
ar
X

iv
:2

50
2.

14
79

4v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

C
O

] 
 2

0 
Fe

b 
20

25

SHARP THRESHOLDS FOR SPANNING REGULAR SUBGRAPHS

MAKSIM ZHUKOVSKII

Abstract. We prove that (1 + o(1))
√

e/n is the sharp threshold for the appearance of the

square of a Hamilton cycle in G(n, p), confirming the conjecture of Kahn, Narayanan, and Park.

We also find the exact asymptotics of the threshold for the emergence of a spanning subgraph

isomorphic to a fixed graph F for a wide family of d-regular graphs F . This family includes

almost all d-regular graphs.

1. Introduction

A graph property is called increasing if it is closed under the addition of edges. If Q is a

non-trivial increasing property and G ∼ G(n, p) is a binomial random graph, then, for every

fixed n, the function P(G ∈ Q) increases in p. In particular, there exists a unique solution

pc(Q) of the equation P(G ∈ Q) = 1/2, which is called the probability threshold for Q. In 1987,

Bollobás and Thomason [6] proved that, for any non-trivial increasing property Q, whp1 G ∈ Q
if p ≫ pc(Q)2 and whp G /∈ Q if p ≪ pc(Q).

Since the original paper of Erdős and Rényi [8] the task of determining the asymptotic

behaviour of pc(Q) for increasing properties Q has been a central topic in probabilistic com-

binatorics. While the asymptotic order of the probability threshold has been determined for

many natural increasing graph properties, a general solution remains unknown, and determin-

ing the exact asymptotics of pc(Q) is even more challenging. In this paper we address the latter

question, explicitly posed in [29, Question 2]. We provide an answer for a class of increasing

properties generated by d-regular graphs and resolve a notable conjecture in this area regarding

the asymptotics of pc for the appearance of the second power of a Hamilton cycle.

Despite this challenge, for any arbitrary increasing Q, the value of pc(Q) can be established

up to a log n-factor if the so called expectation threshold is known — thanks to the remarkable

result of Park and Pham [28], which resolved the renowned conjecture of Kahn and Kalai. Let

us recall the definition of the expectation threshold and then state the theorem of Park and

Pham. Roughly speaking, the expectation threshold pe(Q) is the moment when the expected

number of graphs generating Q hits 1/2. Formally, pe(Q) is the maximum p such that there

exists a set of graphs Q′ satisfying
∑

G∈Q′ p|E(G)| ≤ 1
2 and Q ⊆ 〈Q′〉, where 〈Q′〉 is the upwards

closure of Q′. Due to Markov’s inequality, pe(Q) ≤ pc(Q). Let nQ be the number of edges in

the largest minimal element of Q.

Theorem 1.1 (Park, Pham [28]). There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that the

inequality pc(Q) ≤ Cpe(Q) · log nQ holds for any increasing property Q.

The upper bound in this theorem is tight: there exists an increasing Q such that pc(Q) =

Θ(pe(Q) · log nQ). For example, let Q be the property of being Hamiltonian. It is a routine

1With high probability, that is, with probability tending to 1 as n → ∞.
2For positive sequences a = (an, n ∈ N) and b = (bn, n ∈ N), we write a ≪ b when limn→∞ an/bn = 0. In this
case, we also write b ≫ a.
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to check that pe = Θ(1/n), while pc = (1 + o(1)) lnn
n [21, 30]. It is fair to say that the main

remaining challenge is to classify properties based on the value of the ratio pc(Q)
pe(Q) ≥ 1, see,

e.g., [3]. In particular, for which properties Q is pc(Q) = (1 + o(1))pe(Q)? In this paper,

we explore this question for the property of containing a given (unlabelled) regular spanning

subgraph.

1.1. Regular spanning subgraphs. Let d ≥ 3 be a fixed constant. Let F = F (n) be a

sequence of d-regular graphs on the vertex set [n] := {1, . . . , n}. For F̃ ⊂ F , we call a vertex

v ∈ V (F̃ ) boundary, if it has degree strictly less than d in F̃ . We call the vertex boundary

of F̃ the set ∂v(F̃ ) of all boundary vertices and the edge boundary the set ∂e(F̃ ) of all edges

of F between ∂v(F̃ ) and V (F ) \ V (F̃ ). Let the increasing property QF be generated by the

family Fn of all isomorphic copies of F on [n]. For simplicity, we denote pc(F ) := pc(QF ) and

pe(F ) := pe(QF ). We also let XF be the number of graphs from Fn that are subgraphs of

G ∼ G(n, p). Since

EXF = |Fn|pdn/2 =
n!

|Aut(F )|p
dn/2 ≤ n! · pdn/2,

we get that pc(F ) ≥ pe(F ) ≥ (1− o(1))(e/n)2/d . On the other hand, if every subgraph of F has

edge boundary of size at least d, then pe(F ) = O(n−2/d) since it is not hard to see that Fn is

O(n−2/d)-spread, i.e. for every graph H ⊂ F ,

|Fn ∩ 〈{H}〉| ≤ (Cn−2/d)|E(H)| · |Fn| for some constant C = C(d) > 0.

Therefore, due to Theorem 1.1, pc(F ) = O(n−2/d · log n).
Riordan proved [31] that the logarithmic factor can be removed, i.e.

pc(F ) = Θ(pe(F )) = Θ(n−2/d), (1)

if F satisfies a stronger condition on the edge boundary: every F̃ ⊂ F with 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| = o(log n)

satisfies |∂e(F̃ )| ≥ 2d. In particular, for powers of a Hamilton cycle3, this result implies the

following: for every k ≥ 3, the threshold probability for containing the k-th power of a Hamilton

cycle equals Θ(n−1/k). However, the proof of Riordan does not work for k = 2 since the minimum

size of the edge boundary of a non-trivial subgraph of the second power of a Hamilton cycle

equals d + 2 = 6 < 2d. We also note that, for a d-regular graph to satisfy the condition

of Riordan, d should be at least 4. In [23], Kühn and Osthus proved that n−1/2+o(1) is the

threshold probability for containing the second power of a Hamilton cycle and conjectured

that the threshold is actually Θ(n−1/2). In [27], Nenadov and Škorić proved the upper bound

n−1/2(log n)4, which was improved to n−1/2(log n)3 by Fischer, Škorić, Steger, and Trujić in [11],

and to n−1/2(log n)2 in an unpublished work of Montgomery (see [16]). From Theorem 1.1 (as

well as from its weaker fraction version [12]), it follows that the threshold is O(n−1/2 log n).

