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EDGE MAPPINGS OF GRAPHS: TURAN TYPE PARAMETERS

YAIR CARO, BALAZS PATKOS, ZSOLT TUZA, AND MATE VIZER

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we address problems related to parameters concerning edge map-
pings of graphs. The quantity h(n,G) is defined to be the maximum number of edges in an
n-vertex graph H such that there exists a mapping f : E(H) — E(H) with f(e) # e for
all e € E and further in all copies G’ of G in H there exists e € E(G’) with f(e) € E(G).
Among other results, we determine h(n, G) when G is a matching and n is large enough.

As a related concept, we say that H is unavoidable for G if for any mapping f : E(H) —
E(H) with f(e) # e there exists a copy G’ of G in H such that f(e) ¢ E(G’) for all e € E(G).
The set of minimal unavoidable graphs for G is denoted by M(G). We prove that if F is
a forest, then M(F') is finite if and only if F' is a matching, and we conjecture that for all
non-forest graphs G, the set M(G) is infinite.

Several other parameters are defined with basic results proved. Lots of open problems
remain.

1. INTRODUCTION

Set-mappings or alternatively edge-mappings were first studied systematically by Erdos and
Hajnal [I2] who were mostly interested in and motivated by mappings between infinite sets.
Yet they also offered, under the influence of Ramsey’s theorem, the first instance of such
problems in the finite case. Nevertheless, while this line of research captured much attention
and interest in the infinite case, only modest attention was given to the finite case. The latter
was reconsidered more systematically in the 1980s [2] 3], 5] [7], but then the subject was again
dormant for nearly 35 years (with few exceptions like [4]) until recent interest in these types
of problems was renewed by Conlon, Fox, and Sudakov [9] 10, [11].

Here, we start a more systematic study of problems about edge mappings in the context
of graphs. The present manuscript focuses on parameters that are analogous to Turan-type
problems, and a parallel manuscript [6] addresses Ramsey-type parameters. We hope to
raise various, simple to state yet perhaps not so simple to solve open problems regarding
the parameters and functions that capture the essence of edge-mappings in parallel to those
parameters and functions in Turan problems.

In order to present our main results we introduce the necessary definitions and notation.

1.1. Definitions. Let F,, = FE(K,) denote the edge set of the complete graph K, on n
vertices, and let f : E,, — F,. A subgraph G of K, is called

o f-free, if f(e) ¢ E(G) for all e € E(G), and
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o f-exclusive, if |f(e) NV(G)| =0 for all e € E(G).

Let us introduce some notation for edge mappings. Let F,, :={f: E, — E,}.
o Ford=0,11et F,, 4 :={f: E, — E, such that |f(e) Ne| < d for every e € E, };
eford=0,1and 0 < m < (g) let

Foma = {f: E, — E, such that for at least m edges e € E,, |f(e) Ne| < d};

e for d =0,1 and a graph H let
Fuqa:={f:E(H)— E(H) such that for every e € E(H), |f(e) Ne| < d}.
Now we introduce further parameters related to Turan numbers of graphs, that we will
focus on during our investigations.

First, let us recall that for n > 1 and a graph F', the Turdn number ex(n, F') is the maximum
number of edges that an n-vertex graph can have without containing F' as a subgraph.

We consider the following further extremal functions.

e For a given graph G, d = 0,1 and n > 3 let
q(n,d,G) :=max{m: 3 f € I, ;nq, with no f-free copy of G in K, }.
We abbreviate ¢(n, 1, G) to ¢(n,G).
e For a given graph G, d =0,1 and n > 3 let
h(n,d,G) :=max{m: 3 H, |V(H)| =n, |E(H)|=m, and 3f € Fug4
with no f-free copy of G in H}.
We abbreviate h(n, 1, G) to h(n,G).
e For a given graph G, and n > 4 let
s(n,G) :=max{m: 3 H, |V(H)| =n, |[E(H)|=m, and 3f € Fuy
with no f-exclusive copy of G in H}.

All these definitions naturally extend to families G of graphs by requiring no f-free /
f-exclusive copies for any G € G.

Further notation on graph operations. For any pair G, H of graphs, GU H denotes their
vertex-disjoint union, G+ H their join, and for an integer k we denote by kG the vertex-disjoint
union of k copies of G.

In Sections B and @], we prove several upper and lower bounds on h(n,G) and s(n,G) for
specific graphs. Here we state a theorem that determines the value of h(n,G) for matchings.
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Theorem 1.

(1) We have h(n,2K,) = n for n > 7, and for smaller vales of n we have h(4,2K5) = 6
and h(5, 2K2) = h(6, Kg) =T.
(2) For any t > 3 there exists n, such that if n > ny, then

h(n,tKs) =ex(n,tKy)+t—1=(t—-1)(n—-t+1)+ ( ) +(t—1).

The following notion naturally arises in the study of h(n, G). Given a graph H we say that
G is f-free unavoidable for H or unavoidable for H, if for every f € Fg 1, there exists an
f-free copy of H. Observe that if GG is unavoidable for H and G is a subgraph of @), then @
is also unavoidable for H, as for any f € Fg; one can restrict f to a copy of G and obtain
an f-free copy of H. (If f(e) € E(Q) \ E(G) for some e € E(G), then it is even better, or
formally we can then let f(e) = e* for some e* # e, e* € E(G).) Therefore, it is enough to
consider minimal H-unavoidable graphs, where GG is minimal unavoidable for H if it does not
contain a proper subgraph G* which is unavoidable for H.

Let M(H) denote the set of minimal unavoidable graphs for H. The next observation
establishes a connection between the function h and the Turdn number.

Proposition 2. For any graph H we have h(n, H) = ex(n, M(H)).

We determine the families M(Ps) and M(2K3). In the general setting, our main result on
M(G) is the following theorem.

Theorem 3. If F' is a forest, then M(F) is finite if and only if F = tK,.

We prove Theorem [3 in Section [l along with other statements on M(G) for non-forest G.
We believe that Theorem [ is valid not only for forests.

Conjecture 4. M(G) is finite if and only if G = tKs.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2], we establish some general
connections between the parameters of interest, in particular, we prove Proposition 2. Proofs
of results on h(n,G), s(n,G) and M(G) are contained in Sections B @ and [{, respectively,
while Section [6] is devoted to some concluding remarks and open problems.

2. PRELIMINARIES AND GENERAL CONNECTIONS BETWEEN PARAMETERS

Alon and Caro [2] proved the following sandwich theorem for Turdn numbers and the
function h.

Theorem A (Alon, Caro [2]). For any family G of graphs, we have
ex(n,G) < h(n,G) < 3-ex(n,g).
Moreover, for graphs G with x(G) > 3, we have h(n,G) = (1 + o(1)) ex(n, G).
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Next, we examine whether equality is possible in the inequalities ex(n,G) < h(n,G) <
3-ex(n,G). The following example shows that the upper bound in Theorem [Alis attainable.

Example 5. Motivated by the term of “delta-systems” we use the notation A(r,t) = {K;,,tK>}.
It is known [8] that ex(n, A(r,t)) = (r—1)(t—1) if r > 2t + 1. We claim that h(n, A(r,t)) =
3(r—1)(t—1) holds. As the upper bound is given by Theorem[A], we only need to see the lower
bound. We take G = (t — 1)K1,3(,n_1). As it does not contain tKsy, we only need to define a
mapping f € Fg1 with no f-free Ky ,. If in the ith star the edges are es;_a, €3i—1, es;, then for
anyt=1,2,...,r—1 and j = 1,2 we let f(es;i—;) = esi—j+1 and f(es) = esi_2.

On the other hand, the next proposition shows that the lower bound in Theorem [Alis never
attained (except for the trivial case of G = Kj).

Proposition 6. For any graph G with at least two edges, we have h(n,G) > ex(n,G) for all
n > |V(G).

