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Abstract

Networks are often modeled using graphs, and within this setting we introduce the
notion of k-fault-tolerant mutual visibility. Informally, a set of vertices X C V(G) in
a graph G is a k-fault-tolerant mutual-visibility set (k-ftmv set) if any two vertices
in X are connected by a bundle of k + 1 shortest paths such that: (i) each shortest
path contains no other vertex of X, and (i) these paths are internally disjoint. The
cardinality of a largest k-ftmv set is denoted by fu*(G). The classical notion of mutual
visibility corresponds to the case k = 0.

This generalized concept is motivated by applications in communication networks,
where agents located at vertices must communicate both efficiently (i.e., via shortest
paths) and confidentially (i.e., without messages passing through the location of any
other agent). The original notion of mutual visibility may fail in unreliable networks,
where vertices or links can become unavailable.

Several properties of k-ftmv sets are established, including a natural relationship
between fu*(G) and w(G), as well as a characterization of graphs for which fu*(G) is
large. It is shown that computing fz*(G) is NP-hard for any positive integer k, whether
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k is fixed or not. Exact formulae for fu*(G) are derived for several specific graph
topologies, including grid-like networks such as cylinders and tori, and for diameter-two
networks defined by Hamming graphs and by the direct product of complete graphs.
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1 Introduction

Graphs provide a powerful framework for modeling real-world networks, from communication
and transportation systems to social and biological structures. In many applications, such as
the coordination of autonomous agents or the deployment of sensors in a network, vertices
represent locations, and the “visibility” between them is a critical operational constraint. A
recently introduced concept, mutual-visibility, provides a formal graph-theoretic model for
this idea [14].

Formally, given a connected graph G and a subset of vertices X C V(G), two vertices
u,v € V(G) are said to be visible to each other with respect to X if there exists a shortest
u,v-path in G that contains no internal vertices from X. A set X C V(G) is then defined as
a mutual-visibility set if every pair of distinct vertices in X is visible with respect to X. The
mutual-visibility number, ;1(G), is the cardinality of a largest mutual-visibility set in G. This
concept effectively models a scenario where agents, located at the vertices of S, can “see”
each other if a line-of-sight (i.e., a shortest path) is not “blocked” by another agent.

This definition of mutual-visibility, however, implicitly assumes a perfectly reliable net-
work. The visibility between two agents u and v depends on the existence of at least one
“clear” shortest path, where clear means that these paths do not pass through any other
agents located in X. In practical applications, networks are often unreliable since vertices or
links may fail. If the single clear path between u and v is compromised by a faulty vertex
(that is not in X), the agents lose visibility, even if alternative paths exist. This vulnerability
motivates the need for a more robust, fault-tolerant variant of mutual-visibility.

The principle of using path redundancy to achieve fault tolerance is a cornerstone of graph
theory and network design. This concept is fundamentally rooted in Menger’s theorem, which
equates the k-connectivity of a graph to the existence of k internally disjoint paths between
any two vertices, cf. [2]. This principle has been extensively applied to model and solve
problems in reliable systems. For example, in survivable network design, the goal is to create
network topologies that maintain connectivity properties despite component failures, often by
ensuring a minimum number of disjoint paths [18]. Similarly, fault-tolerant routing protocols
are designed to find alternative paths to bypass faulty nodes or links, guaranteeing message
delivery [15]. These fields demonstrate a clear consensus: resilience against & failures can be
achieved by providing k + 1 disjoint resources.

In this paper, we apply this established principle of fault tolerance to the mutual-visibility
framework. We introduce the k-fault-tolerant mutual-visibility, a concept that strength-



ens the original definition by requiring a specified redundancy in the visibility paths. In-
formally, a set of vertices X is a k-fault-tolerant mutual-visibility set (or k-ftmv set) if any
two agents (vertices) within X are connected by a bundle of k + 1 clear shortest paths.
These paths must be internally disjoint, meaning they share no internal vertices. Moreover,
as in the original definition, clear means that these paths do not pass through any other
agents located in X. This built-in redundancy ensures that the mutual-visibility between
any two agents is robust: it can withstand the failure of up to k internal vertices and still be
maintained by at least one remaining clear shortest path.

The cardinality of a largest k-ftmv set of a graph G is denoted by fu®)(G). Since
fu0(G) = u(G) by definition, it follows that the newly introduced concept captures and
extends the standard notion of mutual-visibility.

Related works. Questions regarding mutual-visibility and related arrangements of points
in the Euclidean plane have been a subject of study since the late 19th century, highlighted
by classical problems like the no-three-in-line problem [16]. As a counterpart of the classic
notion of visibility in the Euclidean plane, the graph theoretic notion of mutual-visibility has
been introduced in [14]. Despite being introduced recently, the mutual-visibility in graphs
gathered significant interest within the research community becoming a flourishing line of
research (e.g., see [1,4,7-13,19-22,27-29]). Since in [14] it is shown that computing u(G) is a
NP-complete problem, in most of such papers, the main aim was solving the mutual-visibility
problem for various classes of graphs. It is a remarkable fact that, from a combinatorial
viewpoint, the mutual-visibility problems connects several topics: in Cartesian products of
complete graphs, it is equivalent to instances of Zarankiewicz’s problem [12|; bounds on
smallest maximal mutual-visibility sets relate to the Bollobas—Wessel theorem [7]; and the
various optimization problems arising from mutual-visibility variants can be reformulated as
Turan-type problems on hypergraphs and line graphs |8, 13].

Other directions of research have focused on possible extensions of the definition of
mutual-visibility. In [11], variations of the initial definition are introduced, based on the
extension of the visibility property of vertices that are in and/or outside X. Such variations
are called total, outer and dual mutual-visibility problems. In [6,21], the authors investigate
proper vertex colorings of graphs whose color classes are mutual-visibility sets. In [23], the
concept of a d-visibility set is introduced—a set X in which each pair of vertices either has
distance greater than d, or is connected by a shortest path whose internal vertices are not in
the set. In this way, the original mutual-visibility concept is restricted to vertices that are
close to each other within the given threshold d.

The original mutual-visibility definition is also naturally related to that of general position.
A set of vertices X is a general position set if no three vertices from X lie in a common shortest
path [24-26]. The distinction between a general-position set and a mutual-visibility set lies
in the nature of the restriction applied to shortest paths. While mutual-visibility calls for
the existence of at least one clear shortest-path between them, the general-position set, by
contrast, imposes a stronger restriction asking that all the shortest paths between them are
clear.



Results. We first formally introduce the new concept of fault-tolerant mutual-visibility
in graphs and provide some basic properties. Among them, we show a natural relation-
ship between fu®(G) and w(G). Concerning computational issues, we formally prove that
computing f;.*) (@) is a NP-hard problem for any fixed and not fixed positive integer k.

Then, we study the structure of the graphs whose fault-tolerant mutual-visibility number
is large. More precisely, we describe the structure of the graphs G with fu®(G) = n(G) —t
for all Kk > 1 and ¢t € {0,1,...,k + 1}, showing that the graphs with fu*(G) = n(G) — ¢
coincide with the graphs whose clique number is n(G) — t.

Concerning computing the fault-tolerant mutual-visibility number of relevant graph fam-
ilies, we show exact formulae for fu*(G) when G corresponds to a grid, a cylinder, or a
torus graph. We also determine the fault-tolerant mutual-visibility number of some classes of
graphs of diameter two, like as Hamming graphs and the direct product of complete graphs.

