is at least one internal vertex at distance two from v that we could
add to produce a larger failed set. Thus if n ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 6}, Pn is well-failed.

For n = 5 or n ≥ 7, let S be the blue vertices of the standard coloring. The set S′ =
{v3} ∪ S\{v2, v4} is a maximal failed set with |S′| = |S| − 1, completing the proof.

While this paper focuses on well-failed graphs, we also find some relationships with well-
forced graphs, which were introduced in [15]. A graph is well-forced if every minimal zero
forcing set is a minimum zero forcing set. In [15], the authors also explored the related idea
of zero-forcing-irrelevant vertices, which were introduced in [4] and are vertices that are in no
minimal zero forcing set of the graph. In [4], the concept of irrelevant vertices was defined more
generally in terms of X-sets, where an X-set satisfies a particular collection of axioms. In this
paper, we will discuss zero-forcing-irrelevant vertices, as well as fort-irrelevant vertices, which
are vertices that are in no minimal fort in the graph, and failed-zero-forcing-irrelevant vertices,
which are vertices that are in no maximal failed set. However, it’s important to note that forts
and failed zero forcing sets do not satisfy the axioms in the definitions of X-sets, and therefore
do not fall under the X-irrelevant umbrella from [4].

Star centers, called B-vertices when they were introduced in [15], are critical in characterizing
both well-forced trees and zero-forcing-irrelevant vertices in trees. For any vertex v, let L(v)
denote the neighbors of v with degree one, and let L[v] = {v} ∪ L(v). If G is a graph with a
vertex v such that |L(v)| ≥ 2, then we can produce a new graph G′ = G\L[v]. We call the
process of producing G′ from G a star removal. We now define a star center.

Definition 1.8. In a graph G, define B0 to be the set of vertices that have a double pendant.
Perform star removals on G for all vertices in B0 to create the graph G1. Then B1 is the set
of vertices in G1 that each have a double pendant. Continuing, for i ≥ 1, we construct Gi+1 by
performing star removals on Gi for all vertices in Bi. The vertices in B0, B1, B2, etc. are said
to be star centers of G.

An example of a tree with its star centers shaded, and the resulting forest after performing
star removals for all star centers in B0, is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: A tree T with B0 and B1 star centers shaded black and gray respectively, and the forest
T1 after all B0 star removals have been performed on T .

2 Irrelevant vertices

In this section, we discuss fort-irrelevant vertices, that is, vertices that are not in any minimal
fort. Note that fort-irrelevant vertices are also the vertices that must be in every maximal
failed set by Lemma 1.3. The main result of this section is Theorem 2.4, which shows that the
set of fort-irrelevant vertices is the same as the set of zero-forcing-irrelevant vertices. We also
characterize failed-zero-forcing-irrelevant vertices in Corollary 2.8.

The following fact was shown for zero forcing sets and forts in general [6] but we restate it
applied to minimal zero forcing sets and minimal forts.

Lemma 2.1. [6] If S is a minimal zero forcing set in G and W a minimal fort, then S ∩W is
nonempty.

Suppose B(G) is a collection of forts in G. A cover of B(G) is a set C ⊆ V (G) such that
C ∩ W is nonempty for each fort W ∈ B(G). The cover C is a minimal cover of B(G) if no
subset of C is also a cover of B(G). The following proposition appeared in [5, Proposition 2.8]
for minimal covers of all forts (as opposed to minimal covers of minimal forts).

Proposition 2.2. A set S ∈ V (G) is a minimal zero forcing set of G if and only if it is also a
minimal cover of minimal forts of G.

Proof. Suppose S is a minimal zero forcing set of G. Then S is a cover for the set of minimal
forts of G [5]. For any S′ ( S, since S is a minimal zero forcing set, S′ is not a zero forcing
set. Then cl(S′) ( V (G), and cl(S′) is a stalled set, giving us that V (G)\cl(S′) is a fort. Let
W ⊆ V (G)\cl(S′) be a minimal fort. Then W ∩S′ = ∅, and the set S′ is not a cover of minimal
forts. Hence, S is a minimal cover of the set of minimal forts of G.

For the reverse direction, suppose S is a minimal cover of minimal forts of G. Then S is a
zero forcing set [5]. Suppose S′ ( S for some zero forcing set S′. Since S is a minimal cover,
S′ is not a cover of minimal forts, and there exists a minimal fort W such that W ∩ S′ = ∅,
contradicting Lemma 2.1. Hence, S is a minimal zero forcing set, completing the proof.

