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We study DAG-depth, a structural depth measure of direateplts, which naturally extends the tree-
depth of ordinary graphs. We define a DAG-depth decompasitfoa strategy for the cop player in
the lift-free version of the cops-and-robber game on daégraphs and prove its correctness. The
DAG-depth decomposition is related to DAG-depth in a simifay as an elimination tree is related
to the tree-depth. We study the size aspect of DAG-depthrdposition and provide a definition
of mergeable and optimally mergeable vertices in order tkenthe decomposition smaller and ac-
ceptable for the cop player as a strategy. We also provideyaavfind the closure of a DAG-depth
decomposition, which is the largest digraph for which theegidecomposition represents a winning
strategy for the cop player.

1 Introduction

Structural width parameters are numeric parameters agsdcwith graphs. They represent different
properties of graphs. Examples of such parameters arewpdth-[11], tree-width [12] and clique-
width [3]. The first two were defined by Robertson and Seymourd80s, clique-width was defined by
Courcelle et al. in 1991. Informally, path-width measuregvitiose a graph is to a path and the other
two similarly relate to trees.

As a directed analog of tree-width, directed tree-width\Wals defined by Johnson et al. in 1998.
This line of research continued in Obdrzalek’s definit@rDAG-width [10] in 2006. Another digraph
measure Kelly-width [6] was defined by Hunter and Kreutze2067. In 2010 Ganian et al. analyzed [5]
digraph width measures and reasons why the search for tfeégedirected analog of tree-width has
not been successful so far.

All these parameters are tightly correlated with differemtsions of a cops-and-robber game with an
infinitely fast robber. The essence of this game is to catetrdbber by placing the cops in the vertices
and moving them.

Structural depth parameters are analogously correlatéd thwe so-called lift-free version of the
game, defined in Sectign 2.2. An example of such a parameteeisiepth [9], defined by NeSetfil and
Ossona de Mendez in 2005. In 2012 Adler et al. defined [1] ardgyaph analog of tree-depth. In that
work Adler et al. also studied generalizations of the elation tree for hypergraphs.

A directed analog of tree-depth was defined under the name-8&th [4] by Ganian et al. in
20009. Its definition, however, did not provide any structimsight into the parameter since there was no
naturally associated decomposition with it.
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We define a DAG-depth decomposition of a digraph and shovittbah be used as a winning strategy
for the cop player in the lift-free version of the cops-antdyer game in directed graph. The main issue
is that an optimal decomposition usually has to contain iplaltopies of original vertices.

2 Preliminaries

We deal with directed graphs.

An outdegree g (v) of the vertexv € V(D) is the number of edges going fromAn indegree ¢ (v)
of the vertexv € V(D) is the number of edges coming¥oAn out-neighborhooddenoted byNg (v), is
the set of vertices such that the edgey, x) exists inD.

An acyclic directed graph is shortly called a DAG. In DAG, tearu is a parent of if the digraph
contains an edgéu,v). Vertexv is then a child ofu. The vertexu is an ancestor o¥ if the digraph
contains a path fromtov. If uis an ancestor of, thenv is a descendant af.

One of the ways to extend connectivity to directed graphfiésconcept ofeachable fragments
Reachable fragments are maximal, by inclusion, sets oicesrsuch that every fragmeRtcontains a
vertex called the source, from which there is a path to everiex ofR.

2.1 Original cops-and-robber game

The cops-and-robbegame was first introduced![8] in 1982 by LaPaugh. The variantve interested
in was introduced [13] in 1989 by Seymour and Thomas. The miffierence between them is that in
the version by Seymour and Thomas the robber is infinitely Yelsile in LaPaugh’s version he is not.

The game by Seymour and Thomas is played by one player on @ findirected grapks. The
player controlsk cops. At any time each of them either stays on some vertextemniporarily removed
from the graph. The player moves the cops, he can remove ttmemthe graph and place them back
into any vertex he wants.

The robber always stands on some vertexsofDuring the game, he can move at any time along
the edges at infinite speed. He is not allowed to run throughpabat he can see when the cop is being
placed on some vertex and he can run through that vertexebfercop lands.

The cop player wins when the cops catch a robber, i.e. wherobiEer is in some vertexsuch that
there is a cop placed in each vertex\bf(v) and also orv. The player loses if the robber is able to avoid
getting caught.