Proof. Let H be an n-vertex G-free graph with ex(n, G) edges, and let H.« = H U {e*} for
any e* ¢ E(H). Finally, set f(e) = e* for every e € E(H) and f(e*) = € for some ¢’ € E(H).
Clearly f € Fy_. 1, and by the G-free property of H, any copy of G' in H.- must contain e*,
but as there exists another edge in G, it cannot be f-free. U

Proposition 7. For any graph G we have q(n,G) = h(n,G).

Proof. Clearly by definition ¢(n,G) > h(n,G) as a function realizing h(n,G) is a function
allowed for ¢(n, G).

Suppose f is a function realizing ¢(n, G) and let H be the graph whose edges are those for
which f(e) # e. Suppose for some e € E(H) we have f(e) = e; ¢ E(H). Choose an edge
e* € E(H) \ {e} and change f to f* by defining f*(e) := f(e) for all edges of H except that
fle) =e*.

If there is an f*-free copy of G in H, then this is an f-free copy of G as well, as e; is not
in F(H) hence not in E(G). So we can replace all edges that are mapped out of E(H) to
non-fixed edges that are mapped into F(H) not creating f-free copies of G. U

Proof of Proposition [2. Let G be any graph realizing h(n, H). Then G cannot contain
any member of M(H), because if G contains G* € M(H ), then G is also unavoidable for H
and so for any f € Fi there exists an f-free copy of H. Hence h(n, H) < ex(n, M(H)).

On the other hand, let G be any M (H)-free graph having ex(n, M(H)) edges. Then G
contains no member of M(H ), and so it is not unavoidable for H, hence there exists an edge
mapping f € Fg 1 with no f-free copy of H. Thus h(n, H) > ex(n, M(H)). O

We finish this section with a simple lemma. Part (1) is from [2] (Lemma 2.3), but as we will
use it multiple times in later proofs, we restate and reprove it in order to be self-contained.
The undirected underlying graph of a directed graph 8 = (V, E) is G = (V,E), where

E:{(uv):meﬁorﬁeﬁ}.
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Lemma 8. Let ? be a directed graph on n vertices with mazximum out-degree at most d and
let T be the undirected underlying graph of T .

(1) Then we have x(I') < 2d + 1, and thus o(T') > 574

(2) If d = 1, and m vertices have out-degree 0, then (') > m 4+ [2=22]. Furthermore, if
m = 0 and 3|n, then equality holds if and only z'f? consists of vertex-disjoint cyclically

directed triangles.

Proof. We start with the proof of (2). Note that as the out-degree of each vertex of ? is at
most 1, the components of I" are trees or unicycli(ﬂ graphs. Also, note that the components

containing a vertex with 0 out-degree (in I') are trees. Trees are bipartite, unicyclic graphs
are 3-colorable. This implies inequality.

If m = 0, then we need all components of I' to be unicyclic. As all such graphs can be

[C]-1
2

. . . c
three-colored with one color class having size one, we need { = % for all components

C'. This implies |C| = 3 and the out-degree condition yields that the triangles are cyclically
directed.

To see (1), observe that if the out-degree of ? is d, then the average degree, and thus the
degeneracyl of I is at most 2d, so its chromatic number is at most 2d + 1. O

We will apply Lemma [ in the following situation: given are a graph G, a mapping f € Fg 1,

and a partition & = {E, E», ..., E,,} of E(G). We define I ;¢ to have vertex set £ and there
is a directed edge from E; to E; if and only if there exists e € E; with f(e;) € E;. If all E;s

consist of a single edge, then we will drop £ from the subscript and write I' ;. An edge subset
E' C E(G) is f-free if and only if the corresponding vertices form an independent set in ? f-

3. RESULTS ABOUT h(n,G)

In this section, we obtain results on h(n,G). Let us mention that prior to our paper the
only graph class for which the exact h-value was known is that of stars due to Alon and Caro
[2]. They showed h(n, K1,) = min{(}),n(r — 1)} for all r > 1. We start our investigations
with general observations strengthening the lower bound of Proposition

Proposition 9.
(1) Let G be a graph with no isolated edges. Then

hn, G) > ex(n, G) + [a(H)/2]
for any G-free graph H on n vertices with ex(n,G) edges.
1A unicyclic graph is a connected graph containing exactly one cycle.

2A k-degenerate graph is an undirected graph in which every subgraph has a vertex of degree at most k.
The degeneracy of a graph is the smallest value of k for which it is k-degenerate.
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(2) Let T be a non-star tree and H be a T-free graph on k vertices. Then

n—1

h(n,T)ZL - J(6<H)+Q(H)).

(8) For any tree T' on k vertices, we have

h(n,T) > (% + ﬁ)n—ck

for some constant ¢, that depends only on k and not on T.

Proof. To prove (1) let H be an n-vertex G-free graph with ex(n,G) edges, and let I be an
independent set in H of size a(H). Then pick any matching M that covers 2| «a(H)/2]| vertices
of I. Clearly, M N E(H) = (). Define H by V(H') = V(H), E(H') = E(H) U M and set
f € F, . as follows: if e € E(H) is incident to some edge e* € M, then let f(e*) = e, for
other edges e of E(H) or for edges of M define f arbitrarily but satisfying f(e) # e. Then
any copy of G in H' must contain at least one edge e* € M and, as e* is not an isolated edge
of G, an edge e incident to e*. As f(e) = e*, the copy of G cannot be f-free.

To prove (2) let I be an independent set of H of size a(H). Define H' to be a graph that
contains a special vertex u, and H'\ {u} having |2+ | copies of H possibly with some isolated
vertices. The special vertex u is joined to the vertices in all copies of I. For any edge e = xy
with z in [ in some component and y # u, we set f(xy) = zu and for all other edges e of H’,
we define f such that f(e) # e holds. As H is T-free, any copy of 1" must contain an edge zu.
Also, as T is not a star, it must contain an edge that is incident to an edge not containing u.
So we may assume that the copy of 7" must contain zy for some y # wu, and thus the copy of

T cannot be f-free.
Part (3) follows from (2) with H = Kj_;. O

For a tree T'" with bipartition (A, B), we set A(A) = max{dr(u) : v € A}, A(B) =
max{dr(u) : v € B}, and A*(T) = min{A(A), A(B)}. With these definitions, we obtain the

following constructive lower bounds.

Proposition 10.
(1) For any tree T and n > 2(A(T) — 1), we have h(n,T) > n(A(T) —1).
(2) For any tree T', we have h(n,T) > (3A*(T) — 3)(n — 3A*(T) + 3).

Proof. To prove (1) it is known that there exists a 2(A(T") — 1)-regular graph H on n vertices.
Consider a closed Eulerian trail e, es, ..., eya(r)-1) of H and define f (e;) = €;41 implying
f € Fyma. If wis a maximum-degree vertex of T', then consider the vertex corresponding to
w in any copy of T"in H. As there are exactly A(7T) — 1 incoming and outgoing edges in the
trail at u, there must exist a pair e;, e;1; that belongs to the copy of T'. Therefore this copy
cannot be f-free.

To prove (2) consider K = K3a+(1)=1),n—3(a*(1)—1) and name the vertices in the part of size
3(AN(T)—1) as a;, b;,¢; for i = 1,2,...,3(A*(T') — 1). Define the mapping f by f(a;x) = bz,
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f(biz) = ¢z, and f(x) = a;x for all ¢ = 1,2...,3(A*(T) — 1) and all vertices  being in
the other part of K. Any copy of T must contain a vertex x in the big part of K of degree
A*(T). Therefore, there must exist an index i such that at least two of a;x, b;z, ¢;x belong to
the copy of T, so this copy cannot be f-free. O

Corollary 11. For the balanced double star Dy, we have 3kn — 9k? < h(n, Dy.) < 3kn.