The conjecture of Kühn and Osthus was eventually resolved by Kahn, Narayanan, and Park

in 2020 [18]. They further conjectured that pc(F ) = (1 + o(1))
√

e/n. This paper resolves the

conjecture, see Section 1.3.

On the other hand, if F has many small subgraphs with smaller edge boundaries, then it

may happen that pc(F ) ≫ pe(F ). For instance, assume that there exists v = v(n) = o(log n)

and a graph H = H(n) on [v] with dv
2 − d

2 edges such that every vertex of F belongs to a

subgraph which is isomorphic to H (clearly, its edge boundary equals d). Then, an increasing

3For a graph G, its k-th power Gk is obtained by adding to G edges between vertices that are at distance at most
k in the graph metric induced by G.
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(at most logarithmic) factor arises — for constant v see the proof in [32] which can be directly

generalised to all v = o(log n). Actually, if we allow even smaller edge boundaries, then the

threshold probability may increase by a power of n, as well as the expectation threshold.

In [7], Chen, Han, and Luo showed that the proof of Kahn, Narayanan, and Park [18] can be

generalised to show that (1) holds for all d-regular graphs F satisfying |∂e(F̃ )| ≥ d+1 for every

F̃ ⊂ F with 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ εn. Notice that, for large enough |V (F̃ )|, the bound on the edge

boundary in this result is weaker than the condition of Riordan. We show that the weakest of

the two conditions always implies (1).

Theorem 1.2. Let d ≥ 3, ε > 0 be constants, and let F = F (n) be a sequence of d-regular

graphs on [n], n ∈ N, such that |∂e(F̃ )| ≥ d + 1, for every F̃ ⊂ F with 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ ε lnn.

Then (1) holds.

As follows from the above discussion, our bound on edge boundaries is tight, that is, in

some sense, the condition on the edge boundary is the only obstacle in getting the equality (1).

Indeed, for every 3 ≤ v = o(log n) and every 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ d (such that dv − ℓ is even), there exists

a graph F that have a subgraph on v vertices with edge boundary of size ℓ such that (1) does

not hold. The proof of Theorem 1.2 uses similar techniques as in [7, 18] and does not require

accurate spread approximations, for this reason we postpone it to Appendix A.

Remark 1.3. Our proof allows to get an explicit upper bound on the threshold probability,

which we did not try to optimise. However, for graphs with small number of automorphisms,

a refined argument gives a better upper bound: Assume, for instance, that, for every proper

connected subgraph of F , the number of automorphisms that preserve boundary vertices is

bounded and that every subgraph on at least 3 and at most n/2 vertices has edge boundary of

size at least d+1. Then pc(F ) ≤
(

e2/d + d
1+1d is even

− 1 + o(1)
)

n−2/d. The proof of this bound

follows the same lines as the proof of Theorem 1.2, but requires more accurate computations. In

particular, in the proof of Theorem 1.2, we do not need very accurate estimates for the number

of subgraphs in F and for the number of ways to embed such a subgraph into F , provided by

Claim 3.1 in Section 3. However, the refined bound requires the full power of Claim 3.1. For

instance, for the square of a Hamilton cycle F , the refined bound implies that the threshold

probability pc(F ) belongs to a fairly tight interval
[√

e−o(1)√
n

,
√
e+1+o(1)√

n

]

. As we will see further,

it actually coincides asymptotically with the left boundary of this interval.

1.2. Sharp thresholds. Let G ∼ G(n, p). The threshold probability pc(Q) is called sharp,

if, for every constant ε > 0, the following is true: if p > (1 + ε)pc(Q), then whp G ∈ Q; if

p < (1− ε)pc(Q), then whp G /∈ Q. Friedgut proved [14] that all increasing (and isomorphism-

closed) properties that do not have sharp thresholds are essentially determined by the presence

of subgraphs of bounded sizes. Omitting technical details, it means that, for some p = Θ(pc(Q)),

G ∼ G(n, p) sprinkled with G′ ∼ G(n, εp), for some ε > 0, is less likely to have the property Q,

than the union of G with an independently sampled random clique of some bounded size (see,

e.g., [13, Theorem 2.3]). With this remarkable result, it is fairly straightforward to check that

the threshold probabilities in Theorem 1.2 are sharp. To the best of our knowledge, there are no

general results describing asymptotics of sharp pc for a wide class of increasing properties (say,

for QF , where F are d-regular). In this paper, we find asymptotics of pc(F ) for most d-regular

graphs F .
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Theorem 1.4. Let d ≥ 3 and let F = F (n) be a sequence of d-regular graphs on [n], n ∈ N,

such that one of the following two conditions holds.

(1) There exists δ ∈ (0, 1/d) and w = w(n) = ω(1) such that

(a) |Aut(F )| ≤ eo(n
1−δ); and

(b) every F̃ ⊂ F with 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ n− 3 has

|∂e(F̃ )| ≥ d+ 1 +
⌊

|V (F̃ )| w

lnn

⌋

· 1lnn/w≤|V (F̃ )|≤n1−δ .

(2) Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be a fixed constant, let C = C(d, γ) be large enough, and let D ≥ 1 be a

fixed constant.

(a) for every subgraph F̃ ⊂ F with |E(F̃ )| ≤ Cn2/d and |∂v(F̃ )| ≤ γ|V (F̃ )|, the

number of automorphisms of F̃ that fix all vertices of ∂v(F̃ ) is at most D;

(b) for every subgraph F̃ ⊆ F with |∂v(F̃ )| ≤ γ|V (F̃ )|, the number of automorphisms

of F̃ that fix all vertices of ∂v(F̃ ) is at most eo(|V (F̃ )|);

(c) every F̃ ⊂ F has |∂e(F̃ )| ≥ 2d, if 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ n− 3.

Then

pc(F ) = (1 + o(1))pe(F ) = (1 + o(1))
( e

n

)2/d
is sharp. (2)

We note that the condition 2.(c) implies d ≥ 4. Though the second condition in Theorem 1.4

is strictly weaker than the condition of Riordan, observe that the first condition is not such.

For instance, a random triangle-free 3-regular graph has linearly many subgraphs on 3 vertices

with edge boundary of size 5 < 6 = 2d — so, it does not satisfy the condition of Riordan, while

it satisfies 1.(a) and 1.(b) whp, see below.