The robber is always aware of cops’ position and the playewiare of robber’'s position. The
minimal number of cops needed to catch a robber on a grapltiesl thecop numbeiof the graph.

2.2 Lift-free version of the game

In thelift-free version of the cops-and-robber game there is an additiate] once the cop is placed to
some vertex, he stays there until the end of the game. In eaclhie cop player puts a cop onto some
vertex of the graph. The game ends when the robber is caudgihé @op player runs out of cops. If the
robber is caught, the cop player wins, otherwise he loses.

2.3 Extension to directed graphs

The concept of the cops-and-robber game can be naturaéynesdl to directed graphs. The robber can
only move along the edges in the right direction.
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The aforementioned DAG-depth [4], introduced by Ganiarl.eéha&009, is given as follows.

Definition 1 (DAG-depth) Let D be a digraph and R..., R, the reachable fragments of D. The DAG-
depth dd D) is inductively defined:

1 if V(D)|=1
ddp(D) = { 14 min,ey p)(ddp(D —V)) ifp=21landV(D)| >1
max<i<pddp(R;) otherwise

DAG-depth is directly related to the lift-free game as falo(where a proof is quite obvious):

Theorem 2.1. Let D be a digraph. There exists a lift-free winning stratégy k cops, if and only if
DAG-depth of D is less or equal to k.

3 DAG-depth decomposition

The aim of this section is to define a DAG-depth decomposttidefinition[2) from the recursive defini-
tion of DAG-depth (Definitiori L) the same way as an eliminatitee is obtained from the definition of
tree-depth. The decomposition aims to represent a gamédaquléime cop player.

The main difference between the tree-depth and DAG-deptbscis that in undirected graphs two
connected components cannot have any vertices in commadle, digtinct maximal reachable fragments
in directed graphs can have some vertices in common. Thisalgtbrings complications and ambiguity.

There could be two ways to resolve this. Either just ignormni let the decomposition have more
copies of one vertex. But that would mean the decompositiaidegrow exponentially large (see Sec-
tion[4, and exponentially large decompositions would betarally useless for the player as a game plan
and for algorithmic purposes.

N
TN

AN

Figure 1. A simple digraph and its decomposition, showirag DAG-depth decomposition cannot al-
ways be done optimally without repetition of vertices (seeatedC,D)
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The other extreme solution would be to merge all the copiemnefvertex. This cannot always be
done, as the graph in Figdre 1 shows.

In this graph, the robber can be caught by using two cops. dée is that if the robber starts on
the verticesA or B, the player places the first cop on the ver@xThen the robber has either stayed on
the vertex he was on, or ran . Placing the cop on the robber will catch him, since thereoigage
betweenA andD or B andD. Symmetrically, if the robber starts dhor F, the first cop is placed tb
and second catches the robber. If the robber startS onD, he can not go into any other vertex and
covering these two vertices in any order will result into @wi

In the corresponding "decomposition” (Figure 1 bottomg ttvo copies of the verte€ can not be
merged since their merging would create a path of length 2laer@fore the decomposition would not
be optimal anymore. For the same reason the copi@saain not be merged, too.

Balancing these two extreme approaches would give us dexsitigms with some of the repeated
vertices merged. Now the core question is, which verticesoeamerged and why.

3.1 Basic properties of a DAG-depth decomposition

As argued above, in a decomposition some vertices will beesagf the same original vertaxc D. To
properly work with this fact, there is a need to formally @iguish the two vertex sets and map between
them.

This is the first difference from an elimination tree of tidgpth where the vertex sets are identical.
Formally, this can be done by defining the functiomy : V(P) — V(D) which takes a vertex from the
decomposition and returns its original from the digraphVerticesx,y € V(P) are copies of the same
vertex if and only iforg(x) = org(y).

Rootsof a DAG are all of its vertices whose indegree is zero. Vegiwhose outdegree is zero are
calledleafs

Thelevel of a vertex in a DAG is the maximal length of a directed pathrra root to this vertex.
Thedepthof a vertex is the maximal length of a path from this vertex tead. Thedepthof a DAG is
the maximum depth over its vertices.

Definition 2 (DAG-depth decomposition)A DAG-depth decomposition of a digraph D is a DAG P and
a surjective function orgV (P) — V(D). Furthermore, a DAG-depth decomposition is called valithé
following Neighbor cover condition holds.