2 Basic terminology and notation

All graphs considered in this paper are finite and simple. They are also connected unless
stated otherwise. Given a graph G = (V(G), E(G)), its order will be denoted by n(G). If
v € V(G), then Ng(v) denotes the set of neighbors of v, that is, the set of vertices that
are adjacent to v; Nglv] = Ng(v) U {v} contains the closed neighbors. If X C V(G), then
Ng(X) = U,ex N(v). The degree of v is deg;(v) = |[Ng(v)| and A(G) denotes the maximum
degree of G. A universal vertex is a vertex that is adjacent to all other vertices of the graph,
that is deg,(v) = n(G) — 1. If X C V(G), then G[X] denotes the subgraph of G induced
by X, that is the maximal subgraph of G with vertex set X. The subgraph of GG induced by
V(G) \ X is denoted by G — X, and by G —v when X = {v}. A cut-vertex of a graph G
is a vertex whose removal increases the number of connected components. A block of G is a
maximal connected subgraph of G that has no cut-vertex.

The distance function dg on a graph G is the usual shortest-path distance. The longest
distance in G is its diameter, denoted by diam(G). The subgraph G’ of G is convex if, for
every two vertices of G', every shortest path in G between them lies completely in G’. The
convezr hull of V! C V(G), denoted as hull(V’), is defined as the smallest convex subgraph
containing V',

We use standard notation for classic graphs with n vertices: P, is the path graph, C,, is
the cycle graph, K, is the complete graph. Moreover, K, , is the complete bipartite graph
of order n +m, and, as a special case, K, is the star with n pendant vertices.

A clique is an induced subgraph in which every two distinct vertices are adjacent. The
clique number w(G) is the number of vertices in a maximum clique in G. An independent set
is a set of vertices in a graph, no two of which are adjacent. The independence number a(G)
is the size of the largest possible independent set in G.

Given two graphs G and H, their Cartesian product and direct product are respectively
denoted by GO H and G x H. Each of these products has the vertex set V(G) x V(H).
Vertices (g, h) and (¢',h') are adjacent in GO H if either ¢ = ¢’ and hh' € E(H), or g9’ €
E(G) and h = h'. Vertices (g,h) and (¢’,h’) are adjacent in G x H if g¢' € E(G) and



hh' € E(H). If h € V(H) and * € {[O, x}, then the subgraph of G * H induced by the
vertex set {(g,h) : g € V(G)} is called an G-layer of G * H and denoted by G". For
g € V(G), the H-layer 9H is defined analogously.

3 Fault-tolerant mutual-visibility and its general proper-
ties

In this section, we formally introduce the key concepts of this paper and deduce some of the
basic properties. Let’s get started right away with the key definitions.

Definition 3.1. Let k > 0. Then a set X C V(G) is a k-fault-tolerant mutual-visibility
set (shortly k-ftmv set) if for any non-adjacent u,v € X there ezist k + 1 internally disjoint
shortest u,v-paths Q;, i € [k+ 1], such that V(Q;) N X = {u,v}. The cardinality of a largest
k-ftmv set of G is denoted by fu®)(G), and a largest k-ftmv set is referred as a fu®(G)-set.

A set X is thus a k-ftmv set if, whenever k vertices from V(G) \ X are removed, for each
non-adjacent u,v € X there remains a path @ of length d¢(u, v) such that V(Q)NX = {u, v}.
Informally, the mutual-visibility of the vertices from X is not affected by having at most &
faulty vertices.

Observe that 0-ftmv sets coincide with the standard mutual-visibility sets, in particular,
fu®(G) = u(G). Note also that fu¥)(G) is well-defined for any k > 0 because the set of
vertices of an arbitrary clique of G forms a k-ftmv set of GG for any k. In particular,

fu¥(@) > w(@), k> 0. (1)

From the definition we also get,

£u9(@) < tu0(@), k> L. (2)

We continue with the following two general properties.
Proposition 3.2. Let G be a graph. If k > A(G) then fu™(G) = w(G).

Proof. Let X be a k-ftmv set of G. By contradiction, assume there exist two non-adjacent
vertices u,v € X. There are at most deg,(u) internally disjoint (shortest) u,v-paths in G
and since degg(u) < A(G) < k, they are at most k. Hence, all the vertices in X are adjacent
and the result follows. O

Proposition 3.3. Let k > 1, and let By,. .., B, be the blocks of a nontrivial connected graph
G. If X is a fu®(G)-set of G, then X C V(B;) for some i € [{]. In particular,

fu™(G) = max {fu*(B;) : i€ [(]}.



Proof. Let X be a fu®)(G)-set. Suppose that two vertices u and v of X do not belong to
the same block of G. Let u € X N B; and v € X N Bj, and let @) be a shortest u, v-path
in G. Since i # j, the path ) contains at least one cut-vertex w, where w # wu,v. Then
w ¢ X and therefore every shortest u, v-path passes w. As this is not possible, we conclude
that X must be contained in a single block of G. Hence in particular, fu*)(G) = |X| =
max;e{fu* (B;)}. O

Notice that, for each non-trivial tree 7', Proposition 3.3 implies fu®)(T) = 2 for each
k > 1. Conversely, in [14, Corollary 4.3] it is shown that (% (T) = u(T) = |L|, where L is
the set of leaves of T'. It is worth also remarking that in [14, Lemma 2.5] it is shown that a
f11(0-set of G containing no cut-vertices always exists.

The following lemmas were formulated in [14] for the original version of mutual-visibility.
We show that they can be extended to the k-fault-tolerance cases, k > 1.

Lemma 3.4. Let G be a graph and H a convex subgraph of G. Then fu®(H) < fu®(G).
Moreover, if X is a k-ftmv set of G, then X NV (H) is a k-ftmv set of H.

Proof. Since every k-ftmv set of H is a k-ftmv set of GG, the first statement holds.

Let u and v be two non-adjacent vertices in X' = X N V(H). Since X is a k-ftmv
set of G, there are k + 1 internally disjoint shortest u,v-paths Q;, i € [k + 1], such that
V(Q;) N X = {u,v}. By the definition of convex subgraph, all such k + 1 shortest u, v-paths
are in H. Since they have no internal vertices in X, they also have no internal vertices in
X'. This implies that X’ is a k-ftmv set of H. O

Lemma 3.5. Let G be a graph and Vi, Vs, ..., Vy subsets of V(G) such that Ule Vi =V(G).
Then, fu®(G) < Zle £ (hull(V;)), for each k > 0.

Proof. Assume fu®)(G) > S0, £ (hull(V;)) and let X be a fu®)(G)-set. Since |Ji_, V; =
V(G), each elements of X is in at least one set hull(V;). For each i € [¢], let X; be
the set of vertices that are in X and in hull(V;). Then Zle X, > |X| = fu®(G) >
SO fu® (hull(V;)). Hence, there must exist a set X, j € [¢], such that |X;| > fx® (hull(V})).
This is a contradiction because Lemma 3.4 implies that X; is a k-ftmv set of hull(V}) and its
size cannot be larger than fu® (hull(V})). O

Let G be a connected graph. Then S C V(G) is a clique cut-set if G[S] is a clique and
G — S is disconnected. A clique cut-set S is minimal if S does not contain a proper clique
cut-set. Using the above two lemmas, the following can be proved.

Proposition 3.6. Let S be a minimal clique cut-set with |S| = 2. If Gy,...,Gy, £ > 2, are
the components of G — S, and G; = G|V (G;) U S|, i € [{], then the following hold.

‘
(i) max{f,u(l)(/G\i) cie ) <ftuM(@) < Zf/jl)@), and the bounds are sharp.
i=1

(ii) If k > 2, then fu®)(G) = max{fu®)(G;) : i € [(]}.