Note that, for every d ≥ 4, almost all d-regular graphs satisfy the first condition in The-

orem 1.4 (see [5, 19, 24]). Indeed, for every d ≥ 3, letting Gd be a random d-regular graph

on [n], whp Gd is asymmetric [24], implying 1.(a). Moreover, whp Gd has Cheeger constant

Θ(1) and, whenever d ≥ 4, whp Gd does not have subgraphs with 3 ≤ v ≤ n − 3 vertices

and the edge boundary of size at most d, implying 1.(b). If d = 3, then whp there are no

subgraphs with 3 ≤ v ≤ n− 3 vertices and the edge boundary of size at most d other than K3

and their vertex-complements. Therefore, whp Gd satisfies the first condition, if it does not

contain triangles. Also, k-th powers of Hamilton cycles for every k ≥ 3 and toroidal square

grids Tm,n/m
∼= Cm�Cn/m for m ≥ 4 satisfy the second condition as well. It is also easy to

see that the second condition implies sharp thresholds for square and triangular lattices (by

considering their regular completions). It is worth recalling that thresholds for lattices were

investigated in the past: the question of which random graphs contain spanning lattices was

raised by Venkatesan and Levin [36]. Thresholds for lattices, up to a polylog-factor, were proved

in [10] and, up to a constant factor, were proved in [31] (they also follow from Theorem 1.2

and [7, Corollary 1.5]). Summing up, we get the following corollary that demonstrates that the

set of regular graphs F satisfying the restrictions in Theorem 1.4 is quite broad.

Corollary 1.5. The following graphs F satisfy (2):

• k-th power of a cycle, k ≥ 3,

• toroidal grid Tm×n/m, m ≥ 4 (assuming that n is divisible by m),

• square and triangular lattices with d = 4 and d = 6 respectively.
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Moreover, (2) holds for every d ≥ 4 and (asymptotically) almost all d-regular graphs F on [n]

(assuming dn is even) and for (asymptotically) almost all triangle-free 3-regular graphs F on

[n] (assuming n is odd).

Remark 1.6. Actually, using our methods, we are able to establish the same sharp threshold

for almost all 3-regular graphs — the condition of the absence of triangles is redundant, since

the number of triangles converges in probability to a Poisson random variable [37], and so it is

bounded in probability. In other words, we may allow F to have a bounded number of subgraphs

with a smaller edge boundary. However, we do not want to overload the proof with technical

details, and so we formulate Theorem 1.4 as well as Corollary 1.5 in their current forms.

Through private communication, we learned that Tamás Makai, Matija Pasch, Kalina Petrova,

and Leon Schiller are independently working on determining the asymptotics of pc(F ) for k-th

powers of cycles F . They proved (2) for all k ≥ 4 and plan to upload this result.

Examples of graphs that do not satisfy restrictions from Theorem 1.4 include the second

power of a cycle, toroidal grid T3,n/3, and, so-called, 2-overlapping 4-cycles. The latter graph,

denoted by Ce
4,n, is obtained from n/2 cyclically order copies of C4, where two consecutive C4

overlap in exactly one edge, whereby each C4 overlaps with two copies of C4 in opposite edges.

Recall that Kahn, Narayanan, and Park in [18] proved (1) for the second power of a cycle F ,

resolving the conjecture of Kühn and Osthus [23]. Moreover, using the same method, Espuny

Dı́az and Person in [9] proved (1) for F = Ce
4,n answering the question of Frieze [15] (we note

that (1) for these graphs also follow both from Theorem 1.2 and [7, Corollary 1.5]).

1.3. Second powers of Hamilton cycles. In this section, we present results that complement

Theorem 1.4 and resolve the conjecture of Kahn, Narayanan, and Park. The novelty of its proof

technique constitutes our main contribution.

In 2020, Kahn, Narayanan, and Park [18] conjectured that (2) holds when F is the second

power of a cycle. Due to the natural barrier in the application of the fragmentation technique

that was used to prove (1) for the second power of a Hamilton cycle [18], to resolve the conjecture

of Kahn and Kalai [28], and to prove the so called spread lemma [2] (see details in Section 1.4),

this conjecture attracted significant interest and was reiterated in [16, 29]. In this paper, we

prove the conjecture.

Theorem 1.7. Let F = F (n) be the second power of an n-cycle on [n]. Then F satisfies (2).

We then show that the method that we use to prove this conjecture can be used to prove a

more general result for all d-regular graphs that have “cyclic” structure.

Theorem 1.8. Let d ≥ 3 be a constant, r = r(n) = o(log n), and F = F (n) be a sequence of

graphs on [n] satisfying the following.

• Every subgraph F̃ ⊂ F with 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ r has |∂e(F̃ )| ≥ d+ 1.

• The bijection that maps each v ∈ [n] to v + r4 is an automorphism of F .

• Every u, v ∈ [n], such that the distance between u and v in the cyclic order on [n] is

more than r, are not adjacent in F .

• There are no automorphisms of F that fix vertices from [r].

Then F satisfies (2).

4Vertices here are treated as elements of the cyclic group (Zn,+).
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In particular, (2) holds for the two other ‘naive’ cases that Theorem 1.4 does not cover —

F = Ce
4,n and F = T3,n/3.

1.4. Proof strategy. The crux of our proofs is the fragmentation trick that in different forms

appeared in many applications. One of them is the famous spread lemma [2] which in particular

gives good sunflower bounds [35]; in probabilistic terms the application of the trick for the spread

lemma is described in [25]. This trick was also the main ingredient in the proof of Theorem 1.1

in [28] and in the proof of Frankston, Kahn, Narayanan, and Park [12] of Talagrand’s fractional

version of the conjecture of Kahn and Kalai [34]. Our proofs essentially rely on typical fragments,

similarly to [18], rather than minimal fragments, that were used by Park and Pham in [28] to

prove Theorem 1.1 — see below. Furthermore, in order to prove Theorem 1.7, we introduce a

novel technique of choosing fragments — we show that the “cyclic” structure of second powers

of Hamilton cycles allows to choose rare fragments that are sparser than typical ones, from

sufficiently many copies of F .

The key idea from [18] that proves (1) for second powers of cycles is as follows. Fix any

F ∈ Fn, before the edges of the uniformly random graph W ∼ G(n,m) are exposed, where

m = ⌊p
(n
2

)

⌋. Consider F ∪W and show that whp almost every F ′ ⊂ F ∪W from Fn is such

that |F ′ \W| = O(
√
n). It means that we may replace almost every F ∈ Fn with its fragment

F ′ \W ⊂ F — for typical F ′ ⊂ F ∪ W — of size O(
√
n) and expose another W̃ ∼ G(n, m̃)

independently where m̃ is large enough to cover at least one fragment whp. Then whp W∪ W̃

contains a graph from Fn.

