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Abstract

The clique chromatic number of a graph is the smallest number of colors in a vertex coloring so that no
maximal clique is monochromatic. In this paper, we determine the order of magnitude of the clique chromatic
number of the random graph G, , for most edge-probabilities p in the range n < p < 1. This resolves
open problems and questions of Lichev, Mitsche and Warnke as well as Alon and Krievelevich.

One major proof difficulty stems from high-degree vertices, which prevent maximal cliques in their neigh-
borhoods: we deal with these vertices by an intricate union bound argument, that combines the probabilistic
method with new degree counting arguments in order to enable Janson’s inequality. This way we deter-
mine the asymptotics of the clique chromatic number of G, in some ranges, and discover a surprising new
phenomenon that contradicts earlier predictions for edge-probabilities p close to n=2/5.

1 Introduction

What can we say about the typical behavior of the chromatic number x(G,, ;) of a random graph? This question
has tremendously impacted the development of probabilistic combinatorics [26, 7, 2, 1, 13]. We revisit this fun-
damental question for a widely-studied variant of the chromatic number that is more difficult to analyze, due to
non-standard properties such as lack of monotonicity. In particular, despite considerable attention [23, 3, 9, 20],
even the typical order of magnitude of the clique chromatic number x.(Gy, ) of the binomial random graph G, ,
remained an open problem for edge-probabilities p in the range n=2/> < p < 1. In this paper we essentially
close this knowledge gap regarding x.(Gn ), and discover a surprising new phenomenon that contradicts earlier
predictions for p = n=2/5+e(1),

The cliqgue chromatic number x.(G) of a graph G is the smallest number of colors required to color the vertices
of G so that no inclusion-maximal clique is monochromatic (ignoring isolated vertices). There is no simple
connection between x.(G) and the normal chromatic number x(G), which by definition satisfies x.(G) < x(G).
For example, we have equality x.(G) = x(G) for triangle-free graphs G, and the large gap 2 = x.(K,) <
X(K,) = n for complete graphs. Two further differences are that x.(G) is not monotone with respect to taking
subgraphs, and that the algorithmic problem of deciding whether x.(G) < 2 is already NP-complete [19, 4, 21];
for more structural results on x.(G) see [10, 24, 27, 8, 22, 11, 17]. Overall, these non-standard properties suggest
that the clique chromatic number x.(G) is harder to determine than the usual chromatic number x(G).

MecDiarmid, Mitsche and Pralat [23] initiated the study of the clique chromatic number x.(G, ) of the
binomial random graph G,, , with edge-probability p = p(n) and vertex-set V =V (G, ) := {1,...,n}. Perhaps
surprisingly, they discovered three different behaviors of x.(Gy, p): for any fixed € > 0, they showed that typically

O(rgty) ifnt <p<nti
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XC(Gn’p) =<0 5%) if n—1/2+5 <p< n—2/5—£7 (1)
o5 if n=2/5% < p<nTY3F or pT/B34E < p <nE

where the ©-notation suppresses extra logarithmic factors, as usual. In concrete words, (1) determines the typical
value of x.(Gp,) up to constants factors for most p in the range n™! < p < n~2/5=¢ and up to logarithmic
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factors for most p in the range n=2/5t¢ < p < n~¢. The fact that the form of Xc(Ghn,p) changes in different edge-
probability ranges adds to the increased level of difficulty, which intuitively explains why in (1) we only know the
‘correct’ order of magnitude of x.(G, ) in two out of three cases. The behavior of x.(Gy p) in the intermediate
range n~1/27¢ < p < n~1/2*¢ was clarified by Lichev, Mitsche and Warnke [20], but their approach did not fully
extend to p > n~2/°%¢_which they left as an open problem. The typical order of Xc(Gh p) for constant p € (0, 1)
was resolved by Alon and Krivelevich [3], who pointed out that their argument does not give the ‘correct’ order
for p < 1, i.e., they raised the question what happens in the sparse case; see also [9]. To sum up: the logarithmic
gaps in (1) for n=2/5%¢ < p < n=1/37¢ and n=1/3+¢ < p < n~° remained the main open problem for x.(G ).

1.1 Main results

The main result of this paper determines the typical order of magnitude of the clique chromatic number x.(Gy p)
for most edge-probabilities p in the range n?/°t¢ < p < 1, closing the logarithmic gaps that were present until
now. This resolves the aforementioned open problems and questions of Lichev, Mitsche and Warnke [20] and
Alon and Krivelevich [3], respectively.

Theorem 1.1 (Main result: order of magnitude). Fiz ¢ > 0. If the edge-probability p = p(n) satisfies
n=25te « pnTV3 or nT/3 <« p < 1, then with high probability (i.e., with probability tending to one
as n — 00) the clique chromatic number of the binomial random graph G, , satisfies

Xe(Gnp) = O(log(n)/p). (2)

The main contribution of Theorem 1.1 is the lower bound in (2). To go beyond the bound x.(Gr,p) = 2(1/p)
from previous work [23, 20], we needed to deal with one major difficulty: the impact of high-degree vertices,
which prevent inclusion-maximal cliques in their neighborhoods. Our proof strategy is to show that, in any
vertex coloring of G, , with ‘too few’ colors, there is a monochromatic inclusion-maximal clique. To prove the
existence of these cliques we shall use an intricate union bound argument, that relies on the probabilistic method
and new degree counting arguments, in order to work around the impact of high-degree vertices and eventually
apply Janson’s inequality (a large-deviation inequality for non-existence); see Section 1.2 for more details.

To improve our understanding of the clique chromatic number x.(Gy, ) of G, ,, in view of Theorem 1.1 it is
desirable to understand (i) if we can determine asymptotics of x.(G,, ) for some p in the range n?/5+¢ < p < 1,
and (ii) if the extra n® factors in the assumptions p > n=2/>*¢ and p > n~1/3+¢ of Theorem 1.1 are necessary.
Our proof techniques are powerful enough to provide some insights into these natural questions. In particular,
Theorem 1.2 determines the typical asymptotics of x.(G,, ) in the sparse range n—°M <p < 1.

Theorem 1.2 (Sparse asymptotics). If the edge-probability p = p(n) satisfies n=°) < p < 1, then with high prob-
ability the clique chromatic number of the binomial random graph G, , satisfies

Xe(Gnp) = (5 +o0(1)) log(n)/p. (3)

The typical asymptotics (3) of x.(Gn,p) are consistent with a result of Demidovich and Zhukovskii [9] for
constant p € [0.5,1), and thus it is natural to wonder whether Theorem 1.2 can be extended to smaller edge-
probabilities p = p(n). It turns out that this is not the case: the leading constant in (3) must be smaller than 1/2
for n=2/5 < p < n=D) due to the upper bound of Lemma 5.1 in Section 5. This difference is further highlighted
by Theorem 1.3, which determines the typical asymptotics of x.(Gp,p) for very small edge-probabilities p = p(n).

Theorem 1.3 (Very sparse asymptotics). Suppose that w = w(n) > 1. If the edge-probability p = p(n) satis-
fies (logn)“n=2/5 < p < n=/3, then with high probability the clique chromatic number of the binomial random
graph G, satisfies

Xe(Gnp) = (3 +0(1)) log(n*?p) /p. (4)

Writing p = n=2/97¢_ note that Theorem 1.3 implies that whp x.(Gy.p) = (1 +0(1))5¢/2 - log(n)/p, which in
concrete word says that the leading constant in front of log(n)/p changes ‘adaptively’ with p. This is a new and
surprising phenomenon, which in particular (using Lemma 5.3 in Section 5) implies that whp

Xe(Gny) = ollog(n)/p) i 02/ < p < n=2/5rh), (5)



This ‘smallness’ conclusion is interesting for several reasons. Namely, (5) shows that in Theorem 1.1 the as-
sumption p > n~2/5%¢ with fixed & > 0 is necessary to conclude (2). Furthermore, (5) contradicts the earlier
prediction of Lichev, Mitsche and Warnke [20] that whp x.(G,) = ©(log(n)/p) for n=2/5(logn)3/®> < p < 1.
It may be possible that the typical behavior of x.(G ) undergoes additional surprises when p is around n=1/3,
which is one of several interesting open problems that we discuss in the concluding Section 6 of this paper.

1.2 Proof difficulties and strategy

In the following we informally discuss some difficulties that our proof of Theorem 1.1 needs to overcome, in order
to establish the lower bound x.(Gp,p) = Q(log(n)/p) on the clique chromatic number of the random graph G, .

The natural proof approach would be a union bound argument over all color classes, which unfortunately
does not give the desired lower bound. Indeed, if we try to prove x.(Gnp) > n/r by showing that every set of r
vertices contains a clique that is inclusion-maximal in G,, ,, then we get the wrong logarithmic factor. To see this,
consider a set U in the neighborhood of a vertex: by construction U contains no inclusion-maximal cliques, which
together with the typical neighborhood size implies that the aforementioned argument requires r = Q(np). It
follows that this kind of union bound argument can at best give x.(Gp,p) = ©(1/p), which in fact was established
for many edge-probabilities p = p(n) by McDiarmid, Mitsche and Pralat [23]; see also [20].

The basic idea for bypassing the discussed union bound bottleneck is to look at all color classes simultaneously.
More concretely, for suitable s = ©(log(n)/p) the plan is to argue that for any vertex partition into s color classes,
there is at least one color class which contains a clique that is inclusion-maximal in G, ,, which in turn implies
that x.(Gn,p) > s = O(log(n)/p). To implement this plan, we would like to use the following three-step approach:

(i) first we show that any such s vertex coloring contains at least one ‘useful’ color class W, i.e., where every
vertex outside of W has a reasonable number of non-neighbors in W,
(ii) then we show that any such useful W contains many maximal clique candidates, i.e., subsets K C W which
have no common neighbor outside of W, and
(iii) finally we show that at least one of these maximal clique candidates K is a clique in G,, 5, by combining
Janson’s inequality (a large-deviation inequality for non-existence) with a union bound argument over all W.