Proof. To obtain the lower bound, apply Proposition @) with A*(Dgx) = k+ 1. The
upper bound follows from Theorem [A] as for double-stars the Erdés—Soés conjecture is known
to hold. (]

Proposition 12. We have
(1) h(n, Py) > 3(n —3),
(2) h(”v P7) > h<n7 P6) > h(”v P5) > 3n — 6;
(3) h(n, Pyyi1) > h(n, Poy) > m(n —m) for all m > 4.

Proof. Py = Dy 4, so Corollary [T yields (1).

Also, (3) follows from Proposition @ (2) with H = K,;,_1 p—m, k = n—1, and a(K—14—m) =
n — m. (Actually, the graph verifying the lower bound is H = K, ,—.)

Finally to see (2), consider K3 + FE,_3 with the vertices of the K3 being a, b, c. Define the
mapping f by f(ab) = be, f(bc) = ca, f(ca) = ab and for any x in V(E,,_3) we let f(az) = bz,
f(bx) = cx, f(cx) = ax. Then if a copy of Ps uses two edges of K3, then it is not f-free.
If such a copy uses at most one such edge, then there exists an = € V(E,_3) such that x is
incident to two edges of the Ps, and thus this copy of P5; cannot be f-free either. O

Observe that if n is not divisible by 3, then ex(n, Py) = n — 1 and so by Theorem [Al we
have h(n, Py) < 3n — 3.

In the remainder of this section, we prove Theorem [II We repeat the statements of both of
its parts, separately.

Theorem 13. We have
h(n,2K5) =n
forn > 7. Furthermore, h(4,2K5) = 6, and h(5,2K5) = h(6, K3) = 7.

Proof. The lower bound h(4,2K5) > 6 is shown by the mapping f : E(Ky) — E(K,) with
fle) = V(Ky4) \ e. To see h(6,2K5) > h(5,2K5) > 7, consider the graph H that we obtain
from K, by adding a pendant edge e and the mapping f € Fpy; with f(e*) = e for all
e* € F(H) disjoint with e, and f(e*) = V(Ky) \ e** for all other e € E(Ky4) (and f(e)
defined arbitrarily). Finally, the general lower bound h(n,2K,) > n is given by the graph H
obtained from K ,_; by adding an edge between two leaves and the mapping that maps all
the edges of K ,_1 to the additional edge.

The upper bound h(4,2K5) < 6 is trivial as there are at most 6 edges on 4 vertices. For
larger n we apply the following assertion whose validity is seen by observing that each pair
(e, f(e)) can make only one copy of 2K, non- f-free.
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Claim 14. For a graph H let m denote the number of copies of 2Ky and m’ the number of
edges that are contained in at least one copy of 2Ks. If m > m/, then H is unavoidable for
2K,.

Based on this claim we first derive h(5,2K5) < 7. Observe that K contains 15 copies of
2K, because each of its edges occurs in precisely three copies. Hence a graph with 5 vertices
and 8 edges contains at least 9 copies, more than the number of edges.

For n > 6 we prove the upper bounds by induction. Let us prove first h(6,2K5) < 7. Should
it be 8, then a graph verifying it would have no isolated vertices, due to h(5,2K53) = 7.

The 8 edges determine 28 edge pairs, and a degree sequence dy > --- > dg yields s := > (Cg')
pairs that are not 2K5. To have a chance without f-free copies of 2K we would need s > 20
because of Claim [[4. However, the largest degree is at most 5 and the smallest one is at least
1. The sequence cannot begin with 5, 5 because it would already require 9 edges. Therefore
the degree sequence with maximum s is 5,4,2,2,2, 1 whose s-value is 19 only (the sequence
5,4,3,2,1,1 is not graphical).

We prove h(7,2K5) < 7 in a similar way. The degree sequence cannot begin with 6,4 as
it would require 9 edges. The sequence 6,3,3,1,1,1,1 is not graphical. So the sequence is
6,3,2,2,1,1,1 with s =20, 0r6,2,2,2,2,1,1 (s =19) or 5,4,2,2,1,1,1 (s = 18) or something
with an even smaller s. Only the first sequence has a chance, but the edge e joining the first
two vertices is not contained in a 2K,, hence the pair (e, f(e)) is useless and an f-free 2K,
occurs.

The induction step for n > 7 is really simple because the formula would become false only
if a graph with minimum degree of 2 would be found. However, with n + 1 edges, the degree

sum is only 2n + 2, hence s would be maximized with the degree sequence 4,2,2,...,2. The
corresponding s is only n + 5 while we have just n + 1 edges, however n+ 1 < (";rl) —(n+5)
holds for every n > 6. This completes the proof. 0

Finally, we restate and prove the second part of Theorem [Il

Theorem 15. For any t > 3 there exists ny such that if n > n;, then

h(n,tKs) = ex(n,tKs) +t—1=(t—-1)(n—t+ 1)+ < ) +(t—1).

Proof. We start with the general lower bound: consider the split graph K; 1 + F,,_;;1. Let
the vertices of K; 1 be uy,ug,...,u;—1. Embed a star on ¢ — 1 edges in E,_;,; with center
v and t — 1 leaves vy, v, ...,v;_1. Call this graph H. We define the mapping f as follows:
forany 1 <i<t—1and z # uy,us,...,u_1, we set f(u;x) = vv; and define f on all other
edges e with f(e) # e arbitrarily. Any ¢K, in H contains exactly one edge incident with
Uy, Us, . .., U1, v each and these edges must be distinct. So if the edge incident with v is vv;,
then for the edge e; incident with u; we have f(e;) = vv; and thus this copy is not f-free.

To see the general upper bound, we first prove a claim.
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Claim 16. For anyt > 2 there exists a constant oy such that for any n-vertex graph H with
ex(n,tKy) edges, f € Fyry and e € E(H) there are at most ayun'™2 copies of tK, that contain
both e and f(e).

Proof of Claim. The t-matching should contain ¢t — 2 other edges of H, and ex(n,tK3) is a
linear function of n for every fixed t. O

Now we are ready to prove the general upper bound of the theorem. Let H be a graph on
n vertices with ex(n,tKy) + t edges. Then for any 7' C V(H) with |T'| =t — 1, there exist at
least ¢ edges not incident with any vertex of 7.

Let dy > dy > --- > d, be the degree sequence of H and let uy,us,...,u, be the corre-
sponding vertices. Fix f € Fy; and consider the following cases.

Case 1. %n < d;_1 <n— D, for some appropriately chosen constant Dj.

Any edge e that is not incident with any w; is contained in H;;ll(dj — 2t) copies of t Ky such
that e is the only such edge in the t-matching. We have at least D, such edges, so H contains
at least Dyn'~!/4'=1 copies of tK,. By Claim [I6, every edge can ruin the f-free property of at
most ayn!~2 copies of tK5, so the number of non- f-free copies of t K5 is at most tayn'~! which
is smaller than the total number of copies if D, >t -4~ - oy.

Case 2. d;_1 > n— D,.

Let us fix edges ey, es,...,¢e; none of which is incident with any of wuy, us, ..., u;—q. Let
EY ={uzx :x #uj j#1i, ¢ ey}, so|E) >n— D,—3t. Observe that for any ¢ there is at
most one j = j; such that for at least n/2 edges e € E we have f(e) = e;. Therefore there
exists a j* that is not a j; for any 1 <1i < ¢ — 1. Then we set e;« to be the first edge of our
future f-free tKy and obtain E} from EY by removing f(e;-) and all edges e with f(e) = e;s.
By definition, |E}| > n/2 — Dy — 4t. Next, for any 1 < i < ¢ — 2 there exists at most one edge
e; € B! | such that f(e) = e} for more than n/4 edges e € E}. Pick an edge ¢! € E} | that
is not e} for any 1 <4 <t — 2, and e'~? is our next edge of the future tK,. We obtain E?
from E} by removing f(e!=?) and all edges e for which we have f(e) = ¢~2. By definition, we
have |E?| > n/4 — D, — 5t. We keep repeating this process to obtain an f-free copy of tKs.