However, if a fragment contains a subgraph with edge boundary of size d + 2 = 6 with

Ω(lnn) edges — such a subgraph is exactly the second power of a path, we call it closed

— then m̃ = ⌈δn√n⌉ additional uniformly random edges with a certain bounded from zero

δ > 0 is not enough to cover it. Unfortunately, we suspect that typical fragments do contain

closed subgraphs of size Ω(lnn). So, this approach does not allow to get a sharp bound on the

threshold. This is the main complication that does not allow to apply directly the fragmentation

technique to resolve the conjecture of Kahn, Narayanan, and Park. A careful implementation

of the technique gives upper bound on the threshold (
√
e+ 1 + o(1))n−1/2, see Remark 1.3.

Nevertheless, we show that there exists a large family of fragments that do not contain

closed subgraphs of size Ω(lnn) and which is still n−γ-spread for some small enough γ > 1
2 . A

direct approach would be, for a typical F ∈ Fn (in the W-measure), to search for a fragment

H ⊂ F that does not have closed subgraphs — indeed, since typically, the set of fragments, for a

given F , is large, we suspect that such a fragment exists. There might be some clever decoupling

argument that allows to implement this approach, but we could not find it. Instead, we improve

a typical fragment manually: for a fragment H ⊂ F we distribute evenly vertices of maximal

closed subgraphs between them. This is possible due to the following crucial observation. Let

P1 = (u11u
1
2v1 . . . vpu

1
3u

1
4) and P2 = (u21u

2
2vp+1 . . . vp+p′u

2
3u

2
4) be disjoint closed subgraphs of a

fragment H ⊂ F ∈ Fn. Then the graph H ′ obtained from H by applying any permutation to

“internal” vertices vi of P1 ⊔ P2 remains a fragment of some other F ′ ∈ Fn. More formally,

• let π be any permutation on [p+ p′],

• let t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , p + p′}, and
• let H ′ be obtained from H by replacing P1 with P π

1 := (u11u
1
2vπ(1) . . . vπ(t)u

1
3u

1
4) and P2

with P π
2 := (u21u

2
2vπ(t+1) . . . vπ(p+p′)u

2
3u

2
4).
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Then, if H ∪ W contains a graph from Fn, we get that H ′ ∪ W contains a graph from Fn

as well. Moreover, H and H ′ have exactly the same number of edges, vertices, and connected

components.

Although it allows to get a graph H ′ that does not have large closed subgraphs, this graph

is no longer a subgraph of F . Since the ‘improving’ function that maps each F to the modi-

fied fragment may have large pre-images, this modification of fragments may affect spreadness

properties of the multiset of fragments. We implement a probabilistic approach to show that

a suitable way to modify fragments exists: we distribute vertices among closed subgraphs ac-

cording to a rule that is described by a perfect matching in a binomial random bipartite graph

with an appropriate edge probability, sampled independently of W ∼ G(n,m). Using this rule,

we prove that the maximum cardinality of a pre-image of the ‘improving’ function differs by a

sufficiently small factor from the maximum cardinality of a pre-image of the original function

that maps every F to its fragment.

Another complication is that, in order to implement this improvement, we need to have

sufficiently many disjoint maximal closed subgraphs with at least 4 vertices, so that after vertices

are distributed evenly between them, each closed subgraph has size o(log n). Although it seems

plausible that typical fragments contain sufficiently many closed subgraphs whp, we did not find

a way to show this. Instead, we force typical fragments to contain a fixed set of ω(
√
n/ log n)

closed subgraphs with 4 vertices —diamonds. This is implemented via restricting the family Fn

to the set of all cycles that contain fixed diamonds on specific positions. Due to symmetry and

linearity of expectation, we then are able extend the multiset of fragments to the entire Fn.

The proof of Theorem 1.4 is much more straightforward — typical fragments are good enough

to derive (2). Indeed, both conditions do not permit closed subgraph of size Ω(log n). We prove

the first part of Theorem 1.4 via 1/δ fragmentation steps. The proof of the second part of

Theorem 1.4 requires only two fragmentations. Actually the usual second moment method works

in this case — for the uniform model instead of the binomial, as in the paper of Riordan [31].

It is possible to show that VarXF = O((EXF )
2) and then to apply the powerful results of

Friedgut [13, 14]. In particular, this strategy was used by Narayanan and Schacht to determine

sharp thresholds for nonlinear Hamiltonian cycles in random hypergraphs [27]. However, we

give the proof of the second part of Theorem 1.4 using fragmentation for the sake of convenience

and coherence.

We believe that our analysis is essentially optimal and significant improvements of conditions

in Theorem 1.4 require new ideas. Indeed, we obtain fairly optimal bounds on the number of

graphs |Fn ∩ 〈I〉| containing a given set of edges I and on the number of subgraphs of F with

fixed numbers of vertices, edges, and components (see Claim 3.1). The main novel ingredient in

the proof of Claim 3.1 is a very nice property of d-regular graphs that do not have non-trivial

subgraphs with edge boundary of size at most d: for every v, there are 1) constantly many

closed subgraphs on v vertices that share a vertex, 2) at most linearly many closed subgraphs

on v vertices in F , see Claim 2.2 and Claim 2.3.

Let us finally say a few words about our proof of Theorem 1.2. Kahn, Narayanan, and

Park in [18] noted that the key observation enabling their proof that the threshold for the

appearance of the second power of a Hamilton cycle F equals pc(F ) = Θ(n−1/2) is that Fn is

(1+ o(1))
√

e/n-spread. They refined the concept of spreadness by incorporating the number of

components in a subgraph. This refinement was later distilled by Espuny Dı́az and Person in [9]
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under the name of superspreadness and was used to extend the result of Kahn, Narayanan, and

Park to a broader class of spanning subgraphs in G(n, p). Somewhat surprisingly, this property

allows to prove the weaker result [7, Corollary 1.5] but does not allow to prove Theorem 1.2,

as it treats contributions from connected components of both bounded and growing sizes in

the same manner. It is also worth noting that Spiro [33] proposed another generalisation of

spreadness, which, in particular, recovers the results from [9] and served as a key ingredient in

the proofs of [7].

In our approach, we employ the same fragmentation technique but with a more refined

analysis of subgraphs of growing sizes, which enables us to prove Theorem 1.2. Since the proof

does not introduce any substantially new ideas, we defer it to Appendix A.