Proof. (i) Since every é\i, i € [f], is a convex subgraph of G, the lower bound follows by
Lemma 3.4, while the upper bound is implied by Lemma 3.5.

To demonstrate the sharpness of the lower bound, consider the graphs C,, ,, m,n > 4,
obtained from disjoint cycles (), and C),, by identifying an arbitrary edge of C,, with an
arbitrary edge of C,. Then we can verify that fu(C,,) = fuM(C,) = fu(Cpnp) = 2.
Similarly, if Gy, ,,, m > 3, n > 4, is obtained from K,, and C,, by identifying an arbitrary edge
of K,, with an arbitrary edge of C,,, then fu(C,) = 2 and fuW(K,,) = fu(Gpn) = m.

For the sharpness of the upper bound, consider the graphs H,, ,, m > 4,¢ > 2, constructed
as follows. First take the disjoint union of a P,, where V(P,) = {z,y}, and ¢ disjoint copies
of P,. Then add all possible edges between x and y, and the vertices from the ¢ copies of
P,,. The set S = {z,y} is a minimal clique cut-set, and G — S consists of ¢ components
G, isomorphic to P,,. See Figure 1 where Hj 4 is drawn. We can infer that f,u(l)(é\i) =m,
i € [¢], and that fuV(H,,,) = tm.

Figure 1: The graph Hj 4.

(ii) Let & > 2 and let S be such that |S| = 2. Let further X be a fu®-set of G. If
u,v € X, then since S is a (minimal clique) cut-set, there exists i € [¢] such that u,v € G;.

—

It follows that X C V(G;). Lemma 3.4 completes the argument. O

A module of a (connected) graph G is a set S C V(G) such that all vertices in S have
the same set of neighbors among vertices not in S. This is a fundamental concept in graph
theory, as evidenced by its many other names, including autonomous sets, homogeneous sets,
and externally related sets, see [5]. We say that S C V(G) is a cut-module if G[S] is a
module and G — S is disconnected. A cut-module S is minimal if S does not contain a proper
cut-module.

Lemma 3.7. Let S be a minimal cut-module of a graph G such that |S| = k+1. If N(S)NH >
k for each connected component H of G — S, then there exists a k-ftmv set X of G such that
Xns=49.

Proof. Let S be a minimal cut-module S of G such that |S| = k+1 and let X be an arbitrary
k-ftmv set of G. There is nothing to prove if X NS = (), hence assume that X NS # (. Then
all vertices in X \ S must belong to a single connected component of G — S. Let H' be one of



the other components such that X N H' = (). Then (X \ S) U (N(S)N H’) is a fault-tolerant
mutual-visibility set of size at least | X| and with no vertex from S as required. O

4 Complexity of the related problems

In this section, we assess the computational complexity of computing f u(k)(G’). To this end,
we first introduce the corresponding decision problem: given a graph GG and a positive integer
t, the k-FAULT-TOLERANT MUTUAL-VISIBILITY problem (one problem for each possible fixed
k) asks if fu®)(G) > t. The version of the problem in which & is part of the input defines
the FAULT-TOLERANT MUTUAL-VISIBILITY problem: given a graph G, an integer k£ > 0 and
a positive integer ¢, it asks if fu*)(G) > t.

Theorem 4.1. Given a positive integer k, the k-FAULT-TOLERANT MUTUAL-VISIBILITY
problem is NP-complete, even for graphs of diameter four.

Proof. Given a subset of vertices of any graph, it is possible to test in polynomial time
whether it is a k-fault-tolerant mutual-visibility set or not. Consequently, the problem is
in NP. We prove that the INDEPENDENT SET problem (equivalent to the CLIQUE problem
in the complement graph and shown as NP-complete in [17]), polynomially reduces to the
k-FAULT-TOLERANT MUTUAL-VISIBILITY problem. The INDEPENDENT SET problem asks
if the independence number «(G) of a graph G is at least a given integer ¢.

Let (G,t) be an arbitrary instance of the INDEPENDENT SET problem. We assume G
not complete, as these assumptions do not affect the hardness of the problem. Since G is
connected and not complete, we get ¢t > 2. Starting from (G, t), we construct an instance
(G',t') of the k-FAULT-TOLERANT MUTUAL-VISIBILITY problem as follows.

Let V(G) = [n] and |E(G)] = m. We add a set of k + 1 vertices A = {a' : 1 € [k + 1]}
each connected to all vertices in V(G). For each edge e = ij of G, we add a set of k + 1
vertices A, = {v! : | € [k+1]} and edges iv! and jvl, for each [ € [k+1]. Also, for each pair
of edges e, e € E(G) we add all edges between v\ and v, for each I,I' € [k + 1]. We also
add a set of k vertices B = {b' : [ € [k]} each connected to all vertices in AU |J,. B@) Ae-
Finally, we add a set T of n + k vertices, each connected to all vertices in A, and for each
edge e, we add a set T, of n+ k vertices, each connected to all vertices in A.. This concludes
the construction of G'. Finally, set ¢’ = (m + 1)(n + k) + t. Notice that the order of G’ is
polynomial with respect to the input parameters n, m, and ¢ (we remind that & is fixed). An
example of G’ is given in Figure 2.

In what follows, we prove that a(G) > t if and only if fu®(G") > ¢'.

Let I C V(G) be an independent set of G of size greater than or equal to ¢, and consider
the set of vertices X = JUTUU, ¢ () e in G'. Since |I| > ¢, then | X[ > (m+1)(n+k)+t =1'.
We now prove that X is a k-ftmv set of G'. Let u,v be two vertices in T'. There are k + 1
shortest u, v-paths of length two passing through vertices in A. The same holds if u € T" and
vel,orifu,vel Letue T andv e T, e=1ij € E(G). Each path connecting them is of
the form u, z,y, z,v, where x € A, y € BU{i,j}, and z € A,. Since i and j cannot be both
in X, there are k + 1 possible choices of x, y, and z, leading to k + 1 shortest u, v-paths of



Figure 2: Visualization of the construction of G’, as described in the proof of Theorem 4.1,
starting from a graph G = P;. Dashed rectangles highlight the subsets of vertices used in the
construction. Thin lines between vertices represent real edges. A thick black line between
two generic rectangles R; and Ry simply indicates that every vertex in R; is adjacent to
every vertex in R,.

length four without internal vertices in X. Let w € I and v € T,. If e is incident to u, then
there are k + 1 shortest u, v-paths of length two passing through vertices in A.. Indeed, for
otherwise, if u is a vertex of an edge ¢’ # e, there are k + 1 shortest u, v-paths of length three
of the form wu, x,y,v, where z € A, and y € Ay. Let u € T, and v € T,,. If e = ¢/, then there
are k + 1 u, v-shortest paths of length two passing through vertices in A., for otherwise there
are k + 1 u, v-shortest paths of length three of the form w, x,y, v, where x € A, and y € A..

In conclusion, each pair of vertices in X is connected by k + 1 shortest paths without
internal vertices in X.

Let now X be a k-ftmv set of G’ of cardinality at least ¢’. Observe that set A and sets A,
for each e € E(G), are minimal cut-modules and satisfy Lemma 3.7. We can then assume
that all vertices in AU J,. BG) A, are not in X. The number of the remaining vertices is
then equal to

V(@) =AU [ Ad= V(@) + B+ |T|+|T.|-m
e€E(Q)
=n+k+(n+k)(m+1)=(n+k)(m+2).



