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Abstract

Given a graph G and a family of graphs F, an F-isolating set, as introduced by Caro
and Hansberg, is any set S C V(G) such that G — N[S] contains no member of F
as a subgraph. In this paper, we introduce a game in which two players with opposite
goals are together building an F-isolating set in G. Following the domination games,
Dominator (Staller) wants that the resulting F-isolating set obtained at the end of the
game, is as small (as big) as possible, which leads to the graph invariant called the
game F-isolation number, denoted ¢, (G, F). We prove that the Continuation Principle
holds in the F-isolation game, and that the difference between the game JF-isolation
numbers when either Dominator or Staller starts the game is at most 1. Considering
two arbitrary families of graphs F and F’, we find relations between them that ensure
1o(G, F') < 15(G, F) for any graph G. A special focus is given on the isolation game,
which takes place when F = {K3}. We prove that (4(G, {K2}) < |V(G)|/2 for any
graph G, and conjecture that [3|V (G)|/7] is the actual (sharp) upper bound. We prove
that the isolation game on a forest when Dominator has the first move never lasts longer
than the one in which Staller starts the game. Finally, we prove good lower and upper
bounds on the game isolation numbers of paths P,, which lead to the exact values
tg(Py, {K2}) = | 252 | whenn =i (mod 5) and i € {1,2,3}.
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1 Introduction

Let G = (V, E) be a graph and F a family of graphs. A graph H is F-forbidden if
no member of F is a subgraph of H. For a vertex x € V, the closed neighborhood
of x is defined by Ng[x] = {v € V : xv € E}U {x}, and if S C V, the closed
neighborhood of S is Ng[S] = UyesN[v]. A set S of vertices is F-isolating if the
subgraph G — Ng[S] is F-forbidden. The minimum cardinality of an F-isolating set
in a graph G is the F-isolation number of G and is denoted by (G, F). The concept
was introduced in 2017 by Caro and Hansberg [10], and has gained the attention of
many researchers. The F-isolation number was studied for several families F and
from different perspectives; see [1, 2, 4, 15, 17] for a short selection of such studies.

In this paper, we introduce a game counterpart of the isolation number. The idea
for the game was inspired by the domination game, introduced in 2010 by BreSar,
Klavzar and Rall [6] as a game counterpart of the domination number. Numerous
papers were devoted to the study of domination games, and several innovative proof
methods were introduced. In particular, the Imagination Strategy and the Continuation
Principle are two such important tools; see [5] and the references therein. In addition,
a special discharging method due to Bujtas [7] was developed while investigating the
domination game, and was later applied for obtaining best upper bounds for graphs
with specified minimum degree on the domination number itself [8§]. Many other
variations of the domination game were introduced, each presenting a game version
of a graph invariant that may be recognized by its name: total domination game [13],
fractional domination game [9], connected domination game [3], two variants of the
paired-domination game [11, 12], and competition-independence game [16]. More
examples of such variations can be found in the book [5] surveying the domination
game and related concepts.

The F-isolation game is played on a graph G by two players, Dominator and Staller,
who take turns choosing (playing) a vertex from G while obeying the following rule. If
S is the set of already played vertices, then vertex x can be chosen only if it dominates
a vertex y that belongs to a component of the graph G — N[S] that is not F-forbidden.
(Recall that a vertex x dominates itself and all its neighbors.) Such a vertex x is
called playable, and a move selecting x is legal. The game ends when no playable
vertex exists. Note that when the game has ended, the set of selected vertices is an
JF-isolating set. The players have opposite goals. Dominator wishes to finish the game
as fast as possible, and Staller wishes to delay the process as much as possible. The
game F-isolation number, denoted by 1, (G, F), is the number of vertices chosen when
Dominator starts the game (the Dominator-start game) provided that both players play
optimally. Similarly, the Staller-start game F-isolation number, written as L’g(G, F),
is the number of vertices chosen in the game when Staller starts the game (the Staller-
start game). The Dominator-start game and the Staller-start game will be briefly called
the D-game and the S-game, respectively, when the family F is clear from context.

