arXiv:2503.11871v1 [math.CO] 14 Mar 2025

Thresholds for the biased Maker-Breaker domination games

Boštjan Brešar^{1,2}, Csilla Bujtás^{2,3}, Pakanun Dokyeesun^2, and Tanja Dravec^{1,2}

1Faculty of Natural Sciences and Mathematics, University of Maribor, Slovenia

2Institute of Mathematics, Physics and Mechanics, Ljubljana, Slovenia 3Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia

April 9, 2025

Abstract

In the (a, b)-biased Maker-Breaker domination game, two players alternately select unplayed vertices in a graph G such that Dominator selects a and Staller selects b vertices per move. Dominator wins if the vertices he selected during the game form a dominating set of G, while Staller wins if she can prevent Dominator from achieving this goal. Given a positive integer b, Dominator’s threshold, a_b, is the minimum a such that Dominator wins the (a, b)-biased game on G when he starts the game. Similarly, a^′_b denotes the minimum a such that Dominator wins when Staller starts the (a, b)-biased game. Staller’s thresholds, b_a and b^′_a, are defined analogously. It is proved that Staller wins the (k − 1, k)-biased games in a graph G if its order is sufficiently large with respect to a function of k and the maximum degree of G. Along the way, the ℓ-local domination number of a graph is introduced. This new parameter is proved to bound Dominator’s thresholds a_ℓ and a^′_ℓ from above. As a consequence, a^′_1(G) ≤ 2 holds for every claw-free graph G. More specific results are obtained for thresholds in line graphs and Cartesian grids. Based on the concept of [1, k]-factor of a graph G, we introduce the star partition width σ(G) of G, and prove that a^′_1(G) ≤ σ(G) holds for any nontrivial graph G, while a^′_1(G) = σ(G) if G is a tree.

Keywords: Maker-Breaker domination game, biased Maker-Breaker game, tree, line graph, grid.

AMS subject classification (2010): 05C57, 05C05, 05C76.

1 Introduction

The Maker-Breaker domination game (MBD game for short) is played on a graph G by two players, called Dominator and Staller. The players alternately select an unplayed vertex in G. Dominator wins the game if he can claim a dominating set of G while Staller wins if she can prevent Dominator from claiming a dominating set. In other words, Staller wins if she claims a closed neighborhood of a vertex in G. There are two versions of the MBD game based on who starts it. A Dominator-start MBD game will also be called a D-game, while S-game is a short name for the Staller-start MBD game.

Maker-Breaker games are among the most important positional games; see [3, 4, 13, 18] for more detail. In many cases, Maker-Breaker games have been extended by considering biased variations of the original games (see e.g., [9, 10]), in which the players, on their turn, select an arbitrary but fixed number of vertices. Domination games [5, 6] and Maker-Breaker domination games [7, 8, 11] have been extensively investigated in recent years, and very recently, the study of their biased versions has been initiated [2]. Let a, b be two positive integers and G be a graph. The (a, b)-biased Maker-Breaker domination game is the same as the Maker-Breaker game on G, except that in the biased game Dominator chooses a unplayed vertices per move and Staller chooses b unplayed vertices per move. The integers a, b are called the bias of Dominator and Staller, respectively. In the last move of the game, if there are fewer unplayed vertices than his/her bias, a player selects all remaining unplayed vertices. The Maker-Breaker domination game is a special case of the (a, b)-biased Maker-Breaker domination game where a = b = 1.

Assuming that the (a, b)-biased MBD game is played on a graph G and both players are playing optimally according to their goals, let W (G, a, b) denote the winner in the D-game, while W^′(G, a, b) is the winner in the S-game. Abbreviating the names of Dominator and Staller to D and S, we thus have W (G, a, b) ∈ {D, S} and W^′(G, a, b) ∈ {D, S}. The (a, b)-biased MBD game when Dominator is the first player is called the (a, b)-biased D-game. Similarly, the (a, b)-biased S-game is the (a, b)-biased MBD game when Staller starts. These games were first studied in a recent manuscript of Bagdas et al. [2], which focuses on the (a, 1)-biased games and also studies the number of moves needed to win in such games.

Let G be a graph. When b is fixed, then we are interested in the minimum a such that W (G, a, b) = D, respectively W^′(G, a, b) = D, which yields the so-called Dominator’s thresholds, denoted by a_b(G) and a^′_b(G), respectively. In a similar way, one defines Staller’s thresholds, b_a(G) and b^′_a(G). If G is a graph of infinite order but the vertex degrees are finite, the Maker-Breaker domination game on G is defined analogously. In this case, Staller wins the game if she can claim an entire closed neighborhood of a vertex, and Dominator wins if he can prevent Staller from claiming a closed neighborhood. The other concepts as the (a, b)-biased D-game, S-game, and the thresholds a_b(G), a^′_b(G), b_a(G), b^′_a(G) can also be extended to infinite graphs with finite vertex degrees. In Section 2, we give formal definitions of these concepts.

Structure of the paper. The main goal of this paper is to obtain exact values or bounds for the thresholds in (a, b)-biased MBD games on graphs. In Section 3, we prove that for every graph G of a sufficiently large order, which depends on a function of k and maximum degree Δ(G), Staller wins the (k − 1, k)-biased game. From this we infer that for graphs G whose order is bounded from below by appropriate functions of k and Δ(G), the corresponding thresholds admit the following bounds: a^′_k(G) ≥ k, b^′_{k−1}(G) ≤ k, a_k(G) ≥ k and b_{k−1}(G) ≤ k. In Section 4, we introduce a new graph invariant, the local domination number, ~γ_ℓ(G), of a graph G. We prove that ~γ_ℓ(G) is an upper bound for a^′_ℓ(G) and a_ℓ(G) in any graph G with δ(G) ≥ ℓ, which in turn implies that a^′_1(G) ≤ k − 1 holds for any induced K_{1,k}-free graph G with no isolated vertices. In Section 5, we prove upper bounds on Dominator’s thresholds and lower bounds on Staller’s thresholds in line graphs. The result is also instrumental in providing the sharpness of the bounds from Section 3 as it enables us to show that for sufficiently large order there are line graphs G for which a_k(G) = a^′_k(G) = k and b_{k−1}(G) = b^′_{k−1}(G) = k. In Section 6, we prove several exact values of the thresholds in Cartesian grids, both finite and infinite. Finally, in Section 7, we introduce the concept of star-partition width, which is closely related to a [1, k]-factor of a graph that goes back to Lovász’s work from 1970 [20]; see also [19]. We prove that the star partition width of a nontrivial graph G is an upper bound on a^′_1(G), while in trees this bound is attained. Using a different language the result about trees was obtained in [2], while our proof is completely different and somewhat shorter.

Standard definitions. A leaf of a graph G is a vertex of degree 1, and stem is a neighbor of a leaf in G. We denote by Stem(G) the set of all stems in G. For k ≥ 1, the k-star is the complete bipartite graph K_{1,k}. If u and v are two vertices of a graph, dist(u, v) denotes their distance. As usual, n(G), δ(G), and Δ(G) respectively stand for the number of vertices, minimum and maximum vertex degree in a graph G, while ν(G), τ(G), and γ(G) denote the matching number, vertex cover number, and domination number of G. If S ⊆ V (G), then G[S] denotes the subgraph of the graph G induced by S. For a vertex v ∈ V (G), the open and closed neighborhoods of v are denoted by N(v) and N[v], respectively. If k is a positive integer, then [k] stands for the set {1, . . . , k}.

