arXiv:1405.2349v1 [cs.DM] 9 May 2014

Upper Tail Estimates with Combinatorial Proofs

Jan Hazta* Thomas Holenstein*

December 6, 2024

Abstract

We study generalisations of a simple, combinatorial proof of a Chernoff bound
similar to the one by Impagliazzo and Kabanets (RANDOM, 2010).

In particular, we prove a randomized version of the hitting property of expander
random walks and apply it to obtain a concentration bound for expander random
walks which is essentially optimal for small deviations and a large number of steps. At
the same time, we present a simpler proof that still yields a “right” bound settling a
question asked by Impagliazzo and Kabanets.

Next, we obtain a simple upper tail bound for polynomials with input variables
in [0,1] which are not necessarily independent, but obey a certain condition inspired
by Impagliazzo and Kabanets. The resulting bound is used by Holenstein and Sinha
(FOCS, 2012) in the proof of a lower bound for the number of calls in a black-box
construction of a pseudorandom generator from a one-way function.

We then show that the same technique yields the upper tail bound for the number
of copies of a fixed graph in an Erd6s—Rényi random graph, matching the one given by
Janson, Oleszkiewicz, and Rucinski (Israel J. Math, 2002).

1 Introduction

Concentration bounds are inequalities that estimate the probability of a random variable
assuming a value that is far from its expectation. They have a multitude of applications
all across the mathematics and theoretical computer science. See, e.g., textbooks [ABQ9]
and [DPQ9)] for uses in complexity theory and randomised algorithms.

A typical setting is when this variable is a function f(x) of n simpler random variables
x = (x1,...,x,) that possess a certain degree of independence and we try to bound said
probability with a function decaying exponentially with n (or, maybe, n¢ for some € > 0).

The canonical examples are Chernoff-Hoeffding bounds [Che52, [Hoe63] for the sum of
n independent random variables in [0, 1] and Azuma’s inequality [Azu67] for martingales.
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The standard technique to prove Chernoff bounds is due to Bernstein [Ber24]. The
idea is to bound E[etf (x)] for some appropriately chosen ¢, and then to apply Markov’s
inequality.

Recently, Impagliazzo and Kabanets [[K10] gave a different, combinatorial proof of
the Chernoff bound, arguing that its simplicity and nature provide additional insight into
understanding concentration. What is more, their proof is constructive in a certain sense
(see [IK10] for details).

The proof given by Impagliazzo and Kabanets is related to previous published results:
n [SSS95], Schmidt, Siegel and Srinivasan give a Chernoff bound which is applicable in
case the random variables z = (x1,...,x,) are only m-wise independent for some large
enough m. It turns out that the expressions which appear in their computations have close
counterparts in the proof in [IK10], but they still bound E[e*/(*)], and it seems to us that
the approach in [IK10] makes the concepts clearer and the calculations shorter.

Another work related to [IK10] is due to Janson, Oleszkiewicz and Rucinski [JOR02],
who give an upper tail bound (i.e., a one-sided concentration bound) for the number of
subgraphs in an Erdds-Rényi random graph G,, ,. The proof given in [JOR02] bears much
relationship to the proof given in [IK10]. We elaborate on that in Section

Finally, there is a connection to an argument used by Rao to prove a concentration
bound for parallel repetition of two-prover games [Rao08]. As we will see, one of the ideas
in the proof given in [IK10] is to consider a subset of the variables (z1,...,2z,). Rao also
does this, with a somewhat different purpose.

In the following we present our contributions and an overview of the paper.

1.1 A simple proof of a Chernoff Bound

Throughout the paper we focus on bounding expressions of the form Pr[f(z) > p(1 + €)]).
We call such bounds “(multiplicative) upper tail bounds”.

We start by presenting a short proof of a Chernoff bound in, arguably, the most basic
setting.

Theorem 1.1. Let z = (z1,...,%y) be i.i.d. over {0,1}" with Pr[z; = 1] = 1 and € € [0, §].
Then,

[le_ 1+6] Sexp(—%).

Proof. Let m := [%']. Since for each M C [n] with [M| < m it holds that Pr,;[z; =1 |
VieM:z; =1 < 31+ £), we have E [( Y11, z)"] < (B)m(1+ £)™. By Markov’s
inequality,

Pr [(zn;xz)m > (g)m(l%—e)m} < (i:é)m Sexp(— 626n) )



O]

The above is the simplest proof of the most basic Chernoff bound we know of, and we
believe that it is worthwhile to state it explicitly. It can be obtained by adapting the proof
given in [IK10] for the given setting, although a direct adaptation yields a slightly different
(and probably a bit longer) argument. Alternatively, it can be seen as an instantiation of
the proof given in [JORO02] in case one is interested in counting the number of copies of Ko
(i.e., the number of edges) in a random graph G,, ;,, after rather many simplifications that
can be done for this very special case. Finally, it is a straightforward instantiation of our
later proof given in Section 2]

1.2 Growth boundedness

The central notion in our proofs is growth boundedness, which, for distributions over {0, 1}",
can be stated as follows:

Definition 1.2. Let § > —1 and m € [n]. A distribution P, over x = (x1,...,2,) € {0,1}"

with p1 := Prace, [z; = 1] is (6, m)-growth bounded if

Pr Vie[m] im, =1 <pu™(1+5)".

We generalise this definition later to the case where the x; are in R>q (Definition .

We prove that having (J, m)-growth boundedness for § < e is sufficient to show that
the probability of having more than u(1 + €) fraction of ones is exponentially small in m.
For example, we prove the following theorem:

Theorem 1.3. Let P, be an (§,m)-growth bounded distribution over {0,1}" with p :=
Proce, [z;=1], u >0, e €[0,3]. Then,

Pr[zn:xi > ,un(l—i—e)} Sexp(— %) .

i=1

We note that the growth boundedness is a very weak restriction on a distribution. For
example, it is satisfied by m-wise independent distributions.

The proof of this theorem is inspired by [IK10]. In fact, our main contribution here is
to observe that the growth boundedness suffices to prove concentration bounds, and the
proof then follows roughly the lines of the corresponding proofs in [IK10].