Case 3. dy—y < 25

We will need the following claim.

Claim 17. For any t > 2 there exists a constant C; such that any n-vertexr graph H with
ex(n,tKy) + 1 edges and mazimum degree at most n/3 contains at least Cy - n' copies of tKs.

Proof of Claim. We proceed by induction on ¢. If £ = 2 then any edge can be extended to a
2K, with at least |E(H)| — 2 -n/3 other edges, so the number of copies of 2K, is quadratic.
For the inductive step, we argue similarly. For any edge uv the graph H \ {u, v} has more
than ex(n — 2, (t — 1)K3) edges, and thus by induction more than C; ;(n — 2)'™! copies of
(t — 1) K5 each of which can be extended to a t K, with the edge uv. So any edge is extendable
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to at least C;_;(n—2)""! copies of t Ky, therefore H contains at least C;_(n—2)""|E(H)|/t >
Cyn! copies of tKs. dJ

Let j be the smallest index such that d; < ”T’t, so j < t—1. Then H := H —
{uy,ug,...,u;—1} has more than ex(n — (j — 1),(t — (j — 1))K3) edges. So by Claim [I7,
H' contains at least Cy_(;_1) - (n — j + 1)""U~Y) copies of (¢t — (j — 1))K>. Each such copy
can be extended to at least (n/3 — 3t)7~! copies of tK, greedily with edges incident with
Uj_1,Uj_2,...,u;. Therefore H contains at least Cin' copies of tK5, so by Claim [I6 there
must exist an f-free copy of tKj if n is large enough. O

4. RESULTS ABOUT s(n, G).

Our first result asymptotically determines s(n,G) for non-bipartite graphs, along the lines
of how the asymptotic behavior of h(n,G) is determined in [2].

Theorem 18. For any graph G with x(G) > 3, we have s(n,G) = (14 o(1))ex(n,G). If G
is bipartite, then s(n,G) = o(n?).

Proof. The inequality ex(n, G) < s(n,G) holds by definition. To see the upper bound, assume
H is an n-vertex graph with (1 + ¢)ex(n, G) edges, and f € Fio. By the celebrated result of
Erdés and Stone [14], for any positive integer ¢, there exists ng = ng(q) such that if n > ny,
then H contains a copy of the complete x(G)-partite graph K = K, , with ¢ vertices in
each part. Observe that K contains O(g/V(@)!) copies of G. On the other hand, for every
edge e € E(K) there exist O(q!V(@1=3) copies of G in K that contain e and that meet f(e).
Therefore there are O(g!V(@)I=1) copies of G in K that are not f-exclusive, so there must exist
at least one f-exclusive copy of G.

The statement about bipartite G follows along the same lines as ex(n, K, ,) = o(n?) for any

fixed gq. O

Proposition 19. Let G be a graph in which no edge is incident to all other edges. If A(G) >
or — 4, then any f € Fgo admits an f-exclusive copy of K.

Proof. Let v be a vertex of G with d(v) > 5r — 4 and let ey, €9, . . ., €; be the edges incident to
v. We will apply Lemma [§ to the directed graph ? with V(I') ={e; : i =1,2,...,t} with
e;ej being an arc if and only if f(e;)Ne; # 0. As f € Fgo, v ¢ f(e;) for all 4, so the maximum
out-degree of ? is at most 2. Lemma [§ implies the existence of an independent set in I' of
size [é} > r that corresponds to an f-exclusive star of size r with center v. ]

If a graph G on n vertices contains an edge adjacent to all other edges, then e(G) < 2n — 3,
so the following is an immediate corollary of Proposition [19.

Corollary 20.
s(n, K1,) <min{(}),5(r — 1)n/2}.

Proposition 21. s(n, K;) = 57" for every n divisible by 6. Moreover, for any 7 =1,...,5
there exists a constant ¢; such that s(6n + j, K1) = 15n + ¢; if n is large enough.
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Proof. The upper bound follows from Corollary The lower bound is given by n/6 copies
of K¢ with an f defined as follows: E(Ks) decomposes into five copies of 3K,. Within each
3K,, we map the edges cyclically. Each 3K, destroys 12 distinct copies of Kj o, so the five
copies destroy all 60 copies of Ko in K.

The general lower bound follows from s(6n + j, K12) > s(6(n — 1), Ki2) + s(6, K12) =
s(6(n — 1), K1 2) + 15. As Corollary 20 implies s(6n + j, K12) < 15n + 15 there exist only a
finite number of values of n for which s(6n+j, K1 2)—15n > s(6(n—1)+j, K1) —15(n—1). O

Proposition 22. For r,t > 1 we have s(n,tK;,) < ex(n, ((4r +1)(t — 1) + 1)Ky 5.-4). In
particular, s(n,tKs) < ex(n, (5t —4)K>).

Proof. Suppose G is a graph on n vertices with at least ex(n, ((4r +1)(t —1) + 1)Ky 5-4) + 1
edges, and let f € Fgo. Then G contains (4r + 1)(t — 1) + 1 vertex-disjoint copies of K7 5,_4.
The proof of Proposition [[9 shows that each copy of Kj 5,4 contains an f-exclusive copy of
Ky ,.

Define a directed graph ? where a vertex corresponds to a copy of K, and there is an ij
arc if there is an edge e in the i-th copy of K, such that f(e) contains at least one vertex

from the jth copy of K;,. The outdegree of every vertex in is at most 2r. Hence, by
Lemma [§] we obtain a set of at least ¢ independent vertices corresponding to an f-exclusive
copy of tK; . O

Before our last result concerning the parameter s, let us recall that we use the notation

A(T‘, t) = {Kl,r7 tKQ}
Proposition 23. s(n, A(r,7)) = O(r?).

Proof. Abbott, Hanson, and Sauer [I] proved that ex(n, A(r,r)) = ©(r?) (they determined
the exact value of the extremal function). So if G' has more edges than ex(n, A(5r—4, 5r —4)),
then G contains either a K 5.4 or a (57 —4)K5. In the former case Proposition [I9] in the
latter case the proof of Proposition 22] yields an f-exclusive K, or rK, for any f € Fg .
Clearly, ex(n, A(r,r)) is a lower bound on s(n, A(r,r)). O

5. RESULTS ABOUT M (G)

The notion of M(G) is introduced and discussed in this research for the first time. Our
main motivation in this section is to prove Theorem [Bl However, we start with two results
that completely determine M (G) for the two simplest graphs P; and 2K5.

Proposition 24. M(P;) = {K14} U{C} : k > 3} U{By : k > 1}, where C;" is the cycle of
length k with a pendant edge and By, is the subdivision of the double-star Ds o with the degree-3
vertices being distance k apart.

Proof. Clearly, any G € M(P;) is connected. Also, if a graph G contains a vertex v with
degree of at least 4, then v will be the middle vertex of an f-free copy of Ps for any f € Fi ;.
As one can define an edge mapping of K3 without f-free copies of P3 by e; — €5 — e3 — ey,
we have that K 4 is the only member of M(P;) containing a vertex of degree 4.
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Next, we show that subgraphs of C;f and By, are avoidable for Ps. Indeed, a cycle Cj, or
a path Py is avoidable as one takes a Hamiltonian orientation of Cy/P; and let f(e) be the
next edge of that orientation. For a tree T with A(T") = 3 and exactly one vertex u of degree
3, if the neighbors of u are vy, v9, v3, then we can let f be defined as uv; — uvy — uvs — uvy
and the edges of the “hanging paths” are sent to the edge ”"one closer” to u. So all we are
left to show is that all graphs G € M(P;) with A(G) = 3 are C; and By. As some C}f is a
subgraph of any connected cyclic graph with maximum degree 3, and some Bj is a subgraph
of any tree containing at least two vertices of degree 3, it is enough to show that By and C;"
are unavoidable for Ps.

