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THE GENERALIZED RAMSEY NUMBER f (n, 5, 8) = 6
7
n+ o(n)

PATRICK BENNETT, RYAN CUSHMAN, AND ANDRZEJ DUDEK

ABSTRACT. A (p,q)-coloring of Kn is a coloring of the edges of Kn such that every p-clique has at

least q distinct colors among its edges. The generalized Ramsey number f (n, p,q) is the mini-

mum number of colors such that Kn has a (p,q)-coloring. Gomez-Leos, Heath, Parker, Schweider

and Zerbib recently proved f (n, 5, 8) ≥ 6
7
(n − 1). Here we prove an asymptotically matching

upper bound.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the 1970’s, Erdős and Shelah [11] proposed the following generalization of the classical

Ramsey problem.

Definition 1. Fix integers p, q such that p ≥ 3 and 2 ≤ q ≤
�

p

2

�

. A (p, q)-coloring of Kn is a

coloring of the edges of Kn such that every p-clique has at least q distinct colors among its edges.

The generalized Ramsey number f (n, p, q) is the minimum number of colors such that Kn has a

(p, q)-coloring.

Note that a (p, 2)-coloring only avoids monochromatic p-cliques, so the problem reduces to

the standard multicolor Ramsey problem. In general, the problem is to estimate f (n, p, q) for

fixed p, q and n large. Erdős and Gyárfás [12] systematically studied this problem and obtained

many bounds for various ranges of p and q. For our current paper, the most relevant result of

Erdős and Gyárfás [12] is the following. For arbitrary p and

q = qlin(p) :=

�

p

2

�

− p+ 3, (1)

f (n, p, q) is linear in n (proving linear lower and upper bounds with different coefficients),

but that f (n, p, q − 1) is sublinear. Note that qlin(4) = 5. Erdős and Gyárfás [12] paid special

attention to the case of f (n, 4, 5) and proved more specific bounds for this case:

5

6
n+ o(n) ≤ f (n, 4, 5) ≤ n+ o(n).

Erdős and Gyárfás had differing opinions on which bound should be closer to the truth. Erdős

believed that the upper bound was essentially correct, while Gyárfás thought it should be closer

to the lower bound. Together with Prałat, the current authors [3] proved that f (n, 4, 5) =
5
6
n+ o(n) and so Gyárfás was right (this result was later reproved by Joos and Mubayi [18],

which we briefly discuss below). The coloring we used in [3] was obtained by a randomized

coloring process which we analyzed using the differential equation method pioneered and

popularized by Wormald (for a gentle introduction by the first and third authors, see [5]).

Recently two teams of researchers developed powerful “black box” theorems which can be

used to analyze a certain family of random processes. With a very minor technical modification,
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these theorems can be applied to the process we analyzed in [3]. Indeed, Glock, Joos, Kim,

Kühn and Lichev [14] used the differential equation method to greedily build a matching in

a hypergraph such that the matching is forbidden from containing certain sets of edges they

call conflicts. Delcourt and Postle [9] used a semi-random “nibble” method to obtain similar

results. Joos and Mubayi [18] showed that the process we analyzed in [3] could be encoded

as an instance of this more general process analyzed in [14], as well as obtaining a few results

on related generalized Ramsey problems by using similar encodings.

In this paper, we asymptotically determine f (n, 5, qlin(5)). Notice that by (1), qlin(5) = 8.

Theorem 1. We have

f (n, 5, 8) =
6

7
n+ o(n).

Gomez-Leos, Heath, Parker, Schweider and Zerbib [17] recently proved the lower bound

f (n, 5, 8) ≥ 6
7
(n − 1). In this paper we give an alternate proof for this lower bound, since

we believe it illuminates what must be done to get a matching upper bound. But our main

contribution is to obtain a (5, 8)-coloring using 6
7
n + o(n) colors. To do this we will actually

separately apply certain results of Delcourt and Postle [9] as well as Glock, Joos, Kim, Kühn

and Lichev [14]. The results in [9] and [14] are quite similar in the big picture, but there

are important technical differences that give each one an advantage over the other in certain

instances.

2. GADGET PACKING AND CONFLICT-FREE HYPERGRAPH MATCHINGS

In this section we describe some extremal problems which researchers have made significant

progress on in recent years, especially since the results of Delcourt and Postle [9] and Glock,

Joos, Kim, Kühn and Lichev [14]. The recent progress on many of these problems used ideas

and methods that serve as a good warm-up for how we will obtain our coloring.

The following problem was first studied by Brown, Erdős and Sós [8].

Definition 2. LetH be a 3-uniform hypergraph. An (s, k)-configuration inH is a set of s vertices

inducing k or more edges. We say H is (s, k)-free if it has no (s, k)-configuration. Let F(n; s, k)

be the largest possible number of edges in an (s, k)-free 3-uniform hypergraph with n vertices. In

terms of classical extremal numbers,

F(n; s, k) = exr(n,Gs,k),

where Gs,k is the family of all 3-uniform hypergraphs on s vertices and k edges.

Brown, Erdős and Sós [8] made two well-known conjectures on this problem, and the rele-

vant one for us is as follows.

Conjecture 1. For all ℓ ≥ 4 the following limit exists:

lim
n→∞

F (n;ℓ,ℓ− 2)

n2
.

For ℓ= 4 above we get F(n; 4, 2), which is just the maximum number of edges in a linear 3-

uniform hypergraph, i.e. a partial Steiner system. Since almost-perfect partial Steiner systems

exist, we have F(n; 4, 2) = 1
6
n2 + o(n2).

For the case ℓ= 5, Glock [13] proved Conjecture 1 by showing that F(n; 5, 3) = 1
5
n2 + o(n).

We briefly sketch a proof here, since it is a good warm-up. First we sketch the upper bound.

Suppose H is (5, 3)-free. Let x1 be the number of edges that share at most one vertex with
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every other edge. Let x2 be the number of pairs of edges that share two vertices. Since H is

(5, 3)-free,

|H |= x1 + 2x2. (2)

Now we will obtain an inequality restricting x1, x2 as follows. For any edge e = x yz counted

by x1 we say e hits all three pairs x y, yz, xz contained in e. For any pair of edges e, e′ counted

by x2 we say the pair e, e′ hits all 5 pairs of vertices contained in e or e′. Since each pair of

vertices is hit at most once, we conclude that

3x1 + 5x2 ≤

�

n

2

�

. (3)

Now, (2) and (3) give

|H |= x1 + 2x2 =
2

5

�

5

2
x1 + 5x2

�

≤
2

5
(3x1 + 5x2) ≤

2

5

�

n

2

�

≤
1

5
n2.

In the next paragraph we sketch a matching lower bound (up to some o(n) error term).

One appealing aspect of the proof for the upper bound is that it illuminates how to obtain

a construction that asymptotically matches it. First, to asymptotically maximize (2) subject to

the constraint (3) we must have x1 = o(n2), x2 =
1

10
n2 + o(n2). So our hypergraph consists

almost entirely of pairs of edges sharing two vertices. In other words, we would like to pack

copies of the hypergraph G shown in Figure 1. Our constraint (3) must be asymptotically tight,

so we must hit nearly every pair of vertices. Recall that each pair e = x yz, e′ = wyz counted

by x2 hits x y, yz, xz, wy, wz but not the pair xw. Since almost every pair must be hit, the

pairs that play the role of xw must be very rare. Indeed, for any such pair of vertices xw there

must be many pairs of edges e, e′ for which xw plays the same role. Thus, we would like to

pack copies of G which can share at most two vertices, and if they do share two vertices, then

the shared pair of vertices must be playing the role of xw in both copies of G . Thus, we say

xw is a sharable pair. We call the hypergraph G , together with the specification that the only

sharable pair is xw, a gadget. We would like to pack this gadget in an almost-perfect way so

that almost every pair of vertices is contained in a hyperedge. The method Glock used in [13]

was to glue many copies of G together by their sharable pair of vertices, and then pack copies

of the resulting hypergraph G ′ such that edges from different copies are only allowed to share

one vertex. Glock then packed copies of G ′ in a fairly standard way: he defined an appropriate

auxiliary hypergraph in which the desired packing corresponds to an almost-perfect matching,

and then applied the result of Pippinger and Spencer [22]. The result in [22] asserts that

“nice” hypergraphs have almost-perfect matchings, and was also proved using a semi-random

nibble method. This result (and its proof using a nibble method) is an important predecessor

to the more recent work on conflict-free hypergraph matchings by Delcourt and Postle [9] as

well as Glock, Joos, Kim, Kühn and Lichev [14]. This completes our proof sketch for Glock’s

result [13].

x w

y z

FIGURE 1. Glock’s gadget G .
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Very recently, Glock, Joos, Kim, Kühn, Lichev and Pikhurko [15] proved Conjecture 1 for

the case ℓ = 6 by finding the limit. The proof is significantly more complicated but bears a

resemblance to the sketch we provided above for Glock’s proof [13] of the case ℓ = 5. In

particular, the lower bound in [15] is obtained by packing an appropriately defined gadget,

i.e. a hypergraph which has some sharable pairs. The upper bound follows from establishing

a few constraints like (2) and (3) linear programming (and the optimal solution to the linear

program tells us what gadget to pack). However, to avoid all possible (6, 4)-configurations, one

must avoid certain configurations consisting of several gadgets intersecting in certain ways.

For this, a result like Pippinger and Spencer [22] is not sufficient, and so they use conflict-free

hypergraph matchings instead.

Shortly after the ℓ= 6 case was proved in [15], Delcourt and Postle [10] proved Conjecture 1

in full generality (but without actually finding the limit). Essentially, Delcourt and Postle [10]

proved that the sequence in Conjecture 1 is “approximately monotonic”. They did this by

showing how to use near-optimal hypergraphs on say n′ vertices as gadgets that can be packed

on n≫ n′ vertices. Even more recently, Glock, Kim, Lichev, Pikhurko and Sun [16] found the

limit for the cases ℓ = 7, 8, 9 of Conjecture 1, where all lower bounds followed by packing

various gadgets. One of these gadgets has 63 vertices and 61 edges (but the rest are much

smaller).