1.3 Connection of [IK10] and [JORO02]

The basic idea of the proof in [IK10] is to consider Pry [Vi € M : x; = 1], where M
is a subset of [n] obtained by choosing each element independently with some probability
g. Then, this is compared with Pry s [Vi € M : z; = 1 | £], where £ is the event that
Yo xi > pn(l +e€). In fact, we have

Prppy[Vie M : x; = 1]
Pr[&] < : )
xI'[ ]_PI‘LM[VZGM.Z'1:1|5]

It is possible to show that for m := E[|[M|] < n we have Pry[Vi € M : z; =11 €&] 2
1™ (14 €)™. To see the intuition of this, simply note that this probability roughly equals
the probability of only selecting red balls when one chooses with repetition m times out of
n balls, at least un(1 + €) of which are redﬂ Thus,

Prie] < Pry m[Vie M :a; =1] ‘

N (e o

Now note that this last argument only uses the probability over M, and so is independent
of the distribution of x. Thus, for any distribution on which we can give a good upper
bound on Pry a[Vi € M : z; = 1], the technique of [IK10] gives a concentration result.
The argument we use is very similar, but we pick M as an m-tuple whose elements are
picked independently with repetition. However, then we also have
nmfj&[ViG M:x;,=1]= ]i}v[[(xl—k...—i—xn)m] .

x,
By Markov’s inequality,

PI‘%M[VZ' eEM:x; = 1]

Pr(&] = Prl(zy + -+ 2,)™ > (un(1 + €)™ < (1t om

)

which is almost the same as (|1f).

The view in is the one adopted by [IK10]. Bounding the m-th moment and using
Markov is the view adopted in [JOR02]. The above argument shows that these views are
closely related, and one can argue that the connection is given by growth boundedness.

1.4 Growth boundedness without repetition

One can make a similar argument also for different ways of choosing M than in [IK10] or
in the growth boundedness definition. In particular, in the proof of the expander random
walk bound we find it convenient to choose M as a uniform subset of [n] of size m.

This leads to the following definition (copied from Section :

!The difference to the actual random experiment is that we do not keep each ball with probability m /n
but instead choose exactly m times.



Definition 2.5. Let § > —1 and m € [n]. We say that a distribution P, over {0,1}" with
p = Proce, [x; = 1] is (§, m)-growth bounded without repetition if
i+—[n]

Pr \VieM:z;=1| <pg™(1+5m.

Py
A{e(:z)

In Section 2.1 we present a proof of an analogue of Theorem [I.3|for growth boundedness
without repetition.

1.5 Random walks on expanders

For an introduction to expander graphs, see [HLWO06| or [Vad12, Chapter 4]. In short, a
A-expander is a d-regular undirected graph G with the second largest (in terms of absolute
value) eigenvalue of the transition matrix at most .

We consider a random walk on A-expander starting in a uniform random vertex. It is a
very useful fact in many applications that such a random walk behaves in certain respects
very similarly to a random walk on the complete graph.

In particular, the so called hitting property [AKS87, [Kah95] states that the probability
that an /-step random walk on a A-expander GG stays completely inside a set W C V :=
V(G) with p := [W|/|V] is at most (z+\)¢. A more general version [AFWZ95]| states that
for each M C [¢] the probability that a random walk stays inside W in all steps from M is
at most (u 4 2X)M1,

One of our results, which may be of independent interest, can be considered as a
randomized version of the hitting property. Namely, we show that, given ¢ > 0, for a
relatively small random subset M C [{] of size m the probability that a random walk on a
A-expander stays inside W in all steps from M is at most (u(1 +€))™:

Theorem 3.6. Let G be a \-expander with a distribution P, over V¢ representing an
(¢ — 1)-step random walk v = (v1,...,ve) (with vy being a uniform starting vertex) and
W CV with p:=|W|/|V|]. Let e > 0 and m < min (1, %%)E Then,

Pr VieM:viEW} < (u(1+ )™ .

r<Ppr
A{e(fl)

The proof is a combination of a coupling argument and standard linear-algebraic tech-
niques. More specifically, for a fixed M = {s1 < ... < s;,} and d; := s; — ;1 we can show
by known methods that

Pr Vi€ M:vie W< [](n+A%).
=1

r<P,



For a typical M we hope that most of the d; will be large enough to make the contribution
of A% negligible. We show that by coupling the d; with i.i.d. random variables e; such that
e; < d; and bounding the (simpler to work with) expression
m m
E[[ TG+ 2] =[] +EDND) .
i=1 i=1

Another important property of random walks on expander graphs is the Chernoff bound
estimating the probability that the number of times a random walk visits W is far from its
expectation. The first Chernoff bound for expander random walks was given by Gillman
[Gil98] and the problem was treated further in [Kah97, Lez98, [Hea0§].

Impagliazzo and Kabanets [IK10] apply their technique to obtain a bound for random
walks on expander graphs, but in case of deviations smaller than X\ they lose a factor of
log (%) in the exponent. They then ask if their technique can be modified to avoid this
loss.

We answer this question affirmatively: using Theorem we immediately obtain a
bound that matches the known ones and does not suffer from the additional log (%) factor
while preserving the simplicity of the proof.

Theorem 3.10. Let the setting be as in Theorem with ;v > 0. Define Py over {0, l}e
asz; =1 <> v; €W and let e € [0, 3]. Then,

l
Pr [Z:pl > (1l + e)} < 2exp ( -

r<P
"=l

=y

Furthermore, by a more careful computation and using a tighter version of Theorem
[3.6] we arrive at a bound with a better exponent when € — 0:

Theorem 3.14. Let the setting be as in Theorem with p € (0,1). Define P, over
{0,1}¢ as z; =1 <= v; € W and let € € [0,1]. Then, there exists c, that depends only
on p such that

1—A I el

|
ot ln(;)ﬁ) .

)4
Pr [;xiz;ﬁf(l—ke)} §2exp<—m-ﬁ 5

r<P,

Using a result by Kahalé [Kah97], we can show that the result is optimal in the following

sense: let G be an expander graph such that a random walk on GG chooses a self-loop with

probability A € (0,1) and a uniform random vertex with probability 1 — A (such G is a
A-expander) and let W C V(G) have measure p € (0,1). Then:

Theorem 3.17. There exist €y, > 0 and cy, € R such that for every e € (0,€),) and £
big enough (where “big enough” depends on X\, p and €), we have

L
1— 2
Pr [Z:ﬂiz,uf(l—ke)] zexp(_l—l—i'll—ﬁﬂ'ef_c)\’“.ew)'
i=1

Py



1.5.1 Comparison to the expander random walk bound by Kahalé

The previous results which are most closely related to Theorems [3.14] and [3.17] are due to
Kahalé [Kah97]. He defines o := ming>1 f(z) for

A+p—Ap)z—A )(1+6)u @)

flo) = x(xg (I —p+i)w

and proves that for the expander which has “least concentration” we have

L
L(1+n(£ L
om0 < IEJFr)m [;xz > pl(l+e)] <cype-al, (3)
where n — 0 as ¢ — oo and ¢y, is a constant depending only on A, p, and € (see
Theorems 3.1 and 5.1 in [Kah97]).

