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Abstract

Hernando et al. (2008) introduced the fault-tolerant metric dimension ftdim(G),
which is the size of the smallest resolving set S of a graph G such that S−{s} is also a
resolving set of G for every s ∈ S. They found an upper bound ftdim(G) ≤ dim(G)(1+2·
5dim(G)−1), where dim(G) denotes the standard metric dimension of G. It was unknown
whether there exists a family of graphs where ftdim(G) grows exponentially in terms
of dim(G), until recently when Knor et al. (2024) found a family with ftdim(G) =
dim(G) + 2dim(G)−1 for any possible value of dim(G). We improve the upper bound
on fault-tolerant metric dimension by showing that ftdim(G) ≤ dim(G)(1 + 3dim(G)−1)
for every connected graph G. Moreover, we find an infinite family of connected graphs
Jk such that dim(Jk) = k and ftdim(Jk) ≥ 3k−1 − k − 1 for each positive integer k.
Together, our results show that

lim
k→∞

(

max
G: dim(G)=k

log3(ftdim(G))

k

)

= 1.

In addition, we consider the fault-tolerant edge metric dimension ftedim(G) and bound
it with respect to the edge metric dimension edim(G), showing that

lim
k→∞

(

max
G: edim(G)=k

log2(ftedim(G))

k

)

= 1.

We also obtain sharp extremal bounds on fault-tolerance for adjacency dimension and
k-truncated metric dimension. Furthermore, we obtain sharp bounds for some other
extremal problems about metric dimension and its variants. In particular, we prove an
equivalence between an extremal problem about edge metric dimension and an open
problem of Erdős and Kleitman (1974) in extremal set theory.

1 Introduction

Given an ordered set of vertices S = {v1, v2, . . . , vk} in a graph G, define the distance vector
of u ∈ V (G) with respect to S as

dS(u) = (dist(u, v1),dist(u, v2), . . . ,dist(u, vk)).

We say that S is a resolving set for a graph G if dS(u) is unique for every vertex u ∈ V (G).
We say that such a set S resolves the vertices of G. Another name for a resolving set is a
metric basis. The metric dimension dim(G) of G is defined [25, 16] as the minimum size of
any resolving set (i.e. metric basis) for G. Most papers about metric dimension restrict G
to be a connected graph. Here, we allow G to be any simple undirected graph, and we say
that dist(u, v) = ∞ if u and v are in different connected components.
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One of the original applications of metric dimension was for navigation in a graph-
structured framework [21]. In particular, suppose that a robot is navigating some terrain
which can be modeled with a graph. Certain vertices in the graph have landmarks, and the
robot has a sensor which can measure its distance in the graph to every landmark. The
goal of metric dimension is to find the minimum number of landmarks so that the robot
can always determine its location, for any possible vertex that it could visit.

Hernando et al [18] introduced a variant of metric dimension in which the landmarks
are allowed to fail. The fault-tolerant metric dimension ftdim(G) of G is the minimum size
of a nonempty set of vertices S such that S−{s} resolves the vertices of G for all s ∈ S, and
we call such an S a fault-tolerant resolving set. Observe that the definition must require S
to be nonempty, or else we would have ftdim(G) = 0 for all graphs G, since the definition
of fault-tolerant resolving set is vacuously true for the empty set. A number of papers
[3, 6, 7, 8, 22] have investigated a generalization of this variant which allows larger faults.
In particular, the k-metric dimension mdimk(G) of G is defined as the minimum size of a
set of vertices S such that S − T resolves G for all T ⊆ S with |T | = k − 1. Alternatively,
we say that S is a k-metric basis for G if every pair of vertices in G is distinguished by at
least k vertices of S. We can define mdimk(G) as the minimum size of a k-metric basis for
G. Note that dim(G) = mdim1(G) and ftdim(G) = mdim2(G).

Remark. For all graphs G, we have ftdim(G) ≥ dim(G) + 1. Indeed, suppose that S is a
fault-tolerant resolving set for G with |S| = ftdim(G). Then, for all s ∈ S, the set S − {s}
is a resolving set for G, so dim(G) ≤ |S| − 1 = ftdim(G)− 1.

It is easy to find graphs that attain this bound, e.g., G = Kn. As for bounds in the
other direction, Hernando et al [18] proved that ftdim(G) ≤ dim(G)(1 + 2 · 5dim(G)−1)
for all graphs G. In general we have ftdim(G) ≥ dim(G) + 1, but it was not known
whether there exists a family of graphs where ftdim(G) grows exponentially with respect
to dim(G), until Knor et al [22] proved that there exists a family of connected graphs G
with ftdim(G) = dim(G) + 2dim(G)−1, for any possible value of dim(G). Given the results
of Hernando et al and Knor et al, a remaining problem is to determine how large ftdim(G)
can grow with respect to dim(G).

For each positive integer t, let m(t) be the maximum possible value of ftdim(G) over all
nonempty graphs G with dim(G) = t. The results of Hernando et al and Knor et al show
that

t+ 2t−1 ≤ m(t) ≤ t(1 + 2 · 5t−1).

Given that the known exponential upper and lower bounds have different bases (5 and 2
respectively), we investigated the problem of determining the true base of the exponent. In
particular, we focused on finding the limit

lim
t→∞

log(m(t))

t
.

In this paper, we show that the true base of the exponent is 3, i.e.,

lim
t→∞

log3(m(t))

t
= 1.

We also consider fault-tolerance for some other variants of metric dimension, and we inves-
tigate the analogous problem of determining how large the fault-tolerant versions can grow
with respect to their corresponding variants.
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For the upper bounds in this paper, we create a fault-tolerant resolving set from an
arbitrary resolving set for each variant of metric dimension. Our general strategy for cre-
ating the fault-tolerant resolving set is taking the closed neighborhood of the resolving
set, and then adding a small number of vertices to handle any remaining unresolved pairs.
For the lower bounds in this paper, we construct graphs for which the smallest possible
fault-tolerant resolving set is nearly the same size as the closed neighborhood in the upper
bound.

For each variant that we consider, we show that the base of the exponent for fault-
tolerance is the same as the base of the exponent for maximum degree. In the case of
standard metric dimension, it is known [12] that the maximum possible degree of a vertex
in a graph of metric dimension k is 3k − 1, and the maximum possible degree of a vertex in
a resolving set of size k is at most 3k−1.

Many variants of metric dimension have been investigated in the literature. For example,
Kelenc et al [20] introduced a variant called the edge metric dimension. For an edge e =
{u, v} ∈ E(G), define dist(e, w) = min(dist(w, u),dist(w, v)). Given an ordered set of
vertices S = {v1, v2, . . . , vk} in a graph G, we define the distance vector of e ∈ E(G) with
respect to S as

dS(u) = (dist(e, v1),dist(e, v2), . . . ,dist(e, vk)).

We say that S is an edge resolving set for a graph G if dS(e) is unique for every edge
e ∈ E(G). We say that such a set S resolves the edges of G. Another name for an edge
resolving set is an edge metric basis. The edge metric dimension edim(G) of G is defined
as the minimum size of any edge resolving set (i.e. edge metric basis) for G. It was shown
in [11] that the maximum possible degree of a vertex in a graph G with edim(G) = k is 2k.
We show that the maximum possible degree of a vertex in an edge resolving set of size k is
2k−1.

As with standard metric dimension, the fault-tolerant edge metric dimension ftedim(G)
of G is defined [23] to be the minimum size of a nonempty set of vertices S such that S−{s}
resolves the edges of G for all s ∈ S. We prove that

lim
k→∞

(

max
G: edim(G)=k

log2(ftedim(G))

k

)

= 1.

Jannesari and Omoomi [19] introduced the adjacency dimension. Given an ordered set
of vertices S = {v1, v2, . . . , vk} in a graph G, we define the adjacency vector of u ∈ V (G)
with respect to S as

aS(u) = (min(2,dist(u, v1)),min(2,dist(u, v2)), . . . ,min(2,dist(u, vk))).

We say that S is an adjacency resolving set for a graph G if aS(u) is unique for every vertex
u ∈ V (G). We say that such a set S 1-resolves the vertices of G. Another name for an
adjacency resolving set is an adjacency basis.

The adjacency dimension adim(G) of G is defined as the minimum size of any adjacency
resolving set (i.e. adjacency basis) for G. If we extend the robot analogy, then the goal of
the adjacency dimension is to find the minimum number of landmarks so that the robot
can always determine its location, assuming that its sensors can only detect landmarks on
vertices that are within a distance of 1. It was shown in [13] that the maximum possible
degree of a vertex in a graph G with adim(G) = k is 2k + k − 1. We show that the
maximum possible degree of a vertex in an adjacency resolving set of size k is 2k−1 + k− 1.
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The adjacency dimension has also been extended to a variant called the k-truncated metric
dimension [3, 6, 7, 9, 10], where the sensors can detect landmarks on vertices that are within
a distance of k.

Given an ordered set of vertices S = {v1, v2, . . . , vj} in a graph G, we define the k-
truncated vector of u ∈ V (G) with respect to S as

dS,k(u) = (min(k + 1,dist(u, v1)),min(k + 1,dist(u, v2)), . . . ,min(k + 1,dist(u, vk))).

We say that S is a k-truncated resolving set for a graph G if dS,k(u) is unique for every
vertex u ∈ V (G). We say that such a set S k-resolves the vertices of G. Another name for a
k-truncated resolving set is an k-truncated metric basis. The k-truncated metric dimension
dimk(G) of G is defined as the minimum size of any k-truncated resolving set (i.e. k-
truncated metric basis) for G. Note that for all graphs G, we have dim1(G) = adim(G) and
dimk(G) = dim(G) for all k that are sufficiently large with respect to G. In general, we
have dimk(G) ≥ dim(G) for all graphs G. It was shown in [10] that the maximum possible
degree of a vertex in a graph G with dimk(G) = j is 3j−1 for all k ≥ 2, and 2j+j−1 in the
case that k = 1. We show that the maximum possible degree of a vertex in a k-resolving
set of size j is 3j−1.