The Neighbor cover condition states that for every vertexW(P) such that orgv') = v, the follow-
ing holds:
For every ue N3 (v),

1. there exists’uz V (P) such that orgu’) = u and U is a descendant of in P, or

2. every path from any root of P t6 gontains a vertex'ute V (P) such that orgu’) = u.

Let P be a DAG-depth decomposition of some gréphuch that the depth &f is equal to the DAG-
depth ofD. P is then called amptimaldecomposition. Such decomposition exists for any digfapas
Theoreni 3.2 shows.

The following example of Figurle] 2 illustrates how a valid DAIBpth decomposition can be used as
a strategy for the cop player to catch the robber.

If the player is to use the decomposition in Figure 2 as a gdare pe starts by covering the vertex
E, since its copy is the only root.
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(W=~ (E—~Fr~{e)—o)—(c)
Q=)

PN
N
AN

Figure 2: A simple graph and its valid and optimal decomparsit

Then, if the robber is in the vertexor B, the player continues by covering the veri&Xf the robber
was in this vertex, he has been caught. Otherwise he is indtiexA, which the player will cover by
the third cop and therefore catch the robber.

If the robber was not in the vertex or B, the player places the second cop in the ve@exvhose
copy is on the same level as the copyBof There are now three possibilities where the robber can be.
The first one is that he is in one of the vertiégsD. The second one is that he is in the verkexThe
last one is that the robber is hiding in one of the vertides$, or J.

If it is the first case, the player continues by covering theexeD, whose copy is the child of the
copy of the last covered vertex. If the robber was here, hauglat, otherwise the cop is placeddand
catches the robber.

If it is the second case and the robber is hiding in the veftethe player simply covers the vertex
F and catches the robber. If the robber is in one of the vertitds or J, the player covers the vertéx
whose copy is the child of the copy of the last covered ve@eXhe robber then escapes either to vertex
H or toJ. In the last step the player simply covers the vertex robbar and catches him.

The game rules outlined in this example are formally defireed.n

Definition 3. Given a DAG-depth decompositidR, org) of a digraph D, the cop player’s strategy is as
follows. The cops are placed on the vertices of D and everyxplaced "because of” some vertex of P.
The following convention is observed: if we say a cop is tolaegul to a vertex'\ve V (P), he is actually
placed to ve V(D) such that orgv') = v, unless the vertex has been covered by another cop before. |
that case, no cop is placed in this step. Then, the strateggdan(P, org) is described by two simple
rules:

1. The first cop is always placed to one of the roots of P. Eatisexyuent cop is placed to the
out-neighborhood of the previous cop in P.

2. Among the possible positions fréin 1, the actually chosennoust have in P a directed path to a
copy of robber’s current position.
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The choice of the next vertex to be covered by a cop in DefmiBas generally non-deterministic,
since more vertices can contain robber’s position as a ddace.

Theorem 3.1. Let D be a digraph andP,org) its DAG-depth decomposition of depth k. Then the
decomposition is valid if and only if every strategy based ®rg) by Definition[3 is winning for k
cops.

Proof. (<) The decomposition is valid if the Neighbor cover conditlurids by Definitiorl 2. Suppose
the contrary: there exist a pair of vertices € V(D) such that edgéu,v) € E(D) exists. Also a vertex
u € V(P) exists such thabrg(u') = u andu’ does not contain any copy of the verteas a descendant.
Since none of the conditions in the definition of the Neightaver condition holds, there exists a path
p from some root ta/ such thatp does not contain any copy of the vertex

Let the player use the decomposition according to rulesifspein Definition[3. If the robber started
on the vertexu € V(D), then the player could proceed along the patlsince all of its vertices contain
the copyu € V(P) as a descendant. When the player covers the vert®cause off, the robber can
escape to the vertexe V(D) since the patlp does not contain any copy of that vertex and therefore
it is not covered by a cop. Since the vertgxdoes not contain any copy efas a descendant, the
player playing according the Definitiéh 3 can not covemnd the robber wins. The given decomposition
therefore represents a strategy which is not winning.

(=) The other direction is the subject of subsequent claimsatdébllow from Theorem[3.3.

O

Theorem 3.2. If the DAG-depth of a digraph D is k, then there exists a val&l@depth decomposition
of D of depth k.

Proof. If [V(D)| =1, thenddp(D) = 1. A decomposition with depth one exists, since it consitsts af
the only vertex.