We also establish that each vertex in a minimal fort must appear in some minimal zero
forcing set.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose v ∈ W for some minimal fort W of G. Then v ∈ S for some minimal
zero forcing set S.

Proof. If v is in every minimal fort of G, then {v} is a minimal cover of minimal forts of G, and
hence by Proposition 2.2, {v} is a minimal zero forcing set.

Otherwise, let W1,W2, . . . ,Ws be the minimal forts of G. Assume that v ∈ W1,W2, . . . ,Wk

for some k with 1 ≤ k < s, and v /∈ Wk+1,Wk+2, . . .Ws. Since Wi is a minimal fort for each i,
1 ≤ i ≤ s, we must have that Wj 6⊆ Wi for any j 6= i. Hence, Wj\W1 is nonempty for each j ≥ 2.
For each i > k, pick wi ∈ Wi\W1. Then {wi : i > k} forms a cover of {Wk+1,Wk+2, . . .Ws}. If
it is not a minimal cover, let X ⊆ {wi : i > k} be a minimal cover of Wk+1,Wk+2, . . .Ws. Then
{v} ∪X is a minimal cover of W1, . . . ,Ws, and by Proposition 2.2 a minimal zero forcing set of
G, completing the proof.
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Theorem 2.4. A vertex v is fort-irrelevant if and only if it is zero-forcing-irrelevant.

Proof. Suppose v is fort-irrelevant. Then it is in no minimal fort of G, and therefore in no
minimal cover of minimal forts of G. By Proposition 2.2, then it is in no minimal zero forcing
set of G, and is therefore zero-forcing irrelevant. Conversely, if v is zero-forcing-irrelevant, then
it is in no minimal zero forcing set of G. By Lemma 2.3, then v is in no minimal fort of G, and
is therefore fort-irrelevant.

Theorem 2.4 allows us to apply the results from [15] about zero-forcing-irrelevant vertices to
fort-irrelevant vertices, establishing the following corollaries.

Corollary 2.5. In a tree T , a vertex is fort-irrelevant if and only if it is a star center.

Corollary 2.6. In any graph G, every star center is fort-irrelevant.

In addition to investigating which vertices are in no minimal fort, we are now able to deter-
mine which vertices appear in every minimal fort. Note that a vertex is in every fort if and only
if it is in every minimal fort.

Proposition 2.7. A vertex v is in every (minimal) fort of G if and only if it is an end vertex
and G is a path.

Proof. Let v ∈ V (G) for some graph G. Then v is in every minimal fort of G if and only if {v}
is a minimal cover of minimal forts of G. By Proposition 2.2, the set {v} is a minimal cover of
minimal forts of G if and only if {v} is a minimal zero forcing set of G. It is well known that
the only graph with a minimal zero forcing set of order one is a path, and the set consists of
one end vertex.

Note that a vertex is in every minimal fort if and only if it is in no maximal failed set, giving
us the following characterization of failed-zero-forcing-irrelevant vertices, vertices that are in no
maximal failed set.

Corollary 2.8. A vertex v is failed-zero-forcing-irrelevant if and only if v is an end vertex and
G is a path.

Since we established that a vertex is fort-irrelevant if and only if it is zero-forcing-irrelevant,
and these are the main types of irrelevant vertices we use throughout the paper, hereafter we
refer to fort-irrelevant and zero-forcing-irrelevant vertices as simply irrelevant vertices.

3 Leafy graphs and well-failed trees

In this section, we characterize well-failed trees, and establish a large family of well-failed graphs.
First, we introduce a particular kind of graph that we show is well-failed.

Definition 3.1. Let G be a graph such that every vertex that is not a leaf has a double pendant.
Then we call G a leafy graph.

An example of a leafy graph is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: A leafy graph.

Theorem 3.2. Every leafy graph is well-failed.
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Proof. If G = K2, then the result is trivial. Assume |V (G)| ≥ 3. By Theorem 2.4, every vertex
in the graph that is not a leaf is an irrelevant vertex. Thus, if W is a minimal fort and w ∈ W ,
then w is a leaf. Let v be the unique neighbor of w. If deg(v) = 1, then v ∈ W and {v, w} is
a minimal fort. Otherwise, since v /∈ W , w ∈ W , and W is a fort, the vertex v must have at
least one more neighbor x ∈ W , and like w, the vertex x must be a leaf. By Observation 1.5,
W = {w, x}. Since the choice of w was arbitrary, every minimal fort in G has two vertices.