As with standard metric dimension, we define the fault-tolerant adjacency dimension
ftadim(G) of G to be the minimum size of a nonempty set of vertices S such that S − {s}
1-resolves the vertices of G for all s ∈ S. Similarly, we define the fault-tolerant k-truncated
metric dimension ftdimk(G) of G to be the minimum size of a nonempty set of vertices
S such that S − {s} k-resolves the vertices of G for all s ∈ S. As in the case without
fault-tolerance, we have ftdim1(G) = ftadim(G) and ftdimk(G) = ftdim(G) for all k that
are sufficiently large with respect to G. Moreover, we have ftdimk(G) ≥ ftdim(G) for all
graphs G. In this paper, we prove for all k ≥ 2 that

lim
j→∞

(

max
G: dimk(G)=j

log3(ftdimk(G))

j

)

= 1.

However, for the case when k = 1, we show that

lim
j→∞

(

max
G: dim1(G)=j

log2(ftdim1(G))

j

)

= 1.

There is a variant of metric dimension called local metric dimension, denoted ldim(G),
which was introduced by Okamoto et al [24]. It is like standard metric dimension, except we
only have to distinguish pairs of adjacent vertices instead of all pairs of vertices [1, 2, 14, 15].
In particular, we say that S is a local resolving set for a graph G if dS(u) 6= dS(v) for all
{u, v} ∈ E(G). We say that such a set S locally resolves the vertices of G. The local metric
dimension ldim(G) is the minimum size of any local resolving set for G. For example,
ldim(K1,n) = 1 for all n, since any vertex is a local resolving set for a star graph.

We define ftldim(G) analogously to the other variants. Specifically, the fault-tolerant
local metric dimension ftldim(G) of G is the minimum size of a nonempty set of vertices
S such that S − {s} locally resolves the vertices of G for all s ∈ S. We prove some
characterization results about fault tolerance for local metric dimension.

Consider an arbitrary variant xdim(G) of metric dimension, and suppose that xdim(G)
is defined to be the minimum size of an xdim-resolving set for G. We can define ftxdim(G)
to be the minimum size of a nonempty set of vertices S such that S − {s} is an xdim-
resolving set for all s ∈ S. For each variant xdim(G) of metric dimension, we have the
following bound which we use several times in this paper.
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Lemma 1.1. For all graphs G and for each variant xdim(G) of metric dimension, we have
ftxdim(G) ≥ xdim(G) + 1.

Proof. Suppose that S is a fault-tolerant xdim-resolving set for G with |S| = ftxdim(G).
Then, for all s ∈ S, the set S − {s} is an xdim-resolving set for G, so xdim(G) ≤ |S| − 1 =
ftxdim(G)− 1.

In addition to the extremal bounds in this paper, we also characterize the graphs G
for which ftdim(G) = 2, ftdim(G) = n, ftedim(G) = 2, ftedim(G) = n, ftadim(G) = 2,
ftadim(G) = n, ftdimk(G) = 2, ftdimk(G) = n, ftldim(G) = 2, and ftldim(G) = n. For
each variant xdim(G) of metric dimension that we consider in this paper, we show that for
all graphs G we have ftxdim(G) = 2 if and only if xdim(G) = 1.

In order to prove our bounds for fault tolerance, we also derive sharp bounds for the
maximum possible degree of vertices in resolving sets of size k, edge resolving sets of size
k, and k-resolving sets of size j. We also generalize these bounds for resolving sets by
determining the maximum possible number of vertices within distance j of a vertex in a
resolving set of size k.

In addition to the extremal results about maximum degree, we also consider the max-
imum possible clique number of graphs with edge metric dimension at most k. The best
known bounds for this quantity are O(2k/2) and Ω((83 )

k/6). We show that this problem is
equivalent to an open problem of Erdős and Kleitman [5], the maximum possible size of a
family of subsets of {1, 2, . . . , k} such that all pairwise unions are distinct.

We prove the results on fault tolerance for standard metric dimension in Section 2,
including extremal bounds and characterizations. In Section 3, we prove the results on
fault tolerance for edge metric dimension. We obtain the results on fault tolerance for
adjacency dimension in Section 4. We generalize the fault tolerance results for adjacency
dimension to truncated metric dimension in Section 5. We discuss fault tolerance for local
metric dimension in Section 6.

In Section 7, we determine the maximum possible number of vertices within distance j
of a vertex in a resolving set of size k, as well as the maximum possible number of vertices
within distance j of any vertex in a graph of metric dimension k. We prove the equivalence
between the maximum possible clique number of a graph of edge metric dimension at most
k and the problem of Erdős and Kleitman [5] in Section 8. Finally, in Section 9, we discuss
some related open problems and future research directions.

2 Fault tolerance for standard metric dimension

If G is a graph of order 1, then clearly we have dim(G) = 0 and ftdim(G) = 1. If G has
order at least 2, then we have dim(G) > 0 and ftdim(G) > 1. In order to characterize
the graphs G with ftdim(G) = 2, we start with a characterization of the graphs G with
dim(G) = 1. This characterization is well-known for connected graphs, but we include a
proof since this is for all graphs.

Theorem 2.1. For all graphs G, we have dim(G) = 1 if and only if G has order at least
2, at most 2 connected components, at most 1 connected component of size at least 2, and
all connected components are singletons or paths.

Proof. Suppose that G has order at least 2, at most 2 connected components, at most 1
connected component of size at least 2, and all connected components of G are singletons
or paths. Since G has order at least 2, we have dim(G) > 0.
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If G has no connected component of size at least 2, then Gmust consist of two singletons.
In this case, we let S consist of a single vertex of G, which is clearly a resolving set. If G
has a connected component C of size at least 2, then C is a path. Let S consist of a single
endpoint of C. Again, S is clearly a resolving set.

For the other direction, suppose that dim(G) = 1. Since dim(G) > 0, G must have
order at least 2. There are at most 2 connected components in G, since any vertex v cannot
resolve any pair of vertices x, y such that v, x, y are all in different connected components.
At most 1 connected component in G may have size at least 2, since any vertex v cannot
resolve any pair of vertices x, y such that v is in a different connected component from x
and y.

Any landmark v in a resolving set of size 1 for G must have degree at most 1, or else v
would not resolve its neighbors. Any vertex u in G must have degree at most 2, or else v
would not resolve the neighbors of u. Moreover, no connected component of G is a cycle,
or else v could not resolve the cycle. Thus, every connected component of G is a singleton
or a path.

As for the maximum possible values of dim(G), it is easy to see that dim(G) ≤ n − 1
for all graphs G of order n, since any set of n− 1 vertices in G is clearly a resolving set. In
the next result, we characterize the graphs G with dim(G) = n − 1. This characterization
was already found in the case of connected graphs [4].

Theorem 2.2. For all graphs G of order n, we have that dim(G) = n− 1 if and only if G
is a complete graph or a graph with no edges.

Proof. If G is a complete graph or a graph with no edges of order n, then dim(G) ≥ n− 1
since any set of vertices in G of size n − 2 would not distinguish the two vertices that are
not in the set. Thus, dim(G) = n− 1 if G is a complete graph or a graph with no edges of
order n.

In the other direction, suppose that G is a graph of order n with dim(G) = n− 1. The
theorem is clearly true for n = 1, so we suppose that n ≥ 2. Let u, v be two arbitrary
vertices of G. We split the proof into two cases.

In the first case, suppose that {u, v} ∈ E(G). Then for all x ∈ V (G), we must have
{u, x} ∈ E(G), or else the set V (G)− {v, x} would resolve G. However, this implies for all
x, y ∈ V (G) that we must have {x, y} ∈ E(G), or else the set V (G) − {u, y} would resolve
G. Thus, G is a complete graph.

In the second case, suppose that {u, v} 6∈ E(G). By an analogous argument to the first
case, G must have no edges.

Now, we turn to fault tolerance for standard metric dimension. In the next result, we
characterize the graphs G of order at least 2 which attain the minimum possible value of
ftdim(G).

Theorem 2.3. For any graph G, ftdim(G) = 2 if and only if G has order at least 2, at
most 2 connected components, at most 1 connected component of size at least 2, and all
connected components are singletons or paths.

Proof. Suppose that G has order at least 2, at most 2 connected components, at most 1
connected component of size at least 2, and all connected components of G are singletons
or paths. Since G has order at least 2, we have dim(G) > 0, so ftdim(G) > 1.

6



If G has no connected component of size at least 2, then Gmust consist of two singletons.
In this case, we let S = V (G), which is clearly a fault-tolerant resolving set. If G has a
connected component C of size at least 2, then C is a path. Let S consist of the endpoints
of C. For all s ∈ S, the set S′ = S−{s} consists of a single endpoint of C. Since S′ resolves
G, we have that S is a fault-tolerant resolving set.

For the other direction, suppose that ftdim(G) = 2. Then, G must have order at least
2, and by Lemma 1.1 we must have dim(G) ≤ ftdim(G) − 1 = 1. Thus, by Theorem 2.1,
G has at most 2 connected components, at most 1 connected component of size at least 2,
and all connected components of G are singletons or paths.

Corollary 2.4. For all graphs G, we have ftdim(G) = 2 if and only if dim(G) = 1.

It is easy to see that ftdim(G) ≤ n for all graphs G of order n, since any set of n − 1
vertices in G is a resolving set. The next result shows that this upper bound is sharp.