If F = {K}}, then the F-isolation game coincides with the well-known domination
game. Thus 1,(G, {K1}) = y,(G) and t/g(G, {Ky}) = yg/(G). If 7 = {K>}, then the
vertices not dominated by the F-isolating set form an independent set. In this case the
F-isolation number is denoted by ((G), and we will use the notation t¢(G) instead of
tg(G, F) and L;,(G) instead of ‘/g(G’ F).
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In the next section, we consider the F-isolation game from a general perspective,
providing results in which the family F is arbitrary. By using the Imagination Strategy
we prove that the Continuation Principle holds for all F-isolation games regardless of
the choice of F. Using this tool, we then show that |z (G, F) — L’g(G, F)| < 1, where
G is an arbitrary graph and F an arbitrary family of graphs. Then, we prove a simple
lower and an upper bound on the game F-isolation number of a graph G in terms
of the F-isolation number of G, and provide a certain “hereditary” condition for two
families F and 7, which ensures that (o(G, ') < 1,(G, F). In Section 3, we focus
on the isolation game (that is, when F* = {K3}), and prove that (;(G) is bounded from
above by half the order of the graph G. We conjecture that the bound can be improved
0 1g(G) < f@] , where n(G) is the order of G, and present an infinite family of
graphs that attain this bound. Section 4 is devoted to the isolation game on forests. We
prove that the D-game in a forest never lasts longer than the S-game (if both players
play optimally). We also provide a lower and an upper bound on the game isolation
number of a path, where the bounds are at most 1 apart. Whenn =i (mod 5), where
i €{1,2,3}, we get the exact values: (5 (P,) = L:g(Pn) = L2”5—+2J

2 F-lsolation Game

In this section, we collect a number of preliminary results, most of which can be con-
sidered as extensions from the domination game to the isolation game. The proofs of
several of these results follow similar lines of reasoning as the proofs of corresponding
results for the domination game. For the sake of completeness we will provide all these
proofs.

During the course of the game, when S is the set of selected vertices, a vertex v
is considered marked if v € N[S] or v is contained in an F-forbidden component
of G — N[S]. In particular, before the game begins every vertex in an F-forbidden
component, if such a component exists, is marked. Note that a marked vertex may or
may not be playable. It is easy to see the following observation about playable vertices
during the course of the game.

Observation 2.1 When the F-isolating game is played on a graph, a vertex is not
playable if and only if its entire closed neighborhood is marked.

A partially marked graph G| A consists of a graph G with a subset A € V(G) such
that G — A does not contain an F-forbidden component. We will consider the vertices
in A as already marked. Suppose we are playing the game on a partially marked graph
G| A. During the course of the game, after each move we will update the set of marked
vertices M where initially M = A. Suppose x is a playable vertex in G| M. Let

U = {t : t is a vertex in an F-forbidden component of G — (M U N[x])},

and let M’ = M U U U N[x]. If a player selects the vertex x when the game is played
on G| M, then G| M’ is the updated partially marked graph. The game ends when every
vertex in G is marked.
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One of the main tools in analyzing the domination game is the Continuation Prin-
ciple [14]. In the next result we show that this principle extends to the JF-isolation
game.

Lemma 2.2 (Continuation Principle) If G is a graph and A, B € V(G) with B C
A, then 14(G|A, F) < 1,(G|B, F) and L/g(G|A,.7:) < Lé(G|B,}'), where F is an
arbitrary family of graphs.

Proof Two games will be played in parallel, Game A on the partially marked graph
G| A and Game B on the partially marked graph G|B. The first of these will be the real
game, while Game B will be imagined by Dominator. In Game A, Staller will play
optimally while in Game B, Dominator will play optimally.

We claim that in each stage of the games, the set of vertices that are marked in
Game B is a subset of the set of vertices that are marked in Game A. Since B C A,
this is true at the start of the games. Suppose now that Staller has (optimally) selected
a vertex u in Game A. Then by the induction assumption, the vertex u is playable
in Game B because a new vertex v that was dominated by u# in Game A, is not yet
marked in Game B as well. Then Dominator copies the move of Staller by playing the
vertex # in Game B. Dominator then replies with an optimal move selecting vertex x
in Game B. (In particular, if the D-game is being played and this is the first move in
the game, then Dominator will choose an optimal move in Game B.) If x is playable
in Game A, Dominator plays x in Game A as well. Otherwise, if the game is not yet
over, Dominator selects any other playable vertex in Game A. In either case the set of
marked vertices in Game B is a subset of the set of marked vertices in Game A which
by induction also proves the claim.

