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Abstract

Using Chen-Stein method in combination with size-biased couplings, we obtain the mul-

tivariate Poisson approximation in terms of the Wasserstein distance. As applications, we

study the multivariate Poisson approximation of the distribution of joint subgraph counts

in an Erdős-Rényi random graph and the multivariate hypergeometric distribution giving

explicit convergence rates.
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1 Introduction

Let G(n, p) denote the Erdős-Rényi random graph on n vertices with edge probability p = p(n) ∈
(0, 1). Let H be a strictly balanced graph with vH > 0 vertices and eH edges, and let W denote
the number of copies of H in G(n, p). It is well-known since the 80’s (see e.g. Janson, Łuczak,
and Ruciński [5, Theorem 3.19]) that using the method of moments, if npdH → c > 0 as n → ∞,
where dH = eH/vH denotes the density of H , then W converges in distribution to a Poisson
random variable Pλ with parameter λ = cvH/aH , where aH denotes the size of the automorphism
group of H . Furthermore, using the Chen-Stein method, one can obtain an explicit rate of
convergence in terms of the total variation distance of both distributions, see Barbour, Holst,
and Janson [2, Chapter 5] or [5, Example 6.26]. More specifically, if H has no isolated vertices,
then as n → ∞,

dTV (W,Pλ) = O(n−γ),

where γ = min {vH′ − eH′/dH : H ′ ( H, eH′ > 0} > 0 and λ = E(W ) → cvH/aH . This is based
on the notion of size-biased coupling that we recall in Section 2. See Ross [7, Section 4] for an
extended survey of this topic.

One of the goals of this paper is to extend this rate of convergence to the joint convergence
of several subgraph counts in terms of the Wasserstein distance, which is stronger than the total
variation one. More specifically, let (H1, . . . , Hd) be a sequence of d distinct strictly balanced
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graphs with 0 < vHi
6 n vertices, eHi

> 0 edges, same density α = dHi
, for i = 1, . . . , d, and

no isolated vertices. Let W = (W1, . . . ,Wd) , where for i = 1, . . . , d, Wi denotes the number
of copies of Hi in G(n, p). Then, we show in Theorem 3.4, that if for some constant c > 0,
p = cn−1/α(1 + o(1)), then as n → ∞,

dW(W,Pλ) = O(n−γ),

where Pλ = (P1, . . . , Pd) denotes a Poisson random vector with independent components and
expectation λ = (λ1, . . . , λd) with λi = E(Wi) → cαvHi/aHi

, and

γ = min
i∈{1,...,d}

min{vH′

i
− eH′

i
/α : H ′

i ( Hi, eH′

i
> 0} > 0.

If the graphs do not have the same density, but there is a critical common density α shared by
a subset of them, our Theorem 3.4 also studies the behavior of Wi for the graphs that do not
have density equal to α. In the case that the graphs are not necessarily strictly balanced and
p → 0 as n → ∞, we obtain a bound for the Wasserstein distance of both distributions that can
be applied to a wide class of examples in order to show multivariate Poisson convergence, see
Corollary 3.2 and Remark 3.5.

In order to achieve this first aim, we use the multivariate Poisson approximation developed
by Pianoforte and Turin [6], which differs from the multivariate extension given by Goldstein
and Rinott [4] and that by Arratia, Goldstein, and Gordon [1]. In [6], the authors use Stein’s
equation for the Poisson distribution iteratively in order to derive a multivariate Poisson approxi-
mation bound in terms of the Wasserstein distance for general integer-valued random vectors. As
applications, they obtain the multivariate Poisson approximation of dependent Bernoulli sums
and Poisson process approximation of point processes of U -statistic structure. As the authors
observe in their paper, a particular case of their bound is when one can find random vectors
with an exact size-biased distribution in a multivariate setting that differs from previous multi-
variate extensions such as [4]. In our paper, we exploit this fact by formalizing the multivariate
notion of size-biased coupling and studying the case of multivariate sums of indicators random
variables. Then, as a consequence of the multivariate Poisson approximation theorem obtained
in [6], we obtain explicit bounds in terms of the Wasserstein distance for increasing and de-
creasing multivariate size-biased couplings, extending the one-dimensional case (see for e.g. [7]).
Although the multivariate Poisson distribution has independent components, our bounds take
into account of the dependences of the random vector through its covariances. We then apply
the increasing size-biased multivariate Poisson approximation bound to the joint convergence
of several subgraph counts mentioned above. This needs a careful analysis of the covariance
structure of subgraph counts, extending the covariance study done in Krokowski and Thäle [8].
In [8, Theorem 4.2], the rate of convergence to the multivariate Gaussian distribution of joint
subgraph counts is achieved in the case that p is constant, using the fourth differentiable function
distance and discrete Malliavin calculus. Finally, as an application of the decreasing size-biased
multivariate Poisson approximation, we consider the multivariate hypergeomertic distribution.