For coloring problems such as estimating generalized Ramsey numbers, one can sometimes

pack gadgets where the edges are colored. These gadgets generally have special rules about

how they should be colored, which may depend on the other gadgets they intersect with. This

is the idea behind our result with Prałat [3] for f (n, 4, 5) as well as all the results in Joos

and Mubayi [18]. In [2], the present authors showed how to obtain a near-optimal coloring

for certain generalized Ramsey problems using a near-optimal hypergraph for an appropriate

instance of the Brown-Erdős-Sös problem, which in some cases implies that we can find colored

gadgets for the former problem by starting with gadgets for the latter. Very recently, Lane and

Morrison [20] and independently Bal, the first author, Heath and Zerbib [1] proved some more

generalized Ramsey bounds by packing colored gadgets. To prove Theorem 1, we will need

a somewhat more complicated gadget than what was involved in these previous results. Our

gadget will have sharable edges as well as some more complicated rules about how the colors

must be chosen.

3. LOWER BOUND

Here we give an alternative proof that f (n, 5, 8) ≥ 6
7
(n− 1). First we define the following.

Definition 3. Given a (possibly only partial) coloring of the edges of Kn and a set S ⊆ V (Kn),

suppose there are x colored edges in S, having a total of y ≤ x distinct colors. We say that S has

x − y color repetitions or just repetitions. If |S| = 5 and S has 3 repetitions we say that S is a

(5, 8)-violation. A partial coloring with no (5, 8)-violation will be called a partial (5, 8)-coloring.

Note that a partial coloring can be extended to a full (5, 8)-coloring if and only if it does not have

any (5, 8)-violation .

Consider a (5, 8)-coloring of Kn using color set C . We will use this coloring to define a certain

partition of the edges E(Kn). We start with the partition P ′ into monochromatic components.

In a (5, 8) coloring a monochromatic component has at most three edges. For the rest of this

proof whenever we say “component” we mean a monochromatic component. We assume there

are no monochromatic triangles so each part of P ′ is either an isolated edge, 2-path, 3-path,
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or 3-star. For each part P ∈ P ′ consisting of a component in color c, we say P hits each pair

(v, c) where v is a vertex in the component. Clearly, each pair (v, c) is hit by at most one part.

We will form a new partition P by starting with P ′ and then applying a sequence of opera-

tions where we take several parts of the current partition, remove them and replace them with

their union (i.e. merge the parts). When we merge a set of parts into a new part P, we say P

hits all the pairs (v, c) that were hit by any of the merged parts. We will also in some cases

specify some additional pairs we will say are hit by P. It is important for our argument (and

we will see it holds) that each pair (v, c) is still hit by at most one part.

Now we start to describe the merging. First, for any part P = {x y, x v, x y} ∈ P ′, i.e. a 3-star

component, we see thatP ′ also has singleton parts {uv}, {uy}, {v y} (if any of these edges were

in a larger component we would have a (5, 8)-violation). See Figure 2(1). We merge P with

these singletons forming a new part Q with six edges. Note that two distinct 3-stars can share

at most one vertex since otherwise we have a (5, 8)-violation. Thus each singleton part in P ′

gets merged with at most one 3-star. In addition to all the 10 pairs hit by the parts we merged to

form Q, we also say that Q hits (x , green), (x , red), (x , orange) (see Figure 2(1)). Any scenario

in which a pair is hit twice implies a (5, 8)-violation. We merge all 3-stars with their respective

singletons to form a new partition. We abuse notation and call the new partition P ′, and we

will keep doing so after even more merging until we reach our final partition P .

Next, for any part P = {ux , x y, yv} ∈ P ′, i.e. a 3-path component, we see that P ′ also has

singleton parts {uy}, {x v}. See Figure i.e. 2(2). We merge P with these singletons forming a

new part Q with five edges. We say the new part hits the additional pairs (x , green), (y, red).

Next, for any pair of parts P = {xu, uv}, P ′ = {x y, yv} ∈ P ′, i.e. a pair of 2-paths sharing

endpoints, we will merge P, P ′ and the singleton part {x v}. See Figure i.e. 2(3). We say

the new part hits the additional pairs (u, green), (y, green). Next, for any pair of parts P =

{x y, yu}, P ′ = {xu, uv} ∈ P ′ we will merge P, P ′ and the singleton part {x v}. See Figure i.e.

2(4). We say the new part hits the additional pair (u, green).

Next, for any remaining part P = {ux , x v} ∈ P ′, i.e. a 2-path which did not get merged

with anything yet, we will do the following. First note that {uv} must be a singleton, say in

the color blue. If x is not incident to any blue edge then we just merge P with {uv} and say

the new part hits the additional pair (x , blue). See Figure i.e. 2(5). Otherwise let x y be the

(necessarily unique) blue edge incident with x . Now if there is no blue edge zw such that the

two edges yz, yw are the same color (like in Figure i.e. 2(7)), then we will merge the three parts

P = {ux , x v}, {uv}, {x y}. See Figure i.e. 2(6). This new part does not hit any additional pairs.

Finally in the case where there is a (necessarily unique) blue edge zw such that the two edges

yz, yw are the same color, we merge the six parts P = {ux , x v}, {wy, yz}, {uv}, {x y}, {zw}.

This new part does not hit any additional pairs. After completing all these merging operations

we arrive at our partition P . Every part of P is isomorphic (where an “isomorphism” allows

permuting colors) to one of the subfigures in Figure 2.

For i = 1, . . . , 8 let x i be the number of parts in P that look like Figure 2(i). Then summing

the edges we have

6x1 + 5x2 + 5x3 + 5x4 + 3x5 + 4x6 + 7x7 + x8 =

�

n

2

�

.

Now since each pair (v, c) is hit by at most one part of P we have

13x1 + 10x2 + 10x3 + 9x4 + 6x5 + 7x6 + 12x7 + 2x8 ≤ n|C |. (4)
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u v

x y

(1) 6 edges, hits 13 pairs.

u v

x y

(2) 5 edges, hits 10 pairs.

u v

x y

(3) 5 edges, hits 10 pairs.

u v

x y

(4) 5 edges, hits 9 pairs.

u

v

x

(5) 3 edges, hits 6 pairs.

u

v

x y

(6) 4 edges, hits 7 pairs.

u

v

x y

z

w

(7) 7 edges, hits 12 pairs. (8) 1 edge, hits 2 pairs.

FIGURE 2. Representations of all possible parts of P .

But then multiplying the first equation by 12/7 and subtracting from the second one yields

n|C | −
12

7

�

n

2

�

≥ 13x1 + 10x2 + 10x3 + 9x4 + 6x5 + 7x6 + 12x7 + 2x8

−
12

7

�

6x1 + 5x2 + 5x3 + 5x4 + 3x5 + 4x6 + 7x7 + x8

�

=
19

7
x1 +

10

7
x2 +

10

7
x3 +

3

7
x4 +

6

7
x5 +

1

7
x6 +

2

7
x8

≥ 0. (5)

Thus, |C | ≥ 1
n
· 12

7

�

n

2

�

= 6
7
(n− 1), as required.

4. PRELIMINARIES FOR THE UPPER BOUND

4.1. Intuition. In this section we describe the construction for the upper bound in Theorem 1.

In order to come close to the lower bound, the inequalities in lines (4) and (5) must be nearly

tight. For (5) to be nearly tight means that x7 (the only variable absent from the line above

(5)) must be quadratic and the rest of the x i must be subquadratic, i.e. almost every part in

the partitionP is of the type shown in Figure 2(7). This gives us the idea that a good coloring

might be obtained by “packing” sets of colored edges that look like Figure 2(7). And so we

have essentially derived our gadget! However we will have to pack this gadget carefully as we

will see. We call the colored graph in Figure 2(7) the gadget, where the colors red, blue and

green can be permuted or swapped with any other colors.
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We will need to take care how the gadgets in our packing intersect. We need almost all the

edges of Kn to be covered by edge-disjoint gadgets, and if we are careless we might end up with

two gadgets intersecting as shown in Figure 3(2). In that figure the red and blue edges come

from one gadget, and the green and orange from a second gadget. If the two gadgets intersect

as shown we see a (5, 8)-violation. To avoid this kind of complication we will only allow a

pair of gadgets to share a pair of vertices if that pair is a nonedge in both gadgets, as shown

in Figure 3(3). In order to ensure we can still cover almost all edges of Kn with our gadgets,

we will need to make sure that there are not too many of these pairs of vertices that get used

as nonedges of gadgets (such pairs will never be covered by our packing). Thus, before we

try to get our packing, we will designate a small set of edges to be our shareable edges (see

Figure 3(1)). When we pack a gadget, we will make sure the non-edges of the gadget are all

shareable, and the edges of the gadget are not shareable. This way we can allow two gadgets to

share two vertices as long as this pair of vertices is a shareable edge and therefore a non-edge

in each of the gadgets. We will call this gadget in Figure 3(1) Γ . We will define Γ more formally

later, but it will be a set of edges colored according to the pattern shown in Figure 3(1) but

with the colors possibly permuted, with the dotted edges always being sharable. The formal

definition of Γ will also involve additional rules about how the colors are chosen, which we

start to describe next.

(1) A gadget with shareable

edges shown as dashed lines.

(2) A forbidden intersection of

gadgets.

(3) An allowed intersection of

gadgets.

FIGURE 3. Intersecting gadgets.

We still need to guarantee that (4) is nearly tight, meaning that almost every pair in V (Kn)×C

is hit. Recall (see Figure 2(7)) that each gadget hits 12 pairs. If we are to use this gadget in our

packing though, we must make sure that y never touches any red edge from another gadget

or else we will not get a (5, 8)-coloring. In order to guarantee that we can still hit almost every

pair, we must make sure there are not too many colors that play this role for y (i.e. colors that

appear in a gadget involving y but not actually touching y, like the color red in Figure 2(7)).

Thus, before we try to get our packing we designate for each vertex a small set of non-touching

colors which are allowed to play this role. Whenever we pack a gadget using the vertex y, the

colors that do not touch y will be chosen from y ’s non-touching colors, and the colors that do

touch y will be from among y ’s touching colors (i.e. the rest of the colors).