We have thus proved that Game A finishes no later than Game B. Suppose that
Game B lasted » moves. Because Dominator was playing optimally in Game B, it
follows thatr < 15(G|B, F). On the other hand, because Staller was playing optimally
in Game A and Dominator has a strategy to finish the game in » moves, we infer that
tg(G|A, F) < r. Therefore, 14(G|A, F) < r < 1,(G|B,F) and we are done if
Dominator is the first to play. Note that in the above argument we did not assume who
starts first, hence in both cases Game A will finish no later than Game B. Hence the
conclusion holds for t/g as well; that is, L/g(G|A, F) < (G|B, F). O

As a consequence of the Continuation Principle, whenever x and y are playable
vertices for Dominator in the F-isolation game and N[x] € N[y], we may assume
that Dominator will play y instead of x, since any newly marked vertex as a result of
playing x will also be marked as a result of playing y. For a similar reason, if it was
Staller’s turn, we may assume that Staller will play x instead of y.

Theorem 2.3 Foranarbitrary graph G and an arbitrary family F, we have |1, (G, F)—
L;,(G, Pl =1

Proof Consider the D-game on G and let v be the first move of Dominator. Let A

be the set of marked vertices of G after v is played, and let B = (). Consider the
partially marked graph G|A, and note that G|B = G. Since v is an optimal first move
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of Dominator, we note further that (o(G, ) = 1 + L:g(G|A, F). By the Continuation
Principle, L:g(G|A, F) <! (G|B,F)= LZg(G, F). Therefore,

(G, F) = L/g(G|A, F)+1<i(G,F)+1.

By a parallel argument, consider the S-game and let v be the first move of Staller. As
before, let A be the set of marked vertices of G after v is played by Staller and B = {/.
Since v is an optimal first move of Staller, we note that L:g(G, F) =1+ 1,(G|A, F).
By the Continuation Principle, 1o (G|A, F) < 1o(G|B, F) = 15(G, F), implying that

(G, F) = 13(GIA, F) + 1 < 15(G, F) + 1.

Theorem 2.4 For an arbitrary graph G and an arbitrary family F, we have
(G, F) = 5(G, F) 221G, F) — 1, and (G, F) < L/g(G, F) <2(G, F).

Proof Since for any graph G and any family F the set of selected vertices in the F-
isolation game played on G is an F-isolating set, we get ((G, F) < 1,(G, F). Let
I be an F-isolating set of G, where (G, F) = |I|. Dominator’s strategy when the
D-game is played on G is to select the vertices from / one at a time as long as any of
these vertices is playable. When no additional vertex from 7 is playable, we infer by
Observation 2.1 that every vertex in N[/] is marked, which by the choice of I means
that all vertices of G are marked. Thus, altogether at most 2|/| — 1 moves have been
played in the game, yielding 1, (G, F) < 21(G, F) — 1.

The inequalities for Lé(G, JF) can be proved by using similar reasoning. O

The next result relates isolating games on the same graph G considering two dif-
ferent families F and F', where F and F’ are related in a specific way.

Theorem 2.5 Let F and F' be two families of graphs. If for each F € F there exists
F' € F' such that F is a subgraph of F', then 14(G, F') < 14(G, F), where G is an
arbitrary graph.

Proof To prove ((G, F < tg(G, F), we will consider the F'-isolation D-game
played on G, while Dominator will imagine that an F-isolation D-game is played in
parallel on G. We call these games the F'-game and the F-game, respectively. Let A’,
respectively A, be the set of marked vertices updated after every move of the players, in
the F’-game, respectively F-game on G. Note that, by the assumption on the families
F and F', initially A € A’. By the Dominator’s strategy that we will present next, the
relationship between A and A’ will be maintained after each move.

When Dominator selects v in the F-game, then he plays v also in the F'-game if v
is playable there. Otherwise, he chooses any playable vertex in the F’-game. Clearly,
in either case, after his move the relation A C A’ still holds. Staller is following
her optimal strategy in the F’-game. Each of her moves in this game is copied by
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Dominator to the F-game, and since A C A’, this move is also legal in the F-game.
Because of the assumed relationship between the families F and F’, the updated set of
marked vertices in the F-game is a subset of the updated vertices in the F'-game. Let s
and s’ be the total numbers of moves in the F-game and the F'-game, respectively. By
the relationship between the marked vertices in the two games, we infer s’ < s. Since
Staller played optimally in the F’-game, it follows that (;(G, F') < s’. Similarly,
since Dominator followed his optimal strategy in the F-game, we infer s < 1,(G, F).