While we focused on Erdős-Rényi random graphs, the techniques developed here may po-
tentially be extended to other random graph models, such as random geometric graphs, etc.
The multivariate size-biased coupling framework could also be useful in other contexts such as
pattern occurrences in random permutations, and local statistics in random discrete structures.
It may be possible to obtain high-order asymptotic probability with smaller error, by considering
clusters of subgraphs, as in Zhang [9, Chapter 5].
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The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we develop the general theory of multivari-
ate size-biased coupling and Poisson approximations. Then in Section 3 we consider the two
applications, namely the distribution of subgraph counts in random graphs and the multivariate
hypergeometric distribution.

Notation: We use the notation N = {1, 2, . . .} and N0 = {0, 1, 2, . . .}. Throughout this
paper, Pλ = (P1, . . . , Pd) denotes a Poisson distributed random vector with independent compo-
nents and expectation λ = (λ1, . . . , λd).

2 Size-biased coupling and Poisson approximation

Size-biased couplings first appeared in the context of Stein’s method for normal approximation
by Goldstein and Rinott [4], and they are also useful when used in conjunction with Stein’s
method to obtain Poisson approximation. Following the survey by Ross [7], we recall the notion
of size-biased coupling.

Definition 2.1 (Size-biased coupling). Let W > 0 be a random variable with E(W ) = λ < ∞.

We say that a random variable W̃ is a size-biased coupling of W if for all function f satisfying
E|Wf(W )| < ∞, we have

E(Wf(W )) = λE(f(W̃ )).

Observe that if W > 0 is an integer-valued random variable with finite mean λ > 0, then W̃
is a size-biased coupling of W if and only if for all k ∈ N0,

P(W̃ = k) =
k

λ
P(W = k).

Applying size-biased couplings gives Poisson approximation for real-valued random variables.

Theorem 2.2. [7, Theorem 4.13] Let W > 0 be an integer-valued random variable with E(W ) =

λ > 0, and let W̃ be a size-biased coupling of W . Then, if Pλ is a Poisson distributed random
variable with parameter λ, we have

dTV(W,Pλ) 6 min{1, λ}E|W̃ − 1−W |,

where the total variation (TV) distance between two distributions P and Q on some finite domain
D is defined by

dTV(P,Q) = 1
2

∑

x∈D

|P (x)−Q(x)| = max
S⊆D

|P (S)−Q(S)|.

2.1 Multivariate size-biased coupling

We extend the size-biased coupling to the multivariate case, following the result by Pianoforte
and Turin [6].

Definition 2.3 (Multivariate size-biased coupling). Let W = (W1, . . . ,Wd) be a random vector

with E(Wi) = λi < ∞, for i = 1, . . . , d. Let W̃ = (W̃1, . . . ,W̃d) be a d-dimensional triangular

array such that W̃i = (W̃ i
1, . . . , W̃

i
i ) is an i-dimensional random vector for each i = 1, . . . , d. We

say that W̃ is a size-biased coupling of W if

E(Wif(W
i)) = λiE(f(W̃

i)), with W
i = (W1, . . . ,Wi) (2.1)

for all i = 1, . . . , d, and all functions f : R
i → R satisfying E|Wif(W

i)| < ∞.
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Observe that if W = (W1, . . . ,Wd) takes values in N
d
0, 0 < E(Wi) = λi < ∞, and the random

vector W̃i takes values in N
i
0 for all i = 1, . . . , d, then condition (2.1) is equivalent of saying that

for all i = 1, . . . , d and k
i = (k1, . . . , ki) ∈ N

i
0, we have

P(W̃i = k
i) =

ki
λi

P(Wi = k
i). (2.2)

The following extends [7, Corollary 4.14] to the multivariate setting.

Lemma 2.4. For all i = 1, . . . , d, let (X i
1, . . . , X

i
ni
) be an ni-dimensional random vector formed

by indicator random variables such that for j = 1, . . . , ni, P(X i
j = 1) = pi,j ∈ (0, 1), and set

W = (W1, . . . ,Wd), with Wi =
∑ni

j=1X
i
j. For all i = 1, . . . , d and ℓ = 1, . . . , ni, consider an

n1 · · ·ni−1(ni − 1)-dimensional random vector

X
i,(i,ℓ) =

(
(X

1,(i,ℓ)
j )n1

j=1, . . . , (X
i−1,(i,ℓ)
j )

ni−1

j=1 , (X
i,(i,ℓ)
j )ni

j=1,j 6=ℓ

)

defined on the same probability space as the random vector

X
i,ℓ =

(
(X1

j )
n1

j=1, . . . , (X
i−1
j )

ni−1

j=1 , (X
i
j)

ni

j=1,j 6=ℓ

)

satisfying

L (Xi,(i,ℓ)) = L (Xi,ℓ | X i
ℓ = 1). (2.3)