8 PATRICK BENNETT, RYAN CUSHMAN, AND ANDRZEJ DUDEK

We will obtain a (5, 8)-coloring of Kn via some tools that were developed very recently by

Glock, Joos, Kim, Kühn and Lichev [14] and independently by Delcourt and Postle [9]. The

two versions of these tools in [9, 14] are similar but different, and here we actually use both

of them.

4.2. Tools and notation. We use many of the definitions from Joos and Mubayi [18].

Let H be a hypergraph. If all the edges of H have size k we say H is k-uniform, and if

all edges have size at most k we say H is k-bounded. A matching in H is a set of pairwise

disjoint edges. We denote by H ( j) the hypergraph on the same vertex set as H and with all

the edges of size j. For v ∈ V (H ), we denote byHv the set of all e \ {v} such that v ∈ e ∈H .

For a hypergraph H and a vertex v ∈ V (H ), we denote by dH (v) the degree of v; that is,

the number of edges containing v. We use ∆(H ) =maxu∈V (H ) dH (u) to denote the maximum

degree of H . Similarly, we define the minimum degree δ(H ) of H . For j ≥ 2, we denote by

∆ j(H ) the maximum number of edges that contain a particular set of j vertices.

We say that C is a conflict system for a hypergraphH if V (C ) = E(H ). In this case, we call

the edges of C conflicts. We say that a matchingM ⊆ E(H ) is C -free ifM does not contain

any C ∈ C as a subset.

We will use the following adjusted version of the theorem that appears in Joos and Mubayi’s

paper [18]. It is a simplified version of Theorem 3.3 in [14].

Theorem 2 ([18, Theorem 2.1]). For all k,ℓ ≥ 2, there exists ǫ0 > 0 such that for all ǫ ∈ (0,ǫ0),

there exists d0 such that the following holds for all d ≥ d0. SupposeH is a k-uniform hypergraph

on n ≤ exp(dǫ
3

) vertices and suppose the following conditions are satisfied:

(H1A) ∆2(H ) ≤ d1−ǫ , and

(H2A) (1− d−ǫ)d ≤ δ(H ) ≤∆(H )≤ d.

Suppose further that C is an ℓ-bounded conflict system for H such that |C | ≥ 3 for all C ∈ C ,

and satisfying the following conditions:

(C1A) ∆(C ( j)) ≤ ℓd j−1 for all 3 ≤ j ≤ ℓ, and

(C2A) ∆ j′(C
( j)) ≤ d j− j′−ǫ for all 2≤ j′ < j ≤ ℓ.

Then, there exists a C -free matchingM ⊂H of size at least (1− d−ǫ
3

)n/k

For a hypergraph H and a partition V (H ) = X ∪ Y , we say that H is bipartite and has

bipartition X ∪ Y if every edge ofH contains exactly one vertex of X . In this case we say that

a matchingM inH is X -perfect if every vertex of X is contained in some edge inM .

Theorem 3 ([9, Theorem 1.16]). For all k,ℓ ≥ 2 and real ǫ ∈ (0, 1), there exist an integer

d0 > 0 and real α > 0 such that following holds for all d ≥ d0. Let H be a bipartite k-bounded

hypergraph with bipartition X ∪ Y such that

(H1B) ∆2(H ) ≤ d1−ǫ , and

(H2B) every vertex in X has degree at least (1+ d−α)d and every vertex in Y has degree at most

d.

Suppose further that C is an ℓ-bounded conflict system forH satisfying the following conditions:

(C1B) ∆(C ( j)) ≤ α · d j−1 log d for all 2 ≤ j ≤ ℓ,

(C2B) ∆ j′(C
( j)) ≤ d j− j′−ǫ for all 2≤ j′ < j ≤ ℓ,

(C3B) for all v ∈ V (H ) and e ∈ E(H ) such that v /∈ e, we have
�

�

�

e′ ∈ E(H ) : e′ ∋ v and {e, e′} ∈ C
	�

� ≤ d1−ǫ , and
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(C4B) for all e, e′ ∈ E(H ) we have
�

�

�

e′′ ∈ E(H ) : {e, e′′} ∈ C and {e′, e′′} ∈ C
	�

� ≤ d1−ǫ.

Then there exists an X -perfect C -free matching ofH .

We will also use McDiarmid’s inequality.

Theorem 4 (McDiarmid’s inequality [21]). Suppose X1, . . . , Xm are independent random vari-

ables. Suppose X is a real-valued random variable determined by X1, . . . , Xm such that changing

the outcome of X i changes X by at most bi for all i ∈ [m]. Then, for all t > 0, we have

P (|X − E[X ]| ≥ t)≤ 2exp

�

−
2t2

∑

i∈[m] b2
i

�

.

4.3. Overview of the coloring. Our construction will start by identifying our set of shareable

edges, and non-hitting colors for each vertex. Then we would like to color almost all the edges

(excluding shareable edges and a few other edges) by packing edge-disjoint gadgets. These

gadgets must be packed to obey the rules for shareable edges and the colors chosen to obey

the rules for non-hitting colors. We will use two disjoint sets of colors CA1 and CA2 for these

gadgets, and the colors in CA1 and CA2 will play different roles. For c ∈ CA1, c will only be

allowed to play the role of blue in Figure i.e. 2(7), and so the color class for c will consist of

vertex-disjoint 1-paths (i.e. a matching in Kn). For c ∈ CA2, c will only be allowed to play the

role of red or green in Figure i.e. 2(7), so the color class for c will consist of vertex-disjoint

2-paths. In fact, to get our asymptotically optimal bound on the number of colors we will need

each color in CA1 to induce an almost-perfect matching and each color in CA2 to induce a set of

2-paths covering almost all vertices. When we pack the gadgets the colors will also be chosen

to obey certain other rules to avoid (5, 8)-violations. This part of our construction will be called

Phase A, and the proof that it works will be an application of Theorem 2. In particular we will

define an auxiliary hypergraphHA and conflict system CA such that a CA-free matching inHA

corresponds to a partial (5, 8)-coloring. The advantage of using Theorem 2 here is that this

theorem has some extensions which we will use (see Section A). These extensions allow us to

prove that the coloring obtained in Phase A has some nice quasirandom properties which will

allow us to do the next phase. In Phase B we will color all edges that remain uncolored after

Phase A. This will be done by applying Theorem 3 to a new hypergraphHB and conflict system

CB.

It helps to think of our construction as the output of a random procedure. Indeed, Theorem

2 was proved using a random greedy process that forms a matching by choosing one random

edge at a time. Likewise, Theorem 3 was proved using a semirandom “nibble” method where

many random edges are chosen at a time.

Both Theorems 2 and 3 have been applied to coloring problems before [2, 4, 7, 9, 17, 18].

To get a coloring, one defines an appropriate auxiliary hypergraph where some vertices corre-

spond to the objects being colored and other vertices correspond to colors. Each edge in this

hypergraph will contain a few objects and a few colors, and it is interpreted as assigning those

colors to those objects. The objects we want to color are the edges of Kn, and in Phase A we

will color them in “groups” (i.e. sets of edges forming a gadget). Neither Theorem 2 nor 3

alone lends itself to coloring all of our edges this way, so we will settle for almost all of them.
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Theorem 2 is better here since it has the extensions we discussed in the previous paragraph. In

Phase B we will color the edges individually (i.e. not in “groups” as in Phase A). Theorem 3 is

capable of coloring all the remaining edges with no leftovers. In particular in our application

of Theorem 3, the vertex set X will be the set of uncolored edges and Y will represent colors

for those edges. The X -perfect matching guaranteed by Theorem 3 will then correspond to a

coloring of all remaining edges. The fact that we color the edges individually in Phase B is

exactly why we can encode it specifically as a bipartite graph and apply Theorem 3.

In several of the recent results on Generalized Ramsey numbers and similar coloring prob-

lems [2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 17, 18], colorings were also obtained using a two-phase construction where

the first phase was a random greedy process or nibble method (either explicitly or implicitly as

an application of Theorem 2 or 3). The second phase in these applications was an application

of the Local Lemma. We would have liked to do our Phase B with the Local Lemma too, but

as we will see it would not work at least in the straightforward way. Our conflict system for

Phase B is too dense for a naive application of the Local Lemma. Fortunately we have Theorem

3 which can handle the situation. It is worth pointing out that the proof of Theorem 3 is also

a kind of two-phase construction: the first phase is a nibble method to get a matching that

covers almost all of X , and for the second phase each remaining vertex of X chooses a random

edge and the Local Lemma is used to show this gives a matching with positive probability. So

in the end we are implicitly using the Local Lemma by applying Theorem 3.

5. PHASE A

5.1. Setting up our application of Theorem 2. We would like to prove the following theorem

(actually we will eventually prove something stronger, see Section A). We will use Theorem 2.

Theorem 5. There is a partial (5, 8)-coloring of Kn using at most 6
7
n+ o(n) colors and coloring

all but o(n2) edges.

Proof. To get the coloring we need, we will apply Theorem 2 to a carefully constructed hyper-

graph HA and conflict system CA which we will now start to describe. First we will generate

a random set of edges E′ ⊆ E(Kn) by removing each possible edge with probability p := n−δ

independently, for some δ > 0. The set of removed edges E′′ := E(Kn)\E
′ will be our shareable

edges. Let CA be a set of (1− p/2)(6/7)n = 6
7
n+O(n1−δ) colors. We split the color set CA into

disjoint sets CA1 and CA2 where

|CA1|= (1− p)
3

7
n and |CA2|=

3

7
n.

We will apply Theorem 2 with ǫ = ǫA, and at certain points of our proof we will see inequal-

ities that δ,ǫA must satisfy. We will say δ,ǫA are chosen chosen such that

0 < ǫA≪ δ≪ 1. (6)

In other words, if we first choose δ > 0 small enough, we can then choose ǫA> 0 small enough

with respect to our choice for δ.

We define an auxiliary set of vertices

V := {(v, c) : v ∈ V (Kn), c ∈ CA}.