A generalized star is a tree with exactly one high-degree vertex, which we refer to as the
center of the generalized star. We refer to each pendent path from the vertex adjacent to the
center to a leaf as a leg of the generalized star.

On a tree T with at least one high-degree vertex, let L1 and L2 be two pendent paths from
the same vertex v. Then the standard coloring of T on L1 and L2 is the coloring of T consisting
of the standard coloring of the paths L1 and L2, starting with the vertices adjacent to v, and all
other vertices in T blue. If T is a generalized star with no legs of length one, then the adjusted
coloring of T is the coloring with the center of T white, all neighbors of the center of T blue,
and then the standard labeling of a path on each remaining subpath.

Proposition 3.3. Let T be a tree with at least one high-degree vertex. Let L1, L2 be pendent
paths from the same high-degree vertex. Then the white vertices of the standard coloring of T
on L1 and L2 form a minimal fort on T .

Proof. The only white vertices are those on legs L1 and L2. Since the blue vertices on L1, L2

are in the standard labeling of a path, each is adjacent to exactly two white vertices. The only
other blue vertex in T adjacent to a white vertex is the vertex v from which L1, L2 are pendent
paths, but the neighbors of v on L1 and L2 are both white.

If we change any white vertex on, say, L1 to blue, then all of L1 will be forced, and v will
then force L2. Hence, the white vertices form a minimal fort.

Proposition 3.4. If T is a generalized star with no legs of length one, then the white vertices
of the adjusted coloring of T form a minimal fort.

Proof. If T has no legs of length one, the white vertices of the adjusted coloring form a fort:
the center vertex of T is white, but each of its neighbors has another white vertex as its other
neighbor. The remainder of each leg is labeled with the standard labeling of the path. The blue
vertices form a maximal failed set: if we change the center vertex to blue, then the blue vertex
adjacent to the center on each leg will force the entire leg. If we change any white vertex on a
leg to blue, then the entire leg will be forced blue, and then the center vertex, which will force
the whole graph to be blue. By Lemma 1.3, the white vertices form a minimal fort.

Figure 3: The only well-failed tree that has a high-degree vertex and is not leafy, star2,2,2

We refer to the tree shown in Figure 3 resulting from subdividing every edge of the star K1,3

one time as star2,2,2.

Lemma 3.5. The tree star2,2,2 is well-failed.

Proof. Let v be the center of T . The only maximal failed sets of T are the blue vertices of the
standard coloring of T (on any pair of legs since all legs are of equal length) and the adjusted
coloring. Both resulting forts have four vertices.
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Lemma 3.6. Suppose T is a generalized star with three or more legs. Then T is well-failed if
and only if either T = K1,n or T = star2,2,2.

Proof. By Theorem 3.2 and Lemma 3.5, if T = K1,n or T = star2,2,2, then T is well-failed.
Assume that T /∈ {K1,n, star2,2,2}. Suppose T has a leg of length one. Since T is not a star,
it must have at least one longer leg as well. Let L1, L2 be two shortest legs, and let L3, L4 be
two longest, noting that L3 = L2 if T has only three legs. Let W be the white vertices of the
standard coloring on legs L1, L2, and W ′ be the white vertices of the standard coloring on legs
L3, L4. Then W and W ′ are minimal forts by Proposition 3.3, and |W | < |W ′|, so T is not
well-failed.

We can assume for the remainder of the proof that all legs have length at least two. Let
W again be the white vertices of the standard coloring on two shortest legs L1, L2. Let Ŝ be
the white vertices of the adjusted coloring on T . Then W, Ŵ are minimal forts by Propositions
3.3 and 3.4. We now show that |W | < |Ŵ | to complete the proof. Let T ′ be the subgraph of
T induced by the center of T and vertices of L1, L2. Then |V (T ′) ∩W | − 1 ≤ |V (T ′) ∩ Ŵ | ≤
|V (T ′) ∩W | + 1. However, T has at least one leg L′ distinct from L1 and L2 that has length
k ≥ 2. Note that if L′ is the only such leg, that the length of L′ is at least three, since otherwise
T = star2,2,2. We can see that |W | < |Ŵ | since |Ŵ\V (T ′)| ≥ 2 and |Ŵ\V (T ′)| = 0. Thus, T is
not well-failed.