Let I1, . . . , Id be a sequence of independent random variables, independent of all else, such that
for all i = 1, . . . , d and j = 1, . . . , ni,

P (Ii = j) =
pi,j
λi

, where λi = E(Wi) =

ni∑

j=1

pi,j. (2.4)

Let W̃ = (W̃1, . . . ,W̃d) be the d-dimensional triangular array given by, for i = 1, . . . , d,

W̃
i =

(
n1∑

j=1

X
1,(i,Ii)
j , . . . ,

ni−1∑

j=1

X
i−1,(i,Ii)
j ,

ni∑

j=1,j 6=Ii

X
i,(i,Ii)
j + 1

)
. (2.5)

Then, W̃ is a size-biased coupling of W.

Proof. It suffices to prove (2.2). For i = 1, . . . , d and k
i = (k1, . . . , ki) ∈ N

i
0, in view of (2.4) and

(2.5), we have, conditioning with respect to all the values of Ii and using independence together
with the conditional probability law equality (2.3), that

λiP(W̃
i = k

i) = λi

ni∑

j=1

P(W̃i = k
i, Ii = j)

=

ni∑

j=1

P((W1, . . . ,Wi−1,Wi −X i
j + 1) = k

i | X i
j = 1)pi,j

=

ni∑

j=1

pi,j
P(X i

j = 1)
P(Wi = k

i, X i
j = 1) =

ni∑

j=1

P(Wi = k
i, X i

j = 1) = kiP(W
i = k

i),

recalling the definition of pi,j in (2.4). This concludes the desired proof.
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The following extends [7, Corollary 4.15] to the multivariate setting.

Corollary 2.5. For all i = 1, . . . , d, let (X i
1, . . . , X

i
ni
) be an ni-dimensional random vector formed

by exchangeable indicator random variables and consider an n1 · · ·ni−1(ni − 1)-dimensional ran-
dom vector

X
i,(i,1) =

(
(X

1,(i,1)
j )n1

j=1, . . . , (X
i−1,(i,1)
j )

ni−1

j=1 , (X
i,(i,1)
j )ni

j=2

)

defined on the same probability space as the random vector

X
i,1 =

(
(X1

j )
n1

j=1, . . . , (X
i−1
j )

ni−1

j=1 , (X
i
j)

ni

j=2

)

satisfying
L (Xi,(i,1)) = L (Xi,1 | X i

1 = 1).

Let W̃ = (W̃1, . . . ,W̃d) be the d-dimensional triangular array given by, for i = 1, . . . , d,

W̃
i =

(
n1∑

j=1

X
1,(i,1)
j , . . . ,

ni−1∑

j=1

X
i−1,(i,1)
j ,

ni∑

j=2

X
i,(i,1)
j + 1

)
.

Then, W̃ is a size-biased coupling of W.

Proof. The proof follows from Lemma 2.4 and the fact that exchangeability implies that the
random variables Ii’s are uniformly distributed.

2.2 Multivariate Poisson approximation

Recall that the Wasserstein distance between random vectors X and P is defined by

dW(X,P) = sup
g∈Lipd(1)

|E(g(X))− E(g(P))|,

where Lipd(1) denotes the set of Lipschitz functions g : N
d
0 → R with Lipschitz constant bounded

by 1 with respect to the 1-norm |x|1 =
∑d

i=1 |xi|, for a vector x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ R
d. Since

the indicator functions defined on N
d
0 are Lipschitz, for random vectors in N

d
0, the Wasserstein

distance dominates the total variation distance, and therefore, all bounds henceforth are also
valid for total variation distance.

Our first result is the following Poisson approximation using multivariate size-biased coupling,
which is a consequence of the result by Pianoforte and Turin [6].

Theorem 2.6. Let W = (W1, . . . ,Wd) be a d-dimensional random vector taking values in N
d
0,

with E(Wi) = λi > 0 for i = 1, . . . , d and let W̃ be a size-biased coupling of W. Then,

dW(W,Pλ) 6

d∑

i=1

min{1, λi}E|W̃
i
i − 1−Wi|+ 2

d∑

i=2

λi

i−1∑

j=1

E|W̃ i
j −Wj|.

Proof. The proof is a direct application of [6, Theorem 1.1] by taking, for i = 1, . . . , d, Z
(i)
i =

W̃ i
i − 1−Wi, Z

(i)
j = W̃ i

j −Wj for j = 1, . . . , i− 1, and Y
(i) = W̃

i. Then, we observe that (2.2)

implies that all the q
(i)
m1:i ’s in Theorem 1.1 in [6] are zero, since in our notation, we have that for

all i = 1, . . . , d and k
i = (k1, . . . , ki) ∈ N

i
0 with ki 6= 0,

q(i)m1:i
= kiP(W

i = k
i)− λiP(W̃

i = k
i),

which concludes the proof.
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Remark 2.7. We observe that [6, Theorem 1.1] is stated with min{1, λi} replaced by λi. How-
ever, when going through the proof, we see that we can use a sharper bound given for e.g.
in [7, Lemma 4.4], which allows to replace the λi by min{1, λi}.