For constant edge-probabilities p € (0,1) this plan was implemented by Alon and Krivelevich [3], who pointed
out that their argument gives x (G, ) = Q(log(n)/log(1/p)) in the sparse case p — 0, which is weaker than our
desired lower bound. In the sparse case, akin to the analysis of large independent sets in random constructions
of clique-free graphs [18, 5, 6, 29, 12], the main bottleneck for the three-step proof approach are vertices outside
of W with many neighbors in W: these can severely limit the number of maximal clique candidates inside W in
step (ii), which in turn prevents Janson’s inequality from yielding good enough failure probabilities in step (iii).

The core idea for limiting the impact of the high-degree vertices outside of W is to use the probabilistic
method to randomly partition W into m + 1 parts A, By, ..., By, in a way that ensures that all vertices outside
of W with many neighbors in A (say at least 0.8|A| many) have zero neighbors in one of the parts B, ..., By;
see Lemma 2.3. For carefully chosen parameters m,k (see Lemma 2.1 and Section 2.3), we then focus on the
‘structured’ collection C of k-element subsets K C W whose vertices satisfy |K N A| =k —m and |[K N B;| =1,
the point being that these K € C are by construction not contained in the neighborhood of any vertex outside
of W with many neighbors in A. To implement step (ii), the plan is to then show that C contains a large
subcollection C" C C of maximal clique candidates, say at least |C'| > |C|/10 many. To show this we would
like to use degree-counting arguments to estimate the number of ‘bad’ K € C, i.e., where K is contained in the
neighborhood of some vertex outside of W. This works for reasonably sparse edge-probabilities p = p(n) by
adapting the (level-set based) degree counting arguments of Lichev, Mitsche and Warnke [20], but in order to
go down to very sparse edge-probabilities p > n~2/5%¢ we needed to develop a new degree counting argument
(whose proof exploits codegree information) to deal with vertices outside of W that have a reasonable number of
neighbors in A; see Lemma 2.4 and property (iii) in Lemma 2.2. After these preparations, we are then in position
to implement step (iii): we show that at least one of the |C’| > |C|/10 many maximal clique candidates K € C’
is a clique in G, p, by combining Janson’s inequality with a union bound argument; see Lemma 2.5.

Finally, in addition to the above-discussed difficulties, many of the technicalities in Section 2 stem from the
fact that there is very little elbow room in the arguments for very sparse p, including the ‘correct’ choice of k
and m (which are both fairly small constants in that range of p, see Section 2.3.1). Furthermore, in order to
obtain the correct asymptotics in Theorem 1.3, we needed to develop a new upper bound on the clique chromatic
number that bootstraps existing upper bounds (to color certain remaining ‘leftover’ vertices); see Lemma 5.3.



1.3 Organization of the paper

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In the next subsection we state our main technical result,
and show how it implies our main results Theorem 1.1-1.3. The proof of this technical result in Sections 2—3 uses
some additional auxiliary results, whose standard proofs are given in Section 4. New upper bounds on x.(Gn,p)
are given in Section 5. The final Section 6 contains some concluding remarks and open problems.

1.4 Main technical result: proofs of Theorem 1.1-1.3

The main technical result of this paper is Theorem 1.5 below. As we shall demonstrate in this subsection, it is key
for establishing the lower bounds on the clique chromatic number x.(Gp p) in our main results Theorem 1.1-1.3
(the corresponding upper bounds are conceptually much simpler). More concretely, our goal is to show that we
typically have x.(Gp,p) > s, where we defer our choice of the real-valued parameter § = é(n,p) € (0,1) in

s=s(n,p,0) := Lélogﬁ(n)J . (6)

For this our starting point is the following auxiliary result, which formalizes some pseudorandom properties
of Gy, p. The proof of Lemma 1.4 is based on standard Chernoff bounds, and thus deferred to Section 4.1. For
brevity, we henceforth use whp as an abbreviation for with high probability, as usual (see Theorem 1.1).

Lemma 1.4. If§ = 6(n,p) € (0,1) satisfies n*~°p > log®(n), then there is T = 7(n,p,d) = o(1) such that whyp
the following holds in G, ,. Every set S C V of size |S| < s has at least (1 — 7)n'~% mutual non-neighbors,
where s = s(n,p,d) is defined as in (6). Furthermore, every vertex v € V. has at most 2np neighbors.

With foresight, we then say that a set W C V' is useful if every vertex v € V' \ W has at least
(W) =Ly(n,p, 0, W) := max{(l —7)nt=%/s, |W| - 2np} (7)

many non-neighbors in W, where s = s(n,p,d) is defined as in (6) and 7= 7(n,p,d) = o(1) is defined as
in Lemma 1.4. After these preparations we are now ready to state our main technical result Theorem 1.5
below, whose proof is spread across the core Sections 2 and 4 of this paper.

Theorem 1.5 (Main technical result). Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 1.1 hold. Then there is a
choice of the real-valued parameter § = 6(n,p,e) with min{e,1/200} < § < 1/2 such that (i) the assumptions of
Lemma 1.4 hold, and (ii) whp every useful set W CV in Gy, contains a cliqgue K so that every vertexv € V\W
has at least one non-neighbor in K. Furthermore, we have § = 1/2 4 o(1) when n=°M) < p < 1.

Remark 1.6. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 1.3 hold for p = n=2/5%¢ with ¢ = e(n) > 0. Then the
conclusion of Theorem 1.5 remains valid, with min{e, 1/200} < 6 < 1/2 replaced by § = (1 + o(1))5¢/2.

Ignoring a number of details, in the below proofs of our main results we shall use Theorem 1.5 and Lemma, 1.4
to essentially argue as follows. If we partition the vertex set of Gy, ;, into any s disjoint classes W1, ..., W, then
(i) at least one of the classes W is useful and (ii) this useful class W; must contain an inclusion-maximal clique.
This in turn establishes that x.(Gp,p) > s+1> 4§ logﬁ (n), which by the properties of § asserted by Theorem 1.5

then establishes the lower bounds in Theorem 1.1 and 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.1 and 1.2. The upper bounds in (2) and (3) follow from Lemma 3.3 and Theorem 3.4 in [23];
see also the proof of Remark 5.2 in Section 5 for a self-contained proof.

We now turn to the more interesting lower bounds in (2) and (3), for which we pick 6 = d(n,p,e) € (0,1)
as in Theorem 1.5. Since these hold whp, we henceforth assume that the random graph G, , satisfies all the
properties and assertions of both Lemma 1.4 and Theorem 1.5.

Aiming at a contradiction, suppose that x.(Gnp) < s, where s = s(n,p,d) is as defined in (6). Hence there
exists a valid clique coloring of the vertices of G, , with color classes Wi,...,W,. For each color class W;, we
denote by v; € V'\ W; some vertex with the fewest number of non-neighbors in W; among all vertices in V' \ W;.
Let N denote the set of mutual non-neighbors of S := {vy,...,vs}. By the first assertion of Lemma 1.4, we know
that |[N| > (1 — 7)n'~°. By averaging, there exists a color class W; with [W; N N| > |N|/s. By construction, all
vertices in W; NN are non-neighbors of v; € SN (V \ W;). By the extremal choice of v;, it thus follows that every



vertex v € V' \ W; has at least |[W; N N| > |N|/s > (1 — 7)n*~% /s non-neighbors in W;. By the degree assertion
of Lemma 1.4, it also follows that every v € V' \ W, has at least |IW;| — 2np non-neighbors in W;. Combining
these two lower bounds, in view of (7) we infer that W; is useful. By the second assertion of Theorem 1.5 it
then follows that W) contains a clique K so that every v € V' \ W, has at least one non-neighbor in K. This
clique is contained in some inclusion-maximal clique, say K. Note that K is contained in W;, since every
vertex v € V'\ W; has at least one non-neighbor in K C K *. Hence W; contains an inclusion-maximal clique,
which contradicts that W; is the color class of a valid clique coloring of G, .
To sum up, we so far obtained that whp

dlo
Xe(Gnyp) > s5+12> élogﬁ(n) =(1- o(l))}g;(n), (8)
where the last estimate exploits that p < 1 implies log(ﬁ) = —log(1—p) = p(140(1)). Note that (8) establishes
the lower bounds in Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2, since Theorem 1.5 guarantees that § > min{e, 1/200} = Q(1)
always holds, in addition to the more precise estimate § = 1/2 4 o(1) when n=°1) < p < 1. O

For sufficiently small £ > 0, the above proof gives the lower bound § > ¢ in (8). This is not a proof artifact,
since for p = n~2/5%¢ a linear dependence of § on ¢ is in fact needed, as shown by Lemma 5.3 in Section 5. In
the following proof of Theorem 1.3 we take this observation one step further, and use Remark 1.6 to determine
the typical asymptotics of x.(Gyp) for p = n=2/5+¢ where we even allow for ¢ = £(n) — 0 at some rate.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We start with the lower bound in (4), for which we pick § = d(n,p,e) € (0,1) as in
Remark 1.6. By proceeding word-by-word as in the above proof of Theorem 1.1 and 1.2, for this choice of § we
then establish that whp the lower bound (8) holds. Since Remark 1.6 guarantees that § = (1 + o(1))5¢/2, this
completes the proof of the lower bound in (4), by noting that for p = n=2/5%¢ we have £log(n) = log(n?/°p).
Finally, the upper bound in (4) follows from Lemma 5.3 in Section 6, since £log(n) = log(n?/°p). O

2 Proof of main technical result: Theorem 1.5

In this section we prove our main technical result Theorem 1.5, by proceeding in three steps. First, in Section 2.1
we use combinatorial arguments to show that any useful set W contains a large collection C of inclusion-mazximal
clique candidates (with respect to W), i.e., sets K C W for which every vertex v € V \ W has at least one
non-neighbor in K. Second, in Section 2.2 we use probabilistic arguments to show that at least one of these
clique candidates K € C in fact is a clique in G, . Third, in Section 2.3 we establish the desired form of §
asserted by Theorem 1.5, and verify several other technical inequalities needed for our arguments.