To avoid an f-free P3 in C;, the edges of the cycle must be mapped cyclically by f. So we
may assume that vy is the vertex of degree 3, f(vivg) = vous, f(v9v3) = v3vy and u is the leaf
of C;f. But then if f(uvs) = vacs, then vyvgu is f-free, while if f(uvs) = viv9, then uvqvs is
f-free. (If f(uwy) is any other edge, then both of these Pss are f-free.)

Let u, v be the degree-3 vertices of By and let ©u = wg, wy, ws, ..., w,_1,v = wy be the
vertices of the path from u to v. To avoid an f-free Ps, for every ¢ = 1,2,...,/ at least one
of the two edges incident to w; must be sent by f to the other such edge. Also, to avoid an
f-free P3, the edges incident to u must be mapped by f cyclically, and the same is true for
v. This shows that G is unavoidable for P if £ = 0, i.e. u and v are adjacent. Note that if u
and v are adjacent and have common neighbors, then G' contains Cy as a proper subgraph,
so G ¢ M(P3). If u and v are not adjacent, then because of the cyclical mapping of the
edges adjacent to u and to v, to avoid f-free P3, we must have f(wq,wy) = vw; = wow;.
And this implies f(wsws) = wew; and so on. But the same reasoning at the other end of
the path shows f(w;w;11) = w;r1w;iy0, so for some i we must have f(w;_jw;) = w;_sw;_1,
f(wwii1) = wipqwiyo and so w;_1, w;, w1 form an f-free copy of Ps. O

For the characterization of M(2K3) the following observation will be useful.

Lemma 25. A graph G admits a 2Ks-free edge mapping f € Fe 1 if and only if each component
in the complement L(G) of its line graph is either a tree or a unicyclic graph.

Proof. As noted after Lemma[§] every mapping f : E(G) — F(G) with the property f(e) # e
for all e € E(G) can be represented with a digraph ? 7 of constant out-degree 1 on the vertex
set V(?f) = E(G), by drawing an arc from e to €’ if f(e) =¢'. A pair e,¢’ € E(G) of disjoint
edges is an f-free copy of 2K if and only if neither f(e) = ¢’ nor f(e’) = e holds. Hence if no

f-free 2K, occurs, then all edges of L(G) correspond to an arc in I' ; (where cycles of length
2 are allowed). Here out-degree 1 implies that every component is a tree or a unicyclic graph.

Conversely, if each component of H = L(G) is a tree or a unicyclic graph, then H admits

an orientation, say ? (with exactly one 2-cycle in each tree component by doubling an edge
of the component in question) to which an edge mapping f is naturally associated. Then G
contains no f-free copy of 2K, under this f, because the copies of 2K, in GG are in one-to-one
correspondence with the non-edges of the line graph L(G). U
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Proposition 26.

M(2K5) = {4K>5, Py + 2K5, Py + K3, Py + K1 3,Cy + Ko, Ps, W, ,C{ T}
where W, is the graph on wvertices a,b,c,d,e with W, [a,b,c,d] = Cy and d(e) = 3, while
C/ " has vertex set a,d’,b,c,c,d with C{[a,b,c,d] = Cy, d(d’) = d(¢') =1 and (ad’), (cc') €
E(C{), (ac) ¢ Cf .

Proof. We first show that the eight listed graphs are members of M(2K,). We apply Lemma
to each graph.

e [(4K,) = K, has more than one cycle, and L(4K, — e) = K3 is unicyclic.

o L(P3+2K5)) = K4 — e has more than one cycle, and L(P; + 2K, — €) is either K3 or
Ps.

e [(P;+ K3) = K3 has more than one cycle, and L(P; + K3 — e) is either Cy or K 3.

o L(P;+ K, 3) is the same as the preceding case L(P5; 4+ K3), and also we have the same
options when an edge is removed.

o L(Cy+ Ky) = K; V2K, has more than one cycle, and L(Cy 4+ Ky — e) is either 2K,
or the paw graph (a triangle with a pendant edge).

e L(Ps;) = P5 has more than one cycle, and L(P; — e) is either Py or Cy or the paw.

o L(W, ) is the 6-cycle plus one vertex adjacent to two antipodal vertices of Cg, also

called the theta-graph 63 3,. It has more than one cycle, and L(W, — e) is either C
or Cs with a pendant edge or P5; with a pendant vertex adjacent to the middle vertex.

o L(C/") is C with a long diagonal. It has more than one cycle, and L(C;/ " —e) is
either P; or Cy with a pendant edge.

In proving that M(2K,) contains no other graphs, we shall use the fact that all those

eight graphs above do belong to M(2K35). Several case distinctions will be needed. In the

sequel G denotes any supposed member of M(2K5), and the cases will end up either with

the contradiction G ¢ M(2K>) or with the conclusion that G is an already known member of
M(2K5).

First, assume that G is disconnected.

Case 1.1: G has at least three components.

In case of four components or more, we can take one edge from each and obtain 4K, €
M(2K3), hence G = 4K,. If G has three components, then at least one of them contains Ps
because G # 3K,. Taking a P3 from the largest component and one edge from each of the
other two components we obtain P; 4+ 2K, € M(2K5), hence G cannot have further edges.

Case 1.2: G has two components.

Assume that G = G + Gy, where |E(Gy)| < |E(G2)|. If G; has m; edges for i = 1,2 then
G contains at least mymsy copies of 2K5, while the number of edges is m; + mo. We cannot
have m; > 2 (what would imply my > 3) for otherwise keeping only two edges of G; the
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remaining graph would still contain at least 2msy copies of 2Ky while there would be only
mo + 2 edges, i.e. fewer edges than 2K, subgraphs, contradicting the assumption that G is a
(minimal) member of M(2K3). Consequently Gy = Py or G = K3 holds.

In the same way, we see that if G = P;, then my < 3, because for a larger msy, we may
omit an edge from G5. Note that 2P; ¢ M(2K3), we have already seen this fact during the
verification of Py + K3 € M(2K3). Hence if G; = Ps, then ms = 3 and Gj is either K3 or
K3 or Py. The last one is excluded, however, since P;+ 2K is a proper subgraph of Ps + Py.

It remains to consider G; = K,. In this case we have L(G) = KV L(G;), always connected.
This L(G) is a star if Gy contains no 2K, unicyclic if Gy has precisely one 2K5 subgraph, and
has more than one cycle if G5 contains more than one copy of 2K,. Hence the latter should
hold for G5. Also, P; + Ky ¢ (G, for otherwise we would have P; + 2Ky C G. Moreover, G,
contains a non-star spanning tree. It follows that |V (G3)| = 4, and two copies of 2K, yield

Cy C Gy; in fact Gy = Cy, due to the minimality condition on the members of M(2K5).

Second, assume that G is a tree.

Case 2.1: diam(G) < 3.

In the case of diam(G) < 2, G would be a star, not containing any 2K, subgraph. On the
other hand diam(G) = 3 would mean that G is a double star and its middle edge would not
be contained in any 2K5, contradicting the minimality condition concerning the members of

M(2K>).

Case 2.2: diam(G) > 4.

We can immediately settle the case diam(G) > 5, because then G contains Py, hence it
must be P if G € M(2K,).