The line graph L(G) of a graph G is defined as follows. The vertices of L(G) represent the edges of G, and two vertices are adjacent in L(G) if the corresponding edges share a vertex in G. A graph F is called line graph if there is a graph G such that F = L(G).

Let G and F be two graphs. The Cartesian product G□F is the graph on the vertex set V (G) × V (F ) where two vertices (x, y) and (x^′, y^′) are adjacent if either x = x^′ and yy^′ ∈ E(F ), or y = y^′ and xx^′ ∈ E(G). For a vertex x ∈ V (G), we denote by^xF the subgraph of G□F induced by the vertex set {(x, y) : y ∈ V (F )}. For every x ∈ V (G), this subgraph^xF is isomorphic to F and called an F -layer in G□F . A G-layer in the product is defined analogously and denoted by G^y for a vertex y ∈ V (F ).

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we make some basic observations and prove simple but sharp upper bounds on the thresholds considered.

Observation 1. Let G be a graph and a and b be positive integers.

(i) If W (G, a, b) = S, then W (G, a, b+1) = S; if W^′(G, a, b) = S, then W^′(G, a, b+1) = S. (ii) If W (G, a, b) = D, then W (G, a + 1, b) = D; if W^′(G, a, b) = D, then W^′(G, a + 1, b) = D.

(iii) If W (G, a, b) = S, then W^′(G, a, b) = S. (iv) If W^′(G, a, b) = D, then W (G, a, b) = D.

Due to the monotonicity of the functions W and W^′, as noted in Observation 1, items (i) and (ii), the following definitions arise. Dominator’s threshold, a_ℓ(G), in the Dominator-start biased MBD game played on G is defined as min{a : W (G, a, ℓ) = D}, while Dominator’s threshold in the Staller-start biased MBD game is denoted by a^′_ℓ(G) and is defined as min{a : W^′(G, a, ℓ) = D}. Similarly, Staller’s thresholds in both versions of the game are defined by b_ℓ(G) = min{b : W (G, ℓ, b) = S} and b^′_ℓ(G) = min{b : W^′(G, ℓ, b) = S}. If the minimum in the definition does not exist, we set ∞ as the value of the threshold. For example, a^′_2(T ) = ∞ for every tree T as Staller wins the (ℓ, 2)-biased S-game for every ℓ by playing a leaf and its neighbor in her first move. By Observation 1, items (iii) and (iv), we infer that b_ℓ(G) ≥ b^′_ℓ(G) and a^′_ℓ(G) ≥ a_ℓ(G) hold for any graph G.

By definitions and Observation 1 (i) and (ii), we obtain the following statements. Proposition 2. The following equivalences are true for every graph G and positive integers i and j.

(i) W (G, i, j) = D, if and only if a_j(G) ≤ i, and if and only if b_i(G) ≥ j + 1. (ii) W^′(G, i, j) = D, if and only if a^′_j (G) ≤ i, and if and only if b^′_i(G) ≥ j + 1. (iii) W (G, i, j) = S, if and only if a_j(G) ≥ i + 1, and if and only if b_i(G) ≤ j. (iv) W^′(G, i, j) = S, if and only if a^′_j (G) ≥ i + 1, and if and only if b^′_i(G) ≤ j.

Observation 1 and Proposition 2 together imply that a_i(G) ≥ a_j(G), a^′_i(G) ≥ a^′_j(G), b_i(G) ≥ b_j(G), and b^′_i(G) ≥ b^′_j (G) hold when i > j. We next show that there exist trivial sharp upper bounds for all four thresholds.

Proposition 3. The following inequalities hold for every graph G and positive integers a, b. (i) b^′_a(G) ≤ δ(G) + 1;

(ii) b_a(G) ≤ Δ(G) + 1 when a < γ(G); (iii) a_b(G) ≤ γ(G);

(iv) a^′_b(G) ≤ b · Δ(G) when b ≤ δ(G). Moreover, all bounds are tight.

Proof. (i) Consider the (a, δ(G) + 1)-biased S-game on G. Staller starts by playing a vertex of minimum degree and all its neighbors, and thus she wins the game. Therefore, b^′_a(G) ≤ δ(G) + 1 for every positive integer a.

To show the sharpness of the upper bound, we first introduce a graph G_{n,k}, for every n ≥ 2 and k ≥ 3. This graph is obtained from n copies of K_k by inserting n − 1 edges between the components to make the graph connected such that Δ(G_{n,k}) = k and every copy of K_k is incident to at most two such edges. Let G = G_{a,k} with a ≥ 2 and k ≥ 3. The latter condition ensures that δ(G) = k − 1 holds. By the proof above, b^′_a(G) ≤ k. We now show that W^′(G, a, k − 1) = D. Since δ(G) = k − 1, Staller cannot claim a closed neighborhood in G in her first move, and Dominator can win the game in the next move by selecting one vertex from each copy of K_k. Thus b^′_a(G) = k = δ(G) + 1.

We remark that, alternatively, any graph G with γ(G) = a and with δ(G)+1 pairwise disjoint minimum dominating sets is a sharp example for (i) as b^′_a(G) = δ(G) + 1.

(ii) Now consider the (a, Δ(G) + 1)-biased D-game on G and assume that a < γ(G). After Dominator’s first move, there is an undominated vertex u. As |N[u]| ≤ Δ(G) + 1, Staller can play all vertices from N[u] and wins the game with her first move. We conclude that b_a(G) ≤ Δ(G) + 1.

To show that the upper bound is sharp, we define F_{a,n} = C_{a+1}□K_n for a ≥ n ≥ 5. Then Δ(F_{a,n}) = n + 1 and γ(F_{a,n}) = a + 1. Since b_a(G) ≤ n + 2, it remains to show that Dominator has a winning strategy in the (a, n + 1)-biased D-game on F_{a,n}. Dominator selects one vertex from each of a arbitrary K_n-layers in his first move, and then only one K_n-layer, say^{v1} K_n, remains unplayed. Further, at most n − 1 vertices, all from

v_1 K

n, remain undominated after Dominator’s first move. Since every closed neighborhood contains n + 2 vertices, Staller cannot claim a closed neighborhood of a vertex in her next move. Then, Dominator can win the game in his second move by choosing an unplayed neighbor for each undominated vertex from^{v1} K_n. Therefore, W (F_{a,n}, a, n + 1) = D that implies b_a(F_{a,n}) = n + 2 = Δ(F_{a,n}) + 1.

(iii) In the D-game, if Dominator can play γ(G) vertices per move, then he can form a dominating set and win the game in his first move. Thus a_b(G) ≤ γ(G).

Next, we prove the sharpness of the upper bound. Consider again the graph G = G_{n,b} defined in the proof of part (i). Assuming that n ≥ 2 and b ≥ 3, we have Δ(G) = b, δ(G) = b − 1, and γ(G) = n. We show that W (G, n − 1, b) = S. After Dominator’s first move, there is an unplayed K_b-subgraph. In her first move, Staller plays all vertices from this clique. As there is a vertex u of degree b − 1 in this clique, Staller claims the entire neighborhood N[u] with this move. Thus, Staller wins the (n − 1, b)-biased D-game, and we infer that a_b(G) = n = γ(G).

Alternatively, any (b − 1)-regular graph G is a sharp example as a_b(G) = γ(G) can be proved analogously to the case of G = G_{n,b}.

(iv) Assume that b ≤ δ(G). We consider the (b · Δ(G), b)-biased S-game on G. Since b ≤ δ(G), Staller cannot claim a closed neighborhood of a vertex in her first move. Then Dominator replies by selecting all unplayed neighbors of the b vertices played by Staller (and some further unplayed vertices if needed). If Dominator continues applying this strategy, Staller cannot claim a closed neighborhood in G. Hence, Dominator wins the game and we conclude that a^′_b(G) ≤ b · Δ(G).