We let V ′ ⊆ V be a random subset where for each vertex (v, c) with c ∈ CA2, we remove (v, c)

with probability p. Removing (v, c) will mean that c is one of the non-touching colors for v.
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We define the following graph Γ ∗ (which is just the gadget without colors):

V (Γ ∗) = {γ∗
i
}i=1,...,6 and E(Γ ∗) =

§

γ∗
1
γ∗

2
, γ∗

1
γ∗

3
, γ∗

2
γ∗

3
, γ∗

3
γ∗

4
, γ∗

4
γ∗

5
, γ∗

5
γ∗

6
, γ∗

4
γ∗

6

ª

.

We are ready to defineHA. The vertex set will be

V (HA) = E′ ∪ V ′. (7)

Thus for our application of Theorem 2 we will use

nA := |V (HA)|= |E
′|+ |V ′|= (1+ o(1))

��

n

2

�

+ n ·
6

7
n

�

= (1+ o(1))
19

14
n2 (8)

(the estimate above holds w.h.p. when we randomly generate E′, V ′). HA will be kA-uniform

where kA = 19, and each edge will have 7 elements from E′ and 12 elements from V ′. There

will be a one-to-one correspondence between the edges of this hypergraph and colored copies

of Γ ∗ satisfying certain conditions below. More precisely E(HA) will consist of all edges of the

form

E(Γ )∪

§

(γi, c1)

ª

i=1,...,6

∪

§

(γi, c2)

ª

i=1,2,3

∪

§

(γi, c′
2
)

ª

i=4,5,6

where Γ ⊆ Kn is isomorphic to Γ ∗ with each vertex γi corresponding to γi, such that the follow-

ing are satisfied:

(1) E(Γ ) ⊆ E′,

(2) E
�

Γ

�

⊆ E(Kn) \ E′, where Γ is the complement of Γ ,

(3) c1 ∈ CA1 and c2, c′
2
∈ CA2,

(4)

§

(γi, c2)

ª

i=1,2,3

∪

§

(γi, c′
2
)

ª

i=4,5,6

⊆ V ′

(5) (γi, c′
2
) /∈ V ′ for i = 1, 2, 3 and (γi, c2) 6∈ V ′ for i = 4, 5, 6.

γ1

γ2

γ3 γ4

γ5

γ6

c1

c2

c2

c1

c′
2

c′
2

c1

FIGURE 4. A colored copy of Γ , corresponding to an edge ofHA.

We call the edges ofHA gadgets. Each gadget corresponds to (and we will identify it with) a

colored copy of Γ ∗ in Kn. The definition of our hypergraphHA is an encoding of these gadgets

designed so that a matching inHA will correspond to a partial coloring of Kn which completely

avoids many types of (5, 8)-violations. However this coloring might still contain other (5, 8)-

violations, which we must avoid by using our conflict system CA, which we define next.

The conflict system CA for HA of course has vertex set E(HA), i.e. the set of gadgets. The

conflicts (edges) of CA will be certain sets of gadgets which together would create a (5, 8)-

violation or an alternating 4-cycle (a 4-cycle that is alternately colored using 2 colors).

• Type 1 conflicts (see Figure 5(1)) correspond to collections of 4 gadgets, each having

an edge in some set S of 4 vertices, making an alternating 4-cycle in S.
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(1) The first type of 4-conflict. (2) The second type of 4-conflict.

(3) The third type of 4-conflict. (4) The fourth type of 4-conflict.

(5) A 5-conflict. (6) A 6-conflict.

FIGURE 5. Representative conflicts. Bold edges come from the triangle of a gad-

get. Black is used for edges in triangles whose color does not repeat. Other than

bold triangles, colored edges come from different gadgets.

• Type 2 conflicts (see Figure 5(2)) correspond to collections of 4 gadgets, say Γ1, . . . , Γ4
making a (5, 8)-violation S in the following way. Γ1 has a triangle in S with two c-

colored edges (red in the figure). Γ2 also has a c-colored edge in S, disjoint from the

other c-colored edges. Γ3 and Γ4 each have a c′-colored edge (green) in S and these

two edges are disjoint. Furthermore there is no alternating 4-cycle (in particular, no

red-green cycle).

• Type 3 conflicts (see Figure 5(3)) correspond to collections of 4 gadgets, say Γ1, . . . , Γ4
making a (5, 8)-violation S in the following way. Γ1 has a triangle in S with two c-

colored edges (red) and one c′-colored edge (blue). Γ2 has one edge in S colored c′.

Γ3, Γ4 each have one c′′-colored edge (green) in S and these edges are disjoint. There

is no alternating 4-cycle (in particular, no green-blue cycle).

• Type 4 conflicts (see Figure 5(4)) correspond to a collections of 4 gadgets Γ1, . . . , Γ4
making a (5, 8)-violation S in the following way. Γ1 and Γ2 each have a triangle in S.

These two triangles share exactly one vertex and can be “oriented” in any way (the

figure shows the orientation where the shared vertex has red degree 1 and blue degree

2). Then Γ3 and Γ4 each contribute one c-colored edge (green), where these two edges

are disjoint.
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• Type 5 conflicts (see Figure 5(5)) correspond to collections of 5 gadgets Γ1, . . . , Γ5
making a (5, 8)-violation S in the following way. Γ1 has a triangle in S. Γ2 and Γ3
each have c-colored edge (blue) in S, and Γ4, Γ5 each have a c′-colored edge (green)

in S. The c-colored edges are disjoint, as are the c′-colored edges, and there is no

alternating 4-cycle in S. In particular the c- and c′-colored edges together make an

alternately colored 5-path (s1, s2, . . . , s5) where s1, s3, s5 are all on the triangle from Γ1.

This path could be oriented in a few ways with respect to the orientation of the triangle

from Γ1, and the figure shows one possible orientation.

• Type 6 conflicts (see Figure 5(6)) correspond to collections of 6 gadgets making a

(5, 8)-violation S in the following way. Each gadget has an edge in S, and these 6

edges are colored with 3 colors, with 2 edges in each of the 3 colors c, c′, c′′. Edges

sharing a color are disjoint, and there is no alternating 4-cycle. In particular the union

of any two colors from c, c′, c′′ is an alternating 5-path. There are a few ways these

edges can be arranged with respect to each other, and the figure shows one way.

Proposition 1. A CA-free matchingM inHA corresponds to a partial (5, 8)-coloring of Kn.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that S is a (5, 8)-violation in a partial coloring corresponding

to a CA-free matchingM in HA. So |S| = 5 and S has 3 color repetitions. Note that by the

construction ofHA, each monochromatic component in our coloring is contained in a gadget.

This is due to the fact that if a gadget (edge of HA) corresponds to a set of colored edges

where some vertex v is touching a color c, then formally this gadget includes the vertex (v, c) ∈

V (HA) and in a matching no other gadget can contain (v, c) (i.e. no other gadget can contribute

another c-colored edge touching v). Next, we make the following observation.

Observation 1. No gadget can have 4 vertices in our (5, 8)-violation S.

Indeed, suppose Γ has 4 vertices p, q, r, s in S, contributing at most two repeats (see Figure 6).

No other gadget in M can assign a color to any edge in {p, q, r, s} since these are all either

sharable edges or already colored by Γ . Letting t be the fifth vertex in S, note that there

cannot be an edge t x for x ∈ {p, q, r, s} of a color c that appears in Γ . Indeed, either c is non-

touching for x or is already touching x via Γ . There also cannot be a gadget with a triangle in

S containing t since the other two vertices of this triangle would be in {p, q, r, s}. Thus there

is no way to get a third repeat to make S a (5, 8)-violation.

FIGURE 6. A gadget with 4 vertices in S.

We make another observation:

Observation 2. Suppose a gadget Γ has 3 vertices in S spanning one edge of color c, one edge of

color c′ and one sharable edge. Then at most one of c and c′ can be repeated in S.

Indeed, by the previous observation Γ cannot have a fourth vertex in S. For the 3 vertices Γ

has in S, both c, c′ are either non-touching for these vertices or else they are already touching

due to Γ . Thus S only has one edge which could be colored either c or c′.
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q

r

s

tp

(1) Two repetitions in the color c2. (2) Three repetitions in the colors c2, c3.

FIGURE 7. Configurations involving three edges of the same color.

Together, Observations 1 and 2 imply the following:

Observation 3. The only way for a gadget Γ to contribute to color repetitions in S is for S to

either contain exactly 3 vertices of Γ forming a triangle in Γ , or else for Γ to have exactly one edge

of a repeated color in S.

We consider the following cases for how to get 3 color repetitions.

Case 1: S contains 4 edges of the same color. This is not possible since all monochromatic

components in our coloring have at most 2 edges.

Case 2: S contains 3 c1-colored edges and 2 c2-colored edges. The c1-colored components

induced in S must consist of a 2-path pqr and an isolated edge st (see Figure 7 (1)). Let Γ1
be the gadget with the c1-colored 2-path. We claim that pr cannot be colored c2 (i.e. it cannot

be that c2 is blue and c1 is red in Figure 7 (1)). Indeed, in that case there must be another

c2-colored edge e in S. It is not possible that e is part of Γ1 by Observation 3. e could also

not be part of a different gadget since it would have to have one end at p, q or r which are

all already touching c2. Thus, c2 cannot be the color blue in Figure 7 (1). So there must be

two other edges in S colored c2, in one of the configurations in Figure 7 (2). Note that these

two c2-colored edges cannot come from the same gadget by Observation 3. No matter how

we arrange the edges, we either end up with a Type 1 or 2 conflict (see Figure 5(1) and (2)).

Thus, this case is impossible.

Case 3: S has 2 edges in each of the colors c1, c2, c3. By Observation 3, there are two

possibilities for each color ci: either there is a gadget contributing a ci-colored 2-path to S,

or two different gadgets each contributing a ci-colored edge to S and these two edges are

nonadjacent. Note that we cannot fit 3 edge-disjoint triangles in S, and so it cannot be the case

that we have a 2-path in each color c1, c2 and c3. If we have 2-paths in 2 of our colors, say c1

and c2 then we have a Type 4 conflict (see Figure 5(4)). If we have a 2-path in only one color

we have a Type 1, 3, or 5 conflict (see Figure 5(1),(3),(5)), and if we have no 2-paths we have

a Type 1 or 6 conflict (see Figure 5(1),(6)). These are all contradictions sinceM is CA-free.