Assume diam(G) = 4 and let P = v1v9v3v4v5 be a longest path in G. Any further vertices
must be leaves adjacent to P, otherwise a path of length 2 attached to P would yield P34 2K,
as a proper subgraph (and also a path longer than P, if attached to vy or vy). The same
would occur if v3 had two further neighbors, or if both vy and v3 (or both vz and v,) had a

further neighbor. But if just one new leaf is attached to vs, then L(G) is the unicyclic “bull”
graph, and if it is attached to vy or vy then L(G) is the 4-cycle with a pendant edge. On
the other hand, if more than one new leaf is attached to vy or vy, then a proper subgraph

P34+ K 3 € M(2K5) occurs. The same happens if both v, and vy get a new leaf neighbor.

Third, assume that G is connected and contains a cycle.

Case 3.1: 'The longest cycle has a length of at least 5.

Cycle lengths of at least 6 are excluded by the fact Py € M(2K,). Hence assume that C'
is a 5-cycle in GG. Any neighbor of C' would yield a Py subgraph, consequently |V (G)| = 5.
If there are two disjoint chords in C, then we obtain W, C G, and hence G = W, follows.
On the other hand, if C' does not have disjoint chords, then L(G) is a 5-cycle supplemented
with at most two pendant edges, hence unicyclic and therefore, by Lemma 25 G cannot be a
member of M(2K5).
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Case 3.2: The longest cycle has length 4.

Let C' = vjvouzvy C G. Then the set Z := V(G) \ V(C) is independent, otherwise G =
Cy+ K5 would follow. Suppose first that there are two disjoint edges from C to Z. Their ends
cannot be consecutive along C, because then Ps; would be a proper subgraph of G. Hence
their ends in C' are antipodal, thus C;* C G holds and G = C* follows.

The other possibility is that all edges between C' and Z share a vertex, which can be in C'
or in Z.

If it is v; € V(C), say vy, then it has |Z| pendant neighbors. For |Z| > 3 a subgraph
P; + K, 3 C G would occur, that cannot be the case. For |Z] = 2 the presence of the edge
vovs4 would also lead to the contradiction P3 + K3 C G, moreover the edge vyv3 would not be
included in any copy of 2K5, hence it cannot be present. So in that case the only possibility
for G remains to be the 4-cycle with two pendant edges at v;. But then L(G) is the unicyclic
graph formed by a C) with two pendant edges at antipodal vertices, hence, by Lemma 23]
such a G cannot belong to M(2K3).

Finally if |Z| = 1, then either there is just one connecting edge say vz, or two edges v12
and vsz, because G does not contain a 5-cycle. In the first case V(C') may induce Ky, but

even in that densest situation L(G) is a tree (three paths of length 2 at a vertex of degree 3

as their common end). In the second case G would be K33 and hence L(G) = Cs would hold,
consequently G' ¢ M(2K5).

Case 3.3: Every cycle in G is a triangle.

Let T' = vivouz C G be a triangle. Since P; + K3 and P3 + 2K, are in M(2K,), the set
V(G) \ V(T) either is independent or induces just one edge.

In the first case, every vertex outside T is a pendant vertex with exactly one neighbor in
T, because G is connected and does not contain a 4-cycle. Let X; denote the set of neighbors
of v; outside T', for ¢ = 1,2, 3. None of the X; is empty, because e.g. if X3 = &, then the edge
v1vy does not occur in any 2K5. On the other hand, if some X; has more than one vertex,
then we get the contradiction P3 + 2K, C G. Hence |X;| = | X3| = | X3| = 1 should hold. But
then L(G) = G would be a unicyclic graph.

In the other case, let e = wvyv5 be the unique edge outside 7', and let v3vy be an edge
connecting e with 7. Then vsvs may be an edge or a non-edge.

If v3v5 is an edge, then a pendant edge at a v; # v3 would yield P; + K3 C G; and in case
of more than one pendant edge at v3 we would have P; + 2K5 C G. On the other hand, if
there is only one pendant edge at vz, then L(G) is a unicyclic graph, namely a triangle with
two vertices having two pendant neighbors each, hence G ¢ M(2K5).

In the last case, if vzvs is not an edge, there can be a pendant edge at vs or at vy (or vy)
but not both, otherwise, we would have P;+ 2K, C GG. For the same reason a second pendant
neighbor at the same vertex is not possible. It follows that L(G) is the unicyclic graph formed
by a triangle with two pendant neighbors at one vertex and two pendant neighbors at another
vertex.

The above analysis shows that M(2K5) contains no graphs beyond the eight listed ones. [
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Now we start working toward Theorem [3l
Lemma 27. For any t > 2, we have (3t — 2) Ky € M(tK,).

Proof. First we show that every f € Figi—2)k,,1 admits an f-free tK,. Let ey, ..., e, be the
edges of (3t — 2)K,. For any given f, construct the auxiliary digraph F with vertex set
Uy, ..., Uy, where there is an arc from w; to u; if and only if f(e;) = e;. Every vertex has
out-degree 1, therefore each component in the undirected underlying graph F’ of F'is a tree
or a unicyclic graph. Hence F” is 3-colorable and therefore it contains an independent set of
size t. This set corresponds to an f-free tK5 in (3t — 2) K.

To show that G = mK, with m = 3t — 3 admits an f without f-free tKy subgraphs, take
the mapping ez;_o — €31 — €3; —> €3;_o for e =1,2,...;t — 1. O

Proposition 28. The family M(tK5) is finite for every t > 2.

Proof. Let G = (V, E) be any graph from M(tK3), and let M = {ey,...,e,,} be the edge set
of a largest matching in G. We certainly have m > t, otherwise G would not be unavoidable;
and by the minimality of graphs in M(tK5), we also know from Lemma 27] that m < 3t — 2.
(In fact if m = 3t — 2, then G = mKj, but this is unimportant.) We need to prove that
|V| is bounded above by a function of t. We have seen that V' := V(M) is bounded by
|[V'| = 2m < 6t.

Since the matching M is non-extendable, V" := V \ V' is an independent set. We label
each x € V" with its neighborhood N(x), which is a subset of V'. This classifies the vertices
of V" into 22™ — 1 types T, T5, ..., T}. The distribution of types is represented by the k-tuple
(nq,...,ny), whose meaning is that exactly n; vertices of V" have type T;. In this way each
G € M(tK>) is represented by

(1) the subgraph induced by V",

(2) the associated k-tuple (ny, ..., ng).
Since all graphs in M(tK3) are minimal under inclusion, it follows that if two graphs have the
same subgraph under (1), then their associated k-tuples are incomparable, i.e., each of them
has a component n; larger than the same component in the representation of the other graph.

Assume now for a contradiction that M(¢K>) is infinite. We are going to select a sequence
from its members as follows. Since m < 6t, an infinite subfamily M;(tK5) has the same
subgraph under (1). Restricting attention to M (tK3), select an arbitrary member G €
M (tK3). Let iy be its component where n;, exceeds the corresponding component of infinitely
many members of M (tK5). All those members have this component smaller than n;,, hence
infinitely many of them have the same value in the i;-component. Let My (tK3) C M (tK>)
be the family of the latter graphs. Analogously, we select an arbitrary Gy from My (tKy). It
has a component indexed with i, where n;, exceeds the corresponding component of infinitely
many members of My(tK3), among which infinitely many have the same value in the iy-
component. Note that i; = iy is impossible, by the definition of My (tK5). After k steps of
this kind we obtain an infinite subfamily My (tK5) of M(tK5) in which all graphs have the
same associated k-tuple (nq, ..., ng). However, with a fixed k-tuple and with a fixed subgraph
induced by V' we specify just one graph. This contradiction proves the proposition. O
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The other direction of the proof of Theorem [B] will be shown in two cases. The next
proposition considers star-forests.

Proposition 29. M(G) is infinite for all star-forests that are not matchings, i.e. whenever
G = ngl a; Ky, for somery > 1y > - >1; > 1 withry > 2 and the a; are positive integers.