O

Since 1g(G) = 1.(G, {K2}) and y,(G) = 1.(G, {K1}) Theorem 2.5 implies the
following.
Corollary 2.6 For any graph G we have 15(G) < y3(G).

Note that the difference y3(G) —tg(G) can be arbitrarily large. Let n be any positive

integer and let 71, . . ., T, be n vertex disjoint triangles, where V (T;) = {v;, x;, y;} for
each i € [n]. Let G, be the graph constructed from the union of this set of triangles
by letting {vq, ..., v,} induce a complete subgraph. In addition, for each k € [n] let

F be the spanning subgraph of G, defined by F;, = G, — {x1y1, ..., Xk yr}. Now,
letting n be odd, it is easy to show that to(F,,) = 1 and y,(F,) = 1 +3(n — 1)/2.

3 Isolation Game

In the rest of the paper 7 = { K>}, thatis, we consider the isolation game. As mentioned
earlier, the game {K>}-isolation invariants are denoted by ¢, and L:g.

In the next example, we show that the game isolation number for a spanning sub-
graph H of G can be smaller than ¢, (G). Let G, and its spanning subgraphs Fy,k < n,
be the graphs as defined in the previous section. Then 1, (G,) = n and 1 (Fy) = n —k,
for each k € [n — 1] and 15 (F},) = 1. This example shows that not only can the game
isolation number of a spanning subgraph be arbitrarily smaller than the game isolation
number of the original graph, but it also shows that the game isolation number can
“interpolate” between the smallest and largest values. To see that (,(H) can also be
arbitrarily larger than (3 (G), let G = K,,. We summarize this discussion as follows.

Observation 3.1 For an arbitrary k € Z, there exists a graph G with a spanning
subgraph H such that 15(G) — 1(H) = k.

In the next result, we provide a general upper bound on the game isolation number
of a graph in terms of a fraction of its order.

Theorem 3.2 For any graph G, 14(G) < %n(G).

Proof We will weight the graph in the following way. At the beginning all vertices are
unmarked and each vertex has weight 1. During the game, when a vertex is marked its
weight drops to 0. The weight of G, w(G), is the sum of weights of all vertices of G.
Thus at the beginning of the game w(G) = n(G) and when the game ends the weight
is zero. Let M be the set of marked vertices in some stage of the game. Dominator’s
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strategy is that he does not play a vertex in any K> component of G — M, unless he
has no other option. Moreover, if there exists a component C of G — M of order at
least 3, then he plays a vertex of degree at least 2 in C. With this strategy, each of
his moves will decrease the weight of G by at least 3. Since Staller will decrease the
weight of G by at least 1 after each of her moves, each move will on average decrease
the weight by at least 2 until just K, components are left in G — M. In this final stage
of the game, if any K> components are left in G — M, each player will in every move
decrease the weight by exactly 2. Hence the game finishes after at most "(ZG ) moves.

O

The bound from Theorem 3.2 is sharp since 1 (C¢) = 3. However, we think that the
bound can be improved to (z(G) < [%n(G)-|. We could not find an example where
this bound is exceeded, and we pose the following conjecture.

Conjecture 3.3 For any graph G with no K,-components,
3 , 3
1x(G) < an(G) and 1,(G) =< ;n(G) .

The ceiling in the expression 31n(G)/7 is needed, since 1 (Ce) = 3 and L/g(P4) =2.

Next, we present an infinite family of graphs showing that the conjectured bound
can be attained. Let G be an arbitrary graph. For each vertex v € V(G) identify v
with the center vertex of a path of order 7 and denote the resulting graph by G*.

Proposition 3.4 If G is an arbitrary graph, then 15(G*) = Lé(G*) = %n(G*).