A pendent generalized star in a graph G is an induced subgraph R of G such that exactly
one vertex v of R is high degree in G; for some k ≥ 2, G− v has k+1 components, exactly k of
which are pendent paths of v; and R is induced by v and the vertices of the k pendent paths,
which we refer to as legs. We call v the center of the pendent generalized star.

It is well-known that every tree with at least two high-degree vertices has a pendent gener-
alized star, and a formal proof was provided in [10]. The same proof can be modified to show
the following. We include the modification to the proof for completeness.

Lemma 3.7. Every tree with at least two high-degree vertices has at least two pendent generalized
stars.

Proof. Let T ′ be the subtree of T created by deleting all pendent paths of T . Since T has at
least two high-degree vertices, |V (T ′)| ≥ 2. Since T ′ is a tree, it has at least two leaves, u and v.
Then in T , u and v each form pendent generalized stars together with their pendent paths.

An adjusted pgs coloring of a pendent generalized star R consists of coloring the center of R
white, and then repeating a blue-white alternating pattern on each leg starting with the vertex
adjacent to the center and proceeding toward each leaf, with every leaf colored white. A tree T
is a double generalized star if T has precisely two high-degree vertices, and they are adjacent.

Lemma 3.8. If T is a double generalized star with no legs of length one, then the white vertices
of the adjusted pgs colorings of both pendent generalized stars together form a minimal fort.

Proof. We see that every blue vertex has two white neighbors in T . Suppose we change some
white vertex to blue. If it is a high-degree vertex, then every leg of its pendent generalized star
will be forced, and the high-degree vertex will force its high-degree neighbor, which will then
force all of its legs. If we change a white vertex on any pendent path to blue, we now have
either a blue leaf or two blue adjacent vertices on a leg, forcing the leg to blue along with the
center of its pendent generalized star, and as above, the blue vertices form a zero forcing set.
Hence, the white vertices of the adjusted pgs coloring of both pendent generalized stars form a
minimal fort.

Lemma 3.9. Suppose T is a double generalized star. Then T is well-failed if and only if T is
leafy.

Proof. We know that the reverse direction holds by Theorem 3.2. For the forward direction,
suppose that T is not leafy. Then if each high-degree vertex has a double pendant, at least one
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must have a longer leg, L. We can construct a minimal fort W using the standard coloring on
L and any other leg from the same high-degree vertex; since L has length at least two, |W | ≥ 3.
Since T has a double pendant, there is also a minimal fort with two vertices in T . Hence T is
not well-failed.

For the rest of the proof, we assume that each high-degree vertex has at most one leg of
length one. First assume that there are no legs of length one. Let W be the white vertices of
the standard coloring on any two legs L1, L2 of the same pendent generalized star, and W ′ the
white vertices of the adjusted pgs colorings on both pendent generalized stars of T . The sets
W and W ′ are minimal forts by Lemmas 3.3 and 3.8 respectively. Note that |W ∩ V (L1)| − 1 ≤
|W ′ ∩ V (L1)| ≤ |W ∩ V (L1)| and similarly on L2. However, |W ′\ (V (L1) ∪ V (L2))| ≥ 4 while
|W\ (V (L1) ∪ V (L2))| = 0, so |W ′| > |W |.

Next, assume that T has a leg of length one, but no more than one length-one leg for each
high-degree vertex. Let v be a high-degree vertex that has a length one leg, w its leaf neighbor,
and Rv the pendent generalized star of which v is the center. Let u be the other high-degree
vertex (that may or may not have a length-one leg) and Ru its pendent generalized star. Let
X be the white vertices of the adjusted pgs coloring of Ru. Let W1 = X ∪ {w}. Take a longest
leg of Rv, and color the vertices with the standard coloring of the path starting with the vertex
adjacent to v. Let Y be the white vertices of this leg and let W2 = X∪Y . We can see that W1 is
a fort: the only vertex in V (Rv)∩W1 is w. Its neighbor is v /∈ W1, and v has two neighbors, w, u
in W1. Every vertex in V (Ru)\W1 has exactly two neighbors in V (Ru) ∩W1, so W1 is a fort.
For W2, note that each vertex in V (Rv)\W2 has two neighbors in W2, and the same argument
holds for V (Ru) ∩ W2 as with W1. For minimality, note in both cases that if we remove any
vertex from Wi ∩ V (Ru) that u will either be blue or be forced by the leg with the change, and
then all of Ru will turn blue; then v forces its leg with vertices from Wi to turn blue. If a vertex
from Rv is removed from Wi, then all of Rv will turn blue, u will become blue, and then all of
Ru. Hence, W1,W2 are minimal forts, and |W2| > |W1|. Hence, T is not well-failed.