When the multi-dimensional size-biased coupling is increasing, we extend [7, Theorem 4.20].

Theorem 2.8. Under the assumptions of Lemma 2.4, suppose that for all i = 1, . . . , d, j =
1, . . . , i− 1, ℓ = 1, . . . , ni, and k = 1, . . . , nj, we have X

j,(i,ℓ)
k > Xj

k, and for j = i and k 6= ℓ we

have X
i,(i,ℓ)
k > Xj

k . Then,

dW(W,Pλ) 6

d∑

i=1

min{1, λ−1
i }

(
Var(Wi)− λi + 2

ni∑

j=1

p2i,j

)
+ 2

d∑

i=2

λ−1
i

i−1∑

j=1

Cov(Wi,Wj).

Proof. Applying Theorem 2.6, we have, by using (2.4), that

dW(W,Pλ)

6

d∑

i=1

min{1, λ−1
i }

ni∑

j=1

pi,jE

(
ni∑

k=1,k 6=j

(X
i,(i,j)
k −X i

k) +X i
j

)
+ 2

d∑

i=2

λi

i−1∑

j=1

E

(
W̃ i

j −Wj

)

=
d∑

i=1

min{1, λi}E

(
W̃ i

i −Wi − 1 + 2X i
Ii

)
+ 2

d∑

i=2

λi

i−1∑

j=1

E

(
W̃ i

j −Wj

)
.

Now, using (2.1) and the fact that λi = E(Wi), we get that

λiE(W̃
i
i −Wi) = E(W 2

i )− (E(Wi))
2 = Var(Wi),

and similarly,
λiE(W̃

i
j −Wj) = E(WiWj)− E(Wi)E(Wj) = Cov(Wi,Wj).

Finally, using (2.4) to rewrite λi, we have

λiE(X
i
Ii
) = λi

ni∑

j=1

P(Ii = j)E(X i
Ii
| Ii = j) =

ni∑

j=1

pi,jE(X
i
Ii
| Ii = j) =

ni∑

j=1

p2i,j ,

where we use the definition of pi,j. This completes the desired bound.

Next, we extend [7, Theorem 4.31] for the decreasing size-biased coupling.

Theorem 2.9. Under the assumptions of Lemma 2.4, suppose that for all i = 1, . . . , d, j =
1, . . . , i− 1, ℓ = 1, . . . , ni, and k = 1, . . . , nj, we have X

j,(i,ℓ)
k 6 Xj

k and for j = i and k 6= ℓ we

have X
i,(i,ℓ)
k 6 Xj

k. Then,

dW(W,Pλ) 6

d∑

i=1

min{1, λ−1
i } (λi − Var(Wi))− 2

d∑

i=2

λ−1
i

i−1∑

j=1

Cov(Wi,Wj).

6



Proof. Applying Theorem 2.6, we have that

dW(W,Pλ)

6

d∑

i=1

min{1, λ−1
i }

ni∑

j=1

pi,jE

(
ni∑

k=2

(X i
k −X

i,(i,j)
k ) +X i

j

)
+ 2

d∑

i=2

λi

i−1∑

j=1

E

(
Wj − W̃ i

j

)

=
d∑

i=1

min{1, λi}E
(
Wi − W̃ i

i + 1
)
+ 2

d∑

i=2

λi

i−1∑

j=1

E

(
Wj − W̃ i

j

)
.

Finally, proceedings as in the proof of Theorem 2.8, we obtain the desired bound.

3 Applications

3.1 Joint subgraph counts in random graphs

Recall that G(n, p) denotes the Erdős-Rényi random graph on n vertices with edge probability
p = p(n) ∈ (0, 1). Let (H1, . . . , Hd) be a sequence of distinct fixed graphs such that for i =
1, . . . , d, each graph Hi has 0 < vHi

6 n vertices, eHi
> 0 edges, and no isolated vertices. We

analyze the joint distribution of subgraph counts of (H1, . . . , Hd) in G(n, p), that is, the number
of copies of Hi in G(n, p) for i = 1, . . . , d.

Our main result in this section is the multivariate Poisson approximation of subgraph counts,
as a consequence of the decreasing size-biased coupling in Theorem 2.8, as an extension of [7,
Theorem 4.21]. Observe that in this application of Theorem 2.8 the pi,j’s only depend on i.