We now turn to the technical details of our three-step approach, which requires us to introduce a number of
different auxiliary variables. In particular, with foresight we define ¢(x) := (1 + ) log(1l + x) — x as well as

. _log(n) e 1 -
X = o0 = 1p’ r; =e%, ¢ = g ()’ and Lo := £1(0). (9)

These variables must satisfy a number of technical inequalities for our arguments to work, which requires different
parameter choices for different ranges of edge-probabilities p = p(n). Lemma 2.1 below records that we can always
choose the parameters in a suitable way. We defer the technical proof of Lemma 2.1 to Section 2.3, which in
the upcoming Sections 2.1 and 2.2 then allows us to focus on our main combinatorial and probabilistic line of
reasoning. On a first reading, the details of the technical inequalities (10)—(19) below can safely be ignored.

Lemma 2.1 (Choice of parameters). Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 1.1 hold. Then there is a choice
of the integer-valued parameters k,m > 1 and the real-valued parameter § € (0,1) that satisfies, for all sufficiently



large n, the following inequalities:

m+ 2 < k <log(n), (10)

5§min{;—p, T(l—p(k/Q—&—l))}—gk)ig(()?;g;n)), (11)
min{ﬁo, nlf‘sp} > max{le(l + log(nm)), 8(k — m)?, 10g4(n)}, (12)
rlnzl{l [2;] (d)(m— —1)p— log3(n)/£0) > log(n logQ(n)eQ/Eo), (13)
1-A>yp, (14)

where v := 1/10, p := log,(1/p), and A = A(n,p,k,m,a) > 0 is defined as in equation (33) of the proof
of Lemma 2.4. Furthermore, for o :=1/100 and « := 4/5 the following is also true: if m > 2, then

p=n_?, (15)
5:1/2_3,)_9101%)2‘(’5;”)) (16)
(m + 1)(¢(a/p)p —log®(n) /ty) > log(nlog*(n)e?/¢y), (17)
and if m = 1, then
p<n, (18)
§ = min{e, 0/2}. (19)

As discussed, we now fix the parameters k,m > 1 and d,v,0,a € (0,1) as given by Lemma 2.1, and in
the remainder of this section we can thus tacitly assume all the properties and assertions of Lemma 2.1. Note
that by (12) we have n!=%p > log4(n), so the assumptions of Lemma 1.4 hold. Furthermore, inspecting the
definitions (16) and (19) for the different ranges (15) and (18) of p = p(n), in view of o = 1/100 it is easy
to check that min{e,1/200} < 6 < 1/2 for all sufficiently large n. Note that for n=°) < p < 1 we also
have p = log,,(1/p) = o(1), and thus § = 1/2+0(1) by (16). Hence all properties of ¢ asserted by Theorem 1.5 hold.

To complete the proof of Theorem 1.5, it therefore remains to establish its assertion (ii), i.e., that whp every
useful set W C V in G,,,, contains a clique K so that every vertex v € V'\ W has at least one non-neighbor in K.
The proof of assertion (ii) is spread across the remainder of this section, and naturally splits into three parts: a
combinatorial part in Section 2.1, a probabilistic part in Section 2.2, and a technical part in Section 2.3.

2.1 Combinatorial part: existence of many maximal clique candidates

The goal of this section is to prove that any useful set W contains a large collection C of inclusion-maximal clique
candidates. Our combinatorial arguments will exploit some additional pseudorandom properties of G,, ,, which
are formalized in the following auxiliary result, where I'(v) = I'g,, , (v) denotes the set of neighbors of vertex v
in Gy, p. The proof of Lemma 2.2 is based on standard Chernoff bounds, and thus deferred to Section 4.2 (as we
shall see, the proof of property (iii) is somewhat roundabout, but key for very small edge-probabilities).

Lemma 2.2. A vertex set W C V is called nice if all vertex subsets U C W of size at least |U| > £o/log®(n)
satisfy the following graph property Dy w :
(i) For each integer i > 1, there are at most x; many vertices v € V\ W with |T'(v) NU| > rip|U]|.
(ii) If m > 2, then there are at most m many vertices v € V\ W with |I'(v) NU| > a|U].
(iii) If m = 1, then, for each integer 1 < j < 9log(n), there are at most j many vertices v € V. \ W with
IC(v) NU| > [1/(j + 1) + 1/1og?(n)] - [U].
Then whp all vertex subsets W CV of Gy, , are nice.

Turning to the details, in the next two subsections we fix one useful and nice set W C V| and deterministically
show that T contains a large collection C of inclusion-maximal clique candidates (with respect to W) of size k,
i.e., sets K C W of size |K| = k for which every vertex v € V'\ W has at least one non-neighbor in K.



2.1.1 Constructing a pseudo-partition of W (probabilistic method)

Intuitively, our first step is to construct a pseudo-partition of W, see Lemma 2.3 below. Let us motivate why
this helps us to find many inclusion-maximal clique candidates. Namely, one could perhaps hope to argue that
a typical k-subset K C W is a inclusion-maximal clique candidate, but this turns out to be too optimistic: the
problem is that the ‘high-degree’ vertices of V' \ W are adjacent to most of W, in which case a typical k-subset
K C W is likely to be completely contained in the neighborhood of such vertices (and thus not an inclusion-
maximal clique candidate). To get around this major obstacle the idea is that, for each such ‘high-degree’
vertex u;, we should try to have at least one vertex in our clique-candidate K that is a non-neighbor of u;. It
turns out that by randomly partitioning most of W into several disjoint parts, with certain parts corresponding
to non-neighbors of a fixed ‘high-degree’ vertex u;, we are eventually able to make this idea work and construct
many inclusion-maximal clique candidates. The following lemma is the first step towards making this plan
precise, where we slightly abuse notation in (20)—(21) below, since the parameters a and b both depend on |W].

Lemma 2.3. There exists disjoint subsets A, By, ..., By, of W with

Al = [[W]/4] = a, (20)
|Bi| = [(4(W)/(4m)] =: b for all i € [m] (21)
such that |T'(u;) N B;| = 0 for alli € [m], where uy, usg, ... is an enumeration of all vertices in V\W in decreasing

order according to their number of neighbors |I'(u;) N A| in A (ties broken in lexicographic order, say).

Proof. We first randomly partition W into AYUB; U- - -UB;} | by independently placing each vertex v € W into A%
with probability 1/2, and into B; with probability 1/(2m) for all i € [m]. Note that the marginal distribution
of |AT| equals the Binomial distribution Bin(|W|,1/2). Similarly, for each pair of i € [m] and v € V'\ W, the
marginal distribution of | B; \ T'(v)| equals Bin(|W \T'(v)|,1/(2m)). Recall that |[W| > ¢, and, since W is useful,
for every v € V\ W we have |W \ T'(v)| > ¢, (W) > ¢y. Using a standard union bound argument and Chernoff
bounds (see [15, Theorem 2.1]), the probability that one of the random variables in the collection

farpu (U U (s \rol)
i€[m]veV\W
is less than half of its expected value is at most
e~ IWI/6 Z Z e IWAF@)I/(A6m) < o=lo/16 4 1y .y . e=b/(16m) < 9 o=1 < 1 (22)
i€[m]veV\W

where the second last inequality holds by assumption (12). Since the failure probability (22) is strictly less than
one, by the probabilistic method there must exist a partition A* U B;f U---U B;} of W with

[AY| = [W|/4, (23)

|Bf \T\(v)| > [W\T(v)|/(4m) > tr(W)/(4m) for all i € [m] and v € V'\ W. (24)

To obtain the desired disjoint subsets A, By, ..., B, of W, we now further refine the above-constructed
partition A*, B] ..., B}, of W as follows. First, using (23) we pick an arbitrary subset A C A™ of size |A| = a,

which determines the enumeration wuy,us, ... of the vertices in V'\ W appearing in the statement of Lemma 2.3.
Afterwards, using (24) we then pick an arbitrary subset B; C B;" \ I'(u;) of size |B;| = b for each i € [m). O

2.1.2 Counting maximal clique candidates in pseudo-partition of W (degree counting)

Using the pseudo-partition A, By, ..., B,, of W given by Lemma 2.3, our second step is to then show that there
are many inclusion maximal clique candidates in

Ct={KCW : |K|=k, |[KNAl=k—mand |[KNB;|=1forallie [m]}, (25)

as formalized by Lemma 2.4 below (where we again slightly abuse notation, since C and C* both depend on W).
Here our strategy is to count the number of K € CT that are not inclusion-maximal clique candidates, i.e., for



which K is contained in the neighborhood of some vertex in V' \ W. The point is that we can estimate the
number of such ‘bad’ K € C* via degree counting arguments, though the details are significantly more involved
than in earlier work [3, 20]. Here one difficulty is that |[W| can be much smaller than the typical degree np, which
means that a single vertex could potentially make all K € C™ bad. We overcome this obstacle by combining
combinatorial properties of A, By,..., By, with pseudorandom properties from Lemma 2.2, which allows us to
deduce that all vertices in V' \ (W U L) have at most «|A| neighbors in A, say. However, the major technical
difficulty is that natural degree counting arguments of based on property (i) of the event Dy w (see Lemma 2.2
as well as (29)—(30) and (62)—(68) below) yield ‘too large’ upper bounds on the number of bad K € C* for very
small p = p(n). We overcome this major obstacle by developing a new degree counting argument in the sparse
case m = 1, based on property (iii) of the event D4 w (see (31)~(32) below). Note that |CT| = (,* )b™.

Lemma 2.4. There exists C C CT containing at least |C| > v|CT| many inclusion-mazimal clique candidates
with respect to W.

Proof. Writing degg(v) := |[I'(v) N S| for the number of neighbors of v in the set S, we partition V' \ W into
VA\W=LUXUYUZ,
where L := {u,...,un} €V \ W contains the m highest-degree vertices from Lemma 2.3, and

X :={veV\(WUL) : degy(v) >rip|Al},
Y :={veV\(WUL) : degy(v) < rip|A| and degp (v) > r1p|B;| for some i € [m]},
Z:={veV\(WUL) : deg,(v) < rip|A| and degp (v) < rip|B;| for all i € [m]}.

We define C;}, C;‘, and C}' as the sets K € CT that are contained in the neighborhood of some vertex in X, Y,
and Z, respectively. Observe that, by Lemma 2.3 and the definition (25) of CT, every set K € CT contains at
least one non-neighbor of every vertex u; € L. Hence all sets in

C:=ct\(cyuciucy) (26)

are inclusion-maximal clique candidates with respect to W. To obtain the desired lower bound on |C|, it thus
suffices to derive suitable upper bounds on |C¥|, |C5| and |CS].