Lemma 3.10. Suppose W is a fort in a tree T where |V (T )| ≥ 2. If w ∈ W , then there exists
a path P from a leaf x1 to another leaf x2 of T containing w such that x1, x2 ∈ W , and any
vertex v ∈ V (P )\W has a neighbor on either side in P that is in W .

Proof. Let w ∈ W . Construct P as follows. Consider any neighbor of w. If the neighbor is in
W add it to P . Take the next such neighbor and the next, adding each to P until we reach
either a leaf, or a neighbor v1 /∈ W , which we add to P . Now, v1 has a neighbor in W (along
the path we’ve constructed so far), so it must have a second neighbor in W . Call that neighbor
w1 and add it to P . We continue this process for w1 that we did for w until we finally reach a
leaf.

If w is a leaf, then we’re done. Otherwise, we can perform this process starting with another
neighbor of w, and complete construction of P .

Corollary 3.11. If w ∈ W for a minimal fort W in a tree T , and w is not a vertex in a double
pendant, then |W | ≥ 3.

The following theorem is the direct result of combining Theorem 2.4 and [15, Theorem 2.10].

Theorem 3.12. Suppose T has no double pendants. Then every vertex of v is in some minimal
fort.

We will also use the following lemmas to characterize well-failed trees.

Lemma 3.13. Let T be a tree with no double pendants. Then for any pair of leaves v1, v2 in
T , we can construct a minimal fort containing v1 and v2.

Proof. We know that the statement holds for paths and generalized stars. We use induction
on the number of high-degree vertices in T . Suppose the result holds if T has up to k ≥ 1
high-degree vertices. Let T be a tree with k + 1 high-degree vertices. Then T has a pendent
generalized star, R. Let v be the center of R. Let T ′ be the tree formed by removing all but the
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shortest leg from R, and let x be the end vertex of the remaining leg of R in T ′. Then in T ′,
the vertex v has degree two, giving us that T ′ has k high-degree vertices, and we can apply the
induction hypothesis to T ′. Consider any pair of leaves in T . If both leaves are in R, then we
can use the standard coloring on the two legs containing the leaves to produce a minimal fort.
If both leaves are outside of R, let W ′ be the minimal fort on T ′ that contains them. If v /∈ W ′,
then W ′ is also a minimal fort on T and we’re done. Otherwise, if v ∈ W ′, then let X be the
white vertices of the adjusted pgs coloring on R, and let W = W ′ ∪X . Since T has no double
pendants, all legs of R in T \T ′ have length greater than one, and W is a minimal fort on T .

Finally, suppose v1 ∈ R, and v2 /∈ R. We know that there is a minimal fort W ′ of T ′

containing the leaves x and v2. If v /∈ W ′ and x = v1, then W ′ is a minimal fort in T as well.
If v /∈ W ′ and x 6= v1, then let Y ′ be the white vertices of W ′ on the leg containing x, and let
Y be the white vertices of the standard coloring of the path on the leg containing v1. Then
W = (W ′ ∪ Y )\Y ′ is a minimal fort on T . If v ∈ W ′, then define W = W ′ ∪ X where X is
defined as in the case above, and we’re done.

The following is a result of combining [15, Corollary 2.13] with Theorem 2.4.

Lemma 3.14. If T is a tree and T ′ the remaining graph after a star removal is performed on
T , then a vertex u ∈ V (T ′) is irrelevant in T ′ if and only if it is irrelevant in T .

We are now ready for the main result of this section: a characterization of well-failed trees.

Theorem 3.15. A tree T is well-failed if and only if one of the following holds: T = Pn where
n ≤ 4 or n = 6, T = star2,2,2, or T is leafy.