Proof. We define the graph class Dy o as follows: we start with the double-star D,, with
center {u,v}. Then we subdivide the edge uv with k—1 intermediate vertices wy, ws, ..., wk_1
and add ¢ pendant edges to all w;. First, we claim that D = D3, _43,—¢ € M(K,) holds
forall 7 > 2, k > 1. Let us fix f € Fp;. We need to show that there exists an f-free copy
of K;,. Observe that v and v have degree 3r — 3 in D. Applying Lemma [ (2), we obtain
that the only way there is no f-free copy of K, with center u or v is that edges incident to u
are partitioned into triples (e, ¢’ e”) such that f(e) = ¢, f(e') = €”, f(e") = e. In particular,
the edge ww; is mapped to an edge not incident to w;. Therefore if f(wjiws) is not incident
to wy, then applying Lemma [§ (2) with m = 2 and n — m = 3r — 6 to the edges incident to
wy, we would have an f-free copy of KLQHsT_S_s] = Ki,. So f(wyws) must be incident to w,
and thus non-incident to wy. Repeating this argument shows that every f(w;w;;1) should be
incident to w; and not to w;4; or there is an f-free copy of K;,. But we could have started
this reasoning at v and obtain the same way that f(wy_1v) is incident to v and thus not to
wg—1 and then all f(w;w;;1) should be incident to w;y; and not to w;. This contradiction
shows that there must exist an f-free copy of Ki,, i.e. D is unavoidable for K ,.

We also need to show that D is minimal unavoidable for K ,; that is, D\ e is not unavoidable
for Ky, for any e € E(D). We distinguish three types of edges of D: e is a path-edge if e lies
on the path from u to v, e is an end-leaf edge if e is incident to u or v and not a path-edge,
and e is a path-leaf edge if e is incident to some w; and not a path-edge. In all three cases, we
need to define an f € Fp\.,; that admits no f-free copy of K.

e If e is an end-leaf edge, then by symmetry we may assume e is incident to u. There
are 3r — 5 other end-leaf edges incident to u which we partition into r — 2 triples
which f maps cyclically and the last end-leaf edge incident to u is mapped to uw;.
Therefore the largest f-free star centered at u is of size r — 1. The 3r — 6 path-leaf
edges incident to w; are partitioned in 3r — 2 triples that are mapped cyclically by
f and we let f(uwi) = wiws, f(wjwir1) = wipwis for all i = 1,2,...,7 — 1. This
ensures that the largest f-free star centered at any wj is of size r — 1. Finally, w;v and
the end-leaf edges incident to v are partitioned into triples that are mapped cyclically,
so the largest f-free star centered at v is also of size r — 1.

e If e is a path-leaf edge adjacent to w;, then let f(wpwpy1) = wp_qwy, if A+1 < 7, and let
fwpwp 1) = wpygwpyo if B > 4. The 3r — 3 edges incident to u are mapped cyclically
by f in r — 1 triples, similarly to those that incident to v, and those path-leaf edges
that are incident to wy, for some h # i. Finally, let 3r —9 out of the remaining path-leaf
edges adjacent to w; be partitioned into r — 3 triples and let f map them cyclically,
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and for the two remaining such edges ¢, e” let f(¢') = w;_jw; and f(e”) = wyw;4q. It
is easy to check that f does not admit any f-free copies of K ,.

e Finally, if e is a path-edge, then the removal of e yields two tree components, each
being a proper subgraph of some graph already discussed under end-leaf deletion.

Now we consider the general case G = Ule a; Ky, withry > 179 >--->r; > 1and r; > 2.
Let a =Y"7_, a; and let G, consist of (2r; + 1)a copies of D3y, 4 3 —6-

Claim 30. G, is unavoidable for G.

Proof of Claim. For f € Fgi and 1 < h < (2r; + 1)a, let f; defined on the hth copy of
D3y —ak.3m—6 by fr(e) = f(e), whenever f(e) is in the same copy of Ds,, 4k 3r,—6, and other-
wise fj(e) is picked arbitrarily with fi,(e) # e. By the first part of the proof, D,, 4, ¢ is
unavoidable for K7 ,,, and so for all h there exists an fj,-free copy K" of Ki,, in the hth copy
of Dy, —4kr—6. These are clearly, f-free as well, but it is not guaranteed that their union (or
the union of some of them) is still f-free as for some e € K" ¢/ € K" we might have f(e) = ¢’

With the notation after Lemma [§ us, let introduce the directed graph I ;¢ such that & is
the partition with parts being the edge sets of distinct K"s. As K" has r; edges, the maximum

out-degree of I ;¢ is at most ry, so by Lemmal§ (1), the underlying undirected graph contains
an independent set I of size (227;117111)“ = a. Clearly, |, K" is an f-free copy of aKi, that

contains G. ]

G 1s unlikely to be minimal unavoidable for G, but if we remove edges of G, greedily
according to whether the remaining graph is unavoidable or not, then we obtain G7, , € M(G).
Observe that independently of the greedy order of the edges, G, must contain at least
one (actually many more) complete copy of Ds,, _4k3—6. If not, then by the fact that
D3y —ak3m—6 € M(K,), there would exist a mapping fj, for the remaining part of the hth
copy of Ds,, 4 13r—6 that does not admit a free K ,,. Considering the union f of these fjs,
f would not admit a free copy of K;,, let alone that of G.

Finally, observe that for k # k' none of the graphs Ds,, _4 .3/, —6 and Ds,, _4 k. 3,, —¢ contains
the other, so neither does G, , and G}, ;,. So {G,;, : k € N} is an infinite subset of M(G). [

The next proposition is a general statement that resolves the case of all non-star forests in
Theorem [3

Proposition 31. Let H be a family of graphs with ex(n,H) < cyn for some constant cy; such
that every H € H contains a Py. Then M(H) is infinite.

Proof. We need several auxiliary results.
Claim 32. FEwvery tree is avoidable for Py and thus for any graph that contains a Pj.

Proof. Let T be an arbitrary tree and r an arbitrarily chosen root in 7. Let us define f € Fi
by letting f(e) = €’ for any e not incident with r with €’ being the edge one closer to r and
adjacent to e. We define f on edges e incident with r arbitrarily but with f(e) # e. Observe
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that for any Py in T if v is the vertex closest to r, then an edge e of P, that is not incident to
v is f-mapped to another edge of this Py. Therefore there is no f-free copy of P, in T O

Theorem B (Erdés, Sachs [13]). For any d and k, there exists a d-reqular graph with girth
k.

Claim 33. Any d-regular graph G with d > 6¢y is unavoidable for H.

Proof. Consider any f € Fg ;. Applying Lemmal8 (1), we obtain a subgraph G’ of G such that
the average degree of G’ is at least d/3 and for any e € E(G’) we have f(e) € E(G) \ E(G").
Clearly, any subgraph of G’ is f-free, and since the average degree of G’ is at least 2¢y, G’
contains some H € H. O

With all the above statements in hand, we are ready to prove the theorem. Applying
Theorem [Bl, we take an infinite sequence of 6¢y-regular graphs, one graph Gy, for each possible
girth k. This Gy, is unavoidable for H, by Claim[B33] So there exists G}, C Gy, with G}, € M(H).
This G}, is not a tree, by Claim B2 i.e. G), contains a cycle Cj. We can begin with k; = 5.
Then choose ky > |V(G},)|. Clearly, G}, is not a subgraph of Gj, because the latter has
higher girth, and G}, does not contain G}, as a subgraph because the latter has more vertices.
So an infinite sequence of mutually incomparable members of M(#) can be selected. O

Choosing H to be {F'} for some non-star forest, Cy the cycles of length at least k, MK,
the family of K,-minor-free graphs, or SK, the family of topological K,-minor-free graphs,
one obtains that the corresponding set of minimal unavoidable graphs is infinite.