Theorem 3.1. Let (H1, . . . , Hd) be a sequence of d distinct graphs with 0 < vHi
6 n vertices,

eHi
> 0 edges, and no isolated vertices. Let W = (W1, . . . ,Wd), where Wi is the number of copies

of Hi in G(n, p) for i = 1, . . . , d, and let λi = E(Wi). Then,

dW(W,Pλ) 6
d∑

i=1

min{1, λ−1
i } (Var(Wi)− λi + 2λip

eHi ) + 2
d∑

i=2

λ−1
i

i−1∑

j=1

Cov(Wi,Wj).

To obtain more explicit error bounds, we introduce some notation to analyse the covariances
between subgraph counts. Let Hi and Hj be two graphs that can be isomorphic. For any fixed
copies αi ∈ Γi and βj ∈ Γj in the complete graph Kn, we denote by eαi,βj

the number of edges
shared between αi and βj, and by vαi,βj

the number of vertices incident to these shared edges.
Define

Mi,j = max{eαi,βj
: αi ∈ Γi, βj ∈ Γj},

which represents the maximum possible number of shared edges between any copy of Hi and Hj.
For each k ∈ {1, . . . ,Mi,j}, define

ℓk,i,j =

{
min{vαi,βj

: eαi,βj
= k, αi ∈ Γi, βj ∈ Γj} if Sk(i, j) 6= ∅,

0 if Sk(i, j) = ∅,

where Sk(i, j) = {(αi, βj) ∈ Γi×Γj : eαi,βj
= k} is the set of pairs sharing exactly k edges. When

ℓk,i,j > 0, it represents the minimum number of vertices needed to realize k shared edges between

7



copies of Hi and Hj. Note that
(
ℓk,i,j
2

)
6 k 6 2ℓk,i,j, and ℓk,i,j = 0 when it is impossible for Hi

and Hj to share exactly k edges. Let

Ki,j = {k ∈ {1, . . . ,Mi,j} : ℓk,i,j > 0}

be the set of possible shared edge counts between Hi and Hj. Define

γi(t) = min
k∈Ki,i

{
ℓk,i,i −

k

t

}
.

As a consequence of Theorem 3.1, we obtain an explicit error bound in the case that p → 0
as n → ∞ using the above notation.

Corollary 3.2. Under the same conditions as in Theorem 3.1, assume that p → 0 as n → ∞.
Then, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for n sufficiently large, we have

dW(W,Pλ) 6 C





d∑

i=1

min{1, λi}
(
peHi + nvHi

−γipeHi

)
+

d∑

i=2

i−1∑

j=1

λj

∑

k∈Ki,j

p−kn−ℓk,i,j



 ,

where for i = 1, . . . , d,

γi = γi(dHi
) = min

{
vH′

i
−

eH′

i

dHi

: H ′
i ( Hi, eH′

i
> 0

}
,

and dHi
= eHi

/vHi
is the density of the graph Hi.

3.1.1 Proofs of Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2

Proof of Theorem 3.1. For i = 1, . . . , d, let Γi denote the set of all copies of Hi in the complete
graph of n vertices Kn. Let X i

αi
the indicator that there is a copy of Hi in G(n, p) at αi, and set

Wi =
∑

αi∈Γi
X i

αi
. We apply Theorem 2.8 to the vector W by constructing a size-biased coupling

of W using Corollary 2.5 and the fact that each Wi is a sum of exchangeable indicators.
For all i = 1, . . . , d, j = 1, . . . , i, and αi ∈ Γi, let X

j,(i,αi)
βj

be the indicator that there is a copy

of Hi in G(n, p) ∪ {αi} at βj ∈ Γj , where G(n, p) ∪ {αi} denotes the graph obtained by adding
the minimum edges necessary to G(n, p) such that G(n, p) ∪ {αi} contains a copy of Hi at αi.

Then the following facts imply the theorem:
• L (Xi,(i,αi)) = L (Xi,αi | X i

αi
= 1), where

X
i,(i,αi) =

(
(X

1,(i,αi)
β )β∈Γ1

, . . . , (X
i−1,(i,αi)
β )β∈Γi−1

, (X
i,(i,αi)
β )β∈Γi,β 6=αi

)

and
X

i,αi =
(
(X1

β)β∈Γ1
, . . . , (X i−1

β )β∈Γi−1
, (X i

β)β∈Γi,β 6=αi

)
.

• For all i = 1, . . . , d, j = 1, . . . , i− 1, αi ∈ Γi, and βj ∈ Γj, we have X
j,(i,αi)
βj

> Xj
βj

, and for

j = i, βi 6= αi, we have X
i,(i,αi)
βi

> X i
βi

, by noting that we only add edges in the size-biased
coupling construction.

• E(X i
αi
) = peHi for all α ∈ Γi.