As sharp examples with b = 1, we refer to the odd paths P_n. It is known that Staller wins the (1, 1)-biased S-game on P_n [12]. Thus we have a^′_1(P_n) = 2 = 1 · Δ(P_n) if n is odd.

Remark 4. Proposition 2 and parts (i)-(iii) of Proposition 3 imply the following statements:

(i) a^′_{δ(G)+1}(G) = ∞;

(ii) a_{Δ(G)+1}(G) = γ(G);

(iii) b_{γ(G)}(G) = ∞.

3 Graphs of large order

In this section we show that Staller can win the (a, b)-biased MBD game in G if a < b and the order of the graph is large enough.

Theorem 5. Let k ≥ 2 be an integer and G be a graph of maximum degree Δ(G) = Δ.

(a) If n(G) ≥ k^{Δ−k+1}(Δ^2 + 1), then a^′_k(G) ≥ k and b^′_{k−1}(G) ≤ k.

(b) If Δ ≥ k and n(G) ≥ (k^{Δ−k+1} + 1)(Δ^2 + 1), then a_k(G) ≥ k and b_{k−1}(G) ≤ k.

(c) If Δ < k and n(G) > (k − 1)(Δ + 1), then a_k(G) ≥ k and b_{k−1}(G) ≤ k.

Proof. We consider the (k − 1, k)-biased S-game and D-game on G and prove that Staller wins under the conditions given on n(G).

(a) Assume that n(G) ≥ k^{Δ−k+1}(Δ^2 + 1). If Δ < k, then Staller wins the S-game on G by claiming the closed neighborhood of a vertex in her first move. From now on, we may suppose that Δ ≥ k. To describe Staller’s strategy to win, we split the game into Δ − k + 2 parts. For every i ∈ [Δ − k + 1], Part (i) finishes with Dominator’s move after k^{Δ−k+1−i} (full) moves of Dominator and Staller (except when Staller wins during this part).

S(1) Staller’s first goal is to finish Part (1) with r_1 ≥ k^{Δ−k} vertices s^1, . . . , s^1_{r1} each played by Staller such that the neighborhoods N[s^1], . . . , N[s^1_{r1} ] are pairwise disjoint and Dominator played none of the vertices from ⋃_{r1} j=1 N[s^1_j ].

For every two vertices u and v in G, the neighborhoods N[u] and N[v] intersect only if dist(u, v) ≤ 2. For a vertex u ∈ V (G), at most Δ^2 + 1 such vertices exist. As n(G) ≥ k^{Δ−k+1}(Δ^2 + 1), Staller can choose a set A of k^{Δ−k+1} vertices such that the neighborhoods of the vertices are pairwise disjoint. During her first k^{Δ−k} moves in Part (1), Staller plays the k · k^{Δ−k} vertices in A. (If Dominator plays a vertex from A, then Staller plays an arbitrary vertex instead of it.) During his first k^{Δ−k} moves, Dominator plays (k − 1)k^{Δ−k} vertices. This way, there remain at least k^{Δ−k} vertices in A that were played by Staller and their neighborhoods contain no vertex played by Dominator. These vertices satisfy Staller’s aim S(1).

In the continuation of the game, Staller’s goal in Part (i) is the following.

S(i) Staller aims to finish Part (i) with either winning during this part or having r_i ≥ k^{Δ−k+1−i} vertices s^i_1, . . . , s^i_{ri} such that N[s^i_1], . . . , N[s^i_{ri} ] are pairwise disjoint, Staller played i vertices from each closed neighborhood, and Dominator played no vertex from ⋃_{ri} j=1 N[s^i_j ].

By induction on i, we prove that Staller can achieve her goal for every i ∈ [Δ − k + 1]. We have already seen that it is possible for i = 1. Suppose that 2 ≤ i ≤ Δ − k + 1 and Staller does not win in Part (i). By our hypothesis, at the end of Part (i − 1) there are r_{i−1} ≥ r^′_{i−1} = k^{Δ−k+2−i} vertices that satisfy the properties in S(i − 1). Among these, arbitrarily select vertices s^{i−1}_1 , . . . , s^{i−1}_r′_{i−1} . Then, during her k^{Δ−k+1−i} moves in Part (i), Staller plays one vertex from each neighborhood N[s^{i−1}_1 ], . . . , N[s^{i−1}_r′_{i−1} ] (if there is an unplayed vertex). In the meantime, Dominator plays only (k − 1)k^{Δ−k+1−i} vertices that leaves at least k^{Δ−k+1−i} disjoint neighborhoods unplayed by Dominator such that Staller played i vertices from each of them. It shows that Staller can achieve her goal.

At the end of Part (Δ−k+1), if Staller did not win earlier, S(Δ−k+1) is satisfied and we have r_{Δ−k+1} ≥ 1 vertices with the prescribed property. For such a vertex x = s^{Δ−k+1}_1 , the neighborhood N[x] already contains Δ−k +1 vertices played by Staller and no vertex from N[x] is played by Dominator. Therefore, Staller can win the game by choosing the remaining |N[x]| − (Δ − k + 1) ≤ k vertices from N[x] in her next move.

It proves W^′(G, k − 1, k) = S that in turn implies a^′_k(G) ≥ k and b^′_{k−1}(G) ≤ k by Proposition 2 (iv).

(b) If Δ ≥ k and n(G) ≥ (k^{Δ−k+1} + 1)(Δ^2 + 1), the proof for the D-game is analogous to the proof of part (a). We remark that if Dominator’s first move is playing d_1, . . . d_{k−1}, then Staller may consider the graph G^′ = G − ⋃_{k−1} j=1 N[d_j] and apply the strategy from the proof of part (a) for G^′. As

n(G^′) ≥ n(G) − (k − 1)(Δ + 1) ≥ n(G) − (Δ^2 − 1) > k^{Δ−k+1}(Δ^2 + 1),

Staller can win the game, and the statement follows by Proposition 2 (iii).

(c) As n(G) > (k − 1)(Δ + 1), the (k − 1) vertices played by Dominator in his first move are not enough to dominate G. On the other hand, Δ < k ensures that Staller can choose an undominated vertex v after Dominator’s move and can play all vertices from N[v]. This way, Staller wins and W (G, k − 1, k) = S implies the statement.

Remark 6. We note that Staller’s winning strategy in the proof of Theorem 5 also works if G is an infinite graph with a finite maximum degree Δ. Hence, the lower and upper bounds on the thresholds stated in Theorem 5 remain true for infinite graphs with finite maximum degrees.

Remark 7. Corollary 14 in Section 5 will show that Theorem 5 is sharp for infinitely many graphs.

4 Local domination and an upper bound on a^′_ℓ(G)

In this section, we study the S-game where Staller’s bias equals ℓ, and prove an upper bound on Dominator’s threshold a^′_ℓ(G). Since a_ℓ(G) ≤ a^′_ℓ(G) holds for every graph G, the established upper bound is also valid for a_ℓ(G).

We introduce a parameter called the ℓ-local domination number of a graph G. Let G be a graph with δ(G) ≥ ℓ. For S ⊆ V (G) with |S| = ℓ, let ~γ_ℓ(G, S) be the minimum number of vertices in V (G) \ S that can dominate N(S) ∪ {v ∈ S : deg(v) = ℓ}, where N(S) = ⋃ v∈S N(v). Then, the ℓ-local domination number, ~γ_ℓ(G), of G is defined as

~γ_ℓ(G) = max S⊆V (G),|S|=ℓ {~γ_ℓ(G, S)}. Theorem 8. If G is a graph with minimum degree at least ℓ, then a^′_ℓ(G) ≤ ~γ_ℓ(G).