Since t' is at least (m + 1)(n + k) 4+ 2, by the pigeonhole principle, we deduce that for each
edge e, the pair of sets T' and T, are such that TN X # () and T, N X # (). We claim that
BNX =10. If |BNnX| > 1, two vertices u € T and v € T, cannot have k + 1 disjoint
shortest u, v-paths without internal vertices in X, for each e € E(G). Then |BN X| < 1.
Since ' > (m+1)(n+ k) + 2 and [T'U U, cp(g) Te| = (m + 1)(n + k), there must be at least
one vertex of X in V(G). Let i € V(G) N X be such a vertex and e = ij be an edge incident
to 7. Under these conditions, a vertex u € T and a vertex v € T, cannot be both in X, a
contradiction. This concludes the proof that BN X = (). Since t' = (m + 1)(n+ k) + ¢, and
A, B, and each set T,, for each e € F(G), do not contain elements of X, then ¢ vertices of
X are necessarely in V(G). These t vertices form an independent set as, otherwise, two of
them are incident to an edge e. But, in this case, again a vertex u € T" and a vertex v € T,
cannot be both in X, a contradiction.

Finally, it is not difficult to check that diam(G’) = 4. O

The above result immediately implies that the FAULT-TOLERANT MUTUAL-VISIBILITY
problem is NP-hard.

5 Graphs with large fu*) numbers

In this section, we consider the graphs GG whose fault mutual-visibility number is large. More
precisely, we describe the structure of the graphs G with fu*)(G) = n(G) —t for all k > 1 and
t€{0,1,...,k+1}. When 0 < ¢ < k, the graphs with fu*)(G) = n(G) —t coincide with the
graphs whose clique number is n(G) —t. For the case t = k+ 1 a structural characterization
is provided.

Theorem 5.1. If G is a connected graph and k > ¢ > 0, then fu®(G) = n(G) — € if and
only if w(G) = n(G) — ¢.

Proof. Assume first that fu®)(G) = n(G) — £. By (1) we have w(G) < n(G) — £. Suppose
now on the contrary that w(G) < n(G) — ¢ and consider a fu®) (G)-set X. As | X| = n(G) —¢
and w(G) < n(G) — ¢, there exist two vertices u,v € X with uv ¢ E(G). As there exist k+ 1
shortest u, v-paths without internal vertices in X, we get ¢ > k+ 1. But this contradicts our
assumption that £ > /.

Conversely, assume that w(G) = n(G)—¢. Then by (1) we know that fu® (G) > n(G) .
If fu®(G) > n(G) — ¢ would hold, then by the above paragraph we would have w(G) >
n(G) — €. We can conclude that fu®(G) = n(G) — (. O

Corollary 5.2. If G is a connected graph, the following properties hold.
(i) If k >0, then fu®(G) = n(G) if and only if w(G) = n(G).
(i) If k > 1, then fu®)(G) = n(G) — 1 if and only if w(G) = n(G) — 1.

Proof. To get (i), set £ =0 in Theorem 5.1, and to get (ii) set £ = 1. O
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With respect to Corollary 5.2(ii) we add that a description of graphs with p(G) = n(G)—1
is given in [14, Lemma 4.8|.

Theorem 5.1 deals with situations in which & > ¢. The cases when k < ¢ are intrinsically
different. For a small example consider stars K ,,, for which we have fu(% (K ,,,) = u(K1,,) =
m. For any k > 1 we next characterize graphs G with fu*)(G) = n(G) — k — 1 (that is,
¢ =k+1). To formulate the result we need the following family of graphs.

Definition 5.3. For k > 1 and n > k + 2, the family of graphs H, is defined as follows.
Start with an arbitrary graph H of order n — k — 1. Let A be the set (possibly empty) of the
universal vertices of H, and let B = V(H) \ A. Next, let W be a set of k + 1 additional
vertices, and add all possible edges between W and B. Finally, add some arbitrary edges
between the vertices from W, and some arbitrary edges between the vertices from W and
the vertices from A, where we take care that the obtained graph H is connected and fulfils
w(H) <n—k—1. The family H,y then contains all graphs H constructed as described.

For instance, selecting H to be an edgeless graph of order n — 2 we get K5, 2 € H,1. A
typical representative of the family #, ; can be seen in Fig. 3.

Figure 3: The structure of the graphs from H,, ;.

Theorem 5.4. If k > 1 and G is a connected graph, then fu™(G) = n(G) — k — 1 if and
only iof G € Hua) k-

Proof. Let G be a connected graph with fu®)(G) = n(G) — k — 1. Let X be a fu®™(Q)-
set of G, so that |X| = n(G) —k — 1, and let V(G) \ X = {wy,...,wp41} = W. Let
A={ue X : deggy(u) =n(G) —k -2} and B = X \ A. If u is an arbitrary vertex of
B, then there exists a vertex ' € B such that wu' ¢ E(G). Since X is a k-ftmv set, the
only possibility to have k£ + 1 internally disjoint shortest u,v-paths is that there exist the
paths v — w; — v for i € [k + 1]. It follows that every vertex from B is adjacent to all the
vertices of WW. Note that a possible presence of some edges between the vertices of W does
not affect this conclusion. By (1) we also have w(G) < n(G) — k — 1. We can conclude that
G e /HH(G)Jﬁ.
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Conversely, assume that G' € H, ), If we set G = H , Where H is obtained from H with
the sets A and B as described in Definition 5.3, then AU B is a k-ftmv set of G, hence we have
fu®)(G) > n(G) — k — 1. Suppose that fu¥)(G) > n(G) — k. Then fu(G) = n(G) — k +a,
where 0 < @ < k. In view of Theorem 5.1 we can also write fu*(G) = n(G) — ¢, where
¢ = k—a. Since clearly k > k—a, Theorem 5.1 implies that w(G) = n(G) —k+a > n(G) —k,
contradicting that w(G) < n(G)—k—1 by to the definition of G = H. Hence, we can conclude
that fu®(G) = n(G) — k — 1. O

Related to Theorem 5.4 we add that we are not aware of a characterization of graphs G
with £ (G) = n(G) — 2, that is, of graphs with the mutual visibility number equal to the
order minus two. In view of (2), this class forms a superclass of #,,. The classes do not
coincide as the graph K33 — e demonstrates. Indeed, one can check that f/.L(O)<K3’3 —e)=4
and fuM (K33 — e) = 3.

6 Cartesian products

In this section, we determine exact formulae for f1*)(G), when G is the Cartesian product of
two paths (grid graphs), the Cartesian product of a path and a cycle (cylinder graphs), and
the Cartesian product of two cycles (tori graphs). Throughout the section we set V' (Ps) = [s],
s> 1, and V(C,) = [n], n > 3, and compute the indices modulo n.

6.1 Grids

In this subsection, we consider the grids P,, [J P,,, where we assume without loss of generality
that 1 <m <n.

P OP, & K, for which fu®(K,) =1, k> 0. If m =1 and n > 2, then P,OP, = P,,
then we have fu*)(P,) = 2, k > 0. All the remaining cases are covered by the next result.

Theorem 6.1. If2 < m < n, then

2m; k=0,
fu® (P, OP) =< m; k=1,
2; k> 2.

Proof. In |14, Theorem 4.6| it has been shown that p(P,, O P,) = 2min(m,n) = 2m. Hence
the result holds for £ = 0. Assume in the rest that £ > 1.

Case 1: m = 2.