Thus we have a partial (5, 8)-coloring. �

In light of Proposition 1 and the fact that CA has 6
7
n+O(n1−δ) colors, our proof of Lemma 5

will be done if we show there is a large enough CA-free matching in HA. To do that, we start

checking the conditions of Theorem 2.

5.2. Checking conditions of Theorem 2. Recall that we will use kA = 19. ℓA,ǫA will be

determined later. Set

dA :=
27

196
n7p14 + n7p14.5.
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|V (H )| is polynomial in n so it will be less than exp(d
ǫ3

A

A ).

Claim 1. ∆2(HA) = O(n6). Therefore (H1A) holds.

Proof. We fix two vertices inHA and bound the number of edges ofHA (i.e. colored gadgets Γ )

containing them. Recall that V (HA) = E′∪V ′ (see (7)) and so we consider the following cases

for our two fixed vertices ofHA.

If we fix e, e′ ∈ E′ then since e, e′ must be in Γ we choose at most 3 more vertices from Kn

and 3 colors so there are O(n6) edges ofHA containing e, e′.

If we fix e ∈ E′, (v, c) ∈ V ′ then we have fixed at least 2 vertices of Γ and one color. Thus we

choose at most 4 vertices and 2 colors and so there are O(n6) ways to complete an edge ofHA.

If we fix distinct (v, c), (v′, c′) ∈ V ′ then we have either fixed two vertices and at least one

color, or two colors and at least one vertex. Either way there are O(n6) ways to complete an

edge ofHA. Thus the claim follows assuming that 14δ+ 7ǫA< 1 which follows from (6). �

Claim 2. (1− d
−ǫA
A )dA≤ δ(HA) ≤∆(HA) ≤ dA. Therefore (H2A) holds.

Proof. We now find the expected degree of a vertex inHA. Recall that a vertex inHA is either

an edge e ∈ E′ ⊆ E(Kn) or a vertex-color pair (v, c) ∈ V ′, where c ∈ CA1 or c ∈ CA2. First

consider e ∈ E′. There are three distinct ways that e could play in Γ . The first case is when

e = γiγ j where i j = 12, 56 (see Figure 4). The expected number of edges of HA using e this

way is

(n− 2)(n− 3)

�

n− 4

2

�

|CA1||CA2|
2p(

6
2)−7p6(1− p)6(1− p)6

=
1

2
n4|CA1||CA2|

2p14 ±O(n7p15). (9)

On the other hand, e could also play the role of γiγ j in a Γ , where i j = 13, 23, 45, 46. The

expected number of edges ofHA using e this way is

n4|CA1||CA2|
2p14 ±O(n7p15). (10)

The final way that e could be a part of Γ is for i j = 34. The expected number of edges of HA

using e this way is

1

4
n2|CA1||CA2|

2p14 ±O(n7p15). (11)

Therefore, summing (9), (10) and (11) we have

E[degHA
(e) | e ∈ E′] =

�

1

2
+ 1+

1

4

�

n4|CA1||CA2|
2p14 ±O(n7p15)

=
7

4

�

3

7

�3

n7p14 ±O(n7p15)

=
27

196
n7p14 ±O(n7p15).

Now consider a vertex of H of the form (v, c) where c ∈ CA1. First we find the expected

number of edges ofH where v plays the role of γi for i = 1, 2, 5, 6:

1

2
n5|CA2|

2p14 ±O(n7p15). (12)
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For c ∈ CA1 and i = 3, 4 the expected number of edges ofH is

1

4
n5|CA2|

2p14 ±O(n7p15). (13)

So, summing (12) and (13), we have for c ∈ CA1 that

E[degHA
(v, c) | (v, c) ∈ V ′] =

�

1

2
+

1

4

��

3

7

�2

n7p14 ±O(n7p15)

=
27

196
n7p14 ±O(n7p15). (14)

Finally, for c ∈ CA2,

E[degHA
(v, c) | (v, c) ∈ V ′] = n3

�

n

2

�

|CA1||CA2|p
14(1− p)12

+ n

�

n

2

�2

|CA1||CA2|p
14(1− p)12 ±O(n6)

=
27

196
n7p14 ±O(n7p15).

We use McDiarmid’s inequality (Theorem 4) to show concentration of degHA
(e) around its

expected value. Define X f to be the indicator function for f in E′ and Y(v,c) to be the indicator

function for (v, c) in V ′. Then for f in E, define b f to be n3+3 when f is incident to e and

n2+3 otherwise. For (v, c) in V , let b(v,c) be n4+2 when v is in e and n2+3 otherwise. Observe

that in any of these cases degHA
(e) changes by at most bi, where i = f or (v, c). Then notice

that
∑

i b2
i
= O
�

n · (n3+3)2
�

+O
�

n2 · (n2+3)2
�

+O
�

n · (n4+2)2
�

+O
�

n2 · (n3+2)2
�

= O(n13). Thus,

McDiarmid’s inequality with t = 1
2
n7p14.5 implies that w.h.p.

27

196
n7p14 − n7p14.5 ≤ degHA

(e) ≤
27

196
n7p14 + n7p14.5

for all e (the failure probability in McDiarmid’s inequality is small enough for the union bound

over e).

We follow a similar argument for degHA
((v, c)). The calculations are equal since we are given

one less vertex but one more color. Therefore, w.h.p. HA satisfies

27

196
n7p14 − n7p14.5 ≤ δ(HA) ≤∆(HA) ≤

27

196
n7p14 + n7p14.5.

The above upper bound is exactly dA, and assuming that ǫA< δ/(14−28δ)which follows from

(6), the lower bound above is at least (1− d
−ǫA
A )dA. �

We move on to checking the conditions in Theorem 2 relevant to the conflict system. Recall

that the conflicts in CA have size at most 6, so CA is ℓA-bounded as long as ℓA ≥ 6.

Claim 3. (C1A) holds for some constant ℓA.

Proof. We start verifying the claim with j = 4. We will check one case in more detail and then

provide a general argument for the rest. We will check Type 1 conflicts in detail, i.e. we will

check that each gadget is contained in O(d3) conflicts of Type 1. Fix a gadget Γ1. A Type 1

conflict in C
(4)

A containing Γ1 contains 3 other gadgets Γ2, Γ3, Γ4 (see Figure 8(1)). Fixing Γ1 and

assuming we choose all the information for Γ2, Γ3, Γ4 in that order, the choices we must make are

summarized in Table 1. Note that this involves choosing several vertices and colors, but certain
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Γ4

Γ3

Γ2

Γ1

(1)

Γ0

Γ1

Γ2

Γ3

Γ4

Γ5

(2)

FIGURE 8. A 4-conflict (left) and a 6-conflict (right). The black edges are not

given colors to aid readability.

pairs of the vertices we choose must induce edges in E′ and some pairs of vertices and colors

must be in V ′. The table also summarizes these requirements. Each vertex and each color has

Γ2 Γ3 Γ4 total

vertices 5 5 4 14

colors 3 2 2 7

e 6∈ E′ 8 8 8 24

(v, c) 6∈ V ′ 6 6 6 18

TABLE 1. Counting vertices, colors, sharable edges and non-hitting colors.

O(n) choices. The event that any particular pair of vertices induces an edge in E′ is p, which is

also the probability of any particular pair (v, c) being in V ′. Thus, the expected number of ways

to complete our Type 1 conflict is O(n14+7p24+18) = O(d3). In a similar approach to that outlined

in the proof of Claim 2, McDiarmid’s inequality shows concentration and so w.h.p. each gadget

Γ1 is in O(d3) conflicts of Type 1. Notice that we needed to include factors of p in our estimate.

Oftentimes, such as in Claim 4, we do not need to be as precise in order to verify the required

condition.

Now we claim that each gadget is in O(d3) conflicts of Types 2, 3, and 4 (i.e. the rest of

the conflicts in C
(4)

A ). These conflicts all involve 4 gadgets such that the sum of the number of

vertex choices and color choices is 30. Indeed, for Type 2 and 3 conflicts there are 20 vertices

spanned and 10 colors used, while for Type 4 conflicts there are 19 vertices spanned and 11

colors used. Any of these conflicts involves having 32 pairs of vertices in E′ and 24 vertex-color

pairs in V ′. Fixing one of the gadgets gives us 6 vertices, 3 colors, 8 pairs in E′ and 6 pairs

in V ′. Thus the expected number of conflicts of Type 2, 3, or 4 containing a fixed gadget is

O(n30−6−3p32+24−8−6) = O(d3). As before, McDiarmid’s inequality shows concentration.
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We move on toC
(5)

A , meaning Type 5 conflicts. We claim that each gadget is in O(d4) conflicts

of Type 5. Indeed, such a conflict involves 5 gadgets spanning a total of 24 vertices, using a total

of 13 colors, having 40 pairs of vertices in E′ and 30 vertex-color pairs in V ′. Thus the expected

number of conflicts of Type 5 containing a fixed gadget is O(n24+13−6−3p40+30−8−6) = O(d4).

Finally we consider C
(6)

A , meaning Type 6 conflicts. These conflicts involve 6 gadgets span-

ning 29 vertices, using 15 colors, having 48 pairs in E′ and 36 pairs in V ′. Thus the expected

number of conflicts of Type 5 containing a fixed gadget is O(n29+15−6−3p48+36−8−6) = O(d5).

For each j = 4, 5, 6 we have shown that ∆(C
( j)

A ) = O(d j−1). Thus, there exists an ℓ′ such

that ∆(C
( j)

A )≤ ℓ
′d j−1 for each j.

ℓA :=max(ℓ′, 6),

then (C1A) is verified. �

Claim 4. (C2A) holds.

Proof. As with the previous claim, we will check Type 1 conflicts in more detail and provide

a general argument for the rest of the types. For Type 1 conflicts we have j = 4 so j′ = 2, 3.

For j′ = 2 so we fix some Γi, Γ j. There are two cases: Γi and Γ j either share a vertex or a color.