1.5. Organisation. Properties of closed subgraphs in d-regular graphs F are studied in Sec-

tion 2. We further use them in Section 3 to get tight estimates on the number of subgraphs

and their extensions in F . The fragmentation trick and the main Lemma 4.1, that allows to

apply it, are described in Section 4. Section 5 is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.4. Then, in

Section 6 we prove Theorem 1.7. It generalises directly to Theorem 1.8. For the sake of clarity

of presentation instead of providing a full proof of the more general result, we give a detailed

proof of Theorem 1.7 (in Section 6), which is more transparent and avoids unnecessary technical

details, and then sketch the proof of Theorem 1.8 in Section 7. In Section 8 we discuss some

remaining challenges. The proof of Theorem 1.2 is presented in Appendix A.

1.6. Notation. For every positive integer n, we denote [n] := {1, . . . , n}. The number of edges

in the clique on [n] is denoted by N = N(n) :=
(n
2

)

. We denote by ∂e(F̃ ) and ∂v(F̃ ) the edge

and the vertex boundaries of a subgraph F̃ in a fixed graph F (see definitions in Section 1.1).

For a graph G, we denote its minimum degree, its number of vertices, its number of edges,

and its number of connected components by δ(G), x(G), ℓ(G), and c(G), respectively. We also

denote the automorphism group of G by Aut(G). For a set U ⊂ V (G), we let G[U ] be the

subgraph of G induced by U . For a vertex v ∈ V (G), its degree in G is denoted by degG(v).

2. Linearly many closed subgraphs

In this section, we consider d-regular graphs with good enough expansion properties (edge

boundaries have sizes at least d + 1) and prove that they have a limited amount of closed

subgraphs. Two main results of this section — Claims 2.2 and 2.3 are used in Section 3 to

prove Claim 3.1. The latter claim is essential in the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Let us call a graph F locally sparse if the edge boundary of every subgraph F̃ ⊂ F with

3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ n − 3 is of size at least d + 1. Clearly d+ 1 can be replaced with d + 2 for even

d since in this case |∂e(F̃ )| cannot be odd. Let ∆ := d + 1 for odd d and ∆ := d + 2 for even

d. It is easy to see that the condition |∂e(F̃ )| ≥ ∆ holds for all F̃ with 2 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ d− 1 just

due to the d-regularity of F . Let us call an induced subgraph F̃ of a locally sparse d-regular

graph F with the edge boundary of size exactly ∆ closed (note that a closed subgraph is always

connected — otherwise, it has a connected component with a smaller boundary).

Let F be a locally sparse d-regular graph on [n].

Claim 2.1. Every closed subgraph of F with at least 3 vertices has minimum degree at least d/2.

Proof. Assume that F̃ is a closed subgraph of F with at least 3 vertices and with a vertex w

having degree d′ < d/2. If we remove the vertex w from F̃ , then we get the graph F̃ \ w with
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edge boundary of size |∂e(F̃ )|+ 2d′ − d < |∂e(F̃ )| = ∆. This contradicts the local sparsity of F

when |V (F̃ )| ≥ 4. Otherwise it contradicts the fact that a subgraph on 2 vertices has the edge

boundary of size at least 2d− 2 ≥ ∆. �

Claim 2.2. For any pair of adjacent vertices x, y in F and for every 3 ≤ v ≤ n − 3, there are

at most two closed subgraphs in F on v vertices containing x and not containing y.

Proof. Fix adjacent vertices x, y and 3 ≤ v ≤ n− 3.

A closed subgraph F̃ ⊂ F sends exactly ∆ edges to F \ F̃ implying that F \ F̃ is also closed.

Assume that v ≥ n/2, and that there are at least 3 closed graphs on v vertices that share x and

do not contain y. Then their complements are closed graphs on n− v ≤ n/2 vertices that share

y and do not contain x. Therefore, it suffices to prove the claim for v ≤ n/2.

Let H1,H2 be different closed subgraphs of F on v vertices that contain x and do not contain

y. Note that H1,H2 should have at least one other common vertex since otherwise the degree

of x is bigger than d due to Claim 2.1. Then |V (H1) ∪ V (H2)| ≤ n− 2.

Let H0 = H1 ∩ H2. Note that |E(H0)| ≤ d
2 |V (H0)| − ∆

2 implying that |E(Hj) \ E(H0)| ≥
d
2 |V (Hj \ H0)| for both j = 1 and j = 2 since H1,H2 are closed. On the other hand, if, say

|E(H2) \ E(H0)| > d
2 |V (H2 \H0)|, then |E(H1 ∪H2)| > d

2 |V (H1 ∪H2)| − ∆
2 which contradicts

the local sparsity of F since |V (H1∪H2)| ≤ n− 2. Therefore, |E(Hj) \E(H0)| = d
2 |V (Hj \H0)|

for both j = 1 and j = 2, but then |E(H0)| = d
2 |V (H0)| − ∆

2 , i.e. H0 is closed.

Then, there are exactly ∆ edges between H0 and F \H0, and one of them is the edge between

x and y. It means that Hj \H0, j ∈ {1, 2}, send at most ∆−1 edges (in total) to H0. This may

happen only if |V (Hj \H0)| = 1 for both j = 1 and j = 2. Indeed, |V (H1 \H0)| = |V (H2 \H0)|.
Moreover, the number of edges that Hj \H0 sends to H0 equals

|E(Hj) \E(H0)| − |E(Hj \H0)| ≥
d

2
|V (Hj \H0)| −

(

d

2
|V (Hj \H0)| −

∆

2

)

=
∆

2

whenever |V (Hj \H0)| ≥ 2.

Assume that there exists a closed graph H3 6⊂ H1∪H2 on v vertices that contains x and does

not contain y. From the above it follows that |V (H1) ∩ V (H3)| = |V (H2) ∩ V (H3)| = v − 1. If

H0 6⊂ H3, then H3 has to contain both vertices from (V (H1)∪V (H2))\V (H0). Therefore, there

are at least two vertices in V (H0)\V (H3) and then |V (H1)∩V (H3)| ≤ v−2 — a contradiction.

We get H3 ∩H1 = H3 ∩H2 = H0. Each vertex of Hj \H0, j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, sends at least d
2 edges

to H0 due to Claim 2.1. But then the vertices from Hj \H0 send at least 3d
2 ≥ ∆ edges to H0

— contradiction again, since there is one additional edge {x, y} in the edge boundary of H0.

Therefore, any other closed graph that contains x and does not contain y should be entirely

inside H1 ∪ H2. Assume that such a graph H3 exists. Let w1 ∈ H1 \ H0, w2 ∈ H2 \ H0.