We start with an upper bound on |C7|. Recall that |B;| = [¢1(W)/(4m)] > £o(0)/(4m) > £o/log?(n) for
every i € [m]. We now exploit that every vertex v € Y satisfies degp, (v) > r1p|B;| for some i € [m]. Indeed,
since W is nice, by property (ii) of the event Dp, w (see Lemma 2.2) we infer that Y| < m - z;. For every
vertex v € Y, observe that there are (dig_“rgl”)) many subsets of A of size k — m in the neighborhood of v. By
exploiting that every vertex v € Y satisfies deg 4 (v) < r1p|A|, it follows that

|Cl—t| (Tlig‘rgl) |Bl| k—m k—m
o < E Vi || - < (Y[ (1 <may - (r :
c |< (I | |B|<|Y| (r1p) < mzy - (r1p) (27)
veY k—m i€[m] v
———
<(rip)k—m =1

Next we estimate |C};| from above. By definition every vertex in Z is adjacent to at most an 71p fraction of
each of A, By, ..., By,. By proceeding similarly to the estimate (27) for |C|, using |Z| < n it follows that

@<Z
c*H| —

(TlplA\)

k—m

1 "B 2 (gt < (). (28)

(4 | B
veEZ k—m 1€[m]
——
Srpk=m =(pyp)m

Finally we estimate |C;|, which is the crux of the matter. For any real parameter 8 € (0, 1), we define
Xp:={veX : degy(v) <pBlA|}.

Recall that |A| = [|W|/4] > £1(0)/4 > €y/log*(n). We now exploit that L := {u1,...,uy,} C V \ W contains
the m highest-degree vertices from the enumeration in the statement of Lemma 2.3, using a case distinction.



Case m > 2: Since W is nice, by property (ii) of the event D4 w (see Lemma 2.2) we infer that all vertices
v € X CV\(WUL) must satisfy deg 4 (v) < a|A|. This degree bound establishes that X = X, so by proceeding
similarly to (27) and (28) it follows that

+ deg 4 (v)
1G] > GEw) ’“;\m). (29)

vEX (kfm)

Let z; denote the number of vertices v € X, with deg,(v) > r;p|A|. Since W is useful, by property (i) of the
event Da w we know that z; < z; for all 4 > 1. Exploiting that all vertices v € X, satisfy r1p|A| < degy(v) <
a|Al, by splitting the degrees into level-sets (also called dyadic decomposition) we conclude that

CxI .
< Z (zz—l Zz)

(min{}:i_p,oz}|A|)

— A
‘C+| i>2:pri—1<a (kl—r‘n)
—— —
<(rip)k—m
<z(p)m+ Y oz [(Hp)k—m - (Tiflp)k_m} (30)

123ir;—1p<a

<wi(rap) Y m [(?“iﬂp)k_m - (Tip)k_m] :
122 pla

=11,

(Although not directly relevant here, we remark that I, is further analyzed and simplified in (62)—(68) of
Section 2.3.6, as part of the deferred proof of inequality (14) from Lemma 2.1.)

Case m = 1: It turns out that the previous bound (30) on |C}|/|CT| degenerates for very small p = p(n), i.e.,
is no longer less than one (see estimates (68)—(69) in Section 2.3.6, where II, < 1 only holds when p = log,, (1/p)
is sufficiently small). To overcome this technical bottleneck, we thus had to develop another bound on |C%|/|CT],
which exploits property (iii) of Da w as well as X C V' \ (W UL) and L = {u;}. Turning to the details, by first
decomposing X into X /15g(n) and X \ Xi/1g(n) and then proceeding similarly to (29)-(30), we obtain that

[94 (“Eat) (“Eat)
O o G0 e W)
VEX1/10g(n) ‘k—m VEX\ X1/ 10g(n) k—m
<(deg(v)/14])" " (31)
k— deg 4 (v) ko
< 2(rep)™ ™ + Hl/log(n) + Z |A> 7
vEX\X1/10g(n)

where the parameter IT; 5 (n) is defined analogously to Il in (30), but with r;p < a replaced by r;p < 1/log(n).
Let uy,ug,... be the enumeration of all vertices in V' \ W as in Lemma 2.3, i.e., in decreasing order according
to deg 4 (u;). By property (iii) of the event D4 w, for any 1 < j < 9logn we know that at most j many vertices
v eV \ W satisfy deg,(v)/|A| > 1/(5 + 1) + 1/log®(n). The crux is that this implies

degy(u;) _ 1 1
Al T 5 log*(n)

for all 2 < j < 9logn.

Since L ={u;} and X C V \ (W U L), we also infer that X \ Xy,155(n) € {ua,u3,...,U910gn|}, say. As
assumption (10) implies k¥ < log(n) and k —m > 2, it therefore follows that

() e s G

vEX\ X1/ 1og(n) 2<j<|91logn]

7.(.2

(1+0(1))-Zjl2:€—1+0(1)<0.7.

IN



To sum up: by combining the above estimates (27), (28) for |C5-| and |C} | with the two different estimates (30)
and (31)—(32) for |C¥|, using 71 < ry it follows that

Cx| +1Cy | +1C7 ]
C*]

which by definition (26) of C and assumption (14) establishes the desired lower bound [C|/|CT|>1—-A>v. O

< (m + 1)$1(T2P)k7m + n(rlp)k + ]]-{m22}Ho¢ + ]]-{mzl} {Hl/log(n) + 07:| = Aa (33)

2.2 Probabilistic part: existence of a maximal clique (Janson’s inequality)

In this section we use probabilistic arguments to prove assertion (ii) of Theorem 1.5, i.e., that whp every useful
set W C V in G,,, contains a clique K so that every vertex v € V' \ W has at least one non-neighbor in K (as
discussed in Section 1.4, the crux is that each such K is contained in some inclusion maximal clique K+ C W).
The starting point here is Lemma 2.2, which guarantees that every useful set is also nice. This allows us to bring
Lemma 2.4 into play, which guarantees that any useful and nice set W contains a large collection C of inclusion-
maximal clique candidates K of size k, i.e., sets K C W of size |K| = k for which every vertex v € V \ W
has at least one non-neighbor in K. To establish assertion (ii), we then use Janson’s inequality [14, 25, 16] to
prove that typically at least one of these clique candidates K € C is in fact a clique in G,, ,, as formalized by the
following lemma.

Lemma 2.5. Whp every useful set W C V' in G,, , satisfies Yyy > 1, where the random variable Yy, denotes the
number of cliques K in W so that every vertex v € V.\ W has at least one non-neighbor in K.

Proof. With an eye on the upcoming union bound argument, recall that any useful set W C V must contain at
least |W| > ¢1 (W) many vertices, where ¢1 (W) is defined as in (7). For later reference, we now derive two lower
bounds on ¢1 (W) that holds for all sufficiently large n. Since s < log(n)/p as in the proof of Lemma 1.4, in view
of the definition (7) of ¢;(W) and 1 —7 =1 — o(1) it follows that

W) > 0(0) > (1—7)nt0)s > %nl_‘splogfl(n), (34)
and, using a basic case distinction, it also follows that
L) (1= 7)n=0/s W = 2np
>1 pr———————+ 1 npl ——
W = MWy LWz g
(35)
1—7)n=°

> 1 w|<4np} + 1w (zanp} (1 — 1/2) > g0 % log ™" (n).

4ps

Turning to the technical details, we henceforth fix a vertex set W C V satisfying |W| > ¢ (W). For technical
reasons, in the following we will often (sometimes tacitly) condition on the random variable

[1]

W= (]l{uveE(G'n,p)})qu(g)\(V;)’

which encodes the edge-status of all vertex pairs of Gy, , except for those inside W. Note that Zy, contains
enough information to determine whether W is useful and also whether W is nice. Furthermore, when W is
useful and nice, then Ey also contains enough information to determine the collection C = C(W) of at least

a
IC| >vICT| = I/(k B m)bm
many inclusion-maximal clique candidates with respect to W, that is guaranteed by Lemma 2.4. Denoting by Xy
the number of K € C that are cliques in Gy, 5, using 0 < Xy < Yy it follows that
P(Yw = 0, and W useful and nice) = E(IP(YW =0 | Ew)1{w useful and nice})
<E(P(Xw = 0| Ew)I{w useful and nice})-

After conditioning on =y, note that all potential edges inside W are still included independently with probabil-
ity p. By applying Janson’s inequality (see, e.g., [15, Theorem 2.14]) to Xy it thus follows that

(36)

2
P(Xw =0 | ZEw) < exp (—M), (37)

10



where, for useful and nice W, the associated parameters p and A appearing in (37) satisfy

. a— m k—m &
w=EXw|Zw)= |C|P(2) > V((:jm))!bmp(?)

as well as ) )
-m\ [a—k—m\/m K\ _ (7
A<D S m=y,2(3)=(3) |
HEos C|< € )(kmx>(y)b r ) (38)
2<r<k zty=r:
0<z<k—m —.A
0<y<m By

Fix x +y = r. Note that (k;m) (:7) < (w_’f_y) < k*Y = k" and (Z:fnf_mw) < ak=m=%/(k — m — z)!. Recalling

that a > |W|/4 > £y /4, from (12) we know that a > 2(k —m)?, so using @ > b and x < z +y = r it follows that

2
H k—m—z (k—m—z)! (2)
>p.o(1—=(k— e 7 L a%bIple
Ay =" (1= (= m)/a) k—mykr “ 7P
v- (1= (k=m)?/a)- o (@+r) .bz+yp($) (39)
> /2 (b/k) ) =: A,
Note that the ratio A.i1/\. = b/k? - p" is decreasing in r, which implies that the minimum of Ag,..., A is

either Ay or Ag, i.e., that minoc,<x A, = min{Ag, \x}. Using A, , < u?/\,. and the definition of \,., for useful
and nice W it follows that the exponent in inequality (37) satisfies

(40)

4 k2 k2

MQ > M2 > minzgrgk A _ v min (b/k2)2p (b/kz)kp(lzc)
SRS ) SN Y} W T i '