Theorem 2.5. For all graphs G of order n, we have ftdim(G) < n if and only if there
exists v ∈ V (G) such that for all u ∈ V (G) with u 6= v we have N(u)− {v} 6= N(v)− {u}.

Proof. Suppose that there exists a vertex v ∈ V (G) such that for all u ∈ V (G) with u 6= v
we have N(u)−{v} 6= N(v)−{u}. Let S = V (G)−{v}. Then for all s ∈ S, the set S−{s}
distinguishes v from s, since N(v)− {s} 6= N(s)− {v}. Thus, ftdim(G) < n.

For the other direction, suppose that ftdim(G) < n. Then there exists a vertex v ∈ V (G)
such that V (G)−{v} is a fault-tolerant resolving set. Then for every vertex u ∈ V (G)−{v},
the set V (G) − {u, v} is a resolving set. In particular, V (G) − {u, v} resolves u and v. So,
there must exist some vertex w ∈ V (G) − {u, v} such that w is adjacent to u or v but not
both. Thus, N(u)− {v} 6= N(v)− {u}.

Corollary 2.6. For all graphs G of order n, we have ftdim(G) = n if and only if for all
v ∈ V (G) there exists u ∈ V (G) with u 6= v such that N(u)− {v} = N(v) − {u}.

By Corollary 2.6, it is clear that we have ftdim(Kn) = n for all positive integers n. If G
is a graph of order n with no edges, then we also have ftdim(G) = n by the same corollary.
There are many other graphs G of order n with ftdim(G) = n, e.g., complete bipartite
graphs of order n with both parts of size at least 2.

Now, we turn to extremal bounds on ftdim(G) with respect to dim(G). We start with
an upper bound, which we will show is sharp up to the base of the exponent.

Theorem 2.7. For every graph G of order greater than 1, we have ftdim(G) ≤ dim(G)(2+
3dim(G)−1).

Proof. Given a resolving set S for G, define

S′ = S ∪
⋃

s∈S

N(s).

For each s ∈ S, let Ts = S′−{s}. We claim that Ts resolves all pairs of vertices in G except
possibly s and exactly one other vertex u. First, we show that if vertices u, v 6= s then Ts

resolves u, v. Suppose that Ts does not resolve them. Given S resolves them, without loss
of generality assume that dist(s, u) < dist(s, v). Clearly s is not isolated. Since for any
vertex x 6= s,

dist(s, x) = 1 + min
x′∈N(s)

dist(x′, x),
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assuming that argminy∈N(s)dist(y, u) = u′ and argminy∈N(s)dist(y, v) = v′ we have

dist(u′, u) < dist(v′, v) ≤ dist(u′, v),

so Ts resolves u, v. Next, we show that there do not exist distinct vertices u, v 6= s such
that Ts does not resolve s, u and s, v. If there exist such vertices u, v, then u, v 6∈ Ts and for
any vertex x ∈ Ts we have dist(u, x) = dist(s, x) = dist(v, x), i.e., Ts does not resolve u, v.
This contradicts our previous claim.

If Ts does not resolve s from some other vertex u, then we define us = u, and otherwise
we define us = s. Let

S′′ = S′ ∪
⋃

s∈S

{us} .

Clearly S′′ is a resolving set for G. Consider an arbitrary vertex t ∈ S′′, and let
X = S′′ − {t}. If t 6∈ S, then X clearly resolves all pairs of vertices in G since S ⊆ X.
Otherwise, we may assume that t ∈ S. Recall that Tt resolves all pairs of vertices in G,
except possibly the pair of t and ut. However, ut ∈ X and Tt ⊆ X, so X resolves all pairs
of vertices in G. Thus, S′′ is a fault-tolerant resolving set for G.

For each s ∈ S, we have |N(s)| ≤ 3|S|−1 [12] and thus, |S′| ≤ |S|(1 + 3|S|−1). Therefore,
we have

|S′′| ≤ |S′|+ |S| ≤ |S|(2 + 3|S|−1),

completing the proof.

For the next result, we use the following construction of an infinite family of connected
graphs J1, J2, . . . , which is very similar to a construction from [11]. Given a copy of K1,3k

with center vertex c, label each non-center vertex in the copy with a unique ternary string
of length k (digits 0, 1, 2). Then, add 2k new vertices s1, . . . , sk and r1, . . . , rk such that si
and ri both have an edge to every vertex that is labeled with a ternary string having 0 in
its ith digit, ri has an edge to every vertex that is labeled with a ternary string having 1 in
its ith digit, and ri has an edge to si. Let S = {s1, . . . , sk}. Finally, from the copy of K1,3k

we remove the non-center vertex labeled with the all-1s ternary string and k non-center
vertices labeled with ternary strings containing exactly 1 zero and k − 1 ones. Hence the
copy of K1,3k becomes a copy of K1,3k−k−1.

Note that dist(v, si) is one more than the ith digit of v for all i with 1 ≤ i ≤ k and all
non-center vertices v in the copy of K1,3k−k−1. This is because if the i

th digit of v is 0, then

by definition v is adjacent to si. If the ith digit of v is 1, then by definition v is adjacent
to ri, which is adjacent to si. If the ith digit of v is 2, then vcusi is a shortest v, si-path
of length 3 where the ternary string of u contains 0 in the ith digit and 2 elsewhere. Also
note that si is the only vertex with distance 0 to itself. Thus, the distance vectors dv,S are
unique for all v that are in S or are non-center vertices in the copy of K1,3k−k−1.

For all i 6= j, we have dri,sj = 2 because riusj is a shortest ri, sj-path of length 2 where u
has the all-0 ternary string. Thus dri,S 6= drj ,S for all i 6= j. Moreover, we have dc,S 6= dri,S
for all i because dc,si > 1 = dri,si . Let v be some non-center vertex in the copy of K1,3k−k−1.
We have that dc,S 6= dv,S because dc,S is the all-2 vector and the non-center vertex labeled
with the all-1 ternary string has been removed. Finally, note that dri,S has 1 in the ith digit
and 2 elsewhere. Thus dri,S 6= dv,S because we have removed all non-center vertices labeled
with ternary strings containing exactly 1 zero and k − 1 ones.

Theorem 2.8. For every positive integer k, we have dim(Jk) = k and ftdim(Jk) ≥ 3k−1−k.
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Proof. The fact that dim(Jk) ≤ k follows by definition of Jk. Indeed, S is a resolving set for
Jk of size k. To see that dim(Jk) ≥ k, note that the center vertex c has degree 3k−k−1, any
graph G with dim(G) = x has maximum degree at most 3x−1 [12], and 3k−k−1 > 3k−1−1
for all k ≥ 1. Thus, we have dim(Jk) = k.

Given a fault-tolerant resolving set T for Jk, note that T −{s1} must be a resolving set
for Jk. In Jk, consider the set of vertices N which are neighbors of the center vertex c. Note
that |S| = 3k − k − 1 by definition of Jk. We partition the vertices of N into 3k−1 subsets
of at most 3 vertices, where the labels of the vertices in each subset differ only in the first
digit of their ternary strings. At most k+ 1 subsets have size less than 3. Let R be the set
of these subsets of size exactly 3, so |R| ≥ 3k−1 − k − 1.

If vertices v and w are in the same subset where the first digit of the label of v is 0 and
the first digit of the label of w is 1, then the only vertices in Jk that resolve v and w are v,
w, and s1. Indeed, the center vertex c has distance 1 to both v and w. Every non-center
vertex from the copy of K1,3k−k−1 that is not equal to v or w has distance 2 to both v and
w through the center vertex. Every vertex si with i 6= 1 has distance 1 to both v and w
if v and w have ith digit 0, distance 2 to both v and w through vertex ri if v and w have
ith digit 1, and distance 3 to both v and w through a vertex u and the center vertex if v
and w have ith digit 2, where u ∈ N is labeled with the all-0 ternary string. Every vertex
ri with i 6= 1 has distance 1 to both v and w if v and w have ith digit 0 or 1, and otherwise
ri has distance 3 to both v and w through the vertex u and the center vertex. Finally, r1
has distance 1 to both v and w. Thus, the only vertices in Jk that resolve v and w are v,
w, and s1.

So, in order for T − {s1} to be a resolving set for Jk, we must have v ∈ (T − {u1}) or
w ∈ (T − {u1}). Thus, every subset in R must contribute at least one vertex to T − {s1}.
Therefore, T − {s1} must have size at least 3k−1 − k − 1.

Corollary 2.9. We have

lim
k→∞

(

max
G: dim(G)=k

log3(ftdim(G))

k

)

= 1.

If we restrict the maximum in the corollary so that it only ranges over connected graphs
G with dim(G) = k, rather than over all graphs G with dim(G) = k, then we still obtain the
same limit because the infinite family of graphs J1, J2, . . . used in the proof of Theorem 2.8
are connected.

3 Fault tolerance for edge metric dimension

If a graph G has at most one edge, then it is easy to see that edim(G) = 0 and ftedim(G) = 1.
If G has at least two edges, then we must have edim(G) ≥ 1 and ftedim(G) ≥ 2. In the
next result, we characterize the graphs G such that edim(G) = 1. This characterization has
already been proved for connected graphs [20]; we prove it here for all graphs.

Theorem 3.1. For any graph G, edim(G) = 1 if and only if G has at least 2 edges, every
component of G is a singleton or a path, at most 2 components of G have an edge, and at
most one component of G has more than one edge.

Proof. First, we prove the backward direction. Suppose that G has at least 2 edges, every
component of G is a singleton or a path, at most 2 components of G have an edge, and at
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most one component of G has more than one edge. Let S consist of one endpoint vertex
for a longest path component of G. Then S is an edge-resolving set for G.