Our proof of Theorem consists in showing that

1—A 7 €
>exp(— 15 e 5~ O() 4
azep( =gy 7, 5 0 (4)
and combining this with the left hand side inequality in .

Since the right hand side inequality in holds for an arbitrary expander graph, one
can also provide an alternative proof of Theorem (to be precise, the resulting theorem
would differ in the lower order terms). For this, one combines the upper bound in with
a< f(1+ ;—ﬁ . ﬁ - €), and estimates the Taylor expansion of the resulting expression
We believe that the proof we provide in Section [3]is simpler overall.

Besides proving , Kahalé also gives an upper bound on «: in [Kah97, Theorem 4.1]

he shows

o < exp <_(1 -V (VIF0 =) - V1= 1+ G)M)2>

w
< exp< A=A 1= e
This falls short of our bound by a factor of 2/(1 + \) in the exponent.

1.6 Polynomial concentration

In certain applications it is desired to bound the concentration not only of the sum, but
rather of a (low-degree) polynomial of some random variables.

In the case when (informally) the polynomial is such that the change in its value is
bounded when the value of a single input variable is changed the Azuma’s inequality can
be applied to bound concentration.

2This was realized by the authors only with hindsight.



If this is not so, one can use techniques that were invented by Kim and Vu [KV00] and
developed in a body of work that followed (in particular [Vu02,[SS12]). In the special case of
a multilinear low-degree polynomial p(v) and an independent distribution of input variables
P, their concentration bound can be expressed, very roughly speaking, as a function of %,
where Ejp is the expectation of p(v) and E' = max .y E[0xp(v)].

We obtain a bound in similar spirit, but aim for simplicity and intuitiveness of the
proof rather than tightness or full generality. Nevertheless, our bound works for arbitrary
polynomials with positive coefficients over input random variables in [0, 1] and is tight in
the case of elementary symmetric polynomials ep(v) := Z\S|=k [Licgvi-

Most importantly, as opposed to prior results, our bound does not require the input
variables to be independent, but rather almost independent in a certain sense:

Definition 1.4. Let P, be a distribution over {0,1}*, 6 > 0 and m € [(]. P, is (6, m)-
almost independent if for each M C [¢] with |M| <m

PrVieM:v,=1<(1+§)" Pr [v; =1].

vPy : vPy

Again, we generalise this definition later to the case where the v; are in [0,1] (Defini-
tion .

The concept of almost independence is used in [HS12] in the proof of the black-box
lower bound for the number of calls in a construction of a pseudorandom generator from a
one-way function and we are not aware of another bound that would be applicable in the
setting that arises there.

Let us state two versions of our polynomial concentration bound. For simplicity we focus
on distributions over {0, 1}* and multilinear polynomials, with more general statements in
Section [4]

Let P, be a (6§, km)-almost independent distribution. Let p(v) be a multilinear polyno-
mial of degree k with positive coefficients. Our way to deal with dependencies in P, is to
state the bound in terms of P}, which is the distribution of independent variables with the
same marginals as P, (i.e., each v} has the same distribution as v;).

We express the concentration in terms of

pi = llf}p%g i Epz[axp(v)] -
K|=1

Theorem 1.5. Let the setting be as above and € > 0. Then,

i (7
Pr [p(v)ZHS(l—f—e)} < ((1+5)k(1:—+6 I )>m

v<Py




Theorem 1.6. Let the setting be as above but with P, independent (i.e., P, = P¥), ' =
max;eq pf and € € [0,3]. Then,
«

2] <20 ().

A simple example of how one can use our theorems is provided in Section [4.1

Even though, following [KV00], our bound is expressed in terms of the p}, the proof
uses a different technique without obvious similarity to existing work. To give an outline,
let us consider the case of independent v; € {0,1} and a multilinear polynomial p(v) with
all non-zero coefficients equal to 1.

We can think of p(v) as a sum of binary random variables (corresponding to the mono-
mials) 21, ..., 2, wWith E;_py[zi] = ’;—3 Fix (i1,...,im) € [n]™ and let M be the set of all
indices j such that v; influences at least one of z;,...,x;, (note that |M| < km).

We write p(v) = 3_ k< PK (), where pg(v) consists exactly of those monomials
whose variables intersected with M are exactly K. Observe that

E [pK(v) IVie M : v = 1} < E [aKp(v)} :

v<—Py v—Py
To get growth boundedness for z1,...,x,, we bound:
. 1 .
Mf_’gu [ac,-mJrl =1|Vjem]:a; = 1} = EUEPv [p(v) |Vie M :v; = 1]

im41 —[n]

IN

L s g oo
KCM:|K|<k v
Mj(l n Z?:l (k;n):“;k> ‘

n J15

<
The rest of the proof is an application of our growth boundedness framework.

1.7 Counting subgraphs in random graphs

In the proof of the polynomial concentration bound we consider values pf which are maxima
of expectations of dxp(v) over sets K of size i. Each such value yields a contributionﬁ of
(km)iu; (proportional to the number of partial derivatives of this type in the subset of
input variables of size km) and the “quality” of a concentration bound depends, roughly,
on the maximum such contribution.

In principle, nothing prevents us from considering a different, possibly finer, division of
partial derivatives into a constant number of classes, each with its own contribution.

3Think of a constant k and a family of polynomials with m going to infinity.



In particular, it is an obvious fact that the number of occurrences of a fixed subgraph H
in a random Erdés-Rényi graph (for some of the work on the problem see [JR02, [JOR02,
JR11]) can be expressed in terms of a multilinear polynomial. In this setting we may divide
the partial derivatives into classes corresponding to the subgraphs of H. Interestingly, this
yields an upper tail bound proof that is basically isomorphic to the famous one by Janson,
Oleszkiewicz and Rucinski [JOR02].

Our result holds in the setting of almost-independent distributions, readily applicable,
for example, to G, ,, random graphs (of course the proof of [JOR02] also generalises to
those settings).

Notation For a natural number n, let [n] := {1,...,n}. For a finite set A, by a <— A we

k—1 .
mean a uniform random choice of an element from A. As usual, by (Z) we denote w
forn € R and k£ € N.

2 A Chernoff Bound

Definition 2.1. Let § > —1 and m € [n]. A distribution P, over x = (z1,...,2,) € RY,

with p = Eaer, [2;] is (J, m)-growth bounded if
i4—[n]

n

E [(sz)m} < (un)™(1 +6)™ .

<P
=1

Equivalently, P, is (§, m)-growth bounded if and only if

m
E o [[] swma+om.
(i15--im)[n]™  j=1

In the context of [IK10] and [JOR02] we find it instructive to give two proofs of the con-
centration bound for growth bounded distributions, one of them restricted to distributions
over {0,1}".