Proof. The reverse direction is established by Lemma 1.7, Theorem 3.2, and Lemma 3.5.
For the forward direction, note that if T = Pn with n /∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 6} that T is not well-failed

by Lemma 1.7. For the rest of the proof, we assume that T 6= star2,2,2 is a tree with at least
one high-degree vertex and that T is not leafy.

Suppose that T has some double pendants. Let T ′ be the tree remaining after doing star
removals on T for all vertices in B0. Note that V (T ′) is nonempty because T is not leafy. If B1

is empty, then by Theorem 3.12 and Lemma 3.14, every vertex in V (T ′) is in a minimal fort of
T . Let x ∈ V (T ′), and note that x is not part of a double pendant in T because x ∈ V (T ′), so
by Corollary 3.11, any minimal fort of T containing x has at least three vertices, and T is not
well-failed. If B1 is not empty, let v be a star center in B1, and let w be a neighbor of v that is
a leaf in T ′ but not in T . Then w is in a minimal fort of T ′ of order two since it’s a vertex in a
double pendent in T ′, and by Lemma 3.14 and Corollary 3.11, the vertex w is in a minimal fort
of T with more than two vertices. Hence T is not well-failed.

Now suppose T has no double pendants. That is, no star removal is possible. Then every
vertex in V (T ) is in some minimal fort by Theorem 3.12. We know from Lemmas 3.6 and 3.9
that if T is a generalized star or a double generalized star that the result holds. Otherwise, T
has at least two pendent generalized stars, R1 and R2 by Lemma 3.7. Let v1, v2 be the centers
of R1, R2 respectively. We can take standard colorings on all pairs of legs of R1 and for R2 to
create a collection of minimal forts. If any of these forts have different cardinalities, then we’re
done. Otherwise, let r be the number of vertices of any standard minimal fort on R1 or R2.
Note that r > 2 because T has no double pendants.

Let w1 be a leaf on a longest leg of R1 and w2 a leaf on a longest leg of R2. By Lemma 3.13,
there exists a minimal fort W containing w1 and w2. If v1 /∈ W , then note that |V (R1) ∩W | ≥
r/2. If v1 ∈ W , then |V (R1) ∩W | ≥ r − 1. Similar statements hold for v2, R2 as well.

Since R1, R2 are both pendent generalized stars and T is not a double generalized star,
the centers v1, v2 are not adjacent. If neither of v1, v2 is in W , then there must be at least
one more vertex from W between v1 and v2, giving us that |W | ≥ r + 1. If v1 ∈ W and
v2 /∈ W , we also must have at least one more vertex from W\ (V (R1) ∪ V (R2)), giving us that
|W | ≥ r − 1 + r/2 + 1 > r. Finally, if v1, v2 ∈ W , then |W | ≥ 2(r − 1) > r. Hence in all cases,
there is a minimal fort larger than r, giving us that T is not well-failed.
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A tree is well-forced if and only if performing star removals until no more star removals can
be performed results in a possibly empty set of copies of K2 [15, Theorem 3.9]. Since performing
star removals on a leafy tree results in an empty graph, together with Theorem 3.15 we have
the following corollary.

Corollary 3.16. Any tree T that is well-failed and is not a path or star2,2,2 is well-forced.

4 Other well-failed graphs

We have established that leafy graphs are well-failed, and for trees, found a characterization.
Here we first determine which cycles are well-failed, and then identify other well-failed graphs
that contain cycles and are not leafy.

Proposition 4.1. A cycle Cn is well-failed if and only if n ≤ 5 or n = 7.

Proof. For C3, any one vertex is a failed set. For C4, C5, take any pair of nonadjacent vertices
to form a maximum failed set, and any single vertex is not a maximal failed set. For n = 7, any
set of three nonadjacent vertices forms a maximum failed set. If u, v are a pair of nonadjacent
vertices in C7, there is a path with three internal vertices from u to v, meaning we could add the
middle vertex of that path to u, v to produce a failed set of order three. Hence C7 is well-failed.

Otherwise, for n ≥ 6 with n 6= 7, label the vertices v1, v2, . . . , vn around the cycle. Let
S = {vi : i is odd and i < n}, and let S′ = S ∪ {v4}\{v3, v5}. Then |S′| > |S|, and note
that both sets are maximal failed sets because they contain no pair of adjacent vertices, but all
vertices outside of S, S′ are adjacent to a vertex in S, S′. Hence Cn is not well-failed for n ≥ 5
with n 6= 7.