Next, we prove the forward direction. Suppose that edim(G) = 1, and let S be an edge
resolving set for G with |S| = 1. Every landmark has degree at most one, otherwise it does
not resolve multiple edges incident to it. All other vertices have degree at most 2, otherwise
no single landmark resolves more than two edges incident to any specific vertex. G cannot
have any component that is a cycle, since a cycle needs at least 2 landmarks to resolve the
edges.

If more than two components of G have an edge, then these edges cannot be resolved
by a single landmark. If two components of G have more than one edge, then a single
landmark in one component cannot resolve the edges in another component. Finally, note
that G has at least 2 edges, since otherwise we would have edim(G) = 0.

Next, we determine all graphs G that attain the minimum possible value of ftedim(G)
among graphs with at least 2 edges.

Theorem 3.2. For any graph G, ftedim(G) = 2 if and only if G has at least 2 edges, every
component of G is a singleton or a path, at most 2 components of G have an edge, and at
most one component of G has more than one edge.

Proof. First, we prove the backward direction. Suppose that G has at least 2 edges, every
component of G is a singleton or a path, at most 2 components of G have an edge, and
at most one component of G has more than one edge. Let S consist of the two endpoint
vertices for a longest path component of G. Then S is a fault-tolerant edge-resolving set
for G.

Next, we prove the forward direction. Suppose that ftedim(G) = 2. Then, G has at
least 2 edges. Since edim(G) ≤ ftedim(G) − 1 = 1 by Lemma 1.1, we can conclude by
Theorem 3.1 that every component of G is a singleton or a path, at most 2 components of
G have an edge, and at most one component of G has more than one edge.

Corollary 3.3. For all graphs G, we have ftedim(G) = 2 if and only if edim(G) = 1.

As with standard metric dimension, it is easy to see that ftedim(G) ≤ n for all graphs
G of order n, since any set of n− 1 vertices in G is an edge resolving set. The next theorem
shows that this upper bound is sharp.

Theorem 3.4. For all graphs G of order n, we have ftedim(G) < n if and only if there
exists v ∈ V (G) such that for all u ∈ V (G) − {v} that share a neighbor with v we have
N(u)− {v} 6= N(v)− {u}.

Proof. Suppose that there exists a vertex v ∈ V (G) such that for all u ∈ V (G) − {v} that
share a neighbor with v we have N(u)−{v} 6= N(v)−{u}. Let S = V (G)−{v}. Then for
all s ∈ S, let S′ = S − {s} = V (G) − {s, v}. Consider a pair of edges e1 and e2. The only
possibility that e1 and e2 are not resolved by S′ is that they share an endpoint vertex and
their other endpoint vertices are v and s. However, since v and s have a common neighbor,
by the assumption we have N(s)− {v} 6= N(v)− {s}. Thus e1 and e2 are resolved by S′.

For the other direction, suppose that ftedim(G) < n. Then there exists a vertex v ∈
V (G) such that V (G) − {v} is a fault-tolerant edge resolving set. Thus for every vertex
u ∈ V (G) − {v}, the set V (G) − {u, v} is an edge resolving set. If u shares a neighbor y
with v, then we have N(u) − {v} 6= N(v) − {u}. Otherwise, V (G) − {u, v} does not edge
resolve edges {u, y} and {v, y}.
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Corollary 3.5. For all graphs G of order n, we have ftedim(G) = n if and only if for all
v ∈ V (G) there exists u ∈ V (G)−{v} that shares a neighbor with v such that N(u)−{v} =
N(v)− {u}.

For multiple results in this section, we will use the following construction of an infinite
family of connected graphs H1,H2, . . . from [11]. Given a copy of K1,2k with center vertex
c, label each non-center vertex in the copy with a unique binary string of length k. Then,
add k new vertices u1, . . . , uk, such that ui has an edge to the 2k−1 vertices that are labeled
with binary strings having 0 in the ith digit. Call the resulting graph Hk. It was shown [11]
that edim(Hk) = k, and in particular that S = {u1, . . . , uk} is an edge resolving set for G.

It was shown [11] that any vertex in a graph G with edim(G) ≤ k must have degree at
most 2k. Here, we find a sharp bound for vertices in an edge resolving set.

Theorem 3.6. Any vertex in an edge resolving set of size k must have degree at most 2k−1.
Moreover, this bound is sharp.

Proof. Let G = (V,E) be a graph, and let S be an edge resolving set for G of size k. For
each edge e in G, let dS(e) denote the distance vector of e with respect to S.

Let s ∈ S. For each edge in G of the form {s, v} for some v ∈ V , the s coordinate of the
distance vector will be 0, and there are at most 2 possible values for every other coordinate.
Thus, the number of edges in G of the form {s, v} is at most 2k−1.

For the lower bound, we use the graph Hk from [11] which was defined at the beginning
of the section. Recall that edim(Hk) = k, S = {u1, . . . , uk} is an edge resolving set for Hk,
and every element of S has degree 2k−1 [11]. Thus, our bound is sharp.

Corollary 3.7. The maximum possible minimum degree of a graph G with edim(G) ≤ k is
at most 2k−1.

In the next two results, we show that

lim
k→∞

(

max
G: edim(G)=k

log2(ftedim(G))

k

)

= 1.

If we restrict the maximum so that it only ranges over connected graphs G with edim(G) =
k, rather than over all graphs G with edim(G) = k, then we still obtain the same limit
because the infinite family of graphs H1,H2, . . . used in the proof of Theorem 3.9 are
connected. We start with the upper bound.

Theorem 3.8. For every graph G of order greater than 1, we have ftedim(G) ≤ edim(G)(1+
2edim(G)).

Proof. Given an edge resolving set S for G, define

S′ = S ∪
⋃

s∈S

N(s).

For each s ∈ S, let Ts = S′ − {s}.
We claim that Ts resolves all pairs of edges in G except possibly {s, u} and {u, v} where

s ∈ S. First, we show that if s 6∈ e and s 6∈ f then Ts resolves e, f . Suppose that Ts

does not resolve them. Given that S resolves them, without loss of generality assume that
dist(s, e) < dist(s, f). Clearly s is not isolated. Since for any vertex x 6= s,

dist(s, x) = 1 + min
x′∈N(s)

dist(x′, x),
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assuming that argminy∈N(s)dist(y, e) = η and argminy∈N(s)dist(y, f) = φ we have

dist(η, e) < dist(φ, f) ≤ dist(η, f),

so Ts resolves e, f . Next, we check that there do not exist distinct vertices u, v, w 6= s such
that Ts does not resolve {s, u} and {v,w}. Indeed, in this case we must have u ∈ Ts, so
Ts must resolve {s, u} from any edge that does not contain u, including {v,w}. Finally, we
check that there do not exist distinct vertices u, v 6= s such that Ts does not resolve {s, u}
and {s, v}. Indeed, in this case we must have u, v ∈ Ts, so Ts must resolve {s, u} and {s, v}.

We check that there do not exist distinct vertices u, v1, v2 6= s such that Ts does not
resolve {s, u}, {u, v1} and {s, u}, {u, v2}. This is because that would imply that Ts does not
resolve {u, v1}, {u, v2}, contradicting with our previous claim.

If Ts does not resolve {s, u}, {u, v}, then we define ws,u = v, and otherwise we define
ws,u = s. Let

S′′ = S′ ∪
⋃

s∈S,u∈N(s)

{ws,u}.

Thus, S′′ is a fault-tolerant edge resolving set for G.
For each s ∈ S, we have |N(s)| ≤ 2|S|−1 by Theorem 3.6 and thus, |S′′| ≤ |S|(1 +

2|S|−1) + |S|2|S|−1 = |S|(1 + 2|S|).

The next result shows that the bound in Theorem 3.8 is sharp up to the base of the
exponent.

Theorem 3.9. For every positive integer k, we have edim(Hk) = k and ftedim(Hk) ≥
2k−1 + 1.

Proof. Given a fault-tolerant edge resolving set T for Hk, note that T − {u1} must be an
edge resolving set for Hk. In Hk, consider the 2k vertices which are neighbors of the center
vertex c in the copy of K1,2k . We partition these 2k vertices into 2k−1 pairs of vertices,
where the labels of the two vertices in each pair differ only in the first digit of their binary
strings.

If vertices v and w are in the same pair, then the only vertices in Hk that resolve {v, c}
and {w, c} are v, w, and u1. Indeed, the center vertex c has distance 0 to both {v, c} and
{w, c}. Every non-center vertex in the copy of K1,2k that is not equal to v or w has distance
1 to both {v, c} and {w, c}. Finally, every vertex ui with i 6= 1 has distance 1 to both {v, c}
and {w, c} if v and w have ith digit 0, and otherwise ui has distance 2 to both {v, c} and
{w, c}. Thus, the only vertices in Hk that resolve {v, c} and {w, c} are v, w, and u1.

So, in order for T −{u1} to be an edge resolving set for Hk, we must have v ∈ (T −{u1})
or w ∈ (T − {u1}). Thus, every pair in the partition must contribute at least one vertex to
T − {u1}. Therefore, T − {u1} must have size at least 2k−1.

4 Fault tolerance for adjacency dimension

If G has order 1, then adim(G) = 0 and ftadim(G) = 1. For both graphs G of order 2, it is
easy to see that adim(G) = 1 and ftadim(G) = 2. In general, for any graph G of order at
least 2, we must have adim(G) ≥ 1, so ftadim(G) ≥ 2. In the next result, we characterize
the graphs G of order at least 3 such that adim(G) = 1. This characterization has already
been proved for connected graphs [19]; we prove it here for all graphs.
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Theorem 4.1. Let G be a graph of order at least 3. Then adim(G) = 1 if and only if G
has 3 vertices and at least one edge, and G is not a complete graph.