Theorem 2.2. Let P, be a distribution over {0,1}", p:= Proce, [x; =1], p >0, e > —1.
If P, is (8, m)-growth bounded, then

& 1+48\m
P [ > un(1 }<( ) .
xelFﬂ’z ;x _/HL( +€) “\l+e¢

Proof. First note that since P, is over a binary domain, we have

m
E (=l= P [viem]im,=1].
(i1, vim)=[n]™  i=1 (i1 e myimn) <= [n]™

10



We set ¢ :=Pr[>7, x; > pn(1 + ¢€)], and see thatﬂ
w1 +9)™m > Pr [Vj € [m]: i, = 1]

<Py

(i1,--esim) ¢ [n]™
>q  Pr [Vjem]izi; =13 7> pn(l+e)
(i yeens im )< [n]™

Zqum(1+e)™.
0

Theorem 2.3. Let P, be a distribution over Ry, pi:= Eacp, [2i], p >0, € > =1. If P,

i<—[n]

is (8, m)-growth bounded, then

= L4 d\m
p [ > un(1 }<( ).
7y [Soz mireo] < (122

Proof. By Markov’s inequality and the growth boundedness of P,

Pr [Zn:xl > pn(l+ 6)} = Pr [(Zn:l‘z)m > (pn)™(1+ €)m}
i=1

=1

< ()"

O]

Corollary 2.4. Let € > 0 and P, be an (5, m)-growth bounded distribution over RY with
po= E;ﬂ:ai [zi], p > 0.

1 Ife<l:
p[z > (1 +0)] < exp (- L) ®)
2 Ife> g _
Pr[gxi > pn(1+6)] < (%)m (6)
3. Ife>3:
Pr [fj i > pn(l+ e)} <o ™ (7)

=1

4Clearly, ¢ = 0 is not a problem.

11



Proof. follows because 1;13 <exp(—%) foree[0,1], @ since 1;743 < % for e > 1
and due to 1;13 S%foreZB. O
For example, suppose that xi,...,z, are ii.d. over {0,1}", Prlx; = 1] = p > 0, and

e €[0,%]. Then, P, is (§, [%4"])-growth bounded and

Pr {z": x; > pn(l+ e)] < exp(—€*un/6) .

=1

2.1 Growth boundedness without repetition

We restrict ourselves to a setting that will be useful in the expander random walk bound.

Definition 2.5. Let 6 > —1 and m € [n]. We say that a distribution P, over {0,1}" with
p = Proce, [x; = 1] is (J, m)-growth bounded without repetition if
i+—[n]

Pr |\WVieM:z;=1| <pg"(1+5™.

Py
]\/Ie(a)

Theorem 2.6. Let P, be a distribution over {0,1}", u = Proee, [z; = 1], p >0, e > —1.
Assume Py is (9, m)-growth bounded without repetition for some m < u(l + €)n and let

o _m
€= Ten Then,

n

B3 [ch > wn(1+9) < (=)

Proof. Set q :=Pr[Y ", x; > un(1 + €)] and compute:

w1 46)m > Pr Vie M :z; =1]
]Lh—(,i)
>q Pr Vie M:z;=1]>0" 2 > pn(l+e¢)]

m—1 .
pn(l+e) —1
an(n_?

1
=0
> qu™(1+ (L—c)e)™.

12



Corollary 2.7. Let € € [0, %] and Py be a distribution over {0,1}" that is (5, m)-growth

3
bounded without repetition for some m < % with p:= Prace, [z; = 1], p > 0. Then,

Pr [Zn:x, Zun(l—ke)} Sexp(—@> )

i=1 3
Proof. Apply Theorem and note that llj:i <exp(— %) foree|0, %] O
6

3 Random Walks on Expanders

We consider d-regular undirected graphs G = (V, E) with |V| = n. Parallel edges and
self-loops are allowed. Let Ag = (ay.u)uvey be the transition matriz of G, ie., ay, is
the probability of moving to v when randomly choosing a uniform edge incident to u. Let
1=X >N\ > ... > |\ > 0 be the eigenvalues of Ag and A(G) = |A\z|. We call G a
A-expander if A(G) < A.

We start with a coupling argument which is a crucial ingredient of our proof of the
randomized hitting property. Then we show a simplified version of the randomized hit-
ting lemma and the concentration bound (which highlights our main ideas and is already
an improvement over [IK10]) and later proceed to the optimized version which leads to
improved exponent in the concentration bound.

3.1 Coupling argument

¢
m
Let m,¢ € N, m < { be given. We consider a distribution D,, ; defined by the following
process:

By M < (,) we mean a uniform random choice of M among all subsets of [¢] of size m.

e Pick uniformly M «+ (i) and let M :={z1,..., 2y} with 21 < ... < z,.
e Let dy :=x1 and d; := x; — x;_1 for i > 1.

A bijection shows that d = (dy,...,d,,) is distributed uniformly on the (fl) m-tuples
which satisfy Y /", d; < £ and d; > 0. We will now couple D,,, ; with independent random
variables.

The following two claims are proven by indicating a straightforward bijection:

Claim 3.1. Conditioned on dy =k (withk+m —1<1¥), d = (da,...,dy,) is distributed
according to Dy, _1 0.

Claim 3.2. Conditioned on dy > k (withk+m < (), d' = (da,...,dn,d1 —k) is distributed
according to Dy, p—j.

13



Lemma 3.3. Letlgm*gmgf,anda,BERsuchthatlgagmfm* and —2_ <

{—am* —
b < i be given. Then, there exists a distribution over (di,...,dm,€1,...,€mnm*) such that:

e ¢; <d; for1 <i<m*.
e (di,...,dn) are distributed according to Dy, g.
o (e1,...,emx) are i.i.d. with e; in Z4 and Prle; = k] = B for k < a.

Proof. Induction on m*.
First, pick d; and e; together with properties as stated. This is possible since, by union
bound, Pr[d; < k] < kTm and, furthermore, 7 < ;=2 < f and |a|f < af < 1.

If di < o, pick (da, ..., dm,e€2,...,en*) from D,,_q ¢_q, using the inductive assumption,
Claim ﬂ a(m+m* —2) <l —d; and (g_dl)rf;(lm*_l) < s

If di > «, discard it and pick (da, ..., dm,d1— @], e2,. .., en) from Dy, oo using the
inductive assumption, Claim am+m*—1) <l— |a and —Ta])
Note that e; < d; still holds.

m m
—a(m*—1) < L—am*”

m
—am

Setting m := m* and 3 := ; we get as a corollary:

Theorem 3.4. Let 0 < m < L and 1 < o < %. There exists a distribution over
(di,...,dm,e1,...,emn) such that:

e ¢; <d; for1 <i<m.

e (di,...,dn) are distributed according to Dy, ¢.

o (e1,...,em) are ii.d. with e; in Zy and Prle; = k] = ;72— for k < a.