Proof Let us call the paths of order 7 that are in G* but not in G “added paths.” Let
the D-game be played on G. A strategy of Dominator that ensures that no more than
three vertices are played on any of the added paths is as follows. If he is the first player
to select a vertex on an added path, then he achieves this by choosing the center of the
path. (Indeed, after his move in the added path in which he played, two K, components
of unmarked vertices remain, and there are exactly two moves left in this added path.)
Now suppose that Staller is the first player to select a vertex from an added path. If
she does not choose the center vertex of that path, then Dominator can prevent four
played vertices from that path by choosing a vertex that is at distance 4 from her move.
On the other hand, Staller has a strategy to force three moves on each added path. If
she has the first move on some added path, then she chooses the center; otherwise she
responds to Dominator’s first move on this path by choosing its neighbor.

Following the same strategies also in the S-game, one can easily derive L/g(G*) =

2n(G*). -

Therefore, if Conjecture 3.3 holds, then it is sharp for an infinite class of graphs.
Besides the family of graphs G* that appear in Proposition 3.4 and graphs similar
to graphs G* (say, obtained from G* by removing a pendant vertex), we could not
find any other infinite family of graphs whose game isolation number is close to
3n/7. For instance, for paths P, (see Section 4 for details) we prove that the game
isolation number is roughly 2n/5. After searching for graphs having game isolation
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Fig.1 Graph H with V11 V12
g(H)y=5= L’g(H)
U1
V2
Us( vy vy
V6 C
V3
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Ug Vg

number as large as possible, we eventually found an infinite family G of graphs with
@ <1(G) = % < M for all G € G, which we present next.

For a positive integer n let G be an arbitrary graph of order n with V(G) =
{wi, ..., w,} along with n vertex disjoint copies, say Hi, ..., Hy, of the graph H
depicted in Figure 1. For each i € [n], identify the vertex w; in G with the vertex vg4
in H;, and call the resulting graph G g.

One can check that for the graph H in Figure 1 it holds (z(H|{v4}) = 5 =
Lfb,(H l{va}) and o (H) =5 = L/g(H). Furthermore, it is not hard to verify that skipping
a move when playing on H does not help either of the players. Using these facts, one
can then find strategies for both players in the D-game and in the S-game on G y that
lead to exactly five moves being played on each H;. Thus, for every positive integer 7,
we have (,(Gy) = L/g(GH) =5n = w where G is an arbitrary graph of order
n.

4 |solation Game on Forests

The proofs of the next lemma and theorem closely follow arguments of Kinnersley,
West, and Zamani [14] for the domination game. They are included for completeness.
We write G + H to denote the disjoint union of graphs G and H. If G is a partially
marked graph and v € V(G), then G, denotes the partially marked graph obtained
from G by marking all vertices corresponding to a play of v.

Lemma4.1 Given A > 2, assume 15(F) < L:g(F) for all partially marked forests F
such that 1,(F) < M\ If G is such a forest and r is any non-negative integer, then
(G + K1) > 1o(G) and L/g(G +Ki,) > t’g(G).

Proof Fixing A, we use induction on the number of unmarked vertices of G. The claim
is true if G has no unmarked vertices since an additional play will be needed to mark
the vertices of K ;.

To prove 1g(G + K1) > 1g(G), let v be an optimal first move in the D-game on
G+Ky . Ifvisavertexof Ky, thento(G+Ky ,) = l—i—t’g(G) > 1+1g(G). Otherwise,
v belongs to G. By the optimality of v we have (,(G + K;,,) =1+ lé(Gv + K1),
and by the Continuation Principle, t,(Gy) < tg(G) < A. These observations and the
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induction hypothesis yield (,(G + K1) = 1+ L:g(GU +Ki,)> 1+ L/g(Gv). Since v
is not necessarily an optimal first move for Dominator in the D-game on G, we have
1+ té(Gv) > 1,(G) and hence (4 (G + K1) > 15(G).

To prove L/g(G + Ky, > L’g(G), let v be an optimal first move in the S-game on
G. Now Lé(G + K1) = 14+ (Gy+ K1) > 1+ 14,(Gy) = L’g(G) with the strict
inequality following from the induction hypothesis and the equality following from
the optimality of v. O

As for the game domination number, there exist graphs G where 15(G) < L/g(G),
graphs G with (4(G) = Lé(G) (one such example is P3) and graphs G with (5(G) >
t’g(G) (one such example is Cs, for which ¢,(Cg) = 3 and L’g(CG) = 2). In the next
theorem we will prove that only two of these three relationships are possible when G
is a forest.