Proof. It suffices to prove that Dominator has a strategy to win the (~γ_ℓ(G), ℓ)-biased S-game on G. Let us consider the following strategy for Dominator to follow:

(⋆) After each move of Staller selecting vertices from S, where S ⊂ V (G), |S| = ℓ, Dominator makes sure that every vertex in N(S) ∪ {v ∈ S : deg(v) = ℓ} is dominated after Dominator’s next move.

As δ(G) ≥ ℓ, Staller cannot win the game with her first move S_1 = {s^1, . . . , s^1_ℓ }. According to strategy (⋆), Dominator replies by playing ~γ_ℓ(G) vertices that dominate N(S_1) ∪ {v ∈ S_1 : deg(v) = ℓ}. It is possible as ~γ_ℓ(G, S_1) ≤ ~γ_ℓ(G). (In case of strict inequality, Dominator selects some additional vertices arbitrarily.) Now, we proceed by induction.

Suppose that Dominator could play according to strategy (⋆) during his first i moves, and the game is not yet over. Via three claims, we prove that Staller is not able to win with her (i + 1)st move and that Dominator can choose his (i + 1)st move complying with (⋆).

Claim 8.A. Assume that no vertex from N[v] was played by Dominator during his first i moves. If deg(v) = ℓ, then all vertices in N[v] are unplayed, and otherwise all vertices from the open neighborhood N(v) are unplayed after Dominator’s ith move. Proof. First, let deg(v) = ℓ and suppose for a contradiction that Staller has already played a vertex from N[v]. In this case, let u be the first vertex from N[v] played by Staller, say in Staller’s jth move, where j ≤ i. If u = v, then, according to the hypothesis and since deg(v) = ℓ, Dominator replied by playing a neighbor v^′ of v (and maybe some further vertices) as his jth move. If u ≠ v, then Dominator dominated v ∈ N(u) after Staller’s move u. In either case, we get a contradiction with the assumption that Dominator has not played any vertex in N[v] during his first i moves.

If deg(v) > ℓ, suppose that Staller played earlier a neighbor u of vertex v. As Dominator followed strategy (⋆), in the next turn, he dominated the entire N(u). It included dominating v itself that is playing a vertex from N[v]. This again contradicts the assumption in Claim 8.A and finishes the proof of the statement. (□)

Claim 8.B. Staller cannot win the game with her (i + 1)st move.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that Staller wins in her (i+1)st move S_{i+1} = {s^{i+1}_1 , . . . , s^{i+1}_ℓ } by achieving that all vertices in N[u] are played by her. Since |N[u]| > ℓ, at least one vertex v ∈ N[u] was chosen by Staller during her first i moves. Since no vertex from N[u] was played by Dominator, it follows by Claim 8.A that deg(u) > ℓ and u is the only vertex in N[u] played by Staller in her first i moves. This is a contradiction since Staller cannot claim the whole N(u) in his (i + 1)st move because |N(u)| > ℓ. (□)

Claim 8.C. Dominator can play according to strategy (⋆) in his (i + 1)st move. Proof. Let S_{i+1} = {s^{i+1}_1 , . . . , s^{i+1}_ℓ } be Staller’s (i + 1)st move. Let R ⊆ V (G) \ S_{i+1} be a set with |R| ≤ ~γ_ℓ(G) such that R dominates the entire N(S_{i+1})∪{v ∈ S_{i+1} : deg(v) = ℓ}. If all vertices in R are unplayed, then Dominator plays these vertices in his (i+1)st move. If a vertex x ∈ R was played earlier by Dominator, then he does not have to play it in the (i + 1)st move (he may replace it with an arbitrary vertex). If a vertex y ∈ R was played by Staller in her jth move, where j < i + 1, we have two cases.

• First, suppose that y /∈ N(S_{i+1}). Since j < i + 1, the induction hypothesis implies that Dominator dominated all neighbors of y with his jth move. Hence, in his (i + 1)st move, vertex y is not needed in R to dominate N(y).

• In the other case, let y ∈ N(S_{i+1}). Then all vertices in N(y) are dominated by Dominator after his jth move due to (⋆). However, it might happen that y itself is not dominated by the earlier moves of Dominator. By Claim 8.A, either Dominator has already played a vertex from N[y] and then y is dominated, or all vertices in N(y) were unplayed before the move S_{i+1} and deg(y) > ℓ. In this case, Dominator can choose an arbitrary vertex from N(y) \ S_{i+1} to play instead of y in his (i + 1)st move. Note that only the vertices in S_{i+1} ∩ N(y) are played from N(y) and, as |N(y)| ≥ ℓ + 1, Dominator can choose an unplayed vertex z ∈ N(y) \ S_{i+1} and plays z instead of y in his (i + 1)st move. (□)

Claims 8.B and 8.C prove that Dominator can follow strategy (⋆) throughout the (~γ_ℓ(G), ℓ)- biased S-game on G, and that Staller is never able to claim a closed neighborhood to win the game. This implies a^′_ℓ(G) ≤ ~γ_ℓ(G) as stated in the theorem.

The 1-local domination number of a graph G is also called local domination number and denoted by ~γ(G). If v is a leaf in G, then both N(v) and N[v] can be dominated with only one vertex from V (G) \ {v}. Therefore, the definition of ~γ(G) can be simplified as follows. Let G be a graph without isolated vertices. For a vertex v ∈ V (G), let ~γ(G, v) be the minimum number of vertices that can dominate N(v) in the graph G − v. Then, the local domination number is defined as ~γ(G) = max_{v∈V (G)}{~γ(G, v)}. Theorem 8 with ℓ = 1 gives the upper bound a^′_1(G) ≤ ~γ(G) for every graph with δ(G) ≥ 1. For a claw-free graph G (i.e., when no induced subgraph of G is a star K_{1,3}), it holds by definition that α(G[N(v)]) ≤ 2 for every v ∈ V (G). Consequently, the local domination number of a claw-free graph G is at most 2. Similarly, if G does not contain any induced star subgraph K_{1,k}, then ~γ(G) ≤ k − 1. Thus Theorem 8 directly implies the following statements.

Corollary 9. If G is an induced K_{1,k}-free graph with δ(G) ≥ 1, then a^′_1(G) ≤ k −1 holds. In particular, if G is a claw-free graph, then a^′_1(G) ≤ 2.

For claw-free graphs, the upper bound a^′_1(G) ≤ 2 is sharp. For example, it was shown in [12] that W^′(P_{2k+1}, 1, 1) = S holds for every positive integer k that implies a^′_1(P_{2k+1}) = 2 by Corollary 9. Another claw-free graph P^+_{2k+1} can be obtained from the odd path P_{2k+1} : v_1 . . . v_{2k+1} if we add the edges between v_{2i} and v_{2i+2} for every i ∈ [k −1]. The strategy described in the proof of [7, Theorem 5.2] for Staller’s speedy win on P_{2k+1} can be applied to the extended graph P^+_{2k+1}. It shows that W^′(P^+_{2k+1}, 1, 1) = S, and then a^′_1(P^+_{2k+1}) = 2 holds for every positive integer k.

5 Thresholds for line graphs

As every line graph is a claw-free graph, Corollary 9 implies a^′_1(G) ≤ 2 for each line graph G. We show that, in most of the cases, the exact value for a^′_1(G) is 1. Further, we prove that a_k(G) = a^′_k(G) = k and b_k(G) = b^′_k(G) = k + 1 holds for a large subclass of line graphs.