For a simplified bound we set o := ﬁ:
Corollary 3.5. Let 0 < m < {. There exists a distribution over (dy,...,dpy,e1,...,€n)
such that:

e ¢; <d; for1 <i<m.

o (di,...,dn) are distributed according to Dy, g.

e (e1,...,em) are iid. with e; in Zy and Prle; = k] < 2 for every k.
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3.2 Simplified bound

Theorem 3.6. Let G be a \-expander with a distribution P, over V¢ representing an
(¢ — 1)-step random walk r = (vi,...,vs) (with v1 being a uniform starting vertex) and
W CV with p == [W|/|V|. Let € > 0 and m < min (1, 52 L) 0. Then,

rEET [Vi eEM:v € W} < (u(X+e)™.
e (l)

m

Proof. Pick M <+ (Tﬁ) letting M := {s1,...,8n} with s < ... < $,. Define random
variables (dy,...,dp) as d; := s; — s;—1 (assuming dy = 0).

Lemma 3.7.

m
Pr [VieM:veW]< E [[Je+x9)].
MT:(WZ) Me(,) "ich
Proof. Let v := (%, ce %) be the vector of the uniform distribution on V' and let Py be
a diagonal n x n matrix with (Py )y, = 1 if uw € W and (Pyy )y, = 0 otherwise. Note that
PZ% = Py.

Recall that Ag is the transition matrix of G. Let us denote the spectral norm of a
matrix with || - [|. We bound the probability of a random walk staying in W on indices
of M using a standard technique. In particular, we use (for the proof see [Vadl2, Claim

4.21]):
Claim 3.8.
| P AGPw | < i+ (1 — Ak
First of all, by induction (and noting that vAg = v):

ProIVieM:veW]= uE [|oPw [T A& P, | -
Me( ) m =2
For a fixed M we estimate:
loPw [T AG Pwl, < i - |[oPw [T AG Pwl| (8)
=2 1=2
< v~ |[orw|| TT||Pw A% P )
i=2
= uTLllPwatpw | (10
i=2

< [Jw+2%), (11)

=1

15



where is due to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (note there are at most un non-zero coor-

dinates in the final vector), @) follows from ||AB|| < ||A]| - ||B]|, l} from |[vPw|| = /&
and from Claim
The hope is that (di,...,d;,) behave “almost” like the i.i.d. uniform random variables.

This is indeed true, and by Corollary we get (e1,...,en) such that e; < d; and e; are
ii.d. with e; in H%H and Prle; = k] < 2 for each k.
Putting this fact together with Lemma [3.7]

Pr [Vie M:v e W] gE[ﬁ(uﬂLAei)}

r<Pp
Me(f)
= I (e +ED)
=1
2m A \™ m m
< (et poy) s

An immediate corollary of Theorem [3.6] is:

Corollary 3.9. Let the setting be as in Theorem . Define P, over {0,1}¢ as z; =

1 < v; € W. Then, Py is (¢, min (¥, L% %J)—gmwth bounded without repetition.

Combining Corollary with Corollary (setting m := L%J) we get:

Theorem 3.10. Let the setting be as in Theorem with > 0. Define P, over {0,1}¢
as ;=1 < v; €W and let e € [0, 3]. Then,

(1—N)eul
o)

r<P;

¢
Pr [Za:z > (1 +e)} < 2exp(—
i=1
We can also rephrase Theorem for a direct comparison with [IK10, Theorem 3.8]
(noting that it avoids the log (1) factor):
Theorem 3.11. Let the setting be as in Theorem but with 0 <e < %“. Then,

(1-— )\)625) .

L
Pr [;xizﬁ(u—i-e)} §2exp<— 8

r<P,

16



3.3 Improving the constant

Theorem 3.12. Let G be a \-expander with a distribution P, over V' representing an
(¢ — 1)-step random walk r = (vi,...,vs) (with v1 being a uniform starting vertex) and
W CV with = |W|/|V]. Let m € [(] and 1 < o < 5. Then,

Pr[Vie M:iveW] < (ut(1—p)(,— L+Aa))m.

rePr {—aml—A
Me( )
Proof. As in the proof of Theorem we pick M + (fl) and show:
Lemma 3.13.
Pr VieM:v;eW]< E [[](n+1—pr%)].
A;:(FZ) M(5) i1

Proof. Exactly the same as for Lemma only we do not ignore the (1 — u) factor in
Claim 3.8 O

By Theorem we can couple (dy,...,dy) with iid (e1,...,en) with e; < d;, ¢; €
[le] + 1] and Prle; = k] = 72— for k < .

Putting this together with Lemma [3.13}

Pro[vieM:ivieW] <E[](u+(1-mr)]
Me( ) i=

p+ (1— p) D))

laJ+1
w( > Pr[ei—jw)>

[y

L

@
Il
—

<.
Il
—_

IA
3
VRS
=
_l’_
=
|

=1

IN
/N
=
+
—
|
=
VS

~
|
o3
3
—
s
>
+
>
Q
N——
~

O]

Theorem 3.14. Let the setting be as in Theorem with p € (0,1). Define P, over
{0,1}Y as x; =1 <= v; € W and let € € [0,1]. Then, there exists ¢y that depends only
on i such that

P e > (1 <2 LoA e et 3n(L)e
r {;xi_u( +(—:)}_ exp(—m-ﬂ-?—{—cﬂ-e n(g)>

r<P,
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Proof. Set m := Hi—ﬁﬁeﬂ and o := max(1,log, (1e?)) and assume that € < min(3, u, —31%(“6))

One can verify that 2ma < £ indeed holds (we use m 1 for A € [0,1)).
Applying Theorem

Pr [VieM:wizl]gumO—l— A (=p_m —|—€2>m

N_(Z) 1-A pu £L—am
M+
m A (I—p)m 2am 9\ ™
<um(1+ 175 ; T+ =)+ ) (12)
<u <1+1+)\6+1_ﬂe ln(z))) , (13)

where inwe used 15 < 1+ 26 for § € [0, 5.
Next, estimate:

m—1 4
P [Z$Z>M(1+6)|WGM x,_1]>MmHM
Me(z) i=1 =

=u exp(Z;ln( 7 “))
> " exp </0m In (6(12__6)36_ %) dx) (14)