Proof. The backward direction is easy to check, since there are only 2 such graphs up to
isomorphism, so we prove the forward direction. Suppose that adim(G) = 1, and let S be
an adjacency resolving set of size 1. Since the distance of any vertex to the landmark in S
is capped at 2, G has at most 3 vertices. Therefore G has exactly 3 vertices. If G has no
edge or if G is isomorphic to K3, then adim(G) ≥ 2, a contradiction. Thus, G is isomorphic
to P3 or the union of P2 and a singleton.

In the following result, we characterize the graphs G that attain the minimum possible
value of ftadim(G) among graphs G of order at least 3.

Theorem 4.2. Let G be a graph of order at least 3. Then ftadim(G) = 2 if and only if G
has 3 vertices and at least one edge, and G is not a complete graph.

Proof. The backward direction is easy to check, so we prove the forward direction. Suppose
that ftadim(G) = 2. Then by Lemma 1.1, we have adim(G) ≤ ftadim(G) − 1 = 1. Since
G has order at least 3, by Theorem 4.1 we can conclude that G has 3 vertices and at least
one edge, and G is not a complete graph.

Corollary 4.3. For all graphs G, we have ftadim(G) = 2 if and only if adim(G) = 1.

As with standard metric dimension, it is easy to see that ftadim(G) ≤ n for all graphs
G of order n, since any set of n − 1 vertices in G is an adjacency resolving set. The next
result shows that this upper bound is sharp; the proof is the same as Theorem 2.5.

Theorem 4.4. For all graphs G of order n, we have ftadim(G) < n if and only if there
exists v ∈ V (G) such that for all u ∈ V (G) with u 6= v we have N(u)− {v} 6= N(v)− {u}.

Corollary 4.5. For all graphs G of order n, we have ftadim(G) = n if and only if for all
v ∈ V (G) there exists u ∈ V (G) with u 6= v such that N(u)− {v} = N(v) − {u}.

For multiple results in this section, we will use the following construction of an infinite
family of connected graphs A1, A2, . . . that are very similar to the family H1,H2, . . . that
was defined in Section 3. Start with a copy of Hk, and then add edges between every pair
of vertices ui, uj for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k, so that the vertices u1, u2, . . . , uk form a clique of size
k. Delete any vertices with the same adjacency vector as the center vertex c with respect
to S = {u1, . . . , uk}. Call the resulting graph Ak.

With similar arguments, the only deleted vertex is labeled with the all-1 binary string,
so Ak has order k + 2k. Moreover, adim(Ak) ≤ k since S is an adjacency resolving set for
Ak. We must also have adim(Ak) ≥ k, since Geneson and Yi proved that any graph G with
adim(G) = x must have order at most x+ 2x [13]. Thus, adim(Ak) = k. Finally, note that
every element of S has degree 2k−1 + k − 1, since every element of S is neighbors with all
other elements of S, and the vertex that we delete to create Ak was not a neighbor of any
element of S in Hk.

Geneson and Yi [13] showed that the maximum possible degree of any vertex in a graph
G with adim(G) = k is 2k + k− 1. In the next result, we determine the maximum possible
degree of any vertex in an adjacency resolving set of size k.

Theorem 4.6. Any vertex in an adjacency resolving set of size k must have degree at most
2k−1 + k − 1. Moreover, this bound is sharp.
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Proof. For the upper bound, consider a graph G with an arbitrary vertex v in an adjacency
resolving set X of size k. Without loss of generality, suppose that the first coordinate of
aX(u) corresponds to v for any vertex u in G. For any neighbor u of v, the first coordinate of
aX(u) must be 1. At most k−1 neighbors of v may have 0 in one of their coordinates besides
the first coordinate. All other neighbors of v may only 1 or 2 in all of their coordinates
besides the first coordinate. Thus, v has at most k − 1 + 2k−1 neighbors.

For the lower bound, we use the graph Ak which was defined at the beginning of the
section. Recall that adim(Ak) = k, S = {u1, . . . , uk} is an adjacency resolving set for Ak,
and every element of S has degree 2k−1 + k − 1. Thus, our bound is sharp.

Corollary 4.7. The maximum possible minimum degree of a graph G with adim(G) = k is
at most 2k−1 + k − 1.

In the next result, we obtain an upper bound on fault-tolerant adjacency dimension in
terms of adjacency dimension.

Theorem 4.8. For every graph G of order greater than 1, we have ftadim(G) ≤ adim(G)+
2adim(G).

Proof. Geneson and Yi [13] proved that every graph G with adim(G) = k has order at most
k+2k. Clearly, the whole vertex set is a fault-tolerant adjacency resolving set for any graph
G, so ftadim(G) ≤ adim(G) + 2adim(G).

The next result shows that Theorem 4.8 is sharp up to a constant factor.

Theorem 4.9. For every positive integer k, we have adim(Ak) = k and ftadim(Ak) ≥ 2k−1.

Proof. It remains to prove that ftadim(Ak) ≥ 2k−1 for every positive integer k. Given a
fault-tolerant adjacency resolving set T for Ak, note that T − {u1} must be an adjacency
resolving set for Hk. In Ak, consider the 2k − 1 vertices which are neighbors of the center
vertex c in the copy of K1,2k−1. We partition these 2k − 1 vertices into 2k−1 − 1 pairs of
vertices and a single remaining vertex, where the labels of the two vertices in each pair
differ only in the first digit of their binary strings.

If vertices v and w are in the same pair, then the only vertices in Ak that 1-resolve v
and w are v, w, and u1. Indeed, the center vertex c has distance 1 to both v and w. Every
non-center vertex in the copy of K1,2k−1 that is not equal to v or w has distance 2 to both
v and w. Finally, every vertex ui with i 6= 1 has distance 1 to both v and w if v and w have
ith digit 0, and otherwise ui has distance 2 to both v and w. Thus, the only vertices in Ak

that 1-resolve v and w are v, w, and u1.
So, in order for T − {u1} to be an adjacency resolving set for Ak, we must have v ∈

(T − {u1}) or w ∈ (T − {u1}). Thus, every pair in the partition must contribute at least
one vertex to T − {u1}. Therefore, T − {u1} must have size at least 2k−1 − 1.

Corollary 4.10. We have

lim
k→∞

(

max
G: adim(G)=k

ftadim(G)

)

= Θ(2k).

If we restrict the maximum in the corollary so that it only ranges over connected graphs
G with adim(G) = k, rather than over all graphs G with adim(G) = k, then we still
obtain the same limit because the infinite family of graphs A1, A2, . . . used in the proof of
Theorem 4.6 are connected.
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5 Fault tolerance for truncated metric dimension

If G has order 1, then dimk(G) = 0 and ftdimk(G) = 1. However, for any graph G of order
at least 2, we must have dimk(G) ≥ 1 and ftdimk(G) ≥ 2. We characterize the graphs with
dimk(G) = 1 in the next result.

Theorem 5.1. For all graphs G and positive integers k, we have dimk(G) = 1 if and only
if G is either Pi for some 2 ≤ i ≤ k + 2 or the union of Pj and a singleton for some
1 ≤ j ≤ k + 1.

Proof. Suppose that G is either Pi for some 2 ≤ i ≤ k+2 or the union of Pj and a singleton
for some 1 ≤ j ≤ k + 1. Since G has order at least 2, we must have dimk(G) > 0. Since
either endpoint of the Pi or Pj is a k-resolving set for G, we have dimk(G) = 1.

For the other direction, suppose that G is a graph with dimk(G) = 1, and let S = {s}
be a k-resolving set of size 1. Since the truncated distance of any vertex to s is capped at
k + 1, G has order at most k + 2. Moreover, G has order at least 2, or else we would have
dimk(G) = 0.

The vertex s must have degree at most 1, or else it would not be able to k-resolve its
neighbors. Every vertex v of G must have degree at most 2, or else s would not be able to
k-resolve the neighbors of v. No connected component of G can be a cycle, or else at least
two landmarks would be required to k-resolve G. Thus, every connected component of G
is a path.

G has at most 2 connected components, or else s would be unable to resolve two vertices
that are in different connected components from s and from each other. Finally, G has at
most 1 connected component of order at least 2, or else there would be a pair of vertices
that are not in the same connected component as s, and thus, cannot be k-resolved by s.
Therefore, G is either Pi for some 2 ≤ i ≤ k+2 or the union of Pj and a singleton for some
1 ≤ j ≤ k + 1.

In the following result, we characterize the graphs G that attain the minimum possible
value of ftdimk(G) among graphs of order at least 2.

Theorem 5.2. For all graphs G and positive integers k, we have ftdimk(G) = 2 if and
only if G is either Pi for some 2 ≤ i ≤ k + 2 or the union of Pj and a singleton for some
1 ≤ j ≤ k + 1.

Proof. Suppose that G is either Pi for some 2 ≤ i ≤ k+2 or the union of Pj and a singleton
for some 1 ≤ j ≤ k + 1. Since G has order at least 2, we must have ftdimk(G) > 1. If G is
the union of two singletons, then let S = V (G). Otherwise, if G contains a path P with at
least 2 vertices, then let S consist of the two endpoints of P . In either case, S is clearly a
fault-tolerant k-resolving set for G, so we have ftdimk(G) = 2.

For the other direction, suppose that ftdimk(G) = 2. Then G has order at least 2. By
Lemma 1.1, we have dimk(G) ≤ ftdimk(G)− 1 = 1. Thus, by Theorem 5.1 we can conclude
that G is either Pi for some 2 ≤ i ≤ k + 2 or the union of Pj and a singleton for some
1 ≤ j ≤ k + 1.