Consider a collection F = {F_1, . . . , F_n} of sets. A set of distinct t-representatives (SDR^t) for F is a set {r^j_i : i ∈ [n], j ∈ [t]} of nt different elements such that r^j_i ∈ F_i holds for every pair (i, j) with i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [t]. Using Hall’s celebrated theorem [16], the following generalized version is easy to prove.

Theorem 10. A family F = {F_1, . . . , F_n} has a set of distinct t-representatives if and only if, for every subfamily F^′ ⊆ F, the union ⋃ F_i∈F^′ Fi contains at least t |F

′| elements.

Theorem 11. If G is the line graph of a graph H with δ(H) ≥ 2t and k ≤ 2t − 1, then a_k(G) ≤ a^′_k(G) ≤ k and b_k(G) ≥ b^′_k(G) ≥ k + 1.

Proof. It is enough to prove that, under the conditions in the theorem, Dominator wins in the (k, k)-biased S-game on G = L(H). In the proof, we consider a set of cliques S = {Q_1, . . . , Q_n} in G such that n = n(H) and, for every i ∈ [n], clique Q_i corresponds to the set of edges incident with vertex u_i ∈ V (H). By the condition δ(H) ≥ 2t, we have |Q_i| ≥ 2t for every Q_i ∈ S. By definition, every vertex v ∈ V (G) is contained in exactly two cliques from S.

We first show that there is a set of distinct t-representatives for the set system S. By Theorem 10, it is enough to prove that | ⋃ Q∈S^′ Q| ≥ t |S ′| holds for every subfamily S^′ ⊆ S. Consider the sum x = ∑ Q∈S^′ |Q|. As every clique Q ∈ S contains at least

2t vertices, we have x ≥ 2t |S^′|. On the other hand, every vertex from ⋃ Q∈S^′ Q is covered by at most two cliques from S^′ and hence, 2| ⋃ Q∈S^′ Q| ≥ x holds. This implies | ⋃ Q∈S^′ Q| ≥ t|S ′| for every S^′ ⊆ S, and we may conclude that S admits an SDR^t.

Fixing an SDR^t in S, for every i ∈ [n], let R_i = {r^1_i , . . . , r^t_i } be the set of the t representative vertices assigned to the clique Q_i. Consider the following strategy of Dominator in the (k, k)-biased S-game on G. If Staller played vertices x_1, . . . , x_k in a move, then Dominator replies by choosing vertices y_1, . . . , y_k (one by one) such that the following is true for every i ∈ [k].

• If x_i ∈ R_j , Dominator plays a vertex y_i from Q_j , if it is possible. If it is not possible, he plays a neighbor of x_i. Otherwise, he plays an arbitrary vertex.

• If x_i is not a representative vertex for any clique Q_j , Dominator plays a neighbor y_i of x_i. If all neighbors have been played before, Dominator chooses an arbitrary vertex.

Assuming that Dominator follows this strategy, we may observe the following:

Claim 11.A. If Staller plays a vertex x_i in a move, then, after this move, there is a vertex z ∈ N_G[x_i] that is either unplayed or played by Dominator.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that after Staller’s move, every vertex in N_G[x_i] is played by Staller. The two cliques incident to x_i, say Q_p and Q_q, together have 2t representatives. As k < 2t, one of those representatives, say w, was played by Staller in an earlier move. Suppose that w ∈ R_p. After the move when w was played, vertex x_i ∈ Q_p remained unplayed. By the supposed strategy of Dominator, he played a vertex from Q_p in his next move. As Q_p ⊆ N_G[x_i], it contradicts our assumption. This contradiction proves the claim. (□)

Claim 11.A shows that with a move x_1, . . . , x_k, Staller cannot claim an entire neighborhood N_G[x_i], for i ∈ [k]. We observe that the same is true for each vertex x ∈ N_G[x_i] that was played in an earlier move. Indeed, when x was played, its neighbor x_i remained unplayed, and Dominator could reply by choosing a neighbor of x. Therefore, Staller cannot claim the neighborhood N_G[x] if Dominator follows the described strategy.

The conclusion is that Dominator can prevent Staller by claiming a closed neighborhood of a vertex in the game and equivalently, Dominator wins the (k, k)-biased S-game. By Proposition 2, we conclude a_k(G) ≤ a^′_k(G) ≤ k and b_k(G) ≥ b^′_k(G) ≥ k + 1.

Remark 12. M. Hall proved that P. Hall’s theorem can be extended to infinite families of finite sets if the vertex degrees are finite [17, Theorem 5.1.2]. The same is true for the case of k-representatives. Therefore, Theorem 11 remains true if G is an infinite line graph with finite vertex degrees.

By Theorem 11, we can get the exact values of a_1(L(H)) and a^′_1(L(H)) if δ(H) ≥ 2.

Corollary 13. If G is the line graph of a graph H with δ(H) ≥ 2, then a_1(G) = a^′_1(G) = 1. Theorems 5 and 11 together imply the following exact values for the thresholds.

Corollary 14. Let H be a graph with δ(H) ≥ 2t and G = L(H) its line graph with Δ(G) = Δ. Then, the following statements hold for every integer k with 2 ≤ k ≤ 2t − 1.

(a) If n(G) ≥ k^{Δ−k+1}(Δ^2 + 1), then a^′_k(G) = k and b^′_{k−1}(G) = k.

(b) If n(G) ≥ (k^{Δ−k+1} + 1)(Δ^2 + 1), then a_k(G) = k and b_{k−1}(G) = k.

6 A summary of thresholds for grids

Concerning paths, we know that W (P_n, 1, 1) = D holds for a path P_n on n ≥ 1 vertices [12]. If n ∈ [3], then γ(P_n) = 1 and Proposition 3 (iii) gives a_ℓ(P_n) = 1 for every positive integer ℓ. It also implies b_ℓ(P_n) = ∞ for every ℓ ≥ 1. For any n ≥ 4, the two leaves of P_n cannot be dominated by one vertex. Thus W (P_n, 1, 2) = S holds for any n ≥ 4. We may infer that b_1(P_n) = 2 for any n ≥ 4. On the other hand W^′(P_n, 1, 1) = D holds if and only if P_n has a perfect matching [15]. Since W^′(P_n, 1, 2) = S, it follows that b^′_1(P_n) = 2 if n is even and b^′_1(P_n) = 1 if n is odd. Moreover, since W^′(P_n, 2, 1) = D, we immediately get that a^′_1(P_n) = 2 if n is odd, and a^′_1(P_n) = 1 if n is even.

It is known that Dominator wins both the (1, 1)-biased S-game and D-game [11, 14] on every finite grid P_m□P_n with m ≥ n ≥ 2. Consequently,

a_1(P_m□P_n) = a^′_1(P_m□P_n) = 1,

and b_1(P_m□P_n) ≥ b^′_1(P_m□P_n) ≥ 2. Next, we consider Staller’s thresholds for these grids. It is easy to observe that b_1(P_2□P_2) = 3 and b^′_1(P_2□P_2) = 2. For m ≥ 3 and n ≥ 2 the result is established in the following proposition.

Proposition 15. If m ≥ 3 and n ≥ 2, then b_1(P_m□P_n) = b^′_1(P_m□P_n) = 2.

Proof. Let m ≥ 3, n ≥ 2 and let V (P_m□P_n) = [m] × [n]. Consider the (1, 2)-biased D-game played on P_m□P_n.

Case 1. Assume that n = 2 and Dominator selects vertex v in his first move.