If they share a vertex, then we need to choose 9 more vertices and 4 more colors. If they

share a color, then we need 8 more vertices and 5 more colors. Thus, the number of Type 1

conflicts containing Γi, Γ j is O(n13)which is smaller than d4−2−ǫA by (6) (the important part here

is that d has a factor n7). Now for j′ = 3, there is only one unfixed Γi for which we need to

choose 4 vertices and 2 colors. So the number of Type 1 conflicts containing 3 fixed gadgets is

O(n6) < d4−3−ǫA. This completes our detailed discussion of Type 1 conflicts.

In general, consider a conflict of any of the types in C
( j)

A for j = 4, 5, 6. As we discussed in

the proof of the previous claim, each such conflict involves a total of 7 j+2 vertices and colors.

Now fix j′ gadgets in the conflict, for 2 ≤ j′ < j. The crucial observation (which the reader

can check by looking at Figure 5) is that for all of our conflict types, fixing any set of j′ gadgets

fixes at least 7 j′+ 3 vertices and colors. This leaves 7( j − j′)− 1 vertices and colors to choose,

so our number of choices is O(n7( j− j′)−1) < d j− j′−ǫA which follows from (6) and the fact that d

has the factor n7. So (C2A) is verified. �

Thus, all conditions of Theorem 2 are met, and soHA has a CA-free matching of size asymp-

totically (recalling (8) and kA = 19) nA/kA ∼ n2/14. Since every edge of our matching colors 7

edges in our partial (5, 8)-coloring of Kn, the number of colored edges is asymptotically n2/2.

This completes the proof of Theorem 5. �

As we discussed in Section 4.3, we have some leftover uncolored edges after Phase A (this

includes both the sharable edges and some more edges). We plan to color them in Phase B

by applying Theorem 3 to a new hypergraph HB and conflict system CB which together will

encode the coloring problem we have for the remaining uncolored edges. However, for the

purposes of checking thatHB,CB satisfy the conditions of Theorem 3 we must establish some

quasirandom properties of the coloring produced in Phase A. The following lemma summarizes

these properties. Recall that E′′ is the set of sharable edges. Let E′′′ be the set of non-sharable

edges which do not get colored in Phase A. We say the edges in E′′ ∪ E′′′ are the uncolored

edges, and the uncolored degree of a vertex is the number of incident uncolored edges. For

e ∈ E′′ ∪ E′′′, let Sa,b(e) be the family of sets S ⊆ V (Kn) with |S| = a, having b color repetitions

in the coloring from Phase A, and containing an uncolored edge e′ which is disjoint from e and

which belongs to the same set (either E′′ or E′′′) as e. Roughly speaking, these sets S represent
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potential danger for Phase B in the sense that if e gets the same color as e′ in Phase B, then

S gains a repeat. We focus on the case where e and e′ are disjoint since we will be able to do

Phase B where every color class is a matching. Also, in Phase B we will use disjoint sets of

colors for E′′ and E′′′ which is why we restrict our attention to the case when e and e′ are in

the same set.

Lemma 1. Our matchingMA and corresponding partial (5, 8)-coloring from Phase A can be taken

to satisfy the following:

(1) each vertex v has uncolored degree O(n1−ǫ3
A);

(2) for each shareable edge uv ∈ E′′, the number of gadgets containing uv as in Figure 9 is

O(nδ)

(3) for each uncolored edge uv and every (a, b) ∈ {(4, 0), (4, 1), (5, 0), (5, 1), (5, 2)}, we have

|Sa,b(uv)|= O(na−b−2)

(4) For each pair e1, e2 of uncolored edges, there are at most O(n1−δ/2) pairs of sets S1, S2 with

the following properties. S j ∈ S4,1(e j)∪S5,2(e j) for j = 1, 2. Furthermore there is a single

edge e′ ⊆ S1 ∩ S2 which is playing the role of the second uncolored edge (besides e1) in S1

and (besides e2) in S2.

Much of the content of Lemma 1 is heuristically easy to see (and much of it is easy to prove).

The proof of lemma 1 is in Appendix A, and here we will just explain why it is believable.

We already know Phase A colors almost all edges so part (1) makes sense. About n2/2 edges

are colored and about n2−δ/2 are sharable and so part (2) makes sense. To heuristically see

part (3), first note that we need to choose a − 2 vertices to complete a set S ∈ Sa,b(uv). Then

recall that the Phase A coloring is the result of a random process in which colored gadgets are

chosen one at a time, and heuristically the probability that one randomly chosen color matches

another one (i.e. the probability of each color repeat) is on the order 1/n. Part (4) is, as we will

see in Appendix A, bounding a family of configurations of gadgets each of which is heuristically

(and actually) unlikely to appear a lot.

u v

FIGURE 9. Structures bounded by Lemma 1(2).

6. PHASE B

We now describeHB and CB for our application of Theorem 3. As we go we will verify some

conditions of the theorem. HB will be a bipartite graph (so kB = 2) with vertex set X ∪Y where

X = E′′ ∪ E′′′ is the set of edges in Kn which have not received a color by the end of Phase A.

Set

dB := n log−1/10 n.

Let CB := CB1 ∪ CB2 where CB1, CB2 are two disjoint sets of set of 2dB new colors each. Y will

contain a vertex ec for every (e, c) ∈ E′′× CB1 and for every (e, c) ∈ E′′′× CB2. Condition (H1B)
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is satisfied since ∆2(HB) = 1. Condition (H2B) is satisfied since every vertex in X has degree

2dB and every vertex in Y has degree 1. An X -perfect matching inHB corresponds to a coloring

of the uncolored edges in the obvious way. Note that the sharable edges (in E′′) only get colors

from CB1 and the nonsharable edges (in E′′′) get colors from CB2.

Now we will define our conflict system CB so that a CB-free matching inHB, together with

our partial coloring from Phase A, gives us our final (5, 8)-coloring. Once we define CB, veri-

fying Conditions (C1B)–(C4B) will take some more work.

Let Sa,b be the family of sets S ⊆ V (Kn) with |S| = a and having b color repetitions in the

coloring from Phase A. To define CB we will first define another conflict system D and then let

CB be the set of minimal (inclusion-wise) conflicts of D. D will have the following conflicts,

described in order of increasing size.

2-conflicts in D: {ec, fc} will be a 2-conflict if any of the following holds:

• e and f are adjacent in Kn,

• f is in some S4,1(e), or

• f is in some S5,2(e).

Note that when we write ec and fc this is implying that e and f belong to the same set E′′ or

E′′′ (or else they could not get the same subscript).

4-conflicts in D: {ec, fc, e′
c′
, f ′

c′
} will be a 4-conflict if any of the following holds:

• f , e′, f ′ are in some S4,0(e), or

• f , e′, f ′ are in some S5,1(e).

6-conflicts in D: {ec, fc, e′
c′
, f ′

c′
, e′′

c′′
, f ′′

c′′
} will be a 6-conflict if f , e′, f ′, e′′, f ′′ are all in some

S5,0(e).

We letD be the collection of all the conflicts described above, and we letCB be the collection

of all minimal (inclusion-wise) conflicts in D. Since Conditions (C1B)–(C4B) all require only

upper bounds on the cardinalities of certain sets of edges, it suffices to check these conditions

for D instead of CB whenever convenient.

We check condition (C1B), starting with j = 2. Fix ec and we will bound the number of fc

such that {ec, fc} is a conflict. There are O(n1−ǫ3
A) edges f adjacent to e by part (1), and O(n)

edges f in someS4,1 or S5,2 by part (3). Thus we have∆(D(2)) = O(n) = o(dB log dB). Now we

check j = 4. We have ∆(D(4)) = O(n3) = o(d3
B

log dB) since, fixing some ec, we can determine

the rest of a 4-conflict by first choosing some S4,0 or S5,1 which are O(n2) by part (3) and then

choosing a color c′. For j = 6 using part (3) we similarly have ∆(D(6)) = O(n5) = o(d5
B

log dB).

Thus (C1B) holds for any positive α.

Now we check (C2B). For j = 2 there is no possible value for j′ so the statement is vacuously

true. For j = 4 it suffices to check that we have

∆2(C
(4)

B ) = O(n), ∆3(C
(4)

B ) = O(n1−ǫ3
A).

Indeed, consider the case of a 4-conflict in CB arising from some S4,0(e). If we fix j′ = 2 of

these colored edges then we have fixed either 2 colors and 3 vertices or 1 color and 4 vertices,

and in either case there are O(n) ways to complete the alternating 4-cycle. If we fix j′ = 3

colored edges they are in at most one alternating 4-cycle. Now consider the case of a 4-conflict

in CB arising from some S5,1(e). We can assume that this conflict does not make an alternating

4-cycle since we just handled that case (then we would have an S4,0(e)). Thus the 4 colored

edges in Kn corresponding this conflict form an alternating 4-path. If we fix j′ = 2 of these

colored edges there are O(n) ways to complete the conflict. If we fix j′ = 3 of them then by
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Lemma 1 part (1) there are O(n1−ǫ3
A) ways to complete the conflict. Thus we have checked

(C2B) for j = 4 (this condition just has to hold for some ǫ = ǫB > 0 and we can choose

ǫB≪ ǫA,δ).

Now we check (C2B) for j = 6. It suffices to check that

∆2(C
(6)

B ) = O(n3), ∆3(C
(6)

B ) = O(n2), ∆4(C
(6)

B ) = O(n), ∆5(C
(6)

B ) = O(1).

Indeed, any 6-conflict corresponds to 3 pairs of edges, where each pair is a monochromatic

matching. Any two of these pairs forms an alternating 4-path (if they formed an alternating

4-cycle then this conflict would not be minimal). Together, these edges have 3 distinct colors

and span 5 vertices. If we fix j′ = 2 colored edges in such a conflict then we have fixed either

3 vertices and 2 colors or 4 vertices and 1 color, justifying the first bound above. Fixing j′ = 3

colored edges fixes at least 4 vertices and 2 colors, justifying the second bound above. If we fix

j′ = 4 colored edges in our conflict, then we have fixed all 5 vertices and 2 colors or 4 vertices

and 3 colors, justifying the third bound. Finally for j′ = 5 we fix all 5 vertices and 3 colors.