Since we have

Pr rep, {ViEM:xizl}

et

CProee, [Zlexiz;w(l—i—e)]Vz’eM:xizl] ’

M«-(n‘;)

rePT [Z zi 2 uf(l + 6>

it is enough to lower bound the natural logarithm of the quotient of and . We use

18



ln(l—{—é)z&—%forézo:

1n<” exp (Ji" m(uz))¢0>/mhmal+€)ﬁ%n
0

<1+1+>\6+13 e2In(2 ))m t—z

1
R— 2 p—
mln(lqL 1+>\€+ 1—,u€ ln(e))

Z/Oml (l—i-e—lue)dx

A 3, 1
(1 n /\e—i- e ln(g))

Z/'E_U—H)_gdi

0 e

(1 —p)m 2 Aem 4 g, 1

> em — — - In(=)
= 2ul 1+ A (1—,u)26 n(e)

1—X pu € 4 1
> 1 -
“T4r1-pu 2 u—ﬂﬁﬁn() 3

O

We remark that the proof gives ¢, < ﬁ for € < min(%, 78 —1;“))

3ln(e

3.4 Optimality

We show that for a small € and large £ our bound is optimal up to an o(e?) term in the
exponent.

For this we construct the following exampleEIc let A, € (0,1) N Q and let G be any
regular graph such that its probability transition matrix Ag = A, + %Jn, where I, is
the identity matrix, .J,, the all-ones matrix and n = |V(G)|. Let W be an arbitrary subset
of V(G) such that |W| = un.

It is easy to see that A\(G) = A. As previously, consider an ¢-step random walk on G
with a uniform starting vertex and define P, over {0,1}* as z; = 1 if and only if the i-th
step of the random walk is in W.

We prove that optimality follows from the following bound by Kahalé [Kah97, Theorem
5.1]:

5 A straightforward generalisation to arbitrary A, u € (0,1) is possible if we phrase the result in terms
of Markov chains rather than discrete graphs.
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Theorem 3.15 ([Kah97]). Let € € (0, I_T“) There exists a function n: N — R depending
on A\, p and €, such that n(f) — 0 as £ — oo and

L
Pr [S w2 (1 +e)] 2 /O
i=1

<P,
where o := ming>1 f(x) for

(15)

A+ p—Ap)x — A )(He)u

flw) = "T(mz —(1—p+ )z

Note that for fixed A\, u and € the function f(x) — oo as x — oo and, therefore, f(x)
achieves its minimum on some z( € [1,0).

From now on we suppose that A and p are fixed and write f as f.(1+y) for y > 0 and,
consequently, g = 1 + yo, where yg is a function of e.

Setting ¢ := ﬁ and 7 := (1 + €)p one can express f as

1+ (1 +c)\)y>7" .

f(l+y)=(1 +y)1_’"( T

We first prove the following lemma (recall that we consider A and p as fixed constants):

Lemma 3.16. yo — 0 as e — 0.

Proof. First of all, write f.(1+y) as:
fe(l+y) =g(y) - (h(y))*
1 1 i 1 1 N €
_ <(1—|—y)1_“< + ( —|—c)\)y> ) . << + (1 +c\)y > > |
L+cy (1+y)(1 +cy)
noting that neither g nor h depend on €. Also note that g(0) =1 and h(y) < 1 for y > 0.
What is more, since, for every e < 1_7“, 9(y) - (h(y))¢ — oo as y — oo, there exists some

Y, such that yo < yy , if € is smaller than, say, 12_7“

Next, observe that there exists ay, > 0 such that h(y) > ay, for y € [0,y5,]. We
claim that if we show g(y) > 1 for y > 0, we are done.

To see this, define

Y1 := sup {y S [O,y,\,u] : g(y) < a)_\,,eu}

and note that if y > y;, then f.(1+y) > 1= f(1) and, therefore, yo < y;. But if g(y) > 1
for y > 0, then y; — 0 as e — 04 (we used that g(y) is continuous).

20



To see that g(y) > 1 for y > 0, consider two cases. If 4 < 3, then

O ),

(14 52y) 1+ (1 + eN)y)

>
- 1+cy

>1, (16)

Where ) follows by Bernoulli’s inequality. On the other hand, if u > 1 , then

- <<1+y) <1 1 ﬁu(c 11+c§A)y>>1“ (17)

(ot o

where again we used Bernoulli’s inequality in . O

Now we prove the optimality in our setting:

Theorem 3.17. There exist €y, > 0 and cy, € R such that for every e € (0,€y,) and £
big enough (where “big enough” depends on X\, p and €), we have

1-—A I el

Zm,>,u€(1+e)] >exp< TN T ?—c)w‘e%).

m(—Px

Proof. Using y — y? <In(l1+4+y) <y-— % + % for y > 0 we estimate — In(fe(1+y)) (with
constant in the O() notation depending on p and \):

—In(fe(1+y)) =—-1—-r)n(1 +y ) +rin(1 —Tln( + (1 +c\)y)

<—(1-7) (y— > <c 35/3) —r ((1+c)\)3/— (1+02/\)2y2>
y

< (1 — pe(c —2X — e?))

L+X 1—p y? 3 3
= . 1
T1oa g 5 + ey + O(max(y°, €’)) (18)

)

+ey+ O(maX(yS, €’))

2

Setting a := ig\\ H“ simple calculations on the first two terms of show that



and

4e ay? ay?

>, 2 - 2
vy = — 5 TS —— (20)

Due to Lemma , and we can assume that yg is small enough so that if
yo =, then —In(f(1+yo)) < —F + O(yg) < 0.
On the other hand, if yo < € then by ((18) and we have — In(f(14yp)) < %—FO(GB).
Therefore, for € small enough We have
1— 2

S w) S Ty T, g O (21)

>

where the O() constant depends on p and A.
We conclude by applying Theorem and :

> exp (£- (14 0(1)) - In(f(1 +y0)))

l
[Z x; > pl(l+e)
:EHPI

]
4 Polynomial Concentration
Let P, be a distribution over v = (vy,...,v,) € [0,1]°. Let multisets eq,...,e, with
elements from [¢] be given. We define random variables z1,...,z, as ; = w; [ | jce, Vj With

w; > 0 and then consider the polynomial p(v) := """ | z;. We are interested in bounding
the upper tail of p(v).

The usual assumption is that the variables v; are independent. However, we have
applications in mind where the variables are only almost independent in a certain sense:

Definition 4.1. Given a tuple (i1,...,is5) € [(]° define (c1,...,¢c¢) as cj:=|{k € [s] 1 i}, =
.