This completes the proof.
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Observe that applying the one-dimensional bound of [7, Corollary 4.22], we obtain the fol-
lowing bound for the first error term in Theorem 3.1. For i = 1, . . . , d, αi ∈ Γi, and H ′

i ⊆ Hi,

let Γ
H′

i,αi

i ⊆ Γi be the set of subgraphs of Kn isomorphic to Hi, whose intersection with αi is H ′
i.

Then, for i = 1, . . . , d,

Var(Wi)− λi + 2λip
eHi 6 λi

(
peHi +

∑

H′

i(Hi:eH′

i
>0

|Γ
H′

i,αi

i |p
eHi

−eH′

i

)
, (3.1)

where the terms |Γ
H′

i,αi

i | account for the number of covariance terms for different types of pair
indicators.

We next give a more explicit bound on the second error term in Theorem 3.1. Recall that aH
denotes the size of the set of automorphisms of graph H . We observe that for i = 1, . . . , d,

E(Wi) = |Γi|p
eHi =

(
n

vHi

)
vHi

!

aHi

peHi .

We have the following asymptotic result, which extends Lemma 4.1 in Krokowski and Thäle [8]
to the case where p depends on n, and with errors therein corrected.

Lemma 3.3. Under the same conditions as in Corollary 3.2, for all i ∈ {2, . . . , d} and j ∈
{1, . . . , i− 1}, we have, for sufficiently large n,

Cov(Wi,Wj)

E(Wi)E(Wj)
= O

( ∑

k∈Ki,j

p−kn−ℓk,i,j

)
.

Proof. The proof follows along the same lines as in [8, Lemma 4.1], but taking into account the
fact that p depends on n. Let i ∈ {2, . . . , d} and j ∈ {1, . . . , i− 1}. Then for sufficiently large n,

Cov(Wi,Wj) =
∑

αi∈Γi,βj∈Γj : eαi,βj
>1

(
E(X i

αi
Xj

βj
)− E(X i

αi
)E(Xj

βj
)
)

=
∑

αi∈Γi,βj∈Γj :eαi,βj
>1

(
peHi

+eHj
−eαi,βj − peHipeHj

)

=
∑

k∈Ki,j

∑

(αi,βj)∈Sk(i,j)

peHi
+eHj

−k(1− pk) 6
∑

k∈Ki,j

∆k,

where ∆k = p−k
∑

(αi,βj)∈Sk(i,j)
peHi

+eHj .
Next, we observe that since the vHi

> 0 and the graphs Hi have no isolated vertices, we have

that 1 ∈ Ki,j. Let k = 1. We have
(

n
vHi

)vHi
!

aHi

= E(Wi)

p
eHi

possible choices for αi ∈ Γi. Since k = 1,

given αi ∈ Γi, we need to compute the number of βj ∈ Γj that have exactly one edge in common
with αi, by observing that we have eHi

possibilities to choose this common edge in αi. Once the
common edge in αi is fixed, we have

(
n−vHi
vHj

−2

)
possibilities to choose the vHj

−2 remaining vertices

of βj , eHj
possibilities to choose the common edge in βj, and 2(vHj

− 2)!/aHj
distinct possible

arrangements of the vertices. Then

∆1 = E(Wi)eHi
eHj

(
n− vHi

vHj
− 2

)
2(vHj

−2)!

aHj

peHj
−1 = E(Wi)E(Wj)O(n−2p−1).

9



If k = 2, that is, αi and βj have exactly two common edges, then we have two possibilities. The
first one is that the edges share one common vertex, thus, there are only three distinct vertices. In
this case, following as above we find that the contribution in the sum is E(Wi)E(Wj)O(n−3p−2).
The second possibility is that the edges do not share any vertex, that is, we have 4 distinct
vertices. In this case the contribution is E(Wi)E(Wj)O(n−4p−2). Therefore, for k > 2, we
observe that the terms that will contribute in the bound will be those for which the k edges in
common have a minimum number of distinct vertices, that is, ℓk,i,j. This concludes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 3.2. Applying the bound (3.1) and Lemma 3.3, we get, from Theorem 3.1,
that for sufficiently large n, the quantity dW(W,Pλ) is bounded by

C

{ d∑

i=1

min{1, λi}

(
peHi +

∑

H′

i(Hi:eH′

i
>0

|Γ
H′

i,αi

i |p
eHi

−eH′

i

)
+

d∑

i=2

i−1∑

j=1

λj

∑

k∈Ki,j

p−kn−ℓk,i,j

}

6 C

{ d∑

i=1

min{1, λi}

(
peHi + nvHipeHi

∑

H′

i(Hi:eH′

i
>0

(
n
vH′

i
/eH′

i
−vHi

/eHi

)−eH′

i

)

+
d∑

i=2

i−1∑

j=1

λj

∑

k∈Ki,j

p−kn−ℓk,i,j

}
,

by noting that |Γ
H′

i,αi

i | 6 n
vHi

−vH′

i . This completes the proof.