Clearly, H3 contains w1, w2 and all but one vertex of H0. In the same way as above we get that

H1 ∩H2 = H0, H1 ∩H3 and H2 ∩H3 are three closed graphs on v − 1 vertices that contain x

and do not contain y. These three closed graphs on v − 1 vertices have the property that none

of them is inside the union of the other two — this is only possible when v − 1 = 2, i.e. v = 3.

The only possible closed graph on 3 vertices is a triangle. Moreover, a triangle is closed only

when d = 4. So, H1,H2 are triangles sharing an edge, but then H3 adds another edge to the

union H1 ∪H2 implying that H1 ∪H2 ∪H3 is a 4-clique. We get a contradiction with the local

sparsity since the edge boundary of a 4-clique in a 4-regular graph is of size 4 < ∆ = 6. �
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From this, it immediately follows that, for every v, there are at most 2dn closed subgraphs

on v vertices in F — since F is connected, every subgraph contains a vertex that is incident

to an edge than does not belong to this subgraph. The following claim gives a slightly better

bound.

Claim 2.3. Let k ∈ N, and let F ′ := F [[k]] be the induced subgraph of F on [k]. For every

3 ≤ v ≤ n− 3, the number of closed subgraphs of F ′ with v vertices is at most 2dk
3 .

Proof. Fix a vertex w in F ′ and let us bound the number — denoted by µ(w) — of closed

subgraphs F̃ ⊂ F ′ on v vertices containing w such that degF̃w < d. Due to Claim 2.2, µ(w) ≤
2d. On the other hand, Claim 2.1 implies that every closed subgraph has vertex boundary of

size at least 3. Letting f to be the number of closed subgraphs in F ′ on v vertices, by double

counting, we get that 3f ≤∑w∈V (F ′) µ(w) ≤ 2dk as needed. �

3. Subgraphs and spread

In this section we estimate two quantities: 1) the number of subgraphs with given numbers

of vertices, edges, and connected components in a fixed d-regular locally sparse graph F , 2)

the number of ways to extend such a subgraph to an isomorphic copy of F . It is split into

two subsections: In Section 3.1, we prove Claim 3.1, that gives fairly tight estimations of

both quantities. These estimations are used in the first fragmentation step in the proof of

Theorem 1.4. Section 3.2 proves much more straightforward and coarse bounds that hold for

any d-regular graph and that we use in later fragmentation steps as well as in the proof of

Theorem 1.2 in Appendix A.

Let F be an arbitrary d-regular locally sparse graph on [n]. Let Fn be the set of all isomorphic

copies of F on [n]. Fix ℓ ∈ [dn/2], c ∈ [ℓ], and x ∈
[

2ℓ
d + ∆

d c, ℓ+ c
]

. The following quantity will

play a crucial role in our proofs:

σ :=
d

2
x−

(

ℓ+
∆

2
c

)

.

We will call σ the excess of a graph with x vertices, ℓ edges, and c connected components. It

measures the edit distance to the closest union of c closed subgraphs on x vertices.

3.1. Sharp estimates. This section is devoted to the proof of the following claim.

Claim 3.1. There exist constants A1
α, A

2
α > 0 such that the number of subgraphs in F without

isolated vertices with x vertices, ℓ edges, and c components is

α(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(

n

c

)(

x

c

)

eA
1
αc+A2

ασ max
o≤(∆+2)σ

(

x

o

)

. (3)

Moreover, there exist constants A1
β , A

2
β > 0 such that, given H ⊂ F with x vertices, ℓ edges,

and c components, the number of ways to extend H to a graph from Fn is at most

β(ℓ, x, c) = (n − x+ c)!eA
1
βc+A2

βσ min
{(x

c

)c
(d− 1)x/|Aut(F )|, 1

}

max
o≤(∆+2)σ

(

x

o

)

. (4)

Proof. We first prove (40). There are at most
(x
c

)(σ+c
c

)

ways to choose positive integers ℓ1, . . . , ℓc

and x1, . . . , xc such that

• 2ℓi
d + ∆

d ≤ xi ≤ ℓi + 1 for all i ∈ [c],

• ∑c
i=1 ℓi = ℓ, and

∑c
i=1 xi = x.
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For every i ∈ [c], fix such xi and ℓi, and set

σi =
d

2
xi −

(

ℓi +
∆

2

)

. (5)

We first choose closed subgraphs of F that correspond to σi = 0 one by one. The number of

ways to choose the first closed subgraph is at most 2d
3 · n, due to Claim 2.3 (if ℓ1 = 1, then the

number of choices is dn
2 < 2dn

3 ). In the same way, if some set of ñ vertices is already included

in the subgraph under construction, then the next closed component can be chosen in at most
2d
3 (n− ñ) ways.

We now switch to not closed components. Note that the i-th component zi has vertex

boundary of size oi ≤ ∆+2σi. Indeed, let ℓ
′
i be the number of edges in E(F [V (zi)])\E(zi), that is

the number of missing edges in zi. Then dxi = 2ℓi+2ℓ′i+|∂e(zi)|, implying |∂e(zi)|+2ℓ′i = ∆+2σi

due to (5). Since every missing edge in zi is incident to two boundary vertices, we get that

|∂v(zi)| ≤ |∂e(zi)| + 2ℓ′i. The desired bound on oi follows. Assume that ñ vertices have been

already included in the subgraph and we now describe the procedure of choosing the i-th

component zi:

(1) choose the size of the vertex boundary oi ≤ ∆+ 2σi ≤ (∆ + 2)σi ≤ (∆ + 2)σi ;

(2) choose a set O ∈
(

[xi]
oi

)

that identifies the labels of boundary vertices in the i-th compo-

nent;

(3) choose a vertex w out of the set of remaining n− ñ vertices and activate it — we treat

this vertex as the minimum vertex in the component under construction;

(4) at every step j ≥ 1, consider the minimum vertex vj among active vertices:

• if j ∈ O (i.e. vj should be boundary), then add to the component some set of edges

Ej incident to vj (in at most 2d ways), deactivate vj , and activate all the vertices

incident to edges of the set Ej that have not been considered,

• if j /∈ O, then add to the component all the edges incident to vj, deactivate vj, and

activate all the neighbours of vj that have not been considered.

The set of edges that have been added during this process forms the desired component zi. So,

the number of ways to choose the i-th component is at most (n− ñ)(∆+2)σi max
oi≤(∆+2)σi

(xi
oi

)

2doi .