Let n > 2 and set G = P, P,. We need to show that fu®)(G) = 2. By (1), fu®(G) > 2.
Suppose now that fu®)(G) > 3. Then there are at least three vertices u,v,w in a fu*)-set
X of GG and at least two of them, say u, v, are in the same P,-layer. These two vertices must
be adjacent since each layer is a convex subgraph isomorphic to P,. Then w is in the other
layer. We may assume that d(u,w) > d(v,w). Let H the subgrid of G having v and w on
two opposite corners. Since v is in H and is adjacent to u, there is at most one shortest
u, w-path without vertices in X, a contradiction.

12



Case 2: m = 3.
Let G = P30 P,, where n > 3. First, consider the subcase k = 1. To see that fu"(G) > 3,
consider the set of vertices {(1,1),(2,2),(3,3)}. For the reverse inequality, suppose on the
contrary that fu(G) > 3 and let X be a fu!)(G)-set. Then at least one P,-layer contains
exactly two adjacent vertices u,v from X. Now consider a third vertex w € X lying in
another layer. Then, hull({u, v, w}) is a grid graph H with a vertex a € {u,v} and w in two
corners of H. Since we cannot find two internally disjoint shortest a, w-paths without further
vertices in X, we reach a contradiction.

In the second subcase, let k > 2. By (1), fu®(G) > 2. Suppose there exists a k-ftmv set
X with | X| > 3. Then X contains two vertices u,v € X at distance at least two. Consider
the subgrid H with two corners v and v. Since H is a convex subgraph, each shortest wu, v-
path of G belongs to H. Thus, since degy(u) = degy(v) = 2, there cannot be more than
two internally disjoint shortest u, v-paths, a contradiction.

Case 3: 4 <m <n.

Consider first £ = 1. If m is even, then consider the m/2 subgraphs induced by two con-
secutive P,-layers isomorphic to P, [ P,. These subgraphs are convex, hence by Case 1 and
Lemma 3.5 we have fu(P,,0P,) < m. To show that fu(P,,0P,) > m, consider the
set of vertices X = {(¢,7) : i € [m]}. If m is odd, then consider the (m — 3)/2 subgraphs
induced by two consecutive P,-layers isomorphic to P, [ P,, and one subgraph isomorphic
to P00 P,. Then Cases 1 and 2, together with Lemma 3.5 yield fu("(P,, 0 P,) < m, while
the same set X as in the even gives the reverse inequality. Assume second that &£ > 2. In
this case, we proceed along the same lines as in the last paragraph of Case 2 to arrive at the
conclusion that fu® (P, 0 P,) < 2. By (1) we are done. O

6.2 Cylinders

In this section we consider fu® (P,,0C,) for k > 1. The case k = 0 has been considered
carlier. In [19, Theorem 2.4] it is proved that if m + 1 > n > 6, then fu"(P,,0C,) =
2n, and further conjectured in [19, Conjecture 2.6| that if n > 12, then (P, 0C,) =
min{3m, 2n}.

We start by observing simple properties about cycle graphs C,,. We recall from |14, Lemma
2.8] that fu®(C,) = 3. For k > 1, it is easy to note that

3; n=23,
fu(Co) :{ 2 n >4

In particular, for n > 4, let X = {u,v} be a fu®(G)-set of C,,. If k > 2, then u and v are
adjacent in C,, (cf. Proposition 3.2). If £ = 1 and n odd, then u and v are adjacent. If k =1
and n is even, then u and v are either adjacent or antipodal in C,,.

Lemma 6.2. Ifm > 2, n>4, and k > 1 then

min{2m, n}; n even,

(k)
fpt (Pn D Cn) < { max{3, min{m,n}}; n odd.
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Proof. Observe first that each pair of adjacent P,,-layers induces a P,, (1 P, grid, and this grid
is a convex subgraph of P,,[JC,. Since fu*)(P,,0P,) = 2 (cf. Theorem 6.1), Lemma 3.5
immediately implies that fu®)(P,,0C,) < n when n is even. Assume next that n is odd
and let X be a fu®(G)-set of P,,[0C,. If each P,,-layer contains at most one vertex of X,
then we are done. Assume thus that there exists i € [n] such that |V (P! )N X| = 2. Then
Lemma 3.5 implies that V(P5 )N X =0 and V(P:7)N X = (. Then n — 3 is even, and a
repetitive application of Lemma 3.5 implies that in these P,,-layers there are at most n — 3
vertices from X, hence in this subcase |X| <n — 1.

Assume n even. Each C,-layer is a convex subgraph of P,,(0C,. Since fu®(C,) = 2,
Lemma 3.5 gives fu®)(P,,[0C,) < 2m when n is even. By combining this bound with that
in the first part of the proof, we get fu® (P, 0C,) < min{2m,n}.

Assume now that n > 5 odd. Consider first the case in which a k-ftmv set X of P,,JC,
contains two adjacent vertices u = (i,j) and v = (4,7 + 1) belonging to the same ‘C,-
layer. Let w = (7,7') be the vertex in the ‘C),-layer at the same distance from both u and
v. If w € X\ {u,v}, then & > 1 implies that w and w’ necessarily belong to the same
PJ-layer (ie. w' = (i,j'), with i’ # 4). Assume that X contains an additional fourth
vertex w” € X \ {u,v,w'}. As w, also w” must belong to PJ-layer. Without loss of
generality, assume d(w”,v) > d(w',v). In this situation, it is easy to observe that from w”
to v there exists only one shortest path with no internal vertices in X. We can conclude
that, assuming u,v € X with v and v adjacent and belonging to the same C),-layer, leads to
|X| < 3. Conversely, assuming that each vertex in X belongs to a distinct C),-layer, leads
to |X| < m. By combining these two bounds with that in the first part of the proof, and
by using the construction in which |X| = 3, we get the requested bound fu® (P, 0C,) <
max{3, min{m, n}}. O

We can now prove the following result about cylinders.
Theorem 6.3. If m > 2 and n > 3, then

3; k>1,m>2,n=23,
min{2m,n}; k=1,m>2n>4 even,
max{3, min{m,n}}; k=1,m>2n>5 odd,
2: k>2m>2n2>4.

Y

fu®(p,0C,) =

Proof. We distinguish several cases.

Case k> 1,m >2,n=23.

Let X be a k-ftmv set. Lemma 6.2 states that, regardless the parity of n, |X| < n. Since
n = 3, the statement follows by letting X contain the three vertices of any C,-layer (i.e., a
clique).

Case k=1,m > 2,n > 4 even.
From Lemma 6.2 we get fu™ (P, 0C,) < min{2m,n}. When n < 2m, set

X ={(1,1), (1, g +1),(2,2),(2, g +2),...,(n/2,n/2),(n/2,n)}.
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When 2m < n, set

n n n
X ={(1,1), (1, 5 +1),(2,2),(2, 5 +2),...,(m,m), (m, 5 +m)}.

Observe that | X| = n in the first case, and |X| = 2m in the second one. The statement

follows by easily checking that, in both cases, X is a 1-ftmv set (n is even, in each C,-layer

there are two antipodal vertices, and in each P,,-layer there is exactly one vertex).

Case k=1,m > 2,n > 5 odd.

Analyze first the case m = 2. From Lemma 6.2 we get fuY(P,[0C,) < 3. In this case, the
statement follows by taking X = {(1,1),(1,2), (2,2)} as a 1-ftmv set. In the remainder,
assume m > 3. From Lemma 6.2 we get fu) (P, 0C,) < min{m,n}. If m < n, then set
X ={(1,1),(2,2),...,(m,m)}. If m > n, then set X = {(1,1),(2,2),...,(n,n)}. In both
cases, it is easy to observe that X is a 1-ftmv set of P,, JC),, (n is odd and in each layer there
is exactly one vertex).