3.1.2 Strictly balanced graphs

We now apply Corollary 3.2 to a wide class of graphs called strictly balanced in order to obtain
an exact convergence rate. A graph H is called strictly balanced if

dH′ < dH whenever H ′ ( H, where dH =
eH
vH

is the density of the graph H . It is well-known that trees, cycles, and complete graphs are all
strictly balanced graphs. We have the following consequence Corollary 3.2 when all the graphs
are strictly balanced.

Theorem 3.4. Let G(n, p) be an Erdős-Rényi random graph with edge probability

p = cn−1/α(1 + o(1)),

where c > 0 and α > 0 are fixed constants. Let (H1, . . . , Hd) be a sequence of d strictly balanced
distinct graphs with 0 < vHi

6 n vertices, eHi
> 0 edges, for i = 1, . . . , d, and no isolated vertices,

Let Wi denote the number of copies of Hi in G(n, p). Define I = {i : dHi
= α} as the set of

critical indices. Then as n → ∞, we have the following.
1. For i /∈ I: If dHi

< α then
Wi

E(Wi)

P
−→ 1 at rate n−γi ,

where
γi = γi(α) = min

k∈Ki,i

{
ℓk,i,i −

k

α

}
> 0.

10



If dHi
> α then

P(Wi > 0) 6 exp(−Cnηi),

where
ηi = ηi(α) = vHi

(dHi
/α− 1) > 0.

2. For the critical subsequence WI = (Wi)i∈I , we have,

dW(WI ,PλI
) 6 Cn−γ ,

where λI = (λi)i∈I with λi = E(Wi) → cαvHi/aHi
and

γ = min
i∈I

γi(α) = min
i∈I

min{vH′

i
− eH′

i
/α : H ′

i ( Hi, eH′

i
> 0} > 0. (3.2)

Proof. When dHi
< α, we use the second moment method. First note that E[Wi] → ∞. By

Chebyshev’s inequality and Lemma 3.3, for all ǫ > 0,

P

(∣∣∣∣
Wi

E[Wi]
− 1

∣∣∣∣ > ǫ

)
6

Var(Wi)

ǫ2E[Wi]2
= O

( ∑

k∈Ki,i

nk/α−ℓk,i,i

)
= O

(
n−γi

)
,

in view of the definition of γi. By the strictly balanced property, we have k/ℓk,i,i < eHi
/vHi

=
dHi

< α, and therefore γi > 0.
When dHi

> α, we have that

E[Wi] 6 nvHi (cn−1/α)eHi = ceHinvHi
(1−dHi

/α)
6 exp(−Cnηi),

with ηi > 0. By Markov’s inequality,

P(Wi > 0) 6 E[Wi] 6 exp(−Cnηi).

We now consider the case dHi
= α for all i ∈ I. First observe that for all i ∈ I, as n → ∞,

E(Wi) → cαvHi/aHi
. We next bound the two terms in Corollary 3.2. For this step, in order to

simplify the exposition, we assume, without loss of generality, that I = {1, . . . , d}. We start
bounding the first sum. We observe that λi = O(1) and that nvHipeHi = O(1). In particular,
peHi = peHinvHin−vHi = O(n−vHi ). Then, recalling the definition of γ in (3.2) and observing that
γ > 0 since all the graphs are strictly balanced, we obtain that for large n,

d∑

i=1

min{1, λi}
(
peHi + nvHi

−γipeHi

)
= O(n−γ).

We next bound the second sum. By the definition of p, we have that for some constant C > 0
and large n,

d∑

i=2

i−1∑

j=1

λj

∑

k∈Ki,j

p−kn−ℓk,i,j 6 C

d∑

i=2

i−1∑

j=1

∑

k∈Ki,j

n−(ℓk,i,j−k/α).

Now, observe that given (i, j) since α = dHi
and all the graphs have the same density and are

strictly balanced, we have that ℓk,i,j − k/α > γ > 0 since if a pair (k, ℓk,i,j) is in the sum, then
the graph with k edges and ℓk,i,j vertices is a subgraph of both Hi and Hj . Thus, the second
sum is also O(n−γ) as n is large, which implies the desired result.
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Remark 3.5. We note that it is possible to get results for subgraphs that are not strictly
balanced, as Corollary 3.2 does not assume ‘balancedness’. In particular, in the case where
H has a unique densest subgraph, the desired result can be deduced immediately from our
results. However, other cases are more delicate, with different subgraphs of H ‘competing’. One
would need to incorporate considerations similar to those in the determination the threshold of
appearance of H , as was done by Bollobás [3, Section 4.2] to obtain approximation errors for
particular graphs.

We end this section with an example of application of Theorem 3.4.