Now we have all the ingredients for the proof of Theorem [3l

Proof of Theorem [3. If F' is a matching, then M(F') is finite by Proposition 28 If F'is a
star-forest that is not a matching, then M(F’) is infinite by Proposition If F'is a non-star
forest, then F' contains a Py, and therefore M(F') is infinite by Proposition BIl applied with

H={F}. O
In the remainder of this section, we show that M(G) is infinite for some other graphs G.
Proposition 34. M(Kj3) is infinite.

Proof. Observe that for any graph G, edge e € E(G) and f € Fg, there is at most one
triangle 7" such that 7" is not f-free because T contains both e, f(e). Therefore, any graph
G is unavoidable that has more triangles than edges. In particular, Kg minus an edge is
unavoidable. Let us introduce two of its subgraphs: H; := K \ E(P;), with 13 edges and
13 triangles, and Hy := K4 \ F(2K,), with 13 edges and 12 triangles. We call the edges of
K\ H; the missing edges of H;. We construct Gy, as a “chain” of k — 2 copies of Hs, any two
consecutive copies sharing an edge, and a copy of H; is taken at each end of the chain again
sharing an edge with the first and last copy of Hs in the chain. So, G has 4k + 2 vertices
and 12k + 1 edges. The overall number of triangles is 12k 4 2, and thus G}, is unavoidable for
all k. Note that G} is not uniquely determined at this moment, since we have not specified
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which edges of neighboring parts are shared. To prove that with appropriately chosen shared
edges Gy belongs to M(K3), we will need the following claims.

Claim 35. Let e; be the edge of Hy that extends the missing edges of Hy to a perfect matching,
and let e5 be an edge of Hy that connects the two missing edges of Hy. Then for any e € E(Hs)
(including the possibility of e = e or e = ey), there exists an injection ¢ from the triangles of

Hy\ e to E(Hs) \ {e,eq,es} with o(T) CT.

Proof. First observe that for any e € E(H,), the number of triangles in H \ e is at most
10. We will use the shadow function K K (m) that tells us the minimum number of pairs that
are contained in any set of m triples. By the famous Kruskal-Katona theorem, its value is
attained at the initial segment of the colex order of triples. So form =1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10,
the value of KK (m) is 3,5,6,6,8,9,9,10, 10, 10, respectively.

We need to verify that Hall’s condition holds in the auxiliary bipartite graph with one part
E(H,) \ {e,e1,e2} and other parts of the triangles of E(Hs) \ e, and e* joined to T' if and
only if e C T. As only ey,e5 can make a problem, a set of vertices corresponding to m
triangles are joined to at least K K(m) — 2 vertices corresponding to edges. So if m < 8,
then KK (m) — 2 > m ensures Hall’s condition. The case m = 10 is trivial as all edges are
contained in at least one triangle. Finally, the case m = 9 follows from the fact that every
edge is contained in at least 2 triangles, so the neighborhood of vertices corresponding to 9
triangles is already the whole “edge part” of the auxiliary graph. U

Claim 36. Let €] be an edge of Hy that is not adjacent to any of the missing edges of H.
Then for any e € E(H;) (including the possibility of e = €' ), there exists an injection v from
the triangles of Hy \ e to E(Hy) \ {e,e}} with «(T) CT.

Proof. The proof is analogous to that of Claim Here H; \ e has at most 11 triangles. But
since this time only €} can cause problems, m triangles have a neighborhood of size at least
KK(m) — 1, so this covers the case m < 9. The case m = 11 is trivial, and case m = 10 is
analogous to the case m = 9 of Claim O

Observe that the claims above show the existence of mappings f with no f-free K5 in H;\e:
if ¢/ = (T') for some triangle T', then define f(e’) to be one of the other edges of T'. Because
of this, we define GG} in such a way that a copy of Hs shares ey with its right neighbor piece
in the chain, and e; with its left neighbor piece in the chain. The copies of H; share €| with
their neighbor piece in the chain.

Let e* be an arbitrary edge of Gy and consider Gy \ e*. If e* belongs to the hth (and
(h + 1)st) piece(s) of the chain, then we use Claims B8 and B6] to define f on this (these)
piece(s). After that, an edge shared by two neighbor pieces is used in the piece that is farther
from the piece from which e* has been removed. In this way, an f-free mapping is obtained
for every proper subgraph of Gy. O

Proposition 37. Let Gy be a graph with an infinite M(Gy) and let Gy, ..., Gy be distinct
subgraphs of Go. Then for G = U?ZOajGj, j = 0,....k with ag > 1 the family M(F) is
infinite.
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Proof. Set z := Z?:o a;. Similarly to the case of star-forests, we claim that for any member
H of M(G)) the graph z(2e(Gy)+1)H is unavoidable for F'. To see this consider an f € Fg ;.
Each copy of H must contain an f-free copy of Gy. Then we apply Lemma [§ to the graph

7., where &€ = Ey, Ey, ..., E,y with 2’ := 2(2e(Gy) 4+ 1) and E; is the edge set of the f-free
copy of Gg in the ith copy of H. We obtain that the chromatic number is at most 2e(Gy) + 1,
hence there exists an independent set of size at least z in I'f¢. The corresponding copy of
2Gyq is f-free, hence it contains a G that is f-free.

Now z(2e(Gy) + 1)H contains a member H' of M(G) for every H € M(Gy). This H' must
contain at least one copy of H as otherwise, by the minimality of H for GGy, we could obtain
an f without a free copy of Gy and thus without a free copy of Gy. As any Hy, Hy € M(G)
are incomparable, so are Hy, H). O

By Proposition 34, M(K3) is infinite, and so we immediately obtain the following corollary.
Corollary 38. M(aK3UbP; U cKy) is infinite for a > 0.

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS AND OPEN PROBLEMS

Here we list those open problems, apart from Conjecture [}, that we find the most natural
to consider, and we add some comments regarding the parameters that we addressed in the
paper.

First, let us mention that a relatively standard argument using greedy deletion of f-free or
f-exclusive copies of G and then applying Lemma [§ yields the following statement of which
the Turan number analog is well-known. We leave the details to the Reader.

Proposition 39. For any graph G and integert > 2 there exist constants c¢1(t, G) and c5(t, G)
such that

(‘Z) h(’I’L, tG) < h(na G) +a (tv G)”}

(2) s(n,tG) < s(n,G) + co(t, G)n.

Unavoidability for s(n,G). The observation that made possible the introduction of M(G)
was that if H is unavoidable for GG, then so is any supergraph of H. Then Proposition 2 proved
that h(n,G) = ex(n, M(G)) holds. We would like to obtain a similar equality for s(n,G) via
minimal f-exclusive unavoidable graphs G, but the situation is not that simple.

Consider 'y with vertices a, b, ¢, d and to each vertex attach leaf 1 to a, 2 to b, 3 to ¢, and 4
to d, to obtain graph H. The edge mapping f that maps (1,a) to (b,c), (2,b) to (¢, d), (3,¢)
to (d,a), and (4,d) to (a,b) and vice versa belongs to Fpo with no exclusive copy of 2K,
However if we consider H' = 4K, C H alone, it is unavoidable for exclusive copies of 2K5.

Problem 40. Determine h(n,T) at least for small trees. In particular, is 3n — 9 the true
value of h(n, Py)?

Problem 41. Determine or get good bounds for s(n,G) in case G is Ki,, tKy, a tree in
general, or a bipartite graph.
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Problem 42. We introduced q(n,G) as an analog of h(n,G), and Proposition [7 states that
these quantities coincide. Similarly, one can define

p(n,G) == max{m : 3f € F, 0, with no f-exclusive copy of G in K,}.

Prove or disprove p(n,G) = s(n,G).

1]

[5]

(6]
[7]

8]

[13]

[14]
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