If m = 3, then we may suppose, by symmetry, that v ∈ {(1, 1), (2, 1)}. If v = (1, 1), then Staller replies by playing (3, 1) and (3, 2). She then wins the game in her second move by playing an unplayed vertex in the middle P_2-layer. If v = (2, 1), then Staller replies by choosing (1, 2) and (2, 2). Then Dominator needs to play (1, 1) and Staller will win the game in her next move by claiming (3, 1) and (3, 2).

If m ≥ 4, there is a corner such that its two neighbors are not dominated by v. Without loss of generality we may assume that (1, 1), (1, 2) and (2, 1) are such undominated vertices. Then Staller plays (1, 1) and (1, 2) in her first move, and she can win the game in her second move by selecting at least one of the vertices (2, 1) and (2, 2).

Case 2. Assume that n ≥ 3 and Dominator selects vertex v in his first move.

If m ≥ 4, it remains true that after any move v of Dominator, there is a corner in P_m□P_n such that its two neighbors are not dominated by v. We may assume again that (1, 1), (1, 2) and (2, 1) are such undominated vertices. Staller selects vertices (1, 1) and (1, 2) in her first move. Dominator then needs to reply by playing (2, 1). To win the game, Staller plays (1, 3) and (2, 2) in the next move.

Suppose now that m = n = 3. If v ≠ (2, 2), then Staller can apply the same strategy as for the case of m ≥ 4. If Dominator plays v = (2, 2) in his first move, then Staller replies by choosing vertices (1, 1) and (1, 2). It forces Dominator to play (2, 1). With her next move, Staller can win the game by playing (1, 3) and (2, 3).

We have proved that Staller can win in the (1, 2)-biased D-game on P_m□P_n when m ≥ 3 and n ≥ 2. Therefore, we have b^′_1(P_m□P_n) ≤ b_1(P_m□P_n) ≤ 2. Since Staller cannot win in the (1, 1)-biased MBD games, we may conclude b^′_1(P_m□P_n) = b_1(P_m□P_n) = 2 as stated.

An infinite path is a path P_∞ = (Z, E) where E = {{i, i + 1} | i ∈ Z}. We can always find a perfect matching in P_∞. Applying the pairing strategy, Dominator can win both the (1, 1)-biased D-game and S-game on P_∞ by playing a vertex from every edge in the matching. This implies a_1(P_∞) = a^′_1(P_∞) = 1. The following statement shows thresholds for Staller.

Observation 16. Let ℓ be a positive integer. Then

b_ℓ(P_∞) = b^′_ℓ(P_∞) = { 2; ℓ ≤ 3, 3; ℓ ≥ 4. We now consider infinite grids P_n□P_∞ and P_∞□P_∞. We remark that the vertex degrees are finite in P_n□P_∞ and P_∞□P_∞. Therefore, Staller can win the game if she can claim a closed neighborhood of a vertex, and we may say that Dominator wins the game if he has a strategy to prevent Staller from claiming a closed neighborhood.

Proposition 17. If n ≥ 2, the following statements hold.

(i) a_1(P_n□P_∞) = a^′_1(P_n□P_∞) = a_1(P_∞□P_∞) = a^′_1(P_∞□P_∞) = 1,

(ii) b_1(P_n□P_∞) = b^′_1(P_n□P_∞) = b_1(P_∞□P_∞) = b^′_1(P_∞□P_∞) = 2.

Proof. We consider the grid P_n□P_∞ with vertex set [n] × Z, while P_∞□P_∞ is defined on Z × Z. (i) Observe that all infinite grids P_n□P_∞ and P_∞□P_∞ have a perfect matching. Therefore, in the (1,1)-biased MBD game, Dominator may follow the pairing strategy. For example, if Staller plays a vertex (i, 2k), Dominator replies with vertex (i, 2k + 1) and vice versa. By this strategy, Staller can never claim a closed neighborhood and hence, Dominator wins the game.

(ii) For infinite grids, we have Δ(P_2□P_∞) = 3, Δ(P_n□P_∞) = 4 if n ≥ 3, and Δ(P_∞□P_∞) = 4. Theorem 5 (b) and Remark 6 then imply b_1(P_n□P_∞) ≤ 2 and b_1(P_∞□P_∞) ≤ 2. By part (i), we may infer the equality b_1(P_n□P_∞) = b_1(P_∞□P_∞) = 2. Since b^′_1(G) ≤ b_1(G) holds for every graph G, we have that b^′_1(P_n□P_∞) = b^′_1(P_∞□P_∞) = 2 is also true.

The (a, b)-biased games on grids may also be interesting when a, b ≥ 2. If G is a finite grid, then Proposition 3 implies that b^′_a(G) ≤ 3 for any a ≥ 1, and a^′_b(G) = ∞ for any b ≥ 3. If G is an arbitrary grid (finite or infinite), then Proposition 3 implies that b_a(G) ≤ 5 holds for any a < γ(G). If G is an infinite grid, then Theorem 5 and Remark 6 imply that a^′_k(G) ≥ a_k(G) ≥ k and b^′_k(G) ≤ b_k(G) ≤ k + 1 for every positive integer k. Applying also the results from Theorem 8 and Proposition 17, we obtain the following estimations for an infinite grid G:

2 ≤ a_2(G) ≤ a^′_2(G) ≤ 4 and 2 ≤ b^′_2(G) ≤ b_2(G) ≤ 3;

3 ≤ a_3(G) ≤ a^′_3(G) ≤ 6 and 2 ≤ b^′_3(G) ≤ b_3(G) ≤ 4.

Now, consider the finite grid G = P_m□P_n. Theorem 8 implies that a^′_2(G) ≤ 4. In the next result we show that Dominator has to dominate at least three vertices per move to win the (a, 2)-biased S-game on G, when m ≡ 1 (mod 4).

Proposition 18. Let G = P_m□P_n, where m = 4k + 1 for some k ∈ N and n ∈ N. Then a^′_2(G) ≥ 3.

Proof. Let G = P_m□P_n, where m = 4k + 1 for some k ∈ N and let V (G) = [m] × [n]. We describe Staller’s strategy to win the (2, 2)-biased S-game on G. In her first move Staller selects vertices (2, 1), (4, 1). Then Dominator has to play one vertex from each of the sets {(1, 1), (1, 2)}, {(3, 1), (3, 2)} to prevent Staller claiming all vertices of N_G[(1, 1)] or N_G[(3, 1)]. If k = 1, then Staller wins in her next move selecting (5, 1) and (5, 2). Otherwise, in her ith move, for any i ∈ {2, . . . , k}, Staller selects vertices (4i−2, 1), (4i, 1). Note that to her ith move Dominator has to respond by a vertex from each of the sets {(4i − 3, 1), (4i − 3, 2)}, {(4i − 1, 1), (4i − 1, 2)} to prevent Staller winning in her (i + 1)st move. Finally, unless the game finished earlier with Staller’s win, she claims all vertices from N_G[(4k + 1, 1)] in her kth move, and wins. Hence a^′_2(G) ≥ 3.

Since b^′_2(G) ≥ b^′_1(G) = 2 and as Dominator does not win the (2, 2)-biased S-game played on P_{4k+1}□P_n, we get the following.

Corollary 19. If G = P_m□P_n, where m = 4k + 1 for some k ∈ N and n ∈ N, then b^′_2(G) = 2.