Corollary 5.3. For all graphs G and positive integers k, we have ftdimk(G) = 2 if and
only if dimk(G) = 1.

As with standard metric dimension and adjacency dimension, it is easy to see for all
k ≥ 1 that ftdimk(G) ≤ n for all graphs G of order n, since any set of n − 1 vertices in G
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is a k-truncated resolving set. The next result shows that this upper bound is sharp and
generalizes Theorem 4.4; the proof is the same as Theorem 2.5.

Theorem 5.4. For all k ≥ 1 and graphs G of order n, we have ftdimk(G) < n if and only
if there exists v ∈ V (G) such that for all u ∈ V (G) with u 6= v we have N(u) − {v} 6=
N(v)− {u}.

Corollary 5.5. For all k ≥ 1 and graphs G of order n, we have ftdimk(G) = n if and only
if for all v ∈ V (G) there exists u ∈ V (G) with u 6= v such that N(u)− {v} = N(v)− {u}.

Before proving some extremal bounds for ftdimk(G) with respect to dimk(G), we first
discuss a construction from Geneson et al [12] which was used to obtain a number of extremal
results about metric dimension and pattern avoidance, solving several open problems from
[11].

Definition 5.6. Let Dk be the graph that has vertex set Zk
≥0 with edges between every pair

of vertices that differ by at most 1 in each coordinate.

For the next result in this section, we use the following construction which is similar
to one used in [17] for bounding the order of graphs in terms of metric dimension and
diameter. Let Ak(q) denote the set of vertices in Dk contained in the k-cube [q, 3q]k. Let
Mk,0(q) denote the set of k vertices with one coordinate 0 and all others equal to 2q. For
each i with 0 ≤ i ≤ q − 2 in increasing order, let Mk,i+1(q) denote the set of vertices with
one coordinate equal to i which are neighbors of some vertex in Mk,i(q). Let

Rk(q) = Ak(q) ∪

q−1
⋃

i=0

Mk,i(q).

The induced subgraph Ik(q) of Dk on the vertices of Rk(q) has metric dimension at most
k, and the coordinates of its vertices correspond to distance vectors for the resolving set
consisting of the points in Mk,0(q). In fact the metric dimension of Ik(q) is k, because it
has vertices with degree 3k − 1 and it is known [12] that the maximum possible degree of
a vertex in a graph of metric dimension k is 3k − 1. For each j with 1 ≤ j ≤ q − 1, each
landmark v has (2j + 1)k−1 vertices u 6= v with dist(u, v) = j.

Theorem 5.7. Any vertex in a k-resolving set of size j has degree at most 3j−1. Moreover,
this bound is sharp for k ≥ 2.

Proof. The upper bound follows from [12] since any k-resolving set of size j is also a resolving
set of size j. To see that this bound is sharp for k ≥ 2, consider the graph Ik(1). All
coordinates are at most 3, so the resolving set Mk,0(1) is also a k-resolving set.

Corollary 5.8. The maximum possible minimum degree of a graph G with a k-resolving
set of size j is at most 3j−1.

Now, we are ready to obtain an upper bound on fault-tolerant k-truncated metric di-
mension in terms of k-truncated metric dimension.

Theorem 5.9. For every positive integer k and graph G of order greater than 1, we have
ftdimk(G) ≤ dimk(G)(2 + 3dimk(G)−1).
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Proof. Given a k-resolving set S for G, define

S′ = S ∪
⋃

s∈S

N(s).

For each s ∈ S, let Ts = S′ − {s}.
We claim that Ts k-resolves all pairs of vertices in G, except possibly s and one other

vertex u. First, we show that if u 6= s and v 6= s then Ts k-resolves u, v. Suppose that Ts

does not k-resolve them. Given that S k-resolves them, without loss of generality assume
that min(k + 1,dist(s, u)) < min(k + 1,dist(s, v)). So, we have dist(s, u) < k + 1 and
dist(s, u) < dist(s, v).

Clearly s is not isolated. Since for any vertex x 6= s,

dist(s, x) = 1 + min
x′∈N(s)

dist(x′, x),

assuming that argminy∈N(s)dist(y, u) = u′ and argminy∈N(s)dist(y, v) = v′ we have dist(u′, u) <
k and

min(k + 1,dist(u′, u)) = dist(u′, u) < min(k + 1,dist(v′, v)) ≤ min(k + 1,dist(u′, v)).

Thus, Ts k-resolves u and v. Next, we show that there do not exist distinct vertices u, v 6= s
such that Ts does not k-resolve s, u and s, v. If there exist such vertices u, v, then u, v /∈ Ts

and for any vertex x ∈ Ts we have min(k + 1,dist(u, x)) = min(k + 1,dist(s, x)) = min(k +
1,dist(v, x)), i.e., Ts does not k-resolve u, v. This contradicts our previous claim.

If Ts does not k-resolve s from some other vertex u, then define us = u and otherwise
we define us = s. Let

S′′ = S′ ∪
⋃

s∈S

{us} .

Clearly, S′′ is a k-resolving set for G. Consider an arbitrary t ∈ S′′, and let X = S′′−{t}.
If t 6∈ S, then X clearly k-resolves all pairs of vertices in G since S ⊆ X. Otherwise, suppose
that t ∈ S. Recall that Tt k-resolves all pairs of vertices in G, except possibly t and ut.
However, ut ∈ X and Tt ⊆ X, so X k-resolves all pairs of vertices in G. Thus, S′′ is a
fault-tolerant k-resolving set for G.

For each s ∈ S, we have |N(s)| ≤ 3|S|−1 by Theorem 5.7 and thus, |S′′| ≤ |S|(2 +
3|S|−1).

In the next result, we use the infinite family of connected graphs J1, J2, J3, . . . which
was defined in Section 2.

Theorem 5.10. For all integers k ≥ 2 and j ≥ 1, we have dimk(Jj) = j and ftdimk(Jj) ≥
3j−1 − j.

Proof. Since dimk(G) ≥ dim(G) for all graphsG and positive integers k, we have dimk(Jj) ≥
dim(Jj) = j. Note that all elements of S in Jj have distance at most 3 to every vertex in
Jj , so S is a k-resolving set for Jj , and dimk(Jj) ≤ j. Thus, dim(Jj) = j.

By Theorem 2.8, we have ftdimk(Jj) ≥ ftdim(Jj) ≥ 3j−1 − j.

Corollary 5.11. For all integers k ≥ 2, we have

lim
j→∞

(

max
G: dimk(G)=j

log3(ftdimk(G))

j

)

= 1.
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However,

lim
j→∞

(

max
G: dim1(G)=j

log2(ftdim1(G))

j

)

= 1.

Proof. The first limit follows from the bounds in this section, while the second limit follows
from Corollary 4.10.

As with the other variants, if we restrict the maximum in the corollary so that it only
ranges over connected graphs G with dimk(G) = j, rather than over all graphs G with
dimk(G) = j, then we still obtain the same limit because the infinite family of graphs
J1, J2, . . . used in the proof of Theorem 5.10 are connected.

6 Fault tolerance for local metric dimension

If G has no edges, then clearly we have ldim(G) = 0. If G has any edge {u, v}, then clearly
ldim(G) > 0, or else u and v could not be resolved. We claim that ldim(G) = 1 if and only
if G is a union of a connected bipartite graph with at least one edge and any number of
singletons. This is already known for the case of connected graphs [24]; we include a proof
of the general case here for completeness.

Theorem 6.1. For all graphs G, ldim(G) = 1 if and only if G is a union of a connected
bipartite graph with at least one edge and any number of singletons.

Proof. If G is a union of a connected bipartite graph H with at least one edge and any
number of singletons, then we can focus just on H since none of the singletons have to be
distinguished from any other vertices. If we select any vertex v in H, then it is a local
resolving set for G. Indeed, for any edge {u,w} in H, the distances of u and w to v must
have different parities.

For the other direction, suppose that ldim(G) = 1. Then, Gmust have some edge, or else
ldim(G) = 0. Furthermore, G must have at most one connected component H with an edge,
or else ldim(G) > 1. Now, we claim that H must be bipartite. Indeed, since ldim(G) = 1,
there must exist some vertex v which distinguishes all pairs of adjacent vertices in G. We
define two sets L and R. In particular, for each vertex u in H, we place u in L if it has even
distance to v, and otherwise we place u in R. If there are two vertices u and w in H with
the same distance to v, then they are not adjacent, since v does not distinguish them. If
u and w have different distances to v of the same parity, then they are not adjacent, since
otherwise their distances to v would be at most 1 apart. So, no pair of vertices in L are
adjacent, and no pair of vertices in R are adjacent. Thus, H is bipartite.

As for the maximum possible values of ldim(G), it is easy to see that ldim(G) ≤ n − 1
for all graphs G of order n, since any set of n − 1 vertices in G is clearly a local resolving
set. Moreover, we have ldim(G) ≤ n− 2 for all graphs G of order n that are not complete,
since any set of n− 2 vertices in G is a local resolving set if the two vertices that are not in
the set are not adjacent.

Remark. Among graphs G of order n, we have that ldim(G) = n − 1 if and only if G is a
complete graph [24]. Indeed, if G is a complete graph of order n, then ldim(G) ≥ n − 1
since any set of vertices in G of size n − 2 would not distinguish the two vertices that are
not in the set. Thus, ldim(G) = n − 1 if G is a complete graph of order n. In the other
direction, if G is a graph of order n with ldim(G) = n − 1, then all pairs of vertices in G
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must be adjacent, so G is complete. This result was already proved for connected graphs
[24], but the general proof is the same.