Theorem 4.2 If F is a partially marked forest, then 1,(F) < L’g(F).

Proof The proof goes by induction on 1, (F) = k. If k < 2, the result trivially follows.
Indeed, if (g (F) = 2, then it is not possible that L;;(F) < 1. Thus let k > 3 and assume
that there exists a partially marked forest F* with ¢, (F) = k and L’g(F ) <k—1.By
Theorem 2.3, L’g(F ) = k — 1. Therefore, Dominator can ensure that after any first
move of Staller in the S-game on F, the game ends within at most k — 2 additional
moves. That is, (5 (F,) < k — 2 forany v € V(F). Similarly, since 1,(F) = k, we get
t’g(Fv) > k—1forany v € V(F).By Theorem 2.3, 13(F,) = k—2 and L’g(F,,) =k—1
hold for any v € V(F).

Denote by M the set of vertices of F that are marked before the game starts. Note
that by definition each vertex that is not marked has at least one unmarked neighbor.
Let C be a component of F having an unmarked vertex. We root C in an arbitrary
vertex r and let x be an unmarked vertex in C that is at the largest distance from r.
Since x ¢ M and all descendants of x are in M, the only possible unmarked neighbor
of x is its parent x". If r # x’, let y be the parent of x’, otherwise let y = x’. Let u
be an optimal first move of Staller in the S-game played on F). By the choice of x
and by the definition of F), it follows that u ¢ N[{x, x"}]. Since u is an optimal first
move of Staller in the S-game on F,, té(Fy) = k — 1 implies that t((Fy),) =k — 2.
Moreover, we already know that 1o (Fy,) = k — 2.

Let F’ be the partially marked forest obtained from F by marking X = N[u] U
(N[{y, x'}1\ {x, x'}) and all isolated vertices of the graph F — (M U X). Note that the
only difference between F’ and (Fy), is that vertices x, x" are marked in (Fy)y but
x and x” are not marked in F’. Since the move on F’ that marks either x or x’ marks
both x and x’ but no other vertices of F’, we get 1o (F') = t5((Fy), + K1,1), where
K11 corresponds to the star on vertices x” and x. Hence

k—2=1g(F) > g(F') = to((Fy)u + K1,1) > to((Fy)u) = k =2,

which is a contradiction. Note that the first inequality follows from the Continuation
Principle and the last inequality follows from Lemma 4.1. O
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By Theorem 4.2, we can obtain a good upper bound for the game isolation number
of paths.

Lemma4.3 Foranyn > 3, 15(Py) < 1,(P,) < | 242

Proof The first inequality follows from Theorem 4.2. For the second inequality con-
sider the S-game played on P,. Dominator can use the strategy following each of
Staller’s moves by selecting a vertex x that is at distance 4 from one of the already
played vertices, say y, provided there are no vertices lying between x and y that have
been played. In this way, if such a vertex x is played, Dominator’s move adds four
vertices to the set of unplayable vertices. Clearly, each move of Staller makes at least
one vertex unplayable. Suppose that Dominator can no longer select such a vertex as
described above. Then, note that there are exactly three options:

e the game is over (all vertices are unplayable), or
o there are exactly three playable vertices, which lie in one end of the path, or
e there are exactly six playable vertices, three at each end of the path.

Let u; be the number of vertices that became unplayable because of the ith move in
the game, and let p be the total number of moves made in the game. In the first case,
we get

i Xp: - 5%; Dominator had the last move,
= u; Z
£ = | 5251 +3; Staller had the last move,
1=

both of which imply that p < ZT" Since p is an integer we get p < L%"J. In the second

case, the last move, say w, that resulted in exactly three playable vertices was played
by Staller due to Dominator’s strategy. Indeed, note that we consider the step of the
game at which Dominator can no longer follow his strategy. If Dominator were to
select w (the vertex that results in exactly three playable vertices), then Staller would,
in her next move, finish the game, which leads us to the first case. Hence, w was played
by Staller, and in this case we obtain

p

-2
n:Zui25p2 +1+3.
i=1

This gives p < 2"5—+2 Again, since p is an integer, it follows that p < L2”5—+2J.