Recall that p = n=? and b = [¢1(W)/(4m)]. Using first the assumption (10) and estimates (34)—(35) for m <
k <log(n) and ¢1(W), and finally the estimate 6 < 1/2 — p — 9log(log(n))/log(n) from (11), it follows that

(b/k:Q)Zp S El(W)p @1(W) S n1—26p2 - n1—26—2p
kQ\W|logn ~ 16k*m?2 logn |W| loglo(n) h loglo(n)

> 1. (41)

By analogous reasoning, using the estimate § < %1(1 — p(k/2 + 1)) — 9log(log(n))/log(n) from (11), and

that 4 4+ 7/(k — 1) < 7.5 follows from (10), we infer that

@A) 1 ) (G
k2 |Wllogn — 4k*mlogn  |W]| 4Amk?

n=9 <n16pk/2+1)k1

>
= 32log" (n) 32log*(n) (42)
nl—k—fla—p(k/ﬂl) k-1
> . > 1.
log®(n)
Since Zy determines whether W is useful and nice, by inserting (40)—(42) into (37) it follows that, say,
]P)(XW =0 | EW)]]-{W useful and nice} < exp(72|W| log n) = n*2|W\' (43)

Finally, by inserting the estimate (43) into (36), the probability that Yy, = 0 holds for some useful and nice
vertex set W C V is thus routinely seen (by a standard union bound argument) to be at most

Z P(Yw = 0, and W useful and nice) < Z n~AWl < Z nY - n 72 = o(1).
WCVW|>6: (W) WCV:W(>1 w>1

This completes the proof of Lemma 2.5, since by Lemma 2.2 whp every useful set W is also nice. O
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Remark 2.6 (Improved estimate for m = 1). For later reference (see Section 3) we record that, in the special
case m = 1, in the above application of Janson’s inequality (37) we can improve the exponent estimate (40) to

> v (/) (0/k)p (a/k) - (b/k*)}p()

Indeed, the key observation is that in (38) we have 0 < y < m = 1 and r > 2, so that in the subsequent
estimates with fized x +y = r we have x = r —y > 1. This implies that estimate (39) now holds with \. :=

r

v/2- (a/k?) - (b/kQ)T_lp(2), and by mimicking the argument leading to (40) we then readily infer (44).

2.3 Technical part: deferred choice of parameters

In this section we complete the proof of Theorem 1.5 (modulo the routine proofs of Lemma 1.4 and 2.2 in Section 4)
by giving the deferred proof of Lemma 2.1, i.e., we show that we can always choose suitable parameters §, m
and k satisfying the technical inequalities (10)—(19). Our concrete choices in Section 2.3.1 are in some sense
already a significant part of the proof, as checking that they indeed satisfy the desired inequalities is tedious,
but conceptually routine. Here one difficulty is that for p > n=°®) and p < n=°M) we need to establish rather
different guarantees on §, which are required for the different conclusions of Theorem 1.1 and 1.2. However, the
major technical difficulty is that for very small edge-probabilities p = p(n) there is hardly any elbow room in
the arguments, and so for n=2/5t¢ < p < n=1/3 and n=1/3%¢ < p < n=1/4¢ we effectively need to do some
calculations for k = 3 and k = 4 on an ad-hoc basis (rather than relying on general formulas and estimates).

Recall that Theorem 1.1 assumes that p = p(n) satisfies n=25%te « p < nY3 or nT3E « p x 1,
where € > 0 is fixed. Furthermore, we have 0 = 1/100, « = 4/5, v = 1/10 and p = log,,(1/p).

2.3.1 Concrete choices of 4, m and k

In this subsection we define the parameters m, k and d by a case distinction.
Case n77 < p < 1: Here we define § = 6(p,n) as in (16), and set

2 1 1
== d ki=|-+= 45
" L’wJ . LﬁJ’ 19)
for which it is routine (using 0 < p < ¢ = 1/100) to check that m > 2/(3p) — 1 > 2 and, say,
(k—m—1)p>1/4. (46)
Case n~2/°t¢ <p < n~3 or n=1/3%¢ <p<n=7: Here we define § = §(g,0) as in (19), and set
1 1
m:=1 and k= { + M-‘7 (47)
p 2
for which a basic case distinction (depending on whether ¢ < p < 1/3 or 1/3 < p < 2/5, in which case
either k > 1/p or k = 3) shows that, say,
(k—m—1)p>1/4. (48)
2.3.2 Inequality (10): bounds on m and k

In this subsection we verify inequality (10) of Lemma 2.1, using that p = log,,(1/p) < 2/5 and p < 1.

We start by noting that k < 1/p+3/2 < 2/p = 2log; ,(n) < log(n). Furthermore, since m and k are both
integers, estimates (46) and (48) each imply K —m = [k —m] > [14+1/(4p)] > 2, establishing inequality (10).
2.3.3 Inequality (11): bounds on §

In this subsection we verify inequality (11) of Lemma 2.1 by several case distinctions, using that ¢ = 1/100.
We start with the case when p < o. Then 1/p+1/2 <k <1/p+ 3/2 and thus

min{; - p, %(1 —p(k/2—|—1))} > min{; —p, 1= (pk/2+4p) — 1/k} > % — 3p. (49)
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We next consider the case when o < p < 4/15. Then 1/p+1/2 <k <1/p+ 3/2 and thus

min{; _p, L;l@ — (k)2 + 1))} > min{; —p, (1=p)(1/2 - 7p/4)} > 0. (50)

Thereafter we consider the case when 4/15 < p < 1/3 —e. Then k = [1/p] = 4 and thus

min{; —p % (1 —p(k/2+ 1))} > min{o, g(l - 3,0)} > min{o, 9¢/4}. (51)

Finally we consider the remaining case when 1/3 < p < 2/5 —¢. Then k = [1/p] = 3 and thus

min{; —p % (1 — (k)2 + 1))} > min{a, %(1 - 5p/2)} > min{o, 5¢/3}. (52)

To sum up: inspecting our choices (16) and (19) of 6 for p > n~7 and p < n?, a moment’s thought reveals that

the estimates (49)—(52) together establish inequality (11) for all sufficiently large n (depending on €).
2.3.4 Inequality (12): bound on ¢, and n'!~°p

In this subsection we verify inequality (12) of Lemma 2.1. Recall that £y = ¢;()). By proceeding as in (34),
using p = n~” and the estimate 6 < 1/2 — p — 9log(log(n))/log(n) from (11) it follows that

nlféfp

min{fo, nlf‘sp} > n!plog™?(n) = > nl/2, (53)

~ log®(n)
This readily establishes (12), since (10) implies m < k < log(n).

2.3.5 Inequalities (13) and (17): bounds involving z; and m

In this subsection we verify inequalities (13) and (17) of Lemma 2.1.
With an eye on inequality (13), using the definition (9) of r; = ¢ and ¢ = log™*(n) we see that

ri—1>r —1=¢e" —1=(1+0(1))log™*(n) for i > 1. (54)
It is well-known (see e.g., the proof of Corollary 8 in [28]) that ¢(x) = (1 4 x) log(1 + x) — x satisfies
o(z) > min{z, 2%} /2 for x > 0. (55)
Using these estimates together with (53) and p > n=2/5%¢ it follows that ¢(r; — 1) > log™"(n) and
3 12
R Bty € e
Combining these estimates with (53) and the definition (9) of x; = log(n)/[¢(r; — 1)p], it follows that

[2:](8(ri = Dp —log® (n)/to) _ (1= o(1))zi6(r; — 1)p
log (nlog®(n)e2/4o) = log (n1/2-0M) >2-o0(1)>1, (57)

< 1. (56)

which establishes inequality (13).
We now turn to inequality (17), for which it suffices to consider the case m > 2, where we actually have m =
[2/(3p)| by (45). Here we use the basic inequality

¢(x) = ¢(x) — 1= (1 +2)log((1 + z)/e) (58)
together with (53) as well as & = ©(1) and p < 1 to deduce that ¢(a/p)p > (1 — o(1))alog(1/p) and

10g3 (n) log3 (n)
(¢(a/p)ply) — log(1/p)nt/?
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Combining these estimates with (53) and log(1/p) = plogn, using o = 4/5 and p < 1 together with ¢(a/p)p >
(1 —o(1))alog(1/p) and m + 1 > 2/(3p) it then follows that

(m +1)(¢(a/p)p — log®(n) /o)
log(n log? (n)e2/ty)

(I —o(1))(m+1)é(a/p)p _ (2—o0(1))(m + 1)alog(1/p)
log (n1/2-0(1) log(n)

> (8/5—o(1))(m+1)p > 16/15 — o(1) > 1,

2 2

which establishes inequality (17).

2.3.6 Inequality (14): bound on A from Lemma 2.4

In this subsection we verify the remaining inequality (14) of Lemma 2.1. Recalling (33), our goal is to show that

A= (m+ Dy (rep) ™ + n(r1p)® +1mso e + Lime1y [Hl/log(n) +0.7 (59)
::Ao

is at most 1 — v = 0.9, where Il, and II; 1o(,) are defined as in (30).

We start with Ag as defined in (59). Recall that (10) implies m < k < log(n). Using (54)—(55) and r; = €%
together with p = n = and ¢ = log™*(n), in view of the auxiliary estimates (46) and (48) as well as the
definitions (45) and (47) of k it follows that

log(n o) ke
Ao <log(n) - qb(f(—)l) -2 mm) Ly eChpph
< (24 0(1)) - log'(n) - n= =1 4. 910k )
3-1og'*(n) -n =Y+ 2p L pcy iy +20” OV 1.