Case k>2,m>2,n>4.

For k = 2, suppose by contradiction there exists a fu® (P, 0 C,)-set X with three elements.
There are two cases to be analyzed: (1) two elements of X are in the same C,,-layer, and (2)
the elements of X are in distinct C,-layers. In the first case, assume u,v € X are in the same
{C,-layer and the third element of X (say w) is in the /C,-layer, j # i. Since each C,-layer is
a convex subgraph and k& > 2 = A(C,,), Proposition 3.2 applied to a ‘C,, implies that u and
v must be adjacent. Since the degree of u is three and one of its neighbors is in X, there are
at most two internally disjoint u, w-shortest paths with no internal vertices in X. Hence, X
cannot be 2-ftmv set of G. In the second case, assume X = {u,v,w} and u € '‘C,,, v € /C,,
and w € ‘C,, with i < j < ¢. If n is odd, only one of the two neighbors «’ and u” of u in ‘C,,
can belong to a shortest u, v-path. Conversely, if n is even, both «’ and u” belong to shortest
u, v-paths, but such paths share the vertex that is antipodal to v in *C,,. Hence, X cannot
be a 2-ftmv set of G. We can conclude that fu® (P,,0C,) < 2 and thus fu®) (P, 0C,) < 2
for k > 2 by (2). Therefore, fu*)(P,, 0C,) = 2 for k > 2. O

6.3 Tori

In [14, Corollary 4.7], it is showed that fu((C,, 0 C,,) < 3min{m,n} for any m > 3 and n >
3. In [19, Theorem 3.8 and Table 2], Korze and Vesel determined the value of fu(%)(C,, 0 C,,)
for all m,n > 14 and for all the other cases, that is, for m < 13 and n < 14, with computer
assistance. See [19] for all the values.

Since each C),-layer and each C.-layer is a convex subgraph of C,, 1 C,,, we can deduce
from Lemma 3.5 that for any k£ > 1, and any m,n > 3,

fu®™(C,, OC,) < 2min{m,n}. (3)
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Theorem 6.4. If n > 3, then

9; kE=0,n>6,

7, k=0,n¢€ {4,5},
fu®(Ccs0C,) =< 6; k=0,n=3,0rk=1,n even,

4; k=1,n odd,

3 k>2.

Proof. Set G = C300C,,. By (1), we have fu®(G) > w(G) = 3 for any k. In [14, Lemma
2.8], it is showed that fu(®(C,) = 3 for any n > 3. For the case k = 1, we recall that the
f1 M) (G)-sets of an odd cycle of order at least 5 can only formed by two adjacent vertices, and
the M (GQ)-sets of an even cycle can only formed by two adjacent vertices or two antipodal
vertices. For k > 2, the fu®)(G)-sets of a cycle of order at least 4 can only be formed by two
adjacent vertices.

Case k£ = 0.
By [19, Table 2|, we have fu9(C30Cs) = 6 and fu®(C30C,) = 7 if n € {4,5}. Assume
that n > 6. By Lemma 3.5, we know fu(?(C30C,) < 9 for any n. On the other hand, for
i € [3] we set

),(@I,%Tl),(i,%"—i—l)}; 0=n (mod 3),

= +1),(6, 22 +2)}; 1=n (mod 3),
)7 (Zv nil + 1)7 (Za 2n3—1 + 1)}, 2=n (HlOd 3)

In any case, it can be checked that X is a 0-ftmv set by the definition, implying that fu(9 (G) <
|X| = 9. Hence, we can conclude that fu(®(G) = 9.

Case k=1 and n = 3.
Observe that X = {(1,3),(2,1),(2,2),(3,3)} is a 1-ftmv set of G. Thus, we have fu)(G) >
| X| = 4.

Conversely, let X be a fu)(G)-set. Since |X| = fu(G) > 4, there are at least two
vertices of X in some Cs-layer. Suppose that X contains the three vertices of a Cs-layer. For
each vertex v € V(G) \ X, let z € X be a vertex in a different Cs-layer from v. We cannot
find two shortest paths between x and v without internal vertices in X, so that v cannot be
added to X. In this case, we have |X| < 3, a contradiction.

It follows that each Cs-layer has at most two vertices of X, and there exists a Cs-layer
containing exactly two vertices of X, without loss of generality, say (1,3) and (3,3). By the
choice of X and by symmetry, only the vertices (2,2) and (2,1) can be added to X. Thus,
we have | X| < 4.

Case k=1 and n > 5 is odd.
Observe that X = {(1,2%),(2,1),(2,n),(3,21)} is a 1-ftmv set of G. Thus, we have
fu(G) > | X| = 4.

Conversely, let X be a fu™(G)-set. Since |X| = fu™(G) > 4, there are at least two
vertices of X in some C),-layer. Furthermore, since C,, is an odd cycle, there are exactly
two adjacent vertices of X in some C,-layer. Without loss of generality, say them (2,1) and
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(2,n). By the choice of X and by symmetry, only the vertices (1, %) and (3, ”TH) can be

2
added to X. Thus, we have | X| < 4.

Case k=1 and n is even.

Clearly, n > 4. Let X = {(4,1),(4,5 +1) | i € [3]}. Then X is the set of vertices consisting
of all the first and the (5 + 1)-th Cs-layer. Note that every C),-layer is an even cycle, and
by symmetry it only suffices to verify that there are two shortest paths between (2,1) and
(1,5 +1) without internal vertices in X. We remark that one can pass (2,2), (1,2),...,(1,3)
and another can pass (2,n),(1,n),...,(1,5 +2). Combining with (3), we have 6 = |X| <
fu)(G) <2x3=6.

Case k > 2.

For the case k > 4, the result immediately follows from Proposition 3.2. Let X be a fu®)(G)-
set. Consider the case k = 3. For each two non-adjacent vertices x,,x9 € X, there are at
most three internally disjoint shortest 1, xo-paths in G. Hence, G[X| must be a clique, and
we have 3 < fu®(GQ) = | X| < 3.

Consider k = 2. If n is odd, then for each two non-adjacent vertices z1,xs € X, there are
at most two internally disjoint shortest x;, zo-paths in G. Thus, we have fu®(G) = 3.

If n is even, we suppose that | X| = fu(®(G) > 4. Then there exists a C,,-layer containing
exactly two adjacent vertices in X. Without loss of generality, say them (2,1) and (2,n).
For any vertex v € V(G) \ X, there are no three shortest paths between v and (2, 1) or (2,n)
without internal vertices in X. Thus, any vertex of V(G)\ X cannot be added to X, and we
will obtain a contradiction that |X| < 2. O

As already mentioned, the values from Theorem 6.4 for the case & = 0 were earlier
determined in [19]. However, since this was done with the help of a computer, we have
included here a more explicit description of maximum mutual-viability set.

Theorem 6.5. Ifn > m > 4, then

6; m = 4,n odd,

m; m >5.n odd,

n;  m odd,n < 2m even,
2m; otherwise.

fu(C,0C,) =

Moreover, if k > 2 and n > m > 4, then

4; k=2,m,n even,

3; k=2,m even,n odd, or m odd,n even,
2; k=2, m,n odd,

2; k>3.

fu®(C,0C,) =

Proof. Set G = C,,JC,, and consider the following cases.