Finally, in the last case the last move, say w, that resulted in exactly six playable
vertices was again played by Staller for the same reason as in the previous case.
Therefore,

14
-3
nzzmzspz +1+6

i=1

and we get p < 2”5+1 and so p < L%J.

We have shown that by following the strategy described above, Dominator can
ensure that p < L2”5+2J. Therefore, 1 (Py) < p < L%J O

We also get a good lower bound:
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Lemma 4.4 Foranyn > 6, f%} — 1 < 15(Py) < 1,(Py).

Proof We only need to prove [%"1 — 1 < 1g(Py). Note that when the D-game played
on a path is over, the following sets Aj, ..., Ax4+1, and By, ..., By are generated. If
v] was selected during the game, then A1 = #J, and B; is a maximal string of vertices
that were selected during the game, starting with vy. Otherwise, A1 is a maximal string
of vertices that were not selected during the game including vy, which ends with, say
vk, - In that case, By is a maximal string of vertices that were selected during the game,
starting with vg, 1. We continue in this way, where finally A;11 may or may not be
empty. Observe that [A1] < 2, |Ax+1] < 2,and |A;| < 3fori € {2, ..., k} regardless
of how the game is played.

Staller’s strategy to achieve the desired bound is as follows. If Dominator selected
a vertex v in one of his moves, then Staller responds by selecting a neighbor of v if
possible. (This is clearly possible for her after the first move of Dominator.) If this
is not possible, then Staller selects any vertex that is a neighbor of a vertex selected
earlier. If there are no such vertices available, the game is already over. Note that after
each move of Dominator (with the only possible exception if Dominator played the
last move in the game), Staller’s strategy of selecting a vertex u next to another already
selected vertex v increases the size of the corresponding set By, in which the vertex u
lies, by 1. In particular, if v was played in the preceding move by Dominator, then after
the move of Staller selecting u we have |B,;| > 2, while if v was played in an earlier
move, then Staller’s selection of u yields | By| > 3. Based on these facts, we have the
following correspondence at the end of the game: for every set B; with | B;| = 1 (with
only one possible exception when the vertex v of B; was the last move in the game
played by Dominator), where v is the vertex of B; necessarily played by Dominator,
there exists a set Bj with |B;| > 3 and a vertex u of B}, which was played by Staller
as the response to Dominator’s selection of vertex v.

Let p be the number of moves played in the D-game when Staller employs the
above strategy. We infer p = Zle | B;i |, which is either 2k or 2k — 1 depending on
whether Dominator had the last move in the game and with this move selected a vertex
v, which belongs to B; with |B;| = 1. On the other hand,

k+1
DAl <24+243(k —1) =3k + 1.
i=1

First, if p = 2k, then n < 5k 4 1, which gives p > 2”5—_2 On the other hand, if

p = 2k — 1, then n < 5k, which gives p > 2"; 2 In either case, we get that the

number of moves is at least % — 1, and since this is an integer, [ZT"] —1 < 1g(Py),as

claimed. o

Combining the upper bound from Lemma 4.3 and the lower bound from Lemma 4.4
we get the following.
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Corollary 4.5 Ifn > 6, then

2n ,
(—1 —1 = 15(Py) < (P < {

2n +2
5 .

Using Corollary 4.5 and Lemma 4.4, we now give the exact value of the game
isolation number for certain paths.

Corollary 4.6 Letn > 6.Ifn =1 (mod 5), n =2 (mod 5), orn =3 (mod 5), then

2 2
e(P) = (Py) = L . J .

Proof Whenn =1 (mod 5) orn =3 (mod 5) the lower bound and the upper bound
in Corollary 4.5 agree. Therefore, we get tg(P,) = L’g(P,,) = L%J

Finally, let n = 2 (mod 5), i.e. n = 5k + 2 for some k € N. By Corollary 4.5, it
is enough to prove that tg(P,) > L2”5—+2J . For the purpose of contradiction assume
that (o (P,) < |_2”5—+2J — 1 = 2k. By Lemma 4.4, we get (,(P,) = 2k. Now we use
exactly the same strategy of Staller and the same notation as in the proof of Lemma 4.4.
Recall that p is the number of moves played in the D-game when Staller employs the
above strategy and p = Zle | B;|. Now, by our assumption p = tg(P,) = 2k. This
implies that the last move was done by Staller. Using notation from Lemma 4.4 we
get p = 3% |Bi| = 2k and Y51 |A;| < 3k + 1. Thus n < 5k + 1, which gives