Eventually we get that the number of ordered choices of components with parameters ℓi, xi,

i ∈ [c], in F is at most

c!

(

n

c

)(

2d

3

)c c
∏

i=1

(∆ + 2)σi max
oi≤(∆+2)σi

(

xi
oi

)

2doi ≤ c!

(

n

c

)

dc22(∆+1)σ max
o≤(∆+2)σ

(

x

o

)

.

Note that this bound does not depend on the order of the choice of components, thus

α(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(

n

c

)(

x

c

)(

σ + c

c

)

dc · 22(∆+1)σ max
o≤(∆+2)σ

(

x

o

)

≤
(

n

c

)(

x

c

)

(2d)c · 2(2∆+3)σ max
o≤(∆+2)σ

(

x

o

)

as needed.

Let us now fix H ⊂ F with x vertices, ℓ edges, and c components. Let us bound the number

of ways to extend H to an F ′ ∈ Fn. We construct such an extension in the following way.

First of all, we add to H all the isolated vertices from [n] that it misses, and then we forget

the labels of all the n vertices of H. Fix some F ′ ∈ Fn such that each vertex (but the first one)
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has a smaller neighbour (in the linear order on [n]). We will compute the number of ways to

embed the unlabelled H into F ′, i.e. the number mon(H → F ′) of monomorphisms H → F ′.

Clearly, the desired number of extensions is exactly mon(H→F ′)
|Aut(F ′)| . Let Z be the set of all n−x+ c

connected components of H. We should compute the number of ways to embed the elements of

Z in F ′ disjointly.

Let z1, . . . , zn−x+c be an arbitrary ordering of Z (there are (n − x + c)! ways to order the

elements of Z). We embed sequentially each zi in F ′ in a way such that all vertices of zi are

bigger than all the i − 1 minimum vertices of z1, . . . , zi−1. At every step i = 1, . . . , n − x + c,

consider the minimum vertex κi of F ′ such that none of the embedded elements of Z in F ′

contain this vertex. If zi is a single vertex, then we assign κi with zi and proceed to the next

step. Otherwise, we let κi be the minimum vertex of the embedding of zi and, then, distinguish

between the following cases.

First, we assume that zi is closed. If |V (zi)| = 2, then there are at most d ways to choose

this edge and at most two ways to place it (two rotations). Thus there are at most 2d ways to

embed zi. If |V (zi)| ≥ 3, then there are at most 2d|Aut(zi)| ways to choose a (labelled) copy of

zi in F ′ with the minimum vertex κi, due to Claim 2.2. Indeed, there are at most 2d ways to

choose a subgraph in F ′ that is isomorphic to zi: first, choose an edge that is adjacent to κi,

and then choose a closed subgraph on |V (zi)| vertices that does not contain the selected edge.

Moreover, |Aut(zi)| ≤ |V (zi)|(d− 1)|V (zi)|, due to [22, Theorem 2].

Second, let zi be not closed with |∂vzi| = oi. Choose a set O from
([|V (zi)|]

oi

)

that will identify

the labels of boundary vertices in the embedding of zi into F ′. Activate v1 := κi. At every step

j ≥ 1, consider the minimum active vertex vj in F ′ and

• if j ∈ O, then add to the image of zi under construction some set of edges Ej incident

to vj (in at most 2d ways), deactivate vj , and activate all the vertices incident to edges

of the set Ej that have not been considered,

• if j /∈ O, then add to the image of zi all the edges incident to vj , deactivate vj, and

activate all the neighbours of vj that have not been considered.

The image is constructed. However, we have not yet mapped the vertices of zi to the vertices

of the image. The number of such mappings ρi is exactly the number of automorphisms of zi.

As above, it is bounded by |V (zi)|(d − 1)|V (zi)|.

We also notice that every automorphism of every zi respects the property of a vertex to be

boundary. Moreover, any automorphism that preserves boundary vertices of zi extends trivially

to an automorphism of the entire F ′. Thus,
∏c

i=1 |Aut(zi)| ≤ |Aut(F ′)|∏c
i=1 d

oi , where doi is

the upper bound on the number of automorphisms of zi that preserve all non-boundary vertices.

We conclude that there are at most

(n− x+ c)!(2d)c min

{

(x

c

)c
(d− 1)x

c
∏

i=1

(

xi
oi

)

2doi , |Aut(F ′)|
c
∏

i=1

(

xi
oi

)

(d2d)oi

}

≤ (n− x+ c)!(2d)c min
{(x

c

)c
(d− 1)x2d(2+∆)σ , |Aut(F ′)|(d2d)(2+∆)σ

}

max
o≤(2+∆)σ

(

x

o

)

ways to embed H into F ′. It remains to divide the final bound by |Aut(F ′)|. �

3.2. Coarse estimates. We will also use the following coarse version of the first part of

Claim 3.1. For a graph H with maximum degree at most d, let us denote by J H
ℓ,x,c the set
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of all subgraphs J ⊂ H with ℓ edges, x non-isolated vertices, and c connected components

(excluding isolated vertices).

Claim 3.2. For every graph H with maximum degree at most d,

|JH
ℓ,x,c| ≤

(

min{|E(H)|, |V (H)|}
c

)

(16d)ℓ. (6)

Proof. We first choose c edges (or vertices, if |V (H)| < |E(H)|) in H that belong to different

components of J . Then, the number of ways to assign to each of the c components its number

of edges is at most
(ℓ+c−1

c−1

)

≤ 22ℓ since ℓ ≥ c. Finally, as soon as, for every i ∈ [c], a vertex in

the i-th component of size ℓi is fixed, the number of ways to explore it sequentially, edge by

edge, is at most (4d)ℓi : at every step, first decide whether the current edge is incident to the

vertex considered at the previous step or to the next explored but unconsidered vertex — two

choices (the order of vertices in H is arbitrary and fixed in advance). If the second choice is

made, consider the minimum vertex in the set of explored unconsidered vertices. Second, choose

the new edge incident to the considered vertex in at most d ways. Finally, if a new vertex has

been explored, decide whether it has additional edges in J or not (two choices). If it does not

have additional edges, remove it from the pool of unconsidered vertices. It completes the proof

of (6). �

Moreover, for any d-regular graph F on [n] and any H ⊂ F with ℓ edges, x non-isolated

vertices, and c connected components (excluding isolated vertices), by counting mon(H → F )

using the same strategy as in the proof of the second part of Claim 3.1, we get

Claim 3.3. The number of ways to extend H to an isomorphic copy of F on [n] is at most

eO(ℓ)(n− x+ c)!/|Aut(F )|.