Thus (C2B) holds.

Now we check (C3B). Let v ∈ V (HB), e ∈ E(HB) with v /∈ e. Recall that e corresponds to

coloring some color ce to some edge f ∈ E(Kn). It is only possible to have a 2-conflict {e, e′} ∈ D

if e′ corresponds to assigning some edge f ′ ∈ E(Kn) the same color ce. Thus,
�

�

�

e′ ∈ E(HB) : e′ ∋ v and {e, e′} ∈ D
	�

� ≤ 1

and (C3B) holds.

Now we check (C4B). Fix e, e′ ∈ E(HB). By Lemma 1 part (4),
�

�

�

e′′ ∈ E(HB) : {e, e′′} ∈ D and {e′, e′′} ∈ D
	�

�≤ n1−δ/2.

Thus (C4B) holds.

By Theorem 3, we get a CB-free X -perfect matching of HB, which corresponds to a way to

color the remaining uncolored edges using |CB1|+ |CB2| = 4n log−1/10 = o(n) colors. In Phase

A we used 6n/7+ o(n) colors. Thus we have proved Theorem 1.

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

As we were finalizing this manuscript for submission, we noticed that Joos, Mubayi and

Smith [19] very recently proved a theorem which can be applied as a black box to do two-

phase colorings all at once. This black box theorem can be used to reprove several of the

recent generalized Ramsey results that appeared in [1, 3, 7, 17, 20].

However, it seems to us that the black box in [19] is not quite sufficient to obtain the main

result of this paper (although a slightly improved version might be sufficient). Indeed, the

proof method in [19] is essentially a generalized two-phase proof where the first phase is an

application of (a version of) Theorem 2 and the second phase is the Local Lemma. As we

pointed out, such a proof technique would not work for us which is why our second phase was

instead an application of Theorem 3. The difficulty seems to be related to the sharable edges,

which are a feature that was not present in any of the recent generalized Ramsey results. Thus

perhaps it is not surprising that when we try to input our setup into the new result in [19], it

looks like it does not satisfy all the conditions for the theorem to apply.

We believe the framework from [19] can be modified in the spirit of our proof technique to

obtain an improved result that would reprove our main result. For example, we find it likely

one could apply our present proof technique (i.e. a two-phase coloring applying Theorem 2
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and then Theorem 3 instead of using the Local Lemma to finish) in a more general setting to

obtain a result that could be applied to reprove Theorem 1.
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Let w:
�

H

j

�

→ [0,ℓ] where j ∈ N. We call w a test function for H if w(F) = 0 whenever

F ∈
�

H

j

�

is not a matching. We say that w is j-uniform. In general, for a function w: A→ R

and a finite set X ⊂ A, we define w(X ) :=
∑

x∈X w(x). For a j-uniform test function w, we also

use w to denote the extension of w to arbitrary subsets F ⊆ E(H ) where we define w(F) :=

w(
�

F

j

�

) =
∑

F ′∈(F
j)

w(F ′). We will see that we can formally state many quasirandom properties

of our matchingMA by defining an appropriate test function w and then estimating w(MA).

To estimate it, we have the following extension of Theorem 3. We use Theorem 2.1 in [18]

which is the straightforward adaptation of Theorem 3.3 in [14] to the setting of Theorem 2.

Theorem 6 ([18, Theorem 2.1]). For all k,ℓ ≥ 2, there exists ǫ0 > 0 such that for all ǫ ∈ (0,ǫ0),

there exists d0 such that the following holds for all d ≥ d0. Suppose C is an ℓ-bounded conflict

system on a k-uniform hypergraph H satisfying all the assumptions of Theorem 2. Suppose W

is a set of test functions of uniformity at most ℓ with |W | ≤ exp(dǫ
3

) where for each j-uniform

w ∈ W we have

(W1) w(H ) ≥ d j+ǫ;

(W2) w({F ∈
�

H

j

�

: F ⊇ F ′}) ≤ w(H )/d j′+ǫ for all j′ ∈ [ j − 1] and F ′ ∈
�

H

j′

�

;

(W3) |(Ce)
( j′) ∩ (C f )

( j′)| ≤ d j′−ǫ for all e, f ∈ H with w({F ∈
�

H

j

�

: e, f ∈ F}) > 0 and all

j′ ∈ [ℓ− 1];

(W4) w(F) = 0 for all F ∈
�

H

j

�

that are not C -free.

Then, there exists a C -free matching M ⊂ H of size at least (1 − d−ǫ
3

)n/k with w(M ) =

(1± d−ǫ
3

)d− jw(H ) for all j-uniform w ∈W .

Recall that e ∈ E′′ ∪ E′′′, let Sa,b(e) be the family of sets S ⊆ V (Kn) with |S| = a, having b

color repetitions in the coloring from Phase A, and containing an uncolored edge e′ which is

disjoint from e and which belongs to the same set (either E′′ or E′′′) as e.

Lemma 1. Our matchingMA and corresponding partial (5, 8)-coloring from Phase A can be taken

to satisfy the following:

(1) each vertex v has uncolored degree O(n1−ǫ3
A);

(2) for each shareable edge uv ∈ E′′, the number of gadgets containing uv as in Figure 9 is

O(nδ)

(3) for each uncolored edge uv and every (a, b) ∈ {(4, 0), (4, 1), (5, 0), (5, 1), (5, 2)}, we have

|Sa,b(uv)|= O(na−b−2)

(4) For each pair e1, e2 of uncolored edges, there are at most O(n1−δ/2) pairs of sets S1, S2 with

the following properties. S j ∈ S4,1(e j)∪S5,2(e j) for j = 1, 2. Furthermore there is a single

edge e′ ⊆ S1 ∩ S2 which is playing the role of the second uncolored edge (besides e1) in S1

and (besides e2) in S2.

A.1. Proof of Lemma 1(1). For fixed v, let w : E(HA)→ [0, 3] be the 1-uniform test function

that assigns an edge Γ ∈ E(HA) to the number of colored edges of Kn in Γ that contain v.

Next we estimate w(HA). In the following calculation, the first term arises when v = γi for

i = 1, 2, 5, 6, which is adjacent to two colored edges (one from CA1 and one from CA2). The

second term arises when v = γi for i = 3, 4, which is adjacent to three colored edges (refer to

Figure 4). So using McDiarmid’s inequality gives us

w(HA) = 2 · n3

�

n

2

�

|CA1||CA2|
2p14 + 3 · (n− 1)

�

n− 2

2

�2

|CA1||CA2|
2p14 ± n8p14.5
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=
27

196
n8p14 ± n8p14.5.

Then Clearly, w(HA) = Ω(d
n
A
) ≥ d

1+ǫA
A , verifying (W1). Notice that since j = 1, conditions

(W2)–(W4) are satisfied trivially.

Thus, we have

w(MA) = (1± d
−ǫ3

A

A )

27
196

n8p14 ± n8p14.5

27
196

n7p14 ± n7p14.5

For sufficiently large n, by (6), we have that w(MA) = (1±n−ǫ
3
A)n. Thus, for any fixed vertex,

the uncolored degree will be (n− 1)− (1± n−ǫ
3
A)n = O(n1−ǫ3

A).

A.2. Proof of Lemma 1(2). For fixed u, v, let w : E(HA) → [0, 1] to be the test function

that assigns an edge Γ ∈ E(HA) to 1 if uv is a shareable edge of Γ of the form γiγ j for i j =

14, 24, 35, 36. Then

w(HA) = Θ(n
4n3p13) = Θ(dA/p)

and by (6) we have w(HA) = Ω(dAnδ) ≥ d
1+ǫA
A , verifying (W1). Since j = 1, conditions (W2)–

(W4) are satisfied trivially.

Therefore,

w(MA) = (1± d
−ǫ3

A

A )
O(dA/p)

dA

= O(nδ).

A.3. Proof of Lemma 1(3). Figure 10 shows representative sets S ∈ Sa,b(uv) for all relevant

pairs (a, b). Some pairs (a, b) have several subcases, for example the possible cases for pair

(5, 2) are in Subfigures (7)–(16).

Almost all of the cases follow from some easy facts: we have n vertices, O(n) colors, and

every vertex has degree at most 2 in every color. Sometimes we also use the fact that between

any two vertices there is at most one monochromatic 2-path. Indeed, to see |S4,0(uv)|= O(n2)

and |S5,0(uv)| = O(n3) (Figures 10(1) and (2)) we just choose the rest of the vertices in S.

To see |S4,1(uv)| = O(n) (Figures 10(3)) we choose a color which determines O(1) possible

sets S. Similarly we can see |S5,1(uv)| = O(n2) (Figures 10(4)–(6)). The last bound for us to

show is |S5,2(uv)| = O(n) (Figures 10(7)–(16)). The cases shown in (7)–(13) all follow from

the easy facts we have used so far. The case in (14) can only apply when uv ∈ E′′ since uv

is used as a sharable edge by a gadget. To bound the number of such sets S, first we choose

the gadget in O(nδ) ways by Lemma 1(2), and then we choose a sharable edge incident with

one of the vertices in the gadget. Since each vertex has sharable degree O(n1−δ) the number

of such sets S is O(nδ · n1−δ) = O(n) so the case in (14) is done. Thus we arrive at the case in

(16). Bounding such sets S will require a fresh application of Theorem 6.

To bound the number of sets S as in Figure 10(16), our test function w is counting 4-tuples of

gadgets like Figure 11 (and so j = 4). u, v are fixed, and so we have to choose 19 vertices and

10 colors, and each gadget contributes a p14 factor for all the sharable edges and nonhitting

colors. Thus

w(HA) = Θ(n
19n10p4·14) = Θ(d4

A
n),

verifying (W1). Next we verify (W2). The reader can check that if we fix any set F ′ of j′ ∈

{1, 2, 3} of our gadgets, the total number of fixed vertices plus colors is always at least 7 j′+3.