Example 3.6 (Vector of cycles). Let d > 2 and let H1, . . . , Hd be d distinct cycles, where each
Hi is of length ki > 3, with k1 < k2 < · · · < kd. Then we have

E(Wi) =
n(n− 1) · · · (n− ki + 1)

2ki
pki.

For any two cycles Hi and Hj with i < j, the maximum shared edges is Mi,j = ki − 1, and for
k = 1, 2, . . . , ki − 1, the minimum vertices for k shared edges is ℓk,i,j = k + 1. Since all cycles
have density equal to one, taking p = cn−1(1 + o(1)), by Theorem 3.4, we obtain, by noting that
γ = 1, that for n sufficiently large,

dW(W,Pλ) 6 Cn−1,

where λi = E(Wi) → cki/(2ki) for i = 1, . . . , d.

3.2 Multivariate hypergeometric distribution

In this section we give Poisson approximation of the multivariate hypergeometric distribution,
starting with its definition.

Definition 3.7 (Multivariate hypergeometric distribution). Consider an urn containing N balls
of d different colors, with ni balls of color i (i = 1, . . . , d) such that

∑d
i=1 ni = N . When drawing

m balls without replacement, let W = (W1, . . . ,Wd), where Wi denotes the number of balls of
color i in the sample. Then W follows a multivariate hypergeometric distribution.

Next, as a consequence of the decreasing size-biased coupling in Theorem 2.9, we obtain
the following Poisson approximation, which is the multivariate extension of [7, Example 4.32].
Observe that in this application of Theorem 2.9 the pi,j ’s do not depend on i nor j.

Theorem 3.8. Let W = (W1, . . . ,Wd) follow the multivariate hypergeometric distribution de-
fined as above. Then

dW(W,Pλ) 6
d∑

i=1

min
{
1,

mni

N

}(
1−

(N − ni)(N −m)

N(N − 1)

)
+

2(N −m)

N(N − 1)

d∑

i=2

i−1∑

j=1

nj ,

where λi = E(Wi) = mni/N for each i = 1, . . . , d.

Remark 3.9. As in the one-dimensional case, this approximation is useful when N is large and
m/N and ni/N are small for all i = 1, . . . , d.
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Proof. For each color i ∈ {1, . . . , d}, note that Wi can be written as a sum of indicator random
variables Wi =

∑ni

j=1X
i
j , where X i

j is the indicator that ball j of color i is chosen in the m-

sample for j = 1, . . . , ni. So P(X i
j = 1) = m/N . For W = (W1, . . . ,Wd), we construct its

size-biased coupling W̃ = (W̃1, . . . ,W̃d) with the random vector W̃
i defined as follows for each

i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Let Ii be uniformly distributed on {1, . . . , ni}, independent of all else. Then, if

ball Ii of color i is already in the m-sample, let W̃
i = W

i; otherwise, we add ball Ii of color i
to the sample, and remove a uniformly chosen ball from the current sample. Recall that the law
of coupling from (2.3) specifies that the distribution of the coupled random vector matches the
conditional distribution of the original vector given that ball ℓ of color i was selected. Then we
have, for all i = 1, . . . , d, that we can write the W̃

i defined above as

W̃
i =

(
n1∑

j=1

X
1,(i,Ii)
j , . . . ,

ni−1∑

j=1

X
i−1,(i,Ii)
j ,

ni∑

j=1,j 6=Ii

X
i,(i,Ii)
j + 1

)
,

where for colors k < i,
∑nk

j=1X
k,(i,Ii)
j represents the count of color k balls after coupling, and

for color i,
∑ni

j=1,j 6=Ii
X

i,(i,Ii)
j + 1 represents the count including the mandatory ball Ii. Then

X
j,(i,ℓ)
k 6 Xj

k for j = 1, . . . , i − 1, ℓ = 1, . . . , ni, and k = 1, . . . , nj, and for j = i and k 6= ℓ we

have X
i,(i,ℓ)
k 6 Xj

k , and therefore, W̃ i
j 6 Wj for all j 6= i, as no additional balls of any color other

than i can be added during the coupling procedure. Thus, we can apply Theorem 2.9. Standard
hypergeometric calculations yield

E[Wi] =
mni

N
= λi, and Var(Wi) =

mni(N − ni)(N −m)

N2(N − 1)
= λi

(N − ni)(N −m)

N(N − 1)
. (3.3)

For the covariance between counts with distinct colors i 6= j, similar calculations give

Cov(Wi,Wj) = −
mninj(N −m)

N2(N − 1)
= −λiλj

N −m

m(N − 1)
.

Hence by Theorem 2.9, we have

dW(W,Pλ) 6

d∑

i=1

min {1, λi}

(
1−

(N − ni)(N −m)

N(N − 1)

)
+

2(N −m)

m(N − 1)

d∑

i=2

i−1∑

j=1

λj .

Then the proof is complete in view of the expectation formula in (3.3).
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