Let § >0 and m € [(]. A distribution P, over [0,1]° is (8, m)-almost independent if for
all (i1, ...,is) € [(]° with s < m:

m—EPUHi[ } (1+0)™ ﬁ vi'l -
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Note that an /-wise independent distribution is (0, £)-almost independent. Also worth
noting is that for binary distributions the condition from Definition reduces to

Pr [Vie M:v;=1<(1+§™ Pr [v; = 1]
vPy ieM vPy
for all sets M C [¢] with |[M| < m.

In order to get concentration bounds, certain quantities of p(v) need to be small. For
example, no pair v;v; should occur in too many of the monomials. Kim and Vu [KV00] give
convenient quantifications of these requirements. These quantifications are slightly more
subtle here, since the underlying random variables need not be independent. We believe
that a good way to deal with this is to first remove the dependence from the random
variables, and then use similar concepts as Kim and Vu. Given a distribution P, on [0, 1]Z ,
let thus P}, be the distribution with the same marginals as P,, but in which variables v;
are independent.

For K C [{], let:

Agp(v) = Z Tiluy=1jeK -

i€[n]:VjeK vjce;

In other words, Agp(v) consist of of monomials which contain at least one copy of each
variable from K with variables from K set to 1 in those monomials. Note that in multilinear
case this expression coincides with dxp(v).

Inspired by [KV00], we let y1 := Eyp, [p(v)] and pf := maxgcig,x|=i Bvepz [Axp(v)].
Note that pj = Eyepx[p(v)].

Theorem 4.2. Let P, be a (6, km)-almost independent distribution over [0,1]. Let p(v)
be as above of degree at most k, i.e., p(v) = Y -, x; with x; = w; [[;c,, vj, where w; > 0
and the total cardinality of e; is at most k.

Then, if i > 0, for all € > 0 we have:

Jj€e;

(1+5)k(1+ ’leu(fin)u?) m
Pr p(v)ZM8(1+e)]§( T5e 0 ) :

vPy

Proof. Immediately from the following lemma and Theorem [2.3}

Lemma 4.3. The random variables (x1, ..., z,) are (§',m)-growth bounded, where 1+¢§ =
k kmY\ | % %
(14 6)(1 4+ Zi= Lty
Proof. For each (i1,...,im) € [n]™:
<@+ 8)km [ Z}
v(—EPU [31;[1%]} B ( +5) UEP;*, jl;[lxj ’ (22)
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where we used that the v; are (9, km)-almost independent. Therefore it is enough to show

B [[Le] < (1 Zm 0ty gty 3)

vP¥ n
(i1, im)[nm =1 Ko
We proceed by induction: m = 0 is self-evident. For m > 0 and fixed (iy,...,%mn—1) we
define a set®| M := Ug’"”:_lleij, i.e., M consists of all v; that influence (z;,,..., 2, ,)-

For any K C M with |K| < k we let px(v) be the sum over those monomials which
have exactly intersection K with M, i.e.,

pr(v) = Z Ti .

i:e;NM=K

Then, since p(v) = 3. <k Pk (v) We have:

m 1 m—1
5 (] =2 (0% weto)(TT )
im«[n] J=1 K:|K|<k j=1
1 m—1
< = E iy [ ]
. v(_P;[pK(/U)”UZ lieK] v(_EP; H ;)
K:|K|<k Jj=1
1 m—1
<z g =)
- Z UHP*[AKP(U)] ’U(PP* . i
K| K|<k Y v j=1
k km\ , x % m—1
< (1 4 W)MO E [ xij} )
The inductive argument follows by averaging over all (i1,...,%5—1). O

4.1 Discussion and tightness

The bound and the definition of (4, m)-almost independence are motivated by application
arising in lower bounding the sample complexity of a black-box construction of a pseudo-
random generator from a one-way function. The details can be found in Section 6.4 in
[HS12] (it is easy to see that Definition 21 in [HS12] implies almost independence from
Definition .

For the rest of this section we focus on the case of independent v;. Kim and Vu in
[KV00] use the quantity p' := max;e(x) f4; - We obtain a simpler version of Theorem as
follows:

SWe “collapse” multisets to a set M in a natural way here. The same applies to the definition of px (v).
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Lemma 4.4.

> (")t < (o

i=1
Proof. Since we can represent every subset of [km] with 0 < s < k elements i1 < ... < i,
with the k-tuple (i1,i2 — 41,...,1i5 — is—1,km,..., km), the number of non-empty subsets
of [km] of size at most k is at most (km)*. O

Theorem 4.5. Let P, be a distribution of independent variables (i.e., P, = P*) over [0, 1]°.
Let p(v) be as in Theorem and € € [0,1]. Then:

2 bt o] <am (- ()",

1/k
Proof. By Lemma Corollaryl and Lemmataking m = E (;—5) J and noting
that P, is (0, ¢)-almost independent. O

As a simple example, consider the polynomial that counts the triangles in Erdés—Rényi
random graph G, , s/, i.e., p(v) = Z{abc}e(”) VabVacUhe. We compute g = O(n?/*) and
’ "y 3
p=0(1).
For € € [0, ], Theorem [4.5| gives:

Py [p(v) > (1 +n7)| < exp(-Qn!/171%).
v+Py
Better bounds are known, in particular we revisit the triangle counting in Section

We conclude by showing that Theorem [£.2]is essentially tight for elementary symmetric
polynomials e (v) := Z|S|:k [I;c5vi- For the upper bound we have:
Lemma 4.6. Fiz k € N. Let € € [0, %], and let P, be a distribution of i.i.d. random
variables over {0, 1} with Pryp, [vi = 1] =p > 0.

There exists ¢, > 0 (depending only on k) such that:

Pr [ex(v) > o (Z) (11 6)] < exp(—expl)

v+Py

Proof. We have p; < (pf)*~* for every i. What is more, there exists ¢}, such that p >
c).(pf)*. Now apply Lemma and Corollary 1 for m := ¢epl (again observing that
P, is (0, ¢)-almost independent). O

For the lower bound, we first state a well-known tightness of the Chernoff bound for
independent coin tosses (for the proof see [Youl2| or, alternatively, Appendix B of [HR11]):
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Lemma 4.7. Let € € (0, 1] and P, be a distribution of i.i.d. random variables over {0, 1}*
with Prycp,[v; = 1] = p < 3. Furthermore, assume that €’pl > 3. Then:

, Q.2
’L)EIP‘U [sz > pl(1+¢€)] > exp(—9e°pl) .