A decomposition that consists of one vertex is always valite the original graph did not contain any
edges and the Neighbor cover condition therefore alwaydshol

If V(D)| > 1 andD consists of the only reachable fragment, then the DAG-deptiomputed as
ddp(d) = 1+ miny.ypy(ddp(D —V)). Such vertex is then the root of the decomposition and is con-
nected to the roots of the recursive decomposition of thieofes graph.

Since the vertex was chosen to be the root, all other vertices are its desnenddherefore all the
vertices of its out-neighborhood are his descendants, @nithé rest of the graph the Neighbor cover-
condition holds by induction. That means the decomposiosalid.

Otherwise,D consists of more reachable fragments. The decompositicadh of them can be
computed separately. When a disjoint union of them is mae@esiagle graph, its depth will be equal to
the maximum of the decompositions of the fragments. This @&tordance with Definitidn 1.

Since the decomposition is a disjoint union of the decomjors of the fragments, by induction the
decompositions of the fragments are valid. Therefore tigjpint union is a valid decomposition too.
O

Theorem 3.3. Let D be a digraph for which there exists a valid DAG-depthatheposition of depth k.
Then, any strategy observing the rules of Definitibn 3 is awmig strategy for at most k cops.

Proof. A decomposition(P, org) is valid if the Neighbor cover condition from Definition 2 lisl The
cop player wins when the cop is placed on top of the robber &r@xr and all vertices fronNg (r) are
already covered by the cops.
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Let the last move of the cop be to vertex V (D), because of its copy € V(P) as in Definitior[8.
We claim that the robber may move only to verticeafvhose copies i are reachable frond in P.

Before the robber moves, the previous statement holds bedadtihe rulé 2 of Definitiohl3.

Let the robber be on a vertexc V(D) andr’ € V(P) its copy such that it is a descendantbaf The
statement still holds if the robber moves along an edge < E(D) to vertexv € V(D) which has not
yet been covered by a cop. From Definit[dn 2 we know that in #mdhpositionP every path from a
root tor’ contains a copy of or P contains a vertex' € V(P) such that it is a descendantdf If V' is
a descendant of, it is also a descendant of sincer’ is its descendant. If every path from a rootrto
contains a copy of, such copy must be a descendantiofIf it was not, therv’ would have to lie on
some path from a root tf, andv would have already been covered by a cop by Definffion 3.

The previous invariant allows the player to always fulfikttules of Definitior B.

The rules in Definition 13 end with covering a vertex fré(D) because of its copy which is a leaf in
decompositiorP. That means that all the neighbors of the covered vertex bese covered before and
the robber is caught. The decomposition therefore represeminning strategy.

In every move, the vertexe V(D) is covered because of sondec V(P). Such vertex/ is always
a child of the previous’ and therefore all such vertices create a path.itf the player used more than
k cops, the path would need to be longer thkanSince the depth oP is k, such path can not exist.
Therefore, the decomposition represents a strategy fooatkitops.

O

4 Merging the copies

We now return to the size aspect of a DAG-depth decompodisiay the one obtained by Theorem|3.2).
We start with an example that it could be exponentially larfe reduce the size of the decomposition,
some copies of the same vertex should be merged while pregerzlidity of the decomposition. Not
all vertices with the same original can be merged (recalliféid, though.

Theorem 4.1. There exists a digraph D such that its only valid and optimal@depth decomposition
without merging any vertices is exponentially large.

Proof. LetD be adigraph such th&t(D) = {ai,a,...,an,b1,b2,..., by} forne NandE(D) = {(a;, a;)
U(a;,bj) U (bi,a)) U (bi,bj)} for every 1<i < j < n. See Figurél3.

The digraphD consists of two isomorphic reachable fragments(B) \ {a; } andV (D) \ {b; }.

In the reachable fragmem(D) \ {b;} the only optimal first move of the cop player is placing the
cop ontoa; since if he made any other move, one of the subgrdphsy, ...,a,} and{as,by,...,b,} is
left uncovered. These subgraphs each require anatbeps to catch the robber, while the DAG-depth
ofDisn=1+4+n-1.

After coveringa;, the remaining digraph has the vertex&&t, ..., a,, by, ..., by}. Its decomposition
can be found by induction.

The reachable fragmeit(D) \ {a;} is isomorphic toV (D) \ {b;} and therefore the only optimal
move is to coveb; and the remaining digraph is the same as for the first reaetictgment.