Since u, v were already fixed that means we have at least 7 j′ + 1 additional fixed vertices or
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u v

(1)

u v

(2)

u v

(3)

u v

(4)

u v

(5)

u v

(6)

u v

(7)

u v

(8)

u v

(9)

u v

(10)

u v

(11)

u v

(12)

u v

(13)

u v

(14)

u v

(15)

u v

(16)

FIGURE 10. Cases for S ∈ Sa,b(uv). Dashed edges could play the role of the

second uncolored edge e′. Triangles are shown with one possible orientation

but other orientations are possible. Black is used for edges in triangles whose

color does not repeat within S.

colors. To complete the 4-tuple of gadgets we then have to choose a total of 28− 7 j′ vertices

and colors. Thus

w

�§

F ∈

�

HA

j

�

: F ⊇ F ′
ª�

= O(n28−7 j′) ≤
w(HA)

d j′+ǫ
,

where the last inequality follows from (6) and the fact that the power of n on the right hand

side is n29−7 j′ .

To verify (W3), we let Γ and Γ ′ be gadgets such that with w
�

{F ∈
�

HA

j

�

: Γ , Γ ′ ∈ F}
�

> 0. Let

Γ1, . . . , Γ j′ be a set of j′ edges inHA such that both CΓ := {Γ , Γ1, . . . , Γ j′} and CΓ ′ := {Γ
′, Γ1, . . . , Γ j′}

are conflicts. Let SΓ and SΓ ′ be the corresponding colored subgraph in Kn isomorphic to one of

the graphs in Figure 5. Observe that Γ (res. Γ ′) has to contribute at least one colored edge to

SΓ (res. SΓ ′). Thus if we look at the set of all vertices in Kn spanned by the gadgets Γ1, . . . , Γ j′ it

contains an edge colored by Γ and a different edge colored by Γ ′. We know that each conflict

of size j′ + 1 involves a total of 7( j′ + 1) + 2 vertices and colors. Fixing Γ determines a total
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Γ1 u

Γ2

Γ3

Γ4

v

FIGURE 11. Structures counted by w.

of 9 vertices and colors used in the conflict CΓ , and fixing Γ ′ determines at least one additional

vertex, so there are at most 7 j′ − 1 choices of vertices and colors to complete the conflict CΓ .

Thus |((CA)Γ )
( j′) ∩ ((CA)Γ ′)

( j′)| = O(n7 j′−1) < d
j′−ǫ

A , verifying (W3).

Finally, (W4) is satisfied since by definition w assigns positive weight only for E ∈
�

CA

4

�

that

are CA-free.

Thus, by Theorem 6, we have

w(MA) = (1± d−ǫ
3

A
)
Θ(d4

A
n)

d4
A

= Θ(n).

This completes the last case (16) for the proof of Lemma 1(3).

A.4. Proof of Lemma 1(4). To prove this part we will need a lemma from [14], but first a

definition. We say that a j-uniform hypergraphX is (D, r)-spread if we have∆ j′(X ) ≤ Dr j′ for

each j′ = 0, . . . j − 1. The following is essentially Lemma 6.5 from [14] where we take s = 0.

Lemma 2 ([14, Lemma 6.5]). Suppose X is a family of uniform hypergraphs on vertex set E(H ),

each having uniformity at most 2ℓ. Suppose each j-uniform X ∈ X is (D, 1/d)-spread with

D ≥ d j. Suppose |X| ≤ exp
�

dǫ/300ℓ
�

. Then in Theorems 2 and 6 it is possible to takeM such that

for all X ∈ X,M contains at most Dd− j+ǫ/12 edges of X .

The statement of the lemma in [14] is for a single hypergraph X and it gives a probability

bound for the event thatM (which is the output of a random process in that paper) contains

more than Dd− j+ǫ/12 edges of X . The version we stated above follows from the probability

bound given in [14] and applying the union bound to our family X.

Fix e1, e2. We will bound the number of uncolored edges e′ as described in Lemma 1(4) by

considering several cases. In each case we will consider a family of hypergraphs X satisfying

the conditions of Lemma 2. Since each family of hypergraphs will be only polynomial in size

and there are a constant number of these families, Lemma 1(4) will follow.

We consider cases based on what role e′ plays with e1 and with e2. We have e′ ∈ S4,1(e1)∪

S5,2(e1). Figure 10(3) shows the case e′ ∈ S4,1(e1), and 10(7)-(16) shows all possible cases

e′ ∈ S5,2(e1) (where e′ is one of the dashed edges and e1 = uv). Likewise, e′ also plays one of

these roles with respect to e2. Thus, the cases we consider are all possible combinations of two

roles (one for e1, one for e2) e′ could play. The role e′ plays with each of e1, e2 implies that we

certain colored edges which must come from some set of gadgets. For each case, the family of
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e1 e2

e′

S1 S2

(1)

e1 e2

e′

(2)

FIGURE 12. Two configurations bounded by Lemma 1(4).

these sets of gadgets (which together would cause e′ to play the prescribed role with e1 and

e2) will be one of our hypergraphs X when we apply Lemma 2.

We start with a special case which is a bit different from the rest. Consider the case shown

in Figure 12(1), which is when e′ plays the role in Figure 10(14) with e1 and also with e2 and

there is a single vertex shared by both gadgets and e′. We bound the number of pairs of gadgets

Γ1, Γ2 contained in our matchingM . LetX be the hypergraph where the edges are these pairs

Γ1, Γ2 (so here j = 2). We verify thatX is (d2
A
, 1/dA)-spread. To determine a pair Γ1, Γ2 we must

choose a total of 7 vertices and 6 colors, so

∆0(X ) = |X |= O(n13) ≤ d2
A
.

Now if we fix say Γ1 and count the number of possibilities for Γ2 we have to choose 3 vertices

and 3 colors, so

∆1(X ) = O(n6) ≤ dA.

thusX is (d2
A
, 1/dA)-spread and by Lemma 2 we conclude thatM contains at most d

ǫA/12

A pairs

fromX . Note that in this case e1, e2, e′ ∈ E′′ (e1 and e2 are being used as sharable edges and e′

must belong to the same set). Since each vertex has sharable degree O(n1−δ), the total number

of choices for e′ is at most O(n1−δd
ǫA/12

A ) = O(n1−δ/2) by (6). There is similar case where e1 and

e2 share a vertex.

Note that in Figure 10(3) and (7)–(16), only in (14) do we see a dashed edge that has an

endpoint adjacent to no colored edges. This is what is special about the first case we considered:

even after we bounded the number of sets of gadgets, we had a “free choice” of the uncolored

edge e′. In all of the future cases e′ will have both endpoints at vertices that are used by one of

our gadgets, i.e. e′ is determined up to O(1) choices by the set of gadgets. We will check two

such cases by hand and leave the rest for the reader. We claim that for each such j-uniform

hypergraph X we have that X is (n7 j, 1/dA)-spread. By Lemma 2 this impliesM contains at

most n7 jd
− j+ǫ/12

A = O(n1−δ/2 edges of X . Thus, Lemma 1(4) follows from checking our claim

that each X is (n7 j, 1/dA)-spread. We will check an easy case and a more complicated case in

detail and leave the rest to the reader.

Let us check the case where e1, e2 are disjoint and they both play the role in Figure 10(3)

(see Figure 12(2)). Say Γ1, Γ2 are each responsible for one of the red edges, and Γ3, Γ4 are

responsible for the blue edges. We letX be the set of all such 4-tuples {Γ1, Γ2, Γ3, Γ4}. We verify

that X is (n28, 1/dA)-spread. We have (justification follows)

∆0(X ) = O(n28), ∆1(X ) = O(n20), ∆2(X ) = O(n13), ∆3(X ) = O(n6).
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Indeed, to justify the∆0(X ) bound we can determine an entire 4-tuple {Γ1, Γ2, Γ3, Γ4} by choos-

ing a total of 18 vertices and 10 colors. For ∆1(X ) we fix one of our gadgets (say Γ1) and note

that to determine Γ2, Γ3, Γ4 we choose 13 vertices and 7 colors. For ∆2(X ) we fix two gadgets

and then determine the other two by choosing either 8 vertices and 5 colors or 9 vertices and

4 colors (depending on which two gadgets we fixed). For ∆3(X ) we fix say Γ1, Γ2, Γ3 and de-

termine Γ4 by choosing 4 vertices and 2 colors. Thus X is (n28, 1/dA)-spread and we are done

with this case.

e1

e2

e′

Γ2

Γ1

Γ3

Γ4

Γ5

FIGURE 13. ◦ vertices are in S1 and � vertices are in S2.

Now we consider a more complicated case shown in Figure 13. In this case e1 and e2 share a

vertex. e′ plays the role in Figure 10(15) with e1, so there is a set S1 of 5 vertices including both

e1 and e′. e′ plays the role in Figure 10(9) with e1, so there is a set S2 of 5 vertices including

both e2 and e′. Furthermore we chose to consider a case where S1 ∩ S2 contains an edge (in

blue) that contributes to the color repetition within S1 and also within S2. This case will be an

application of Lemma 2 with j = 5. Let X be the set of all 5-tuples {Γ1, Γ2, Γ3, Γ4, Γ5} as shown

in Figure 13. Then we have (justification follows)

∆0(X ) = O(n34), ∆1(X ) = O(n26), ∆2(X ) = O(n19), ∆3(X ) = O(n12), ∆4(X ) = O(n6).

To justify ∆0(X ) we can determine a 5-tuple in X by choosing a total of 23 vertices and 11

colors, i.e. 34 choices for pieces of information where we have O(n) possibilities for each choice.

For ∆1(X ) note that fixing any one gadget fixes at least 5 vertices not in e1 ∪ e2 and fixes 3

colors (i.e. 8 of our 34 choices), so to complete a 5-tuple ofX we make at most 26 choices. For

∆2(X ) note that fixing 2 of our gadgets fixes at least 15 choices for colors and vertices, where

an example of the worst case is when we fix Γ1, Γ4. For ∆3(X ) note that fixing 3 gadgets fixes

at least 22 choices for colors and vertices, and the worst case is when we fix Γ1, Γ4, Γ5. Finally

for∆4(X ) note that if we fix 4 gadgets (a worst case being say Γ1, Γ2, Γ3, Γ4) we need to choose
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at most 4 vertices and 2 colors for the last gadget. Putting together the above bounds, we see

that X is (n35, 1/dA)-spread as claimed.
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