Lemma 4.8. Let k € N, € € (0, %] and Py, be a distribution of i.i.d. random variables over
{0,1}¢ with Prycp,[v; = 1] = p < L. Furthermore assume that epl > k and e*pl > 3.
Then:

Pr [ex(0) > o (,ﬁ) (14 6)] > exp(~366%pL)

v<—Py
Proof.
1 k
Pr [ek(v) > pF ¢ (1 +e)] > Pr|ex(v) > M}
k k!
- _ 1k
> Pr|eg(v) > (i1 +lj'€) k) ]
> Pr —ek(v) <p€(1 + 26))}
] k
=Pr _Zvi > pl(1+ 26)]
=1
> exp(—36¢°pt) (24)
where follows from Lemma O

5 Counting Subgraphs in Random Graphs

We prove in our framework (a slight generalisation of) a result due to Janson, Oleszkiewicz,
and Rucinski [JOR02].

Fix n € N and consider some distribution P, over e € {0, 1}(n) where we index the
entries of e with E := {{u,v} | u,v € [n],u # v}, that is the set of (}) possible edges of an
n-vertex simple graph. Unsurprisingly, we interpret ey, ,1 = 1 as the existence of respective
edge in the graph. Letﬂp be such that for each {u,v} € E we have Pre, p, [efy) = 1] <p.

Fix a simple graph G = ([vg], E¢) with vg vertices and e edges. We would like to
count the number of (not necessarily induced) isomorphic copies of G in a random graph
induced by Pe.

"One can modify our proof so that it works for heterogenous Pfu,v}, but it is more technical than
interesting.
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Assume w.l.0.g. that G does not have isolated vertices. We will only use graphs without
isolated vertices in our proof and therefore from now on we identify a graph with the set
of its edges.

We denote isomorphism of graphs by G ~ H. Then the number of copies of GG in the
graph induced by P, can be expressed as a polynomial:

Q(e) = Z LTE = Z H Cluw} »

E'CE E'CE {uv}eE’
E'~G E'~G

where variables x g can be thought of as a vector x distributed according to some P,. The
number of monomials in this sum is é [1% Y(n—1i), where d is the number of automorphisms
of GG, and the degree of each monomial is eg.

Thus, we can apply the technique from Section We will do it in a more careful
fashion, though, in order to match the bound from [JORO02].

For a graph H let N (n, m, H) be the largest number of copies of H which can be packed

into n vertices and m edges. Following [JOR02], we set:
M¢(n,p) == max{m < (Z) :VH CEqg,H#0:N(n,m,H) < n”HpeH} :

We need the following lemma with a proof in [JOR02, Lemma 2.1]:

Lemma 5.1. For every H with eg > 0 there is a constant Cy such that if n > vg and
0<m <mg <(}), then

N(nymi, H) < Cy— N (n,ma, H) .
ma

Given P, similarly as in Section {4} let p := E..p, [g(e)] and p* = Ipcc Hfﬁal(n -
i). Note that u* is the expectation of g(e) in the distribution where each edge appears
independently with probability p (i.e., Erdés-Rényi model) and that E.. p:[q(e)] < p*,
where P} is the independent distribution with the same marginals as Pe.

Lemma 5.2. Fiz § > 0, as well as n, P, and G. If m is such that

VH C Eqg,H#0:N(n,m,H) <

VH ,€H
26vac5n p,

and P is (8', egm)-almost independent, then P, is (8", m)-growth bounded, where 1+ 8" =
(144" (1 + 5)%

Proof. Proceeding as in the proof of Lemma in and , we reduce the problem
to showing that

E fae)"] < ()1 +0)".

e«—P%
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The rest of our argument is very similar as in [JOR02|, but we give it for completeness
and appreciating the connection to the proof of Lemma

We proceed by induction on m, with m = 0 being a trivial case. For m > 0 fix a tuple
(g, 2, ), with E =U"E.

For an H C Eg we define:

au(e):= > xpr,

E"QE'
E'"~G
(E'NE')~H
that is qg(e) groups all those possible occurences of G for which their intersection with E’
is isomorphic to H. Clearly q(e) < > ycp, qu(e).
Define an event A as V{u,v} € E : e, 1—1. We have:

m—1 m—1
B o0 Low] < B, [T wn] 30 B, Jonte14]
¢ i=1 Fe by HCEs S ¢
But for H # 0:
E [qH(e) | A] —pro=en |{E' CE:E' ~GA(E'"NE')~H}|
e« P}
_ v
< p®¢TC A N(n,m, H) n"¢ ”H7 (25)
vg! ve eq - OH"
< poRad on"epe < oo

where follows since each copy of G corresponding to a monomial in pg can be recovered
from its intersection with E’ (isomorphic to H), its vertices outside E’ and its isomorphism
with G (where factor d accounts for the isomorphisms that result in the same graph).
Summing over all H,

3 lan(e) | A] < “(1+9).
<—P*
HCEq H CEG
H£0
Since the choice of (zgr ,..., o E§n_1) was arbitrary, the induction follows by averaging
over all such choices. O

Theorem 5.3. Fiz n, G, P., and § > 0. There exists Cq > 0 depending only on G such
that If CG—m < Mg(n,p) and P is (8', egm)-almost independent, then Py is (6", m)-growth
bounded, where 1+6"=1+0d)c(1+ 6)%

Proof. From Lemma [5.1] and Lemma O
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Theorem 5.4 ([JOR02]). Fiz G and € € [0,3]. Let G, be Erdés-Rényi distribution with
n > vg and p > 0. There exists cq > 0 depending only on G such that:

Prlafe) = u(1 + )] < exp(—caMe(n,p)) -
e<Gn,p

Proof. From Theorem and Corollary 1 taking m := ci;eM¢(n,p) for appropriately
small ¢; and noting that G, , is (0, (g))—almost independent and p* = pu. O

We can apply almost-independence to the distribution G,, ,,, of a uniform random graph
on n vertices and m edges.

Theorem 5.5. Fiz G and € € [0,1]. Let G, be uniform distribution on graphs with n
2
vertices and m edges with n > vg and m > 9%‘". Setp:="%. There exists cg > 0 depending

only on G such that:

Pr [q(e) > u(l+ e)} < exp(—cqge Mg (n,p)) .

e<—Gn,m

Proof. Since Gy, is also (0, (g))—almost independent, the only issue is bounding ‘L—* Our
constraints give:

Ec(i+ ) <1+ )% <en(5) <145
n m—eq 8ea 8 4

(exp(€) < 1+ 2¢ for € € [0,1]). With this bound in mind we apply Theorem and
Corollary .1 setting m := c,eM{(n, p):

Pr [q(e) Z,u(l—ke)} < Pr [q(e) 2,11*( L+e ﬂ

e+Gn,m e«—Gn,m 1+ 6/4
€

< p [ > (14 S }

< B g(e) 2 p(1+3)

< exp ( — cge’ My, (n,p)) .
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