The decomposition dD will thus contain decomposition of the remaining digraplo timmes — as a
descendant oy and as a descendantlmf. The decomposition therefore consistsydf; 2' = 2"1 — 2
vertices.

]
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Figure 3: A digraph and its exponentially large valid andirmpt DAG-depth decomposition without
merging of any vertices

Definition 4. Two vertices w € V(P) are mergeable in the DAG-depth decompositi®org) if the
conditions1 — 3 hold. Furthermore, u and v are optimally mergeable if they arergeable and also the

condition4 holds.
1. org(u) = org(v)
2. After merging u with v, P remains a DAG.
3. Merging u with v does not break the Neighbor cover propfam Definitior[ 2.

4. Merging u with v does not increase the depth of the decoitipas

For example, all duplicits in the example of Theorleni 4.1 qutinwally mergeable.
The following is obvious from the definition:

Proposition 4.2. Let (P, org) be a valid and optimal DAG-depth decomposition of some geaghu v €
V(P) an optimally mergeable pair of vertices of P. Then, aftergimey u and v, P is still a valid and

optimal decomposition.

The trivial lower bound on the size of a valid decompositisegual to the number of vertices of the
original graph, but such a decomposition may not be optiffik question of minimizing the size of a
valid and optimal decomposition is left for further invgstiions.
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5 Closure of a DAG-depth decomposition

While previous text focused on how to construct a DAG-degttodnposition, or a game plan, for a given
digraph, now we look from the other side. Roughly, having mgalan, can we easily say on which
digraphs we can win with it?

Recall that in the case of tree-depth this was trivial - alyethe definition of the tree-depth decom-
position worked with the concept of a closure of a rooteddyrevhich, at the same time, represents the
unique maximal graph on which the cop player always wins wihéawing the decomposition as the
game plan.

However, in the case of digraphs and DAG-depth, we again dapeecedented complications. A
DAG-depth decomposition, unlike an elimination tree, cantain more copies of a single vertex of the
original digraph. Therefore a problem, which was trivialimdirected graphs, becomes complex.

In the closure obtained from an elimination tree, each xeideconnected with all of its former
ancestors and descendants. In a DAG-depth decompositimne, copies of a vertex can have different
ancestors and descendants.

We thus define the following.

Definition 5 (Closure) A partial closure C is a directed graph obtained from a DAGtedecompo-
sition (P,org) of some graph D, such that D is a spanning subgraph of C @drg) is still a valid
DAG-depth decomposition for the digraph C. A closure is aimakpartial closure by inclusion.

Theorem 5.1. For a DAG-depth decompositidii®,org) of a digraph D, we construct a digraph C, such
that V(C) =V (D) by iteratively adding edges, v) for u,v € V(C) if for every U € V (P) which is a copy
ofu

1. there exists"\e V (P) such that Vis a copy of v and’is a descendant of in P, or
2. every path from a root of P td gontains a copy of v.

Then, C is a closure of P, which is thus unique.

Proof. The conditions in this theorem are the same as the Neighler pooperty in Definitioi )2 and so
Cis clearly a partial closure. On the other hand, every ottgeenot inE(C) would, by its own, violate
Definition[2 and s is maximal.

O

These are some of the informal ideas worth further investiga seel[2] for more details.

6 Conclusion

We have presented a definition of a DAG-depth decompositioiciwextends the concept of an elimina-
tion tree as a winning strategy for the cop player in thefti#e version of the cops-and-robber game to
directed graphs. Unlike in the case of an elimination tree viertex set of a DAG-depth decomposition
is not equal to the vertex set of the original graph. Thatiregws to deal with the two vertex sets and
to find a way to map between them. Since the vertex sets arejnal, ¢he size aspect of the DAG-depth
decomposition becomes a problem. In the primitive handlihg size of the decomposition can grow
exponentially. To make the decomposition smaller and fthexeacceptable as a strategy for the cop
player, we provide a definition of mergeable and optimallygeable vertices.
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Secondly, we present a definition of the closure as the laggaph where the given decomposition
works as a winning strategy. We also provide a way to detestigally obtain a closure for a given
decomposition.

The main direction for possible future improvements anémesibn of our results is to study the lower
bounds on the size of a valid and optimal DAG-depth decontiposbf a digraph and a relationship
between these bounds and the properties of given digraphs.
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