Case k=1, m =4, and n is odd.
Let X = {(1,1),(1,2),(3,1),(3,2), (2,22 + 1), (4,2 + 1)}. Then X is a 1-ftmv set of G,
implying that fu)(G) > |X| > 6. Conversely, let X be a fuY)(G)-set. Since fuV)(G) =

17



|X| > 6 and n is odd, there exist two vertices of X that are adjacent in some C,-layer.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that they are (1,1) and (1,2). For the 'C,-layer
and the 2C,-layer, only (2, %! +1) can be added to X. For the *C,,-layer and the *C,,-layer,
they have at most four vertices in X. Similarly, if one of them has two adjacent vertices in
X, then another layer only can have at most one vertex in X. Thus, we can conclude that
fuM(G) = |X| < 6. Both sides prove the argument.

Case k=1, m =4, and n is even.
Let X = {(1,1),(2,1),(3,2), (4,2), ( 5+ 1), (2
1-ftmv set of G, implying that fuM(G) > | X| >

2% 4 =8 B

5+1),3,5+2),(4,5 +2)}. Then X is a
8. Combining with (3), we have fu()(G) <

In the rest of the proof, assume that n > m > 5 when k = 1. We first claim the following.

(%) If nis odd, and X is a 1-ftmv set of G such that two vertices of X are adjacent in some

Cp-layer, then
X| < { 4; m odd,
6; m even.

For some i € [m] and j € [n], let (i,5) € X and (4,5 + 1) € X. In the first step, we can
verify that the other vertices of the ‘C,,-layer cannot be added to X. In the second step, we
can verify that if m is odd, then the other vertices of the CJ -layer and the C!-layer cannot
be added to X, and if m is even, then only (i + %, j) and (i 4 %, j 4 1) among the vertices
of these two layers can be added to X. For the third, if m is odd, then there are at most

two vertices of the C}, 2 -layer which can be be added to X, implying that |X| < 4. If m

1s even, then only at most two vertices of the C’ 2 _layer and at most two vertices of the
2)C,-layer can be be added to X, implying that |X| < 6.
For any n > m > 5, it is easy to check that {(i,4) | i € [m]} is a 1-ftmv set of G. Thus,
we have fu()(G) > m > 5. This argument together with (x) provides the following:

(xx) If n is odd, m # 6, and X is a 1-ftmv set of G, then every C,-layer has at most one
vertex in X.

Case k=1, n > 2m is even.

Consider the set of vertices X = {(i,4), (4, 5 +14) | ¢ € [m]}. For any two vertices u and v
in X, consider a subgrid H' with two corners u and v. It is easy to verify that there are at
least two shortest u, v-paths of H' (also of G) without internal vertices in X. Thus, X is a
1-ftmv set, and we have fu(!(G) > |X| = 2m. Combining with the proved bound (3), we
have fuM(G) = 2m.

Case k=1, n <2m — 2 is even, and m is odd.

Consider the set of vertices X = {(4,4) | i € [m]} U{(m+1 -5, m+1),(m+2—- 5 m+
2),...,(5,n)}. It is checked that there are two shortest u,v-paths of G without internal
vertices in X. By the definition, we know that X is a 1-ftmv set and

tuD(G) = |X| = n. (4)
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On the other hand, let X be a fu™"(G)-set. If every C,,-layer has at most one vertex in
X, then fuM(G) = |X| < n. Assume that there are two vertices of X in some C,,-layer.
Since m is odd, such a C,,-layer contains exactly two adjacent vertices of X. If m = 5, then
n € {6,8}. Similar to (x), we know fu(G) = |X| < 6. Combining with (4), in this case
we have n # 8 and fuY(G) = 6 = n. If m > 7, then n > 8. Similar to (%), we know that
fuM(G) = |X| <6 < n, a contradiction to (4).

Case k=1, n <2m — 2 is even, and m is even.

Now m > 6. Consider the set of vertices X = {(i,1), (4,
D,(5+1Ln+1-2)(5+2,52+2),(5+2,n+2-3),...,(m,F), (m, ”*—m)} It can be
checked that X is a 1-ftmv set and henceforth, fu)(G) > |X| = 2m. Combining with (3),
we can conclude that fu(G) = 2m.

s+ e BIU{G+

Case k=1, n is odd, and m is even.

First, consider the set of vertices X = {(i,7) | i € [m]}. Then X is a 1-ftmv set of G, implying
that fu(Y(G) > | X| = m. On the other hand, let X be a fu(!)(G)-set. If every C,-layer has
at most one vertex in X, then fuV(G) = | X| < m. Otherwise there are two vertices of X in
some C,-layer. Since n is odd, such a C),-layer contains exactly the two vertices of X, and
these two vertices are adjacent. If m = 6, then by (x), we have fuY(G) = | X| < 6 = m; if
m > 8, then by (x*), we have fu)(G) = |X| < m.

Case k=1, n is odd, and m is odd.
The set {(i,7) | i € [m]} is a 1-ftmv set of G, and we have fu(")(G) > m. On the other hand,
if X is a fu(V)(G)-set, then by (+x) we also get fu)(G) = | X| < m.

Case k£ =2, m and n are even.

Note that {(1,1),(m, 1), (% 3 241),(2+1,2+1)} is a 2-ftmv set of G, hence fu®(G) > 4.
Conversely, let X be a fu®(G)-set. If X is independent, then without loss of generality, we
may assume that (1,1) € X. Clearly, the vertices in the C,,!-layer and the 'C,-layer cannot
be added to X. Since for each z € X, x # (1,1), there are at least three shortest paths of

G between z and (1,1), we infer that = € V(C’é“) V(ETC)\ {12 +1),(2+1,1)}

Moreover, we can see that X intersects V(C’,%H) UV, \ {(1, 2+ 1), (3 +1,1)} in at

most one vertex. This implies that f1/?)(G) < 2, a contradiction to the lower bound.
Assume second that X contains two adjacent vertices. Without loss of generality, we

may assume that the two vertices are {(%,5 + 1),(% + 1,5 +1)}. Then the vertices in

the C'n% -layer, the C’n% —layer, and the 2+'C,-layer do not belong to X. For each z € X,
r e V(CIO\{(%,1),(2+1,1)}. Clearly, X intersects V(C},) \ {(%,1), (& +1,1) in at most
two vertices. This implies that fu(? (@) < 4, and we have done.

Case k = 2, one of m,n is odd and the other is even.
If m is even and n is odd, then {(1,1), (2 +1, 2), (2 +1, 22)} is a 2-ftmv set of G, and we
have f4? (@) > 3. Similarly, if n is odd and n is even, then {(1,1), (=, 24+ 1), (=2, 2+ 1)}
is a 2-ftmv set of G, and we have fu®(G) > 3.

Conversely, let X be a fu(? (G)-set. Based on the above analysis, we may assume that
m is even and n is odd. If X is independent and assuming without loss of generality that
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(1,1) € X, then for each € X we have z € V(2 +1C,,). Clearly, |[X NV (2*'C,)| < 2. This
implies that fu?(G) < 3.

Assume that two vertices of X are adjacent in G. Without loss of generality, we may
assume that the two vertices are {(2 + 1,%5), (2 + 1,25)} or {(%, ), (2 + 1,24)}.
In the first case, for each x € X we have z € V(!C,). The set X intersects V('C,) in at
most one vertex, implying that fu®)(G) < 3. In the second case, each vertex in V(G) \

{(2, 24), (2 +1,25)} cannot be added to X, implying that f?(G) < 2, a contradiction.

Case k =2, m,n are odd.

The lower bound fu®(G) > 2 is obvious. Let X be a fu®(G)-set. Similar to the two
cases above, assume that (1,1) € X. Then each x € X must be a neighbor of (1,1),
hence X intersects the open neighborhood of (1,1) in at most one vertex. This implies that
fu® (@) < 2.

Case k£ > 3.