From Proposition 18 and the earlier remark, we derive that 3 ≤ a^′_2(P_{4k+1}□P_n) ≤ 4, and it would be interesting to determine which of the two bounds is the exact value. For grids P_m□P_n, where none of the integers n and m is congruent to 1 modulo 4, the currently known bounds are further apart: 1 ≤ a^′_2(P_m□P_n) ≤ 4. (Remark that, by Theorem 5, the lower bound can be replaced with 2 when the order of P_m□P_n is at least 136.) Based on the discussion, we pose the following problem.

Problem 20. Determine the values a^′_2(P_m□P_n) for all m, n ∈ N, and the values b^′_2(P_m□P_n) when none of the integers m and n is congruent to 1 modulo 4.

Problem 20 can also be extended to infinite grids, which might be even more difficult.

7 Star partition width and a^′_1(G)

In this section, we introduce the concept of star partition width and prove that it serves as an upper bound for the threshold at which Dominator wins the biased games when Staller selects exactly one vertex per move.

For a positive integer k, we say that a graph G has a k-star partition if there exists a partition {S_1, . . . , S_m} of V (G) such that each S_i satisfies |S_i| ≥ 2 and G[S_i] contains a spanning star with at most k leaves. The star partition width of a graph G, σ(G), is the smallest integer k such that there exists a k-star partition of G. Let S = {S_1, . . . , S_ℓ} be a k-star partition of G. For any i ∈ [Δ(G)], we denote by s_i the number of i-stars in S. We say that a star partition S is lexicographically optimal if (s_Δ, s_{Δ−1}, . . . , s_1) is lexicographically the smallest sequence over all star partitions of G. Note that the largest index i such that s_i ≠ 0 in S is σ(G).

We remark that the so-called star partitions were considered in [1], although the corresponding partitions do not restrict the size of the spanning stars as is the case with k-star partitions. The concept of induced star partitions as studied in [21] is even further away from our concept, since the stars in the corresponding partition are induced. On the other hand, there is a close connection between k-star partitions and [1, k]-factors as studied in [19].

A [1, k]-factor of a graph G is a spanning subgraph F of G such that 1 ≤ deg_F (x) ≤ k for every vertex x in G. Thus, a graph G has a [1, k]-factor if and only if it has a k-star partition. Hence [19, Corollary 3] implies the following.

Theorem 21. Let G be a graph and k ≥ 2. Then G has a k-star partition if and only if i(G − X) ≤ k|X| for every X ⊆ V (G), where i(G − X) is the number of isolated vertices in G − X. Note that the special case of Theorem 21 for k = 2 was proved by Lovász [20]. As an immediate consequence of the above theorem, we derive the formula in Corollary 22. A nontrivial path cover of a graph is a spanning subgraph whose components are paths of order at least two. Clearly, a graph has a nontrivial path cover if and only if it admits a 2-star partition.

Corollary 22. If G is a graph without a nontrivial path cover and without isolated vertices, then

σ(G) = max ∅⊂S⊂V (G) {⌈i(G − S) |S| ⌉}

Proposition 23. (i) For every graph G, the maximum number of stars in a nontrivial star partition equals ν(G).

(ii) For every tree T , each lexicographically optimal star partition contains ν(T ) stars.

Proof. (i) Let S be a nontrivial star partition of G. By choosing one edge from each star S_i ∈ S, we obtain a matching of size |S| in G. Then, |S| ≤ ν(G). Now, we consider a maximum matching M in G and prove that a star partition S exists with |S| = |M| = ν(G). By the maximality of M, for each edge xy ∈ M, one of the following cases holds:

• Both x and y have exactly one unsaturated neighbor, and this unsaturated vertex is the common neighbor of x and y. We may specify either x or y as a center in the star partition.

• Only one of x and y is adjacent to vertices unsaturated by M. If x is such a vertex with an unsaturated neighbor, we specify x as a center in the star partition.

• Neither x nor y have unsaturated neighbors. Then we may choose any of them as a center.

With the set of central vertices in hand, we can easily build a star partition S of G with |S| = ν(G). This proves that the maximum number of stars equals ν(G).

(ii) For a tree T , the inequality |S| ≤ ν(T ) remains true for any star partition S. Further, if S is lexicographically optimal, the centers can be chosen such that the leaves of the stars form an independent set in T . Then, the |S| centers yield a vertex cover, and we may conclude that τ(T ) ≤ |S| ≤ ν(T ) holds. As T is a tree, this implies |S| = ν(T ) = τ(T ) for every lexicographically optimal S. Corollary 24. For a nontrivial graph G, we have ⌈n(G) ν(G) ⌉ − 1 ≤ σ(G) ≤ Δ(G). Proof. Since any star in a graph G can have at most Δ(G) leaves, the upper bound is clear. By Proposition 23(i), any nontrivial star partition of G contains at most ν(G) stars. Combining this with the fact that the largest star in a lexicographically optimal star partition of G has at most σ(G) + 1 vertices, we infer that (σ(G) + 1)ν(G) ≥ n(G). Since σ(G) is an integer, the result follows.

Next, we define the so-called star digraph, which applies to a graph G with a fixed k-star partition S = {S_1, . . . , S_m}. Notably, the digraph H_{G,S} = (V, A) has V = S, while S_iS_j ∈ A if a leaf of S_i is adjacent in G to the center of S_j.

Lemma 25. Let G be a nontrivial graph and let S = {S_1, . . . , S_ℓ} be lexicographically optimal σ(G)-star partition of G. Then the following statements hold for every x, y ∈ V (G). (i) If x, y are leaves of stars in S, then xy /∈ E(G), except possibly in the following special cases: (1) x and y belong to one and the same S_i of which x and y are the only leaves, (2) x and y belong to distinct stars S_i and S_j such that |S_i| + |S_j| ≤ 5.

(ii) Let x be a leaf of S_i and y the center of S_j , where i, j ∈ [ℓ] and i ≠ j. If xy ∈ E(G), then |S_i| ≤ |S_j| + 1.

(iii) Let S_{i1} be a σ(G)-star in S, and let S_{i1} , S_{i2} , . . . , S_{ir} be a directed path in H_{G,S} . Then |S_{ir} | ≥ σ(G). Proof. (i) Let x, y be the leaves of stars in S, which do not satisfy the special cases, as described in the statement (i). We distinguish two cases. If x and y belong to the same star S_i in S, then |S_i| ≥ 4. If xy ∈ E(G), then S^′ obtained from S by adding a new star S^′ with S^′ = {x, y} and removing x and y from S_i yields a contradicition to S being lexicographically optimal. Now, let x ∈ S_i and y ∈ S_j, where i ≠ j. Suppose xy ∈ E(G). Note that our initial assumption gives |S_i| + |S_j| > 5. Let |S_i| ≥ |S_j|. Suppose first that |S_j| ≥ 3. Then, the star partition S^′ obtained from S by adding a new star S^′ with S^′ = {x, y} and removing x from S_i and y from S_j yields a contradicition to S being lexicographically optimal. Finally, if |S_j| = 2, then the star partition S^′ obtained from S by removing x from S_i and adding it to S_j yields a contradicition to S being lexicographically optimal.

(ii) Suppose a leaf x of S_i and the center y of S_j, where i ≠ j, are adjacent, and suppose to the contrary that |S_i| ≥ |S_j|+2. Then the star partition S^′ obtained from S by removing x from S_i and adding it to S_j yields a contradiction to S being lexicographically optimal.

(iii) Let S_{i1} be a σ(G)-star in S, and let S_{i1} , S_{i2} , . . . , S_{ir} be a directed path in H_{G,S} . For every j ∈ [r], denote by x_j the center of the star S_{ij} , and for every j ∈ [r − 1] denote by y_j a leaf of S_j , which is adjacent to x_{j+1}. Suppose to the contrary, |S_{ir} | < σ(G). Then, the star partition S^′ obtained from S by removing y_j from S_{ij} and adding it to S_{ij+1} for all j ∈ [r − 1] yields a contradiction to S being lexicographically optimal.