2k=p> % = w =2k + % a contradiction. O

Acknowledgements B.B. and T.D. acknowledge the financial support of the Slovenian Research and Inno-
vation Agency (research core funding No. P1-0297 and projects N1-0285, J1-3002, J1-4008 and N1-0431).
All five authors thank the Slovenian Research and Innovation Agency for financing our bilateral project
between Slovenia and the USA (title: Domination concepts in graphs, project No. BI-US/24-26-036).

Author Contributions All authors were involved at all stages of the preparation of this work and equally
share their contribution to the paper.

Funding This work was supported by the Slovenian Research and Innovation Agency ARIS (research
core funding P1-0297, projects J1-3002, J1-4008, N1-0285, N1-0218, and bilateral project Slovenia-USA
(BI-US/24-26-036).

Data Availability There is no associated data to this work.

Declarations

Competing interests The authors declare that they have no relevant competing financial or non-financial
interests to disclose.

OpenAccess Thisarticleis licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which
permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence,
and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article are included
in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If
material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted

@ Springer



Graphs and Combinatorics (2026) 42:30 Page130f13 30

by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the
copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

—_

. Borg, P.,, Fenech, K., Kaemawichanurat, P.: Isolation of k-cliques. Discrete Math. 343, 111879, 5 (2020)

2. Borg, P, Kaemawichanurat, P.: Extensions of the Art Gallery Theorem. Ann. Comb. 27, 31-50 (2023)

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

. Borowiecki, M., Fiedorowicz, A., Sidorowicz, E.: Connected domination game. Appl. Anal. Discrete

Math. 13, 261-289 (2019)

. Boyer, G., Goddard, W.: Disjoint isolating sets and graphs with maximum isolation number. Discrete

Appl. Math. 356, 110-116 (2024)

. Brefar, B., Henning, M. A, KlavZar, S., Rall, D.F.: Domination games played on graphs, SpringerBriefs

in Mathematics, Springer, Cham, (2021), x+122 pp

. Bresar, B., Klavzar, S., Rall, D.F.: Domination game and an imagination strategy. SIAM J. Discrete

Math. 24, 979-991 (2010)

. Bujtds, Cs.: On the game domination number of graphs with given minimum degree, Electron. J.

Combin. 22 (2015) 3.29

. Bujtas, Cs., Klavzar, S.: Improved upper bounds on the domination number of graphs with minimum

degree at least five, Graphs Combin. 32 (2016) 511-519

. Bujtds, C.s., Tuza, Z.s.: Fractional domination game, Electron. J. Combin. 26 (2019) Paper 4.3, 17 pp
. Caro, Y., Hansberg, A.: Partial domination—the isolation number of a graph. Filomat 31, 3925-3944

(2017)

Gray, A., Henning, M.A..: Paired-domination game played on cycles. Discrete Appl. Math. 336, 132—
140 (2023)

Haynes, T.W., Henning, M.A.: Paired-Domination Game Played in Graphs, Commun. Comb. Optim.
4,79-94 (2019)

Henning, M.A., Klavzar, S., Rall, D.F.: Total version of the domination game. Graphs Combin. 31,
1453-1462 (2015)

Kinnersley, W.B., West, D.B., Zamani, R.: Extremal problems for game domination number. SIAM J.
Discret. Math. 27(4), 2090-2107 (2013)

Lemaniska, M., Mora, M., Souto-Salorio, M.J.: Graphs with isolation number equal to one third of the
order, Discrete Math. 347 (2024) Paper No. 113903, 10 pp

. Phillips, J.B., Slater, P.J.: An introduction to graph competition independence and enclaveless param-

eters. Graph Theory Notes N. Y. 41, 37-41 (2001)

. Zhang, G., Wu, B.: Cycle isolation of graphs with small girth, Graphs Combin. 40 (2024) Paper No.

38, 19 pp

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps
and institutional affiliations.

@ Springer


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Isolation Game on Graphs
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 calF-Isolation Game
	3 Isolation Game
	4 Isolation Game on Forests
	Acknowledgements
	References