The lower bound fu®)(G) > 2 is obvious. Let X be a fu®(G)-set. Assume that (1,1) € X.
For each z € X, x # (1,1), there are at least four shortest paths of G between x and (1, 1).
Because of this we can check that when m,n are even, only the vertex (%3 +1,% + 1) or
only one neighbor of (1,1) can belong to X besides (1,1). For other subcases, each x € X
is a neighbor of (1,1) in G, and X intersects the open neighborhood of (1,1) in at most one
vertex. This implies that fu®(G) < 2. O

7 Graphs of diameter two

In this section, we consider some classes of graphs of diameter two, including the Cartesian
product and the direct product of complete graphs.

As a preliminary example, consider the Petersen graph P. Since any two vertices of P at
distance two are connected by a unique shortest path, we have fu*)(P) = 2 for any k > 1.

For a complete picture of the situation with Hamming graphs K,, [ K,,, we recall the
following. Let z(m,n;2,2) denote the maximum number of 1s in a m X n binary matrix,
where the matrix contains no 2 x 2 submatrix consisting of four 1s. This is an instance of the
notorious Zarankiewicz’s problem, see [30] for more information on it. In [12, Corollary 3.7|
it was proved that u(K,, 0 K,) = z(m,n;2,2), m,n > 2. We can now state:

Theorem 7.1. If m > 2 and n > 2, then
z(m,n;2,2); =0,

fu™(K,OK,) =4 m+n—2; k=1,
max{m,n}; k>2.

Proof. By the discussion before the proof, fu9 (K, O K,) = u(K,, OK,) = z(m,n;2,2).

Consider next the case k = 1, and let V(K;) = [¢], so that V (K, 0 K,,) = [m] x [n]. Let
X be a fuM-set of K,, JK,. Then we infer that for every i,7 € [m], i # i, and for every
J,7 € [nl], j # 7', we have

X 0 {G9), (), (6,57, (@ 5} < 2. (5)
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Consider the bipartite graph Gx with the bipartition [m] U [n], where ij € E(Gx) if and
only if (¢,7) € X. Then (5) implies that G4 does not include any P, as a subgraph. We
hence infer that fu") (K, 0 K,) is equal to the largest number of edges in a bipartite graph,
without P, subgraphs, whose bipartition sets are of respective cardinalities m and n. Such
a bipartite graph is the disjoint union of stars. If two stars have their central vertices, say ¢
and 7', in the same bipartition set, then we can replace the two stars with a single star having
the center ¢ and as the set of leaves the union of the leaves of the two original stars. In this
way, the vertex ¢ now has no neighbor and can be added as a leaf to some star having the
center in the other bipartition set. This argument implies that the largest number of edges
will be achieved if and only if Gx consists of exactly two disjoint stars, having their centers
in different bipartition sets. Such two stars contain m +n — 2 vertices, proving the expression
for the case k = 1.

Consider finally the cases k > 2. Since any two nonadjacent vertices of K, 1 K,, are con-
nected by exactly two shortest paths, a k-ftmv set of K, [J K, contains no non-adjacent
vertices. In view of (1) we can thus conclude that fu®(K,,0K,) = w(K,OK,) =
max{m,n}. O

We have seen that for any k > 1 we have fu®)(P) = 2, and that fu® (K, 0 K,,) is linear
in n and m. All these graphs are of diameter two. Our next result demonstrates that among
such graphs, fu*)(G) can also be the of the same order as the order of the considered graph
G. The case k = 0 of the result has been earlier proved in [13, Theorem 2.2|.

Theorem 7.2. If k >0 and n,m > k + 5, then
fu® (K, x K,) =mn—4—k.

Proof. Let k>0 and n,m > k + 5.

To prove that fuM (K, x K,) < mn — 4 — k, suppose on the contrary that there exists
a k-fault-tolerant mutual-visibility set X of K,, x K, of cardinality mn —3 — k. Let X =
V(K,, x K,)\ X. Then |X| =3+ k.

Assume first that X contains vertices (i, 1), (i, j2), (i3, j3), such that |{i1,iz,i3}| = 3
and [{j1,j2,73}] = 3. Then we claim that at least one of the vertices (is,71) and (is,j1)
belongs to X. Since m > k + 5 and |X| = 3 + k, there exists two vertices x and 2’ from
V(K1) N X. If all three vertices (i, 71), (42, 1), and (i3, j1) would belong to X, then z and
2’ would have at most & common neighbors in X, a contradiction. So assume without loss of
generality that (i, j;) € X. If (i3,71) € X, then (iz, ;) and an arbitrary other vertex from
V(K71) N X again have at most k& common neighbors in X which is not possible. Hence we
also have (i3, j1) € X. But now (ig, j1) and (i3, j;) have have at most £ common neighbors in
X. This final contradiction proves that the case when |{iy,is,i3}| = 3 and |{J1, j2, j3}| = 3
is not possible.

If the vertices of X are contained in a single K,,-layer (or in a single K,-layer for that
matter), then two vertices from such a layer which are from X, have no common neighbors
in X which is clearly not possible. So we are left with the case when there exist different
indices j and j” such that X C V(K7 )UV(K7). As |X| = k+3 and m > k45, there exists
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an index i such that (i,j) € X and (4,7") € X. But now these two (non-adjacent) vertices
have no common neighbor in X, the final contradiction.

We have thus proved that fuV(K,, x K,) < mn —4— k. To prove the reverse inequality,
consider the sets A = {(i,i) : i € [k+ 4]} and A = V(K,, x K,,) \ A. We claim that A
is a k-ftmv set of K, x K,. Let’s consider two arbitrary, non-adjacent vertices of A. We
may assume without loss of generality that these vertices are (i, ) and (i, 7). If j > s, then
each of (7,7) and (¢, j) has at least k + 3 common neighbors in A. This in turn implies that
(1,7) and (7', j) have at least k + 2 common neighbors in A. In the second case assume that
j € [k+4]. Now each of (7,5) and (i, j) has at least k + 2 common neighbors in A. However,
since (7, j) is a common non-neighbor of (4, j) and (7', 7), these two vertices still have at least
k + 1 common neighbors in A. We can conclude that A is a k-ftmv set of K, 0 K,,. O

Theorem 7.2 has been in the special case k = 0 earlier proved in |13, Theorem 2.2].

8 Concluding remarks

We conclude our exposition by pointing out some open questions that may be of interest for
continuing this line of research.

e In [3], strong inapproximability results for computing f1(%)(G) are established. It would
be interesting to determine whether these inapproximability bounds extend to fu*(Q)
for k> 1.

e In this work, we studied fault-tolerant mutual visibility for a number of well-known
graph topologies obtained through different variants of graph products. For these
graphs, our results extend existing knowledge on fu(?(G). Since a substantial liter-
ature already exists on the computation and exact values of fu(”)(G) for many special
graph classes, a natural direction is to investigate fu(*)(G), k > 1, on those same classes.

e It would also be interesting to provide a structural characterization of graphs G sat-
isfying £ (G) = 2. Note, however, that this class of graphs is fairly large. By
Proposition 3.3, the problem can be restricted to biconnected graphs; within this cat-
egory one already finds cycles of length at least 4, pairs of cycles sharing exactly one
edge, grids P, [ P,,, and the Petersen graph.

e In view of Theorem 7.2, it is a natural problem to determine the value of fu*) (K, x K,,)
when one of m and n is at most k+4. Using a computer, we have obtained the k-fault-
tolerant mutual-visibility number for K, x K, for all m,n € {3,4,5} and all relevant
k in each of the cases. The results are collected in Table 1.
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