=o(1)

IN

Recall that p = log,, (1/p). By distinguishing whether n=%/°> < p < n='/3 and n='/% < p < n=*'% (in which
case either [1/p] = 3 and [1/p] = 4), it is not difficult (by writing p < n='/3/w and p < n=%15 say) to verify
that p[1/p] — 1> 1/log(n) when p > 4/15. Inserting this estimate into (60) then yields

Ao = o(1). (61)

We now turn to I, and II/10g(n) appearing in (59). By the definitions in (9) and (30) we have

I, = log(n) Z (prz) - (GC(k—m) — 1)_ (62)

i>2:pri<a Qﬁ(rl - 1)

The sum in (62) is intuitively dominated (up to constant factors) by the last term, and to make this rigorous
we shall now separately analyze the behavior of the term ¢(r; — 1)p and also the behavior of the sum without
the term ¢(r; — 1)p. Turning to the details, using the definition (9) of 7; = ¢ and ¢ = log™~*(n) together
with k < logn, for any 3> 0 and 1 < s < k it follows that (s = o(1) as well as e=¢* = 1 — (s(1 + o(1)) and

Z (pri)s < ﬂszeicsj < ﬁs _ (1 +0(1))ﬁs (63)

1—e¢s s
i>0:pr; <B j=>0 C

Next we carefully estimate the term ¢(r; — 1) in (62). Using estimates (54)—(55), for all i > 1 we have
d(ri—1) > ¢(rp — 1) > (% +0(1)) logfs(n) > logfg(n). (64)
Using estimate (58), for ¢ > 1 we also have

T; if r; > €2,

65
T log(pgfl) if r; > ep L. (65)

¢(ri — 1) > r;log(ri/e) > {
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We are now ready to estimate II, from (62): by distinguishing whether r; < €? or 7; > €% or r; > ep” 1, using
estimates (63)—(65) together with &k —m — 1 > 1 and e¢*=™) — 1 = ¢(k — m)(1 + o(1)) it follows that, say,

Mo <log(n)- | > Li)gfw S Y wro) (e 1)
ooz, 1087 (n) oo o 10g(p7)
i>2:pr;<e’p 12>2:pr; <ep i>2:pri<a (66)
_ B log(n) o k—m
10 2, Yk—m o\k—m—1 k—m—1
<(1+0(1))- {log (n) - (e”p) + log(n) - (ep”) + W‘l E_m_1
Using e?p < p'/? and ep” < p°/? as well as p = n~* together with estimates (46) and (48), we see that
(eZp)k—m + (epa)k—m—l < n—(k—m)p/? + n—a(k—m—l)p/Q < n—1/8 + n—a/S < logflo(n). (67)
To sum up, by combining (66)-(67) with k& —m —1 > 1 it follows that 2= < 2 and
k—m—ll
M < o(1) + (2 + o(1)) - — og(n) (68)

(1 —o0)log(1/p)’

After these preparations, we are now ready to bound A from (59) via a case distinction. First we consider the
case m > 2, where n=? < p < 1. Using o = 4/5 and p = log,,(1/p) together with the auxiliary estimates (46)
and (48), in view of p < o = 1/100 it follows via basic calculus that

ohmlog(n) _ (4/3)Y/00) _ (4/5)/4

0.4 69
(1—-0o)log(l/p) — 0990 — 0.990 ’ (69)

which combined with (59), (61) and (68) then yields
A<Ag+TI, <o)+ (2+0(1)-04<09=1—v. (70)

Finally we consider the remaining case m = 1, where p < n~?. Note that the arguments leading to (68) only
used a > 0, i.e., remain valid (for all sufficiently large n) when we replace a with 1/log(n). Using 1/p > n®
and o = 1/100 together with k —m — 1 > 1, in view of (68) it therefore follows that

k—m—1
1 log(n) 0(1)
II <o(1 1) | ——= < o(1 =o(1
1/ log(n) 70( )+O( ) <log(n)) log(l/p) —0( )+10g(n) 0( )7
which combined with (59) and (61) then yields
A< Ao +11h ) 10g(n) +0.7<0(1) +0(1) +0.7<0.9=1—v. (71)

Note that estimates (70) and (71) together establish inequality (14), completing the proof of Lemma 2.1. O

Remark 2.7 (Relaxing the assumption p < n_1/3). In the above proof of Theorem 1.5 (and the upcoming proof
of Remark 1.6) the assumed bound p < n=/3 can easily be relazed to p < %n‘lm, say. Indeed, p < n=1/3 is
only used in the proof of Lemma 2.1 to conclude that e“*np* = o(1) in the arguments (60)—(61) leading to the
estimate Ag = o(1). The cruz is that for p < %n71/3 we have eSFnpk < (1+0(1))-373 < 0.04 and thus Ag < 0.05,
say, which in turn readily ensures that the arguments in (70) and (71) still give the key conclusion A < 1—wv. It
follows that we can relax the assumption p < n~ /3 in Theorem 1.1 and 1.3 to p < %n‘l/?’.

3 Refinement of Section 2: proof of Remark 1.6

In this section we prove Remark 1.6, which is a refinement of our main technical result Theorem 1.5. Our approach
is to modify the proof from Section 2 when the edge-probability p = n~2/5%¢ satisfies (logn)“n=2/> < p < n=1/5.
Following the definition (47) from Section 2.3.1, in this case we have m = 1 and k = 3.

Ignoring technicalities, the main proof idea is that we can use Remark 2.6 to improve the constraint (11)
on § = d(n,p,e), which is mainly used to lower bound the exponents (41)—(42) of Janson’s inequality. As we
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shall see in Section 3.2 below, this intuitively will allow us to improve the constraint 2 (1 — p(k/2+ 1)) in (11)
tol—p(k/2+4+1)=1->5p/2 = 5e/2, which matches (up to second order error terms) the desired form of 4.

The details of the proof of Remark 1.6 are spread across the remainder of this section. Recall that we are in
the case m = 1, and so in (19) of Section 2 we previously set § = min{e, ¢/2}. In view of € > log(log(n))/log(n),
for the proof of Remark 1.6 it thus suffices to verify that the proof of Theorem 1.5 from Section 2 can indeed be
made to work (in the case m = 1, by suitable minor modifications) with the new parameter choice

_ 9log(log(n))

5 min{l ~5p/2, P} log(n)

=1—5p/2=5¢/2

; (72)

where for evaluating the minimum we used that p = log,,(1/p) = 2/5 — ¢ satisfies 1/3 < p < 2/5.

3.1 Application of old choice (19) of §

Recall that in Section 2 we previously used § = min{e,0/2}, see (19). In the proof of Theorem 1.5, the
bound 6 < /2 is only used in the deferred proof of Lemma 2.2 in Section 4.2, more precisely in (82) to
establish that

n°p < log™"(n). (73)

We now show that that (73) remains valid for our new choice (72) of 4, which is routine: using p = n="
and ¢ < p — 9log(log(n))/log(n) we here readily infer that

n’p =n’"" <log™?(n) < log~" (n).

In the proof of Theorem 1.5, the other bound ¢ < ¢ from (19) is only used in two places. First, in Section 2
below Lemma 2.1 it is used in the arguments leading to min{e,1/200} < § < 1/2: in the conclusion of Remark 1.6
this estimate is replaced by ¢ = (1 + o(1))5¢/2, which in turn readily follows from e > log(log(n))/log(n) and
the new definition (72) of §. Second, in Section 2.3.3 the bound § < ¢ is also used establish the upper bound (11)
on ¢, whose applications are the subject of the next subsection (as we shall see, they will again remain valid).

3.2 Application of old inequality (11) for ¢

In the proof of Theorem 1.5 from Section 2, inequality (11) for ¢ is only used in two places. Firstly, inequality (11)
is used in the proof of Lemma 2.5 in Section 2.2, more precisely in (41)—(42) to show that the exponent (37) of
Janson’s inequality satisfies
2
7
> |[W|logn. 74
sy > Wos (74

Secondly, inequality (11) is used in the proof of (53) in Section 2.3.4, to establish the technical estimate
min{ﬁo, nl_‘sp} > nl/2, (75)

We thus need to show that the two estimates (74)—(75) remain valid for our new choice (72) of 4, and we
start with the routine proof of (75): by proceeding as in (34) and (53), using 6 < 1 —5p/2 — 9log(log(n))/log(n)
and p = log, (1/p) > 1/3 it here readily follows that

nl—é—p

" log?(n)

min{ﬁo, nl_ép} > ' plog?(n) > n*/2log" (n) > n'/2. (76)

We now turn to the key estimate (74), which is the crux of the matter. Recalling that m = 1, Remark 2.6
implies that the exponent (37) of Janson’s inequality can here be written as

" )zzmm{MM%wwwm m%%«WWV*ﬂ”}, )

2+ A k2 ’ k2
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Recall that b > ¢, (W)/(4m). Using a > |W|/4 as well as m < k=3 and § < 1 —2p —9log(log(n))/log(n), note
that the arguments leading to estimate (41) here imply (with room to spare) that

(a/k?)-(0/)p _ 6(W)p o  n'70p* _nlT07%

S = > 1. 78
E2[Wllogn = 4kSmlogn |[W| ™~ log3(n)  log*(n) (78)

Similarly, using a > |[W|/4 as well as m < k=3 and 6 < 1 — p(k/2 4+ 1) — 9log(log(n))/log(n), note that the
arguments leading to estimate (42) here imply (with room to spare) that

(a/k)?- (/K1) 1 a2\
k2|W|logn ~ kblogn |W| Amk?
1 1—6,k/2+1\ k—1
> — (n b > (79)
log*(n) log*(n)
nl—0—p(k/24+1) k—1
> <4 ) > 1
log™ (n)

Combining (78)—(79) with (77) and v = Q(1) then establishes the desired estimate (74), as claimed.

3.3 Completing the proof of Remark 1.6

With the discussed minor modifications from Section 3.1 and 3.1 in hand, now all remaining arguments in the proof
of Theorem 1.5 carry over unchanged (in the relevant case m = 1). This completes the proof of Remark 1.6. [
4 Deferred standard proofs: edge-density arguments

In this section we give the deferred routine proofs of Lemma 1.4 and 2.2 from Sections 1.4 and 2. Both proofs
are based on edge-density arguments, i.e., use Chernoff bounds as well as union bound and counting arguments.