Now, we turn to fault tolerance for local metric dimension. If G is a graph with no
edges, then we have ftldim(G) = 1, since there are no adjacent pairs of vertices. Observe
that this situation is very different from fault tolerance for standard metric dimension, since
we have ftdim(G) = n for graphs G of order n with no edges. If G has at least one edge,
then ldim(G) ≥ 1, so ftldim(G) ≥ 2. The following characterization implies that this bound
is sharp.

Theorem 6.2. For any graph G, ftldim(G) = 2 if and only if G is a union of a connected
bipartite graph with at least one edge and any number of singletons.

Proof. First, suppose that G is a union of a connected bipartite graph H with at least one
edge and any number of singletons. Then, H has at least two vertices and at least one edge.
Let S be any set of two vertices from H. Any vertex in H is a local resolving set for G, so
S is a fault-tolerant local resolving set for G. Thus, ftldim(G) ≤ 2. Since G has at least
one edge, we also have ftldim(G) ≥ 2, so ftldim(G) = 2.

For the other direction, suppose that we have an arbitrary graph G with ftldim(G) = 2.
Since ftldim(G) > 1, G has at least one edge. By Lemma 1.1, ldim(G) ≤ ftldim(G)−1 = 1.
Thus, by Theorem 6.1, G must be the union of a connected bipartite graph with at least
one edge and any number of singletons.

Corollary 6.3. For all graphs G, we have ftldim(G) = 2 if and only if ldim(G) = 1.

As for the maximum possible value of ftldim(G) with respect to the order of G, it is
easy to see that ftldim(G) ≤ n for all graphs G of order n, since any set of n− 1 vertices in
G is a local resolving set. The next result shows that this upper bound is sharp.

Theorem 6.4. For all graphs G of order n, we have ftldim(G) < n if and only if there exists
v ∈ V (G) such that for all u ∈ V (G) with {u, v} ∈ E(G) we have N(u)−{v} 6= N(v)−{u}.

Proof. Suppose that there exists a vertex v ∈ V (G) such that for all u ∈ V (G) with
{u, v} ∈ E(G) we have N(u)− {v} 6= N(v)− {u}. Let S = V (G)− {v}. Then for all s ∈ S
with {s, v} ∈ E(G), the set S −{s} distinguishes v from s, since N(v)−{s} 6= N(s)−{v}.
Thus, ftldim(G) < n.

For the other direction, suppose that ftldim(G) < n. Then there exists a vertex v ∈
V (G) such that V (G) − {v} is a fault-tolerant local resolving set. Then for every vertex
u ∈ V (G)− {v}, the set V (G)−{u, v} is a local resolving set. In particular, V (G)−{u, v}
resolves u and v if u and v are adjacent. So, if u and v are adjacent, then there must exist
some vertex w ∈ V (G) − {u, v} such that w is adjacent to u or v but not both, and thus,
N(u)− {v} 6= N(v)− {u}.

Corollary 6.5. For all graphs G of order n, we have ftldim(G) = n if and only if for all
v ∈ V (G) there exists u ∈ V (G) with {u, v} ∈ E(G) such that N(u)− {v} = N(v)− {u}.

By Corollary 6.5, it is clear that we have ftldim(Kn) = n for all positive integers n. If
G is a 1-regular, i.e., if G is a union of disconnected edges, then we also have ftldim(G) = n
by the same corollary. For another example, consider the graph G with vertices vi, ui for
every 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Suppose that vi is adjacent to ui for every 1 ≤ i ≤ k, and both ui and vi
are adjacent to vi+1 and ui+1 for every 1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. Then, we also have ftdim(G) = n by
Corollary 6.5.
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We have discussed the characterization of the graphs G of order n with ldim(G) = 1
and ldim(G) = n − 1, and we also characterized the graphs G with ftldim(G) = 2 and
ftldim(G) = n. A remaining problem is to complete the characterization for other values of
ldim(G) and ftldim(G).

We showed for all graphs G that ldim(G) = 1 if and only if ftldim(G) = 2. Moreover,
clearly we have ldim(G) = 0 if and only if ftldim(G) = 1. Thus, there is a finite upper
bound on ftldim(G) for any graph G with ldim(G) ≤ 1. However, based only on known
results, it is plausible that in general, ftldim(G) might not have a finite upper bound in
terms of ldim(G). In particular, does there exist a family of graphs G with ldim(G) = 2
such that ftldim(G) is unbounded on the family?

In all of our bounds for variants of metric dimension xdim(G), the maximum possible
value of ftxdim(G) with respect to xdim(G) grows nearly on the same order as the maximum
possible value of ∆(G) with respect to xdim(G). However, there is no upper bound on ∆(G)
for graphs G with ldim(G) = k. In particular, for any positive integers k and r, it is easy
to construct connected graphs G with ldim(G) = k and ∆(G) ≥ r. Indeed, we can start
with any connected graph G that has ldim(G) = k and apply the following lemma.

Lemma 6.6. Suppose that G is connected and ldim(G) = k ≥ 1. Pick a vertex v in G,
and then add r new vertices that are neighbors only with v. The resulting graph G′ has
ldim(G′) = k and ∆(G′) ≥ r.

Proof. The fact that ∆(G′) ≥ r follows from definition. To see that ldim(G′) = k, we prove
that ldim(G′) ≤ k and ldim(G′) ≥ k. To prove that ldim(G′) ≤ k, it suffices to observe
that any local resolving set for G is also a local resolving set for G′. Indeed, note that every
vertex in G can resolve all of the new pairs of adjacent vertices in G′.

Now, we prove that ldim(G′) ≥ k. Suppose for contradiction that G′ has a local resolving
set S with |S| < k. Then S must contain some new vertex in G′, since otherwise S would
be a local resolving set for G, which would violate the fact that ldim(G) = k. Let S′

be obtained from S by removing any new vertices and adding v. Then S′ is also a local
resolving set for G′, and |S′| ≤ |S| < k. Since S′ only has vertices from G, S′ is also a local
resolving set for G, but |S′| < k and ldim(G) = k. This is a contradiction, so G′ does not
have a local resolving set S with |S| < k. Thus, ldim(G′) ≥ k.

7 More extremal results for standard metric dimension

Geneson et al [12] proved the following lemma, which they used to obtain several exact
extremal results about metric dimension.

Lemma 7.1. [12] For every graph H and positive integer k, there exists a graph of metric
dimension k which contains H if and only if Dk contains H.

We use this fact in the next proof to generalize the result from [12] that the maximum
possible degree of a vertex in a graph of metric dimension k is 3k − 1.

Theorem 7.2. For any vertex v in a graph of metric dimension k, the maximum possible
number of vertices u 6= v with dist(u, v) ≤ j is equal to (2j + 1)k − 1.

Proof. Suppose that G is a graph of metric dimension k. Let S be a resolving set of G with
|S| = k, and embed G into Dk with respect to some ordering of S. For any vertices u 6= v in
G with dist(u, v) ≤ j, all coordinates of u and v in the embedding must differ by at most j.
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Thus, for any fixed vertex v, there are at most (2j + 1)k − 1 vertices u with dist(u, v) ≤ j.
To see that this bound can be attained, consider an induced subgraph H of Dk with order
(2j +1)k on the vertices with all coordinates at most 2j. The distance of the vertex v with
all-j coordinates to all other (2j + 1)k − 1 vertices of H is at most j, and by Lemma 7.1
there is a graph H ′ of metric dimension k that contains H. Hence in H ′ the number of
vertices whose distance to v’s counterpart v′ do not exceed j, excluding v′ itself, is at least
(2j + 1)k − 1.

In order to get the past upper bounds on the fault-tolerant metric dimension and the
(k + 1)-metric dimension, the papers [18] and [22] used an upper bound on the maximum
possible number of vertices with distance at most j to a given landmark.

Lemma 7.3. [18] For any vertex v in a resolving set of size k, the possible number of
vertices u 6= v with dist(u, v) ≤ j is at most 1 + j(2j + 1)k−1.

In the following results, we obtain an improvement on the bound in Lemma 7.3. In
particular, we determine the exact value of the maximum possible number of vertices u 6= v
with dist(u, v) ≤ j.

Theorem 7.4. For any vertex v in a resolving set of size k, the maximum possible number
of vertices u 6= v with dist(u, v) = j ≥ 1 is equal to (2j + 1)k−1.

Proof. For the upper bound, suppose that G is a graph of metric dimension k. Let S be
a resolving set of G with |S| = k, and embed G into Dk with respect to some ordering of
S. Let v be a landmark vertex, so one of its coordinates (say the ith) is 0 and the rest are
positive. For any vertex u 6= v in G with dist(u, v) = j ≥ 1, all coordinates of u and v
in the embedding must differ by at most j. The ith coordinate must be equal to j. Thus,
there are at most (2j + 1)k−1 vertices u with dist(u, v) = j.

For the lower bound, we use the graphs Ik(q) constructed in Section 5 with sufficiently
large q. As noted before, each landmark v in Mk,0(q) has (2j+1)k−1 vertices u 6= v in Ik(q)
with dist(u, v) = j.

Using the upper bound from the last result together with the same lower bound con-
struction, we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 7.5. For any vertex v in a resolving set of size k, the maximum possible number
of vertices u 6= v with dist(u, v) ≤ j is equal to

j
∑

i=1

(2i + 1)k−1 =
2k−1

k
jk(1 + o(1)).