Observation 4.2. Let G be a graph and W a fort in G. If N [v] ⊆ W for some v ∈ V (G) with
|N(v)| ≥ 2, then W is not a minimal fort.

u1

u5

u4 u3

u2

x1

x5

x4 x3

x2

Figure 4: The labeled Petersen graph

Proposition 4.3. The following graphs are well-failed.

1. Any complete graph.

2. Any complete bipartite graph.

3. The Petersen graph.

Proof. 1. For K1, the result is trivial. For n ≥ 2, note that any pair of vertices forms a
minimum fort in Kn.

2. Let G = Km,n with m ≤ n. We know the result holds if m = 1 by Theorem 3.15, so
assume m ≥ 2. If {v1, v2} is a pair of vertices in the same partite set, then N(v1) = N(v2).
Hence {v1, v2} forms a fort that is minimal because |{v1, v2}| = 2. Any set containing
{v1, v2} as a proper subset is not a minimal fort. Thus all minimal forts have order 2, and
Km,n is well-failed.
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3. Let G be the Petersen graph. We label the vertices as shown in Figure 4: draw the graph
as an outer C5 drawn in its typical cycle form and an inner C5 drawn as a five-point star.
Let X be the vertices of the outer cycle, labeled in order around the cycle x1 through x5.
Let U be the vertices of the inner cycle, with ui the vertex in U that is adjacent to xi ∈ X .
Note that choice of “outer” versus “inner” cycle is arbitrary.

It is known that Z(G) = 5 and F(G) = 6 [1, 13]. Thus, any minimum fort has four vertices.
We will show that all minimal forts have four vertices. Assume that some fort W has more
than four vertices. Then without loss of generality, |X ∩W | ≥ 3.

If |X ∩W | = 5, then by Observation 4.2, we must have U ∩W = ∅, but then W is not a
fort since each vertex in U has one neighbor in W . Hence |X ∩W | < 5.

Suppose |X∩W | = 4. Let x5 be the lone vertex in X\W . By Observation 4.2, u2, u3 /∈ W .
Now, {u1, u2, u3, u4, x5} is a zero forcing set, so if W is a fort, we must have at least one of
{u1, u4} in W . However, {x1, x3, x4, u1} and {x1, x2, x4, u4} are both forts, and W cannot
be a superset of either since we assumed it is a minimal fort, giving us that u1, u4 /∈ W .
Hence, if |X ∩W | = 4, then W is not a minimal fort.

Suppose |X ∩ W | = 3. We can assume without loss of generality that either X ∩ W =
{x1, x2, x3} or X ∩ W = {x1, x2, x4}. We start with X ∩ W = {x1, x2, x3}. Then, by
Observation 4.2, u2 /∈ W . Suppose u1, u3 /∈ W . If u4 /∈ W , then V (G)\W is a zero forcing
set and similarly for u5, so W = {x1, x2, x3, u4, u5}. However, {x1, x3, u4, u5} is a fort, so
if W is minimal, at least one of u1, u3 ∈ W . Assume without loss of generality u1 ∈ W .
If u4 ∈ W , then {x2, x3, u1, u4} is a subset of W and a fort, so we must have u4 /∈ W , but
then V (G)\W is a zero forcing set.

Finally, suppose X ∩W = {x1, x2, x4}. Since we assume W is a minimal fort, it cannot be
a superset of any of the following forts: W1 = {x1, x2, u3, u5},W2 = {x1, x2, u4, x4},W3 =
{x2, x4, u1, u5},W4 = {x1, x4, u2, u3}. Because of W2, then u4 /∈ W . And W1,W3,W4 give
us that one of the following pairs is not in W : S1 = {u1, u3}, S2 = {u3, u5}, S3 = {u2, u5}.
Note that because of symmetry, we need only consider S1, S2. If S1∩W = ∅ or S2∩W = ∅,
then we have {x3, x5, u1, u3, u4} ⊆ V (G)\W or {x3, x5, u3, u4, u5} ⊆ V (G)\W respectively,
but each is a zero forcing set, so W is not a minimal fort.

Hence, all minimal forts of G have four vertices.
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