4.1 Non-neighbors and neighbors: proof of Lemma 1.4

Proof of Lemma 1.4. We start with the first assertion about the number of mutual non-neighbors. Given a
set S CV of size |S| < s, we denote by Xg the number of its mutual non-neighbors in G, ,. Note that Xg has
distribution Bin(n — |5, (1 — p)!®l). Since |S| < s < dlogy ;(1_p(n) by definition (6) of s, it follows that

EXs = (n—|S)(1-p)¥l > (n—s)n=% =n'=2(1 - s/n),

In view of s < dlog(n)/[—log(1l — p)] < log(n)/p, with foresight we define

- max 2logn 321log?(n) > max 2s 32slogn
o np "\ n'=0p[l —log(n)/(np)] | ~ n’ \\n'=0(1—s/n) )

Using the assumption n'~%p > log®(n), it is routine to see that np > n'~%p > logn and 7 = o(1). Using
a union bound argument and standard Chernoff bounds (such as [15, Theorem 2.1]), the probability that we
have Xg < (1 — 7/2)EXg for some set S CV of size |S| < s is at most

2
Z eXp(—(T/Z);E)(S) < ns—i—l . e—Tznlf‘su/S < n—ZS < 1.
SCV:|S|<s

Noting that (1 — 7/2)EXg > (1 — 7)n'~? then establishes the first assertion of Lemma 1.4.
We now turn to the second assertion about the number of neighbors. Given a vertex v € V', we denote by X,
the number of its neighbors in Gy, ,. Note that Xg has distribution Bin(n — 1, p), with EX < np. Using a union
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bound argument and standard Chernoff bounds (such as [15, Theorem 2.1]), in view of np > n'=%p > log? (n)
we see that the probability that we have X,, > 2np for some vertex v € V is at most, say,

> exp<—71p> <n-o(n7?) < 1.

veV

This establishes the second assertion of Lemma 1.4, completing the proof of Lemma 1.4. O

4.2 Pseudorandom properties: proof of Lemma 2.2

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Let U denote the set of all U C V of size |U| > £y/ log*(n). We decompose
Du,w = Dy,w,i) N Du,w, i) N Du,w, i) s

corresponding to the three properties of Dy w. The crux is that if Dy fails for some set W C V and U C W,
then by edge-monotonicity also the event

Dy = Dy,;) N Dy, iy N Do, iy

fails, where the definition of each Dy, is the same as Dy, except that the restriction ‘vertices in V' \ W’ is
replaced by ‘vertices in V' \ U’. Tt thus suffices to show that the probability that Dy fails for some U € U has
probability o(1), and in the following we shall deal with each property Dy, separately.

We first focus on Dy, ;). Note that if Dy (;) fails, then for some integer ¢ > 1 with r;p < 1 there is a set of
vertices X C V' \ U of size | X| = [x;] such that there are at least [x;] - [r;p|U|] > r;[z;]|U|p edges between X
and U. Since the number of these edges has distribution Bin([z;]|U|,p), using Chernoff bounds for the upper
tail (see [15, Theorem 2.1]) and a standard union bound argument it follows that

n b1 [
B-Dug)< 3 ( ).e o(ri~D)fa:1 Ul (30)

i>1:r;p<1 |—zz—|

Taking all U € U into account, using assumptions (13) and (12) it follows via a standard union bound argu-
ment that

P(—=Dy, ) for some U € U) < Z (n) . Z nlzilg=o(ri—1)zilup
u

Lo/ log?(n)<u<n i>1ir; p<1
u
3 3 {"6 pleid/u e¢<m1>wp}
Lo/ log?(n)<u<n i>1:ir;p<1 u

2 u
3 > {"k’g(”)e ol 10g3(7l)/€0—¢(7“i—1)f@ﬂp:|

Lo

IN

(81)

IN

Lo/ log?(n)<u<n i>1:r;p<1

Z Z e <n-(logn)OW . e~ « 1.

Lo/ log?(n)<u<n i>1:r;p<1

IN

Next, the argument for Dy ;) is similar (but simpler) than for Dy;y. Indeed, replacing [2;] and r;p with m+1
and « in the Chernoff part, using assumptions (17) and (12) it follows similarly to (80)—(81) that

n n
P(—Dy i) f < . e~ %(a/p)(m+1)up
(=Dy, iy for some U € U) < g (u> (m N 1> e
£o/log?(n)<u<n

u

2
S [”log(”)e . o(m1) log? () /o~ (ax/p) (m+1)p

< Z et <meem o8’ (M) 1,
o/ log?(n)<u<n
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Finally we turn to Dy, i), for which we shall use a completely different approach (using counting arguments
and contradiction). Given a vertex v € V, we denote by I'(v) the neighborhood of v in G,, ,. Let A/ denote
the event that X, ., := |['(v) NT(w)| < 2np? for all distinct vertices v,w € V. Note that X, ,, has distribu-
tion Bin(n — 2,]92)7 with EX, ., < np?. Using a union bound argument and standard Chernoff bounds (such

as [15, Theorem 2.1]), in view of the lower bound np? > n'=%/5 > log(n) it routinely follows that
2
P(-N) < n? -exp(—%f) < L

Since NV holds whp, it remains to deterministically argue that A" implies the event Dy (;;;) for any 1 < j < 9log(n)
and set U C V of size |U| > £y/log®(n). Aiming at a contradiction, suppose that there are j + 1 distinct ver-
tices v1,v2,...,vj41 € V \ U that are each adjacent to at least [1/(j + 1) + 1/1og3(n)] - |U| vertices of U. With
foresight, note that assumptions (18)—(19) imply (with room to spare) the upper bound

n’p <n’"7 <n~% <« log™" (n). (82)

Since s < log(n)/p as in the proof of Lemma 1.4, in view of the definition (7) of £y= £o() we see that £, >
(1—7)n'~%p/log(n). Using the codegree-property A" and the lower bound |U] > £/ log?(n) together with 7 = o(1)
and the upper bound np < log™"(n) from (82), for any 1 < i < j + 1 it follows that

Y i<o<jrriize [T (i) N (vg)] j - 2np?
U] = Q(n9p/log’(n))

< O(n’plog*(n)) < 1/log®(n).

Since |U NT(v;)| > |U|/(j + 1) + |U|/log®(n), we thus obtain a contradiction by noting that

ol | U @nre)|z > (wnre)- Y INe)nre)l) > ul,

1<i<j+1 1<i<j+1 1<0<g+1:050

which completes the proof of Lemma 2.2, as discussed. O

5 Upper bounds on clique chromatic number

In this section we prove new upper bounds on the clique chromatic number x.(G, p) of Gy, p for n?P < p<xl,
which are used in the proofs of our main results Theorem 1.1-1.3. Our first upper bound demonstrates that the
typical asymptotics xc(Gn,p) = (5 +0(1)) log(n)/p for n=°() < p < 1 (see Theorem 1.1 and Remark 5.2) do not
extend to smaller edge-probabilities p = p(n). Indeed, Lemma 5.1 below shows that the leading constant must
be smaller than 1/2 for n=2/5 < p < n=2W since then p = log, (1/p) = Q(1) in (83) below.

Lemma 5.1. If the edge-probability p = p(n) satisfies n="/? < p < 10g71(n), then whp
¥e(Gnp) < (3= p(3 = p) +0(p)) log(n)/p. (83)

Remark 5.2. The proof implies that whp x.(Gnp) < (3 + 0(1)) log(n)/p when n~?<p<l.

Our second upper bound demonstrates that y.(Gy.,) = o(log(n)/p) for p = n=2/5+°() which is surprising in

view of previous bounds and speculations [3, 23, 20, 9] for p > n=2/°(logn)?/°. In fact, the upper bound (84) of
Lemma 5.3 is best possible for (logn)“n=2/> < p < n~'/3, see the proof of Theorem 1.3 in Section 1.4.

Lemma 5.3. If the edge-probability p = p(n) satisfies p = n=2/>%¢ with 2n=2/> < p < n=Y9, then whp

Xe(Gnp) < (%5 +o(1)) log(n)/p. (84)

The proofs of Lemma 5.1 and 5.3 are given in the next two subsections, and they both follow similar two-
step approaches to construct a valid vertex coloring of G, , without monochromatic inclusion-maximal cliques.
Aiming at roughly x.(Gn,p) < dlog(n)/p in (83) and (84) for suitable § > 0, in the first step we use a simple
greedy approach to color the vertices of Gy, ,, using &log(n)/p colors, until a set N of |[N| = ©(n'~°) uncolored
vertices is left. In the second step we then use a lemma-specific argument to color the remaining vertices in N
using a negligible number of additional new colors (compared to the number of colors used in the first step).
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5.1 Proof of Lemma 5.1

In the below proof of Lemma 5.1, in the second coloring step we partition the set N = N1U---UN, into z = ©(1/p)
parts, and then show that whp there are no cliques in the induced subgraphs Gy, ,[N;] that are inclusion maximal
with respect to G, ,. By giving all vertices in each IV; one new color, it turns out that we obtain a valid coloring
of the remaining vertices in N using z = o(plog(n)/p) many additional new colors.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Recalling that p = log,,(1/p), with foresight we define

+ A, )\::M and z:= {4-‘
log(n) p

Since p < log™*(n) ensures logy /(1—p)(n) = (1 + O(p))log(n)/p and max{p,A\} < log(1/p)/log(n) = p as well
as z < log(1/p)/p = plog(n)/p, to complete the proof of (83) and Remark 5.2 it suffices to show that whp
Xe(Gnyp) < s+ 2+ 1 under the assumption n=*/2 < p < 1. (To clarify: this also establishes the bound of
Remark 5.2, since p < 1 implies p, A = o(1) and log; ;(1_,)(n) = (1 + o(1)) log(n)/p.)

Our approach is to color the vertices of G, , with the colors {1,...,s+ z + 1} using the following procedure,
where we fix an ordering vy, . .., v, of all vertices (say using lexicographic ordering). First we sequentially consider
the vertices v1,...,vs, and each time color all so far uncolored vertices in N (v;) with color 4. Then we color all
so far uncolored vertices in {vy,...,vs} with color s + 1, so that the set of all so far uncolored vertices equals

P
2-1—

§:= {(ﬂogi(n)J, 5::%

1-p

1—-A

N::V\(SUUN(UZ-)) with S = {v1,...,0:}.

v, €S
Using the ordering of the vertices fixed above, we then sequentially partition IV into disjoint sets

and, for each 1 < i < z, then color all vertices in IN; with color s + 1 + 1.