8 An equivalence between a problem in extremal set theory

and a problem about edge metric dimension

Geneson [11] investigated the maximum possible clique number of a graph with edge metric
dimension at most k. He showed that the answer is at most O(2k/2) and at least k + 1.
The upper bound follows since there are at most 2k possible distance vectors for the

(n
2

)

edges of a clique of size n in a graph of edge metric dimension k, and every edge in the
clique must have a unique distance vector. Later, Geneson et al [12] used the probabilistic
method to show the existence of graphs of edge metric dimension at most k with cliques
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of size Ω((83)
k/6). Let mc(k) denote the maximum possible clique number of a graph with

edge metric dimension at most k. Then, we have mc(k) = O(2k/2) and mc(k) = Ω((83 )
k/6).

Let ek(k) denote the maximum possible size of a family of subsets of {1, 2, . . . , k} such
that all pairwise unions are distinct. The study of ek(k) was initiated by Erdős and Kleitman
[5], and they claimed that there exist 0 < ǫ1 < ǫ2 < 1 such that (1+ǫ1)

k < ek(k) < (1+ǫ2)
k

for all k sufficiently large. They offered $25 for finding ǫ1, ǫ2 with ǫ2/ǫ1 ≤ 1.01.

Theorem 8.1. For all positive integers k, we have mc(k) = ek(k).

Proof. Let F =
{

S1, . . . , Sek(k)

}

be a family of subsets of {1, 2, . . . , k} of size ek(k) such
that all pairwise unions of elements of F are distinct. From F , we construct a graph G. G
has k+ek(k) vertices u1, . . . , uk and v1, . . . , vek(k). The vertices v1, . . . , vek(k) form a clique.
There are also edges between ui and vj for every pair i, j such that i is an element of the
subset Sj.

For each edge in G, we consider the distance vector with respect to u1, . . . , uk. For
any edge of the form {ui, vj}, there will be a 0 in the coordinate for ui, but all edges of
the form {vi, vj} will have no 0 coordinates. All edges of the form {vi, vj} have 1 in the
coordinate corresponding to ut if t ∈ Si or t ∈ Sj, and otherwise {vi, vj} has 2 in the
coordinate corresponding to ut. Since all pairwise unions in F are distinct, all edges of the
form {vi, vj} have distinct distance vectors.

For any edge of the form {ui, vj}, there will be a 0 in the coordinate for ui, there will
be a 1 in the coordinate for each ut such that t 6= i and t ∈ Sj, and there will be a 2 in
the coordinate for each ut such that t 6= i and t 6∈ Sj. Every pair of edges {ui, vj}, {ui′ , vj′}
where i 6= i′ have different distance vectors because their 0 coordinates are at different
positions i and i′. For any pair of edges {ui, vj}, {ui, vj′} with j 6= j′, let their distance
vectors be x and y, respectively. Both vectors have a single 0-coordinate at position i, so
we transform them to x′ and y′ by replacing the 0-coordinate at position i with a 1. Hence,
x′ has ones only at positions s ∈ Sj, and y′ has ones only at positions s ∈ Sj′ . Since Sj

and Sj′ are distinct, x′ and y′ are distinct, and x and y are distinct. Therefore, G has edge
dimension at most k and clique number at least ek(k), so mc(k) ≥ ek(k).

For the other direction, let G be an arbitrary graph of edge metric dimension at most k
and clique number mc(k), soG has mc(k) vertices that form a clique and k vertices u1, . . . , uk
that form an edge resolving set. Note that some of the vertices in the edge resolving set
may be in the clique. Consider the distance vectors of the edges in the clique with respect
to the vertices u1, . . . , uk. There are at most 2 possible values for each coordinate among
the edges in the clique, since all vertices in the clique are neighbors. For each vertex ui, let
pi be the least distance of any vertex in the clique to ui, so the only possible values of the
coordinate corresponding to ui among the edges in the clique are pi and pi + 1.

From G, we construct a family F of subsets of {1, . . . , k} for which all pairwise unions
are distinct. In particular, we create a subset Sj of {1, . . . , k} for each vertex vj in the
clique of size mc(k). If vj has distance pi to ui, then we include i in Sj. Otherwise, if vj
has distance pi + 1 to ui, then we do not include i in Sj. Thus, any edge {vx, vy} in the
clique has distance pi to ui if i ∈ Sx ∪ Sy, and otherwise {vx, vy} has distance pi + 1 to ui.
Since all edges in the clique have unique distance vectors, all pairwise unions in F must be
distinct. Thus, ek(k) ≥ mc(k), so mc(k) = ek(k).

Corollary 8.2. We have ek(k) = O(2k/2) and ek(k) = Ω((83 )
k/6).

In the next corollary, we bound the size of the largest element of a maximum family F
of subsets of {1, 2, . . . , k} whose pairwise unions are distinct.
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Corollary 8.3. Let S be a largest-sized element of a maximum family F of subsets of
{1, 2, . . . , k} whose pairwise unions are distinct. Both |S| and |{1, 2, . . . , k} − S| are Θ(k).

Proof. Suppose that S contains m elements, then F contains at most one other element S′

that is a subset of S, and every other element of F contains an element of {1, 2, . . . , k} −
S. Moreover, for every element S′′ of F that is not S nor S′ the intersection S′′ ∩
({1, 2, . . . , k} − S) is unique. We have

|F| ≤ 2 +

(

k −m

1

)

+

(

k −m

2

)

+ · · · +

(

k −m

min{m,k −m}

)

= 1 +

min{m,k−m}
∑

i=0

(

k −m

i

)

.

If k −m = o(k), then |F| ≤ 1 + 2k−m contradicts the fact that ek(k) = Ω
(

(83)
k/6

)

from
Corollary 8.2. If m = o(k), then

|F| ≤ 1 +

min{m,k−m}
∑

i=0

(

k −m

i

)

≤ (m+ 1)

(

k

m

)

≤ (m+ 1)
km

m!

and

log |F| = O (log(m+ 1) +m log k −m logm) = O

(

m log
k

m

)

.

Since k/m = ω(1), we have log |F| = O(m log(k/m)) = o(mk/m) = o(k). This contradicts
the fact that ek(k) = Ω

(

(83)
k/6

)

.

9 Conclusion

In this paper, we proved a number of bounds on the maximum possible price of fault
tolerance for metric dimension, edge metric dimension, and truncated metric dimension.
These bounds were sharp up to the base of the exponent, but it remains to sharpen them
further.

We saw that ftxdim(G) ≥ xdim(G) + 1 for all graphs G and variants xdim(G) of metric
dimension. For arbitrary variants xdim(G) of metric dimension, what else can be said in
general about ftxdim(G) with respect to xdim(G)? The same question can be asked for
special families of graphs G like trees, bipartite graphs, k-regular graphs, and k-degenerate
graphs, as well as for variants xdim(G) of metric dimension with certain properties.

Based on the observations about fault tolerance and maximum degree in this paper, we
have the following question. For what variants xdim(G) of metric dimension is it true that

lim
k→∞

(

max
G: xdim(G)=k

log(ftxdim(G))

k

)

6= lim
k→∞

(

max
G: xdim(G)=k

log(∆(G))

k

)

?

In order to prove our bounds for fault tolerance, we also proved a number of results
about the maximum possible degree of vertices in graphs of a given metric dimension, edge
metric dimension, and truncated metric dimension. We note that there is a related open
problem [12] which remains unsolved. Specifically, what is the maximum possible minimum
degree of a graph of metric dimension k?

An upper bound of 3k−1 was obtained in [12]. We conjecture that this is sharp, but
matching lower bound constructions have only been found [12] for k ≤ 3. To our knowledge,
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the analogous problem for edge metric dimension and truncated metric dimension is also
unsolved.

In Section 7, we proved results about the maximum possible number of vertices within
a distance of j of a given vertex in a graph of metric dimension k. With the same proofs,
we obtain the following results for truncated metric dimension.

Theorem 9.1. For any vertex v in a graph of k-truncated metric dimension j, the maximum
possible number of vertices u 6= v with dist(u, v) ≤ i is equal to (2i + 1)j − 1 for all i with
k ≥ 3i− 1.

Theorem 9.2. For any vertex v in a k-resolving set of size j, the maximum possible number
of vertices u 6= v with dist(u, v) = i ≥ 1 is equal to (2i+ 1)j−1 for all i with k ≥ 3i− 1.

Corollary 9.3. For any vertex v in a k-resolving set of size j, the maximum possible
number of vertices u 6= v with dist(u, v) ≤ i is equal to

i
∑

r=1

(2r + 1)j−1 =
2j−1

j
ik(1 + o(1))

for all i with k ≥ 3i− 1.

It remains to investigate the case when k < 3i− 1.
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[15] A. Ghalavand, S. Klavžar, X. Li, Interplay between the local metric dimension and the
clique number of a graph, arXiv:2412.17074 [math.CO] (2024).

[16] F. Harary, R.A. Melter, The metric dimension of a graph, Ars Combin. 2 (1976)
191–195.

[17] M. Hernando, M. Mora, I. Pelayo, C. Seara, and D. Wood. Extremal Graph Theory
for Metric Dimension and Diameter. Electron. J. Combin. 17 (2010) R30.

[18] C. Hernando, M. Mora, P. J. Slater, D. R. Wood, Fault-tolerant metric dimension
of graphs, in: Proc. Internat. Conf. Convexity in Discrete Structures, in: Ramanujan
Math. Society Lecture Notes 5 (2008)

[19] M. Jannesari and B. Omoomi, The metric dimension of the lexicographic product of
graphs. Discrete Math. 312(22) (2012) 3349-3356.

[20] A. Kelenc, N. Tratnik, and I. Yero. Uniquely identifying the edges of a graph: the edge
metric dimension. Discrete Appl. Math. 251 (2018) 204-220.

[21] S. Khuller, B. Raghavachari, and A. Rosenfeld. Landmarks in graphs. Discrete Appl.
Math. 70 (1996) 217-229.
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