We use the above lemma to prove that the star partition width of G is an upper bound for a^′_1(G) and get the exact value of a^′_1(T ) for any tree T .

Theorem 26. If G is a nontrivial graph, then a^′_1(G) ≤ σ(G). In particular, a^′_1(T ) = σ(T ) holds for every nontrivial tree T .

Proof. Let G be a nontrivial graph and k = σ(G). Then there exists a k-star partition of G, say {S_1, . . . , S_ℓ}, such that each S_i contains a spanning star with at most k leaves. Assume that Staller plays a vertex in a star S_i for i ∈ [ℓ]. Then the strategy for Dominator is to select all the remaining vertices in S_i and arbitrary k − |S_i| + 1 vertices. By this strategy, Staller cannot claim a closed neighborhood of a vertex in G, that is W^′(G, k, 1) = D. We may then conclude a^′_1(G) ≤ σ(G).

Assume next that T is a tree. If σ(T ) = 1, then a^′_1(T ) ≤ σ(T ) implies that equality holds.

If σ(T ) ≥ 2, we set a = σ(T ) − 1 and prove that W^′(T, a, 1) = S. We proceed by induction on the matching number of T . If ν(T ) = 1, then T is a star, and the statement clearly holds (Staller plays the center, Dominator selects a leaves, and Staller wins by selecting an unplayed leaf). Now, let T be a tree with ν(T ) > 1. Let S = {S_1, . . . , S_ν } be a lexicographically optimal σ(G)-star partition of G. Let S_{i0} ∈ S be a σ(G)-star in S. Let S_{i0} , . . . , S_{it} be a maximal directed path in the star digraph H_{T,S} . Therefore, since T is a tree, S_{it} has no out-edges in H_{T,S} . By Lemma 25(iii), we have |S_{ij} | ≥ σ(T ).

The strategy of Staller to win the game in T is as follows. In her first move, Staller selects the center of S_{it} , after which Dominator needs to select all the leaves of S_{it} to avoid an immediate defeat in the next move of Staller. (In particular, if |S_{ij} | = σ(T ) + 1, the game is over.) Now, consider the tree T^′, which is the connected component of T − S_{it} , which contains S_{i0} . Note that ν(T^′) < ν(T ), and that σ(T^′) = σ(T ) (the latter holds, because S is a lexicographically optimal star partition of T ). Therefore, by the induction hypothesis, Staller has a winning strategy in T^′. In the rest of the game, Staller plays only in T^′ by using her winning strategy.

The inequality a^′_1(T ) ≤ σ(T ) and W^′(T, σ(T )−1, 1) = S together imply a^′_1(T ) = σ(T ) for every tree with σ(T ) ≥ 2.

We show that there exist graphs G with a^′_1(G) < σ(G), and the difference can be arbitrarily large. Consider a complete bipartite graph K_{2,2m}, with u, v being the vertices of degree 2m. Dominator can win the (1, 1)-biased S-game by playing u or v as his first move and an arbitrary vertex in his second move. Hence a^′_1(K_{2,2m}) = 1. As σ(K_{2,2m}) = m, we deduce that for any n ∈ N there exists a graph G with a^′_1(G) = σ(G) − n.

We remark that manuscript [2] characterizes trees with W^′(T, k, 1) = D. It can be proved directly that the definition of a k-good tree in [2] corresponds to the condition σ(T ) ≤ k if T is a tree and therefore, [2, Theorem 5] directly implies our result on trees. Anyway, we provided a different proof based on the star partition width, a concept that could be of independent interest.

In Theorems 8 and 26 we established two upper bounds for a^′_1(G) that are incomparable. For a tree G, ~γ(G) = Δ(G) while σ(G) may be much smaller than Δ(G). On the other hand, if G is the complete bipartite graph K_{2,2m}, then ~γ(G) = 1 and σ(G) = m.

Acknowledgements

This work was supported in part by the Slovenian Research and Innovation Agency (ARIS) under the grants P1-0297, N1-0285, N1-0355, and J1-4008. The authors also thank the Institute of Mathematics, Physics and Mechanics for hosting the 2nd Workshop on Games on Graphs in June 2024 during which this work was initiated.

References

[1] G. Andreatta, C. De Francesco, L. De Giovanni, P. Serafini, Star partitions on graphs, Discrete Optim. 33 (2019) 1–18.

[2] A.D. Bagdas, D. Clemens, F. Hamann, Y. Mogge, Biased domination games, arXiv:2408.00529v1 [math.CO].

[3] J. Beck, Combinatorial Games, Cambridge Univ. Press, 2008.

[4] J. Beck, On positional games, J. Combin. Theory Ser. A 30 (1981) 117–133.

[5] B. Brešar, S. Klavžar, D.F. Rall, Domination game and an imagination strategy, SIAM J. Discrete Math. 24 (2010) 979–991.

[6] B. Brešar, M.A. Henning, S. Klavžar, D.F. Rall, Domination Games Played on Graphs, SpringerBriefs in Mathematics, 2021.

[7] Cs. Bujtás, P. Dokyeesun, Fast winning strategies for Staller in the Maker-Breaker domination game, Discrete Appl. Math. 344 (2024) 10–22.

[8] Cs. Bujtás, P. Dokyeesun, S. Klavžar, Maker-Breaker domination game on trees when Staller wins, Discrete. Math. Theor. Comput. Sci. 25 (2023), Paper No. 12.

[9] V. Chvatál, P. Erdős, Biased positional games, Ann. Discrete Math. 2 (1978) 221– 229.

[10] D. Clemens, M. Mikalački, How fast can Maker win in fair biased games? Discrete Math. 341 (2018) 51–66.

[11] P. Dokyeesun, Maker-Breaker domination game on Cartesian products of graphs, Commun. Comb. Optim. (accepted) https://doi.org/10.22049/cco.2025.29866.2198 [12] E. Duchêne, V. Gledel, A. Parreau, G. Renault, Maker-Breaker domination game, Discrete Math. 343 (2020) Paper No. 111955.

[13] P. Erdős, J.L. Selfridge, On a combinatorial game, J. Combin. Theory Ser. A 14 (1973) 298–301.

[14] J. Forcan, J. Qi, Maker-Breaker domination number for P_2□P_n, Discrete Math.

Theor. Comput. Sci. 25 (2023), Paper No. 23.

[15] V. Gledel, V. Iršič, S. Klavžar, Maker-Breaker domination number, Bull. Malays.

Math. Sci. Soc. 42 (2019) 1773–1789.

[16] P. Hall, On representatives of subsets, J. Lond. Math. Soc. 10 (1935) 26–30. [17] M. Hall, Combinatorial Theory (2nd ed.), John Wiley & Sons, New York, 1986. [18] D. Hefetz, M. Krivelevich, M. Stojaković, T. Szabó, Positional games, Birkhäuser/Springer, Basel, 2014.

[19] K. Heinrich, P. Hell, D. Kirkpatrick, G. Liu, A simple existence criterion for (g < f)-factors, Discrete Math. 85 (1990) 313–317.

[20] L. Lovász, Subgraphs with prescribed valencies, J. Combin. Theory 8 (1970) 391–416. [21] M.A. Shalu, S. Vijayakumar, T.P. Sandhya, Joyashree Mondal, Induced star partition of graphs, Discrete Appl. Math. 319 (2022) 81–91.