Let us collect some basic properties of the resulting coloring. First we record that, by an analogous argument
to the proof in Section 4.1 of the non-neighbors result Lemma 1.4 (exploiting that n'~%p > (logn)? holds), we
obtain that whp |N| < 2n'~9. Next, note that every vertex colored i < s is adjacent to vertex v;, which itself
has a different color than i (either color s + 1 or a color that is less than ). Furthermore, the set of vertices
colored s+ 1 form an independent set. From this we deduce the following: if G, , contains an inclusion-maximal
monochromatic clique K, then its color must be in {s+2,...,s+z+1}, which means that K must be contained in
some set N;. To complete the proof, it thus suffices to show that whp no IV; contains an inclusion-maximal clique.

To this end we expose the status of potential edges of G, , in two rounds: in the first round we expose
the edge-status of all vertex pairs containing at least one vertex from S (which contains enough information to
determine N), and in the second round we expose the edge-status of all remaining vertex pairs. We henceforth
condition on the outcome of the first exposure round, and assume that |N| < 2n'~ (since this holds whp). As
usual, to avoid clutter, we shall omit this conditioning from out notation. Fix N; with 1 < ¢ < z. We infer that

INi| < 2IN|/z < n' .

Note that if K C N; is an inclusion-maximal clique in G, p, then K is also an inclusion-maximal clique
in G, p[V \ S]. Denoting by X; , the number of inclusion-maximal cliques K C N; of size |K| =k in G, ,[V '\ 5],
writing X; ==, <k<|Ni| X, it therefore routinely follows that

P(N; contains an inclusion-maximal clique) < P(X; > 1) < Z EX; k. (85)
2<k<|N|

Note that after conditioning on the outcome of the first exposure round, all potential edges inside V'\ S are still

included independently with probability p. Hence standard random graph estimates give, in view of |S| = z =
O(n'/?) and |N;| < n'=%p = n'=0%/2pl/2 = O(n'/?) that, say,

N; 3 , , k
EX; ) = <| N >p(§)(1 — RIS < (ent=Sp i b/ mamomipari)
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We now proceed by via several case distinctions. If p*n > 4klog(n), then it follows that
EX;p < (ene—<1—°<1>>Pkn/’f)k <n* (86)
If otherwise p*n < 4klog(n), then in view of p = n™" we see that
k k k
EX, < (enlﬂ; 'p1/2+k/2/k> < (677,176]71/2 4log(n)/(nk)) < (6277,1/2767'0/2 log(n)/k) .
In particular, if in addition k& > €®logn, then using § > 1/2 — p/2 we see that
k
EX; < (671711/2757;;/2) <e 7k, (87)

If otherwise k < e®logn, then we have p*n < log®(n) and thus k > log, /,(n/ log®(n)) = (1 — \)/p. Using the
form of § and n~* = log™3(n) together with k > (1 — \)/p and n=* = p, we then infer that

k k
EX, < (01270702 log(n)) < (n7/0V72) < n M2 < plogh (m). (88)
To sum up, using estimates (86), (87) and (88) it follows that

Z EXz,k < Z [nik + eik]]-{kZeG logn} +p/ logk(n)} < O(nil) + 0(p)'
2<k<|N;| k=2

Combining this estimate with (85) and z = O(1/p) < n then shows that
P(some N; with 1 <4 < z contains an inclusion-maximal clique) < z - [o(nfl) +o(p)| = o(1),

which completes the proof of Lemma 5.1, as discussed. O

5.2 Proof of Lemma 5.3

The below proof of Lemma 5.3 uses a similar first coloring step as Lemma 5.1, but in the second step we focus
on the induced subgraph G, ,[N] and argue as follows: since G, ,[N] has the same distribution as G|y, by ex-
ploiting the non-monotone behavior of x.(Gy,,) around p = n=2/% (see [23]) it turns out that whp x.(Gn p[N]) =
o(elog(n)/p). Since inclusion-maximal cliques in G,, , are also inclusion-maximal in G,, ,[N], we thus obtain a
valid coloring of the remaining vertices in N using at most o(elog(n)/p) many additional new colors.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. With foresight we define

oe 8
5= {Mogﬁ(n)J, 0= 3 and z:= L}\/@—‘

Note that & > log(2)/log(n). Since p < n~'/? ensures logy /(1_p)(n) = (1 + O(p))log(n)/p and p < ¢ as well
as z < log(2)/p < elog(n)/p, to complete the proof of (84) it suffices to show that whp x.(Gnp) < s+ 2+ 1.

Similar to Lemma 5.1, our approach is to color the vertices of G, , with the colors {1,...,s+z+ 1} using the
following procedure, where we fix an ordering vy, ..., v, of all vertices (say using lexicographic ordering). First
we sequentially consider the vertices vy, ..., vs, and each time color all so far uncolored vertices in N (v;) with
color i. Then we color all so far uncolored vertices in {v1,...,vs} with color s+ 1, so that the set of all so far
uncolored vertices equals

N:=V\ (SU U N(vi)) with S:={v1,...,vs}.

v; €S

Subsequently, our plan is to color the vertices in N with colors from the set {s+2,--- ,s+z+1}, so that G,, ,[N]
contains no monochromatic inclusion-maximal clique. By an argument analogous to the one used in the proof
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of Lemma 5.1, we deduce the following: if G, , contains a monochromatic inclusion-maximal clique K, then K
must be contained in the set N. To complete the proof, it thus suffices to show that whp x. (G,m, [N]) < z.

To this end we expose the status of potential edges of G, , in two rounds: in the first round we expose
the edge-status of all vertex pairs containing at least one vertex from S (which contains enough information to
determine N), and in the second round we expose the edge-status of all remaining vertex pairs. We henceforth
condition on the outcome of the first exposure round, and assume that $n'=° < |N| < 2n'~? (since this holds
whp, by an argument analogous to the proof Lemma 1.4, as discussed in Section 5.1). Note that after conditioning
on the outcome of the first exposure round, all potential edges inside N are still included independently with
probability p, which implies that G, ,[N] has the same distribution as G|y . Since § = 5¢/2, p < n=1/9 and
in!=% < |N| < 2n'~9 imply p = n=%/5+< = O(|N|%/°) and |N| = ©(1/p>/?) > n'/4, by invoking Theorem 3.1
in [23] it then follows that, whp,

2. |N| - p3/2 9. 9p1-5e/2 , —3/5+3¢/2 2/5—¢
\/log|N]| /L1ogn Viegn  pylogn
1
which completes the proof of Lemma 5.3, as discussed. O

6 Concluding remarks and open problems

We close this paper with some remarks and open problems concerning the clique chromatic number x.(Gp, ) of
the binomial random graph G,, , with edge-probability p = p(n).

e Order of magnitude. The main remaining open problem for the clique chromatic number is to determine
the typical order of magnitude of x.(G\ ) when p = p(n) is close to n=2/®> and n='/3 (cf. Remark 2.7).

Problem 6.1. Fix ¢ > 0. Determine the whp order of magnitude of x.(G,,,) when n=2/57¢ < p < n=2/5+¢
and %n*1/3 <p<nTl/8EE

These two ranges of p = p(n) are of particular interest, because around p = n=2/5 and p = n~1/3 there seems

to be a phase transition in the structure of the valid colorings: indeed, around these points the optimal lower
bound strategies appear to change (in terms of which clique size matters), which makes the proof approaches
from [23, 20] run into technical difficulties. To further illustrate our limited understanding, we remark that
a conjecture from [20, Section 5] predicts that whp x.(Gy,) = O(log(n)/p) for n=2/5(logn)3/> < p < 1,
whereas Lemma 5.3 demonstrates that this conjecture is not always correct: indeed, (84) implies that whp
Xe(Grp) = o(log(n)/p) for n=2/5 < p < n=2/5+°(1)_ Tt may be possible that the aforementioned conjecture
from [20] is also incorrect around p = n~1/3. To stimulate more research into this intriguing possibility, we
record that a simple modification of the proof of Remark 1.6 from Section 3 yields the following lower bound.

Corollary 6.2. Suppose that w = w(n) > 1. If p = p(n) satisfies (logn)*n=1/3 < p < n=V375 then whp
Xe (Gn,p) > (3 + 0(1)) 1og(n1/3p) /- (89)

It would be desirable to know if there is an upper bound on x.(G,, ,) which matches (89), since this could
potentially lead to a variant of Theorem 1.3 for a range of suitable of edge-probabilities p > (logn)“n~1/3.

e Asymptotics. Another major open problem for the clique chromatic number is to determine the typical
asymptotics of x.(G,. ) when p = p(n) is between n='/3 and n=°().

Problem 6.3. Fix ¢ > 0. Determine the whp asymptotics of x.(Gn,p) when n~l/3te « p< e

In this range of p = p(n) we know that whp x.(Gp,p) = ©(log(n)/p) by Theorem 1.1, so the main difficulty is to
determine the behavior of the leading constant. This is of particular interest, since (i) by Lemma 5.1 the lead-
ing constant must be smaller than 1/2, which contrasts the typical asymptotics x.(Gn,») = (3 + o(1)) log(n)/p
of Theorem 1.2 for n=°) < p <« 1, and (ii) it may be possible that ‘adaptive’ behavior akin to (4) and (89)
plays a role in some range of p = p(n). The whp asymptotics of x.(G, ) for constant p € (0,1) is a related
problem of interest. A close inspection of its proof reveals that Theorem 1.2 carries over to p < pg for some
small constant py > 0 (via simple routine modifications), provided one uses log . (n) instead of log(n)/p in

the resulting estimate (3); we now record this observation for future reference.
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Corollary 6.4. There ezists po > 0 such that the following holds: if n=°1) < p < po, then whp
Xe(Gnp) = (5 +0(1))log 1_(n). (90)

By the results of Demidovich and Zhukovskii [9] we know that (90) also holds whp for constant p € [0.5,1).
We believe that it should be possible to close the gap for constant p € (pg,0.5) by adding more bells and
whistles to our proof approach, which we intend to elaborate on in future work.

Acknowledgements. Lutz Warnke would like to thank Lyuben Lichev and Dieter Mitsche for helpful discussions
on the clique chromatic number of random graphs.
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