Proof. As in the proof of Claim 3.1, we let Z be the set of all n− x+ c connected components

of H. We order the elements of Z and then, at every step i ∈ {1, . . . , n−x+ c}, we consider the
minimum vertex κi of F such that none of the embedded elements of Z contain this vertex and

map some vertex of zi to κi. After that, we embed zi edge by edge in an arbitrary order that

respects connectivity. We then get at most (n− x+ c)!
(

x
c

)c
dℓ = eO(ℓ)(n− x+ c)! embeddings

since
(x

c

)c
= ec ln(x/c) = e

x· ln(x/c)
x/c ≤ ex. (7)

�

4. Fragmentation: arbitrary families

This section presents our main tool — fragmentation trick via typical fragments. We, first,

use it in the proof of Theorem 1.4 in Section 5, and then we use this tool to show the existence of

rare fragments without closed subgraphs of size Ω(log n) in our proof of Theorem 1.7 in Section 6.

Although the trick appeared in several papers (in particular, in [18], see also Section 1.4), we

describe it here in full detail for the sake of completeness. Here we present it in a slightly different

form, without explicitly distinguishing between pathological and non-pathological pairs, which

is more transparent for us.

Let δn = o(1) be a slowly decreasing function. Let d ≥ 3 be a constant,

p = p(n) = Θ(n−2/d), m = m(n) = pN, f = f(n) = O(n).



SHARP THRESHOLDS FOR SPANNING REGULAR SUBGRAPHS 14

Let Fn be an arbitrary multiset of graphs on [n], each graph has f edges. Let B be an arbitrary

graph property (not necessarily isomorphism-closed). For F ∈ Fn and W ⊂
(

[n]
2

)

, let M(F,W )

be the multiset of all F ′ ∈ Fn such that F ′ ⊂ F ∪ W . Let MB(F,W ) be the multiset of all

F ′ ∈ M(F,W ) such that F ′∩F ∈ B. Let us say that the pair (F,W ) is B-bad, if |MB(F,W )| >
δn|M(F,W )|. Let F be a uniformly random element of Fn sampled independently of a uniformly

random W ∈
(([n]

2 )
m

)

. We shall prove sufficient conditions for (F,W) not being B-bad whp. That

would mean that whp we may replace most of F ∈ Fn with fragments F ∩ F ′ that do not have

the property B. Let Bℓ contain all graphs with the property B and ℓ edges. For F ∈ Fn, let

ΠF
B := P(F ∩F ∈ B). (8)

Lemma 4.1. If

max
F∈Fn

f
∑

ℓ=0

ΠF
Bℓ

((

1 +
3f

m

)

N

m

)ℓ

e−f2/m+f3/(3m2) = o(1), (9)

then whp (F,W) is not B-bad.

Proof. For t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , f}, let

M(t) := |Fn|
(

N − f

m− t

)

/

(

N

m+ f − t

)

be the expected number of F ∈ Fn such that F belongs to a uniformly random subset of
([n]
2

)

of size m+ f − t.

Let t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , f}. Each pair
{

F ∈ Fn, W ∈
((n2)
m

)

}

such that |M(F,W )| < δnM(t) and

|F ∩W | = t can be obtained by choosing a set A ⊂
(

[n]
2

)

of size m+f−t, on the role of F ∪W (in

at most
(

N
m+f−t

)

ways), choosing an F ⊂ A, F ∈ Fn (in less than δnM(t) ways), and choosing

the intersection F ∩W (in
(

f
t

)

ways). We conclude that

P (|M(F,W)| < δnM(t) | |F ∩W| = t) ≤
δnM(t)

( N
m+f−t

)(f
t

)

|Fn|
(N−f
m−t

)(f
t

) = δn.

Then,

P((F,W) is B-bad, |M(F,W)| < δnM(t) | |F ∩W| = t) ≤ δn = o(1).

Thus, it is sufficient to prove that, uniformly over t,

P((F,W) is B-bad, |M(F,W)| ≥ δnM(t) | |F ∩W| = t) = o(1).

The latter probability is at most

P
(

|MB(F,W)| > δ2nM(t) | |F ∩W| = t
)

≤ E(X | |F ∩W| = t)

δ2nM(t)
, (10)

where X = X(F,W) counts the number of F ′ ∈ M(F,W) such that F ′ ∩F ∈ B. Fix F ∈ Fn,

let W′
F = W′

F (t) be a uniformly random (m − t)-subset of
([n]
2

)

\ F , and let X ′
F = X ′

F (t) be

the number of F ′ ∈ M(F,W′
F ) such that F ′ ∩ F ∈ B. We get

E(X | |F ∩W| = t) =
∑

F∈Fn

E(X · 1F=F | |F ∩W| = t) =
∑

F∈Fn

E
(

X · 1F=F, |F∩W|=t

)

P(|F ∩W| = t)
.
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Since all F ∈ Fn have the same number of edges, P(|F ∩W| = t) does not depend on F ∈ Fn.

In particular P(|F ∩W| = t) = P(|F ∩W| = t) for every F ∈ Fn. Therefore,

E(X | |F ∩W| = t) =
∑

F∈Fn

E(X · 1F=F | |F ∩W| = t).

Recall that X(F,W ) is the number of F ′ ∈ M(F,W ) such that F ′ ∩ F ∈ B. We get

E(X | |F ∩W| = t) =
∑

F∈Fn

E(X(F,W) · 1F=F | |F ∩W| = t)

=
∑

F∈Fn

E(X(F,W) | |F ∩W| = t) · P(F = F ) =
∑

F∈Fn

EX ′
F · P(F = F ).

(11)

Then it remains to prove that
EX′

F
M(t) = o(1) uniformly over F ∈ Fn and over t. By the definition

of M(t),

EX ′
F

M(t)
=
∑

ℓ

|Fn|
ΠF

Bℓ

M(t)

(

m− t

f − ℓ

)

/

(

N − f

f − ℓ

)

=
∑

ℓ

ΠF
Bℓ

(m−t
f−ℓ

)

/
(N−f
f−ℓ

)

(N−f
m−t

)

/
( N
m+f−t

) =
∑

ℓ

ΠF
Bℓ

(m−t
f−ℓ

)( N
m+f−t

)

(N−f
m−t

)(N−f
f−ℓ

) .

Applying Stirling’s approximation, we get

EX ′
F

M(t)
∼
∑

ℓ

ΠF
Bℓ

(m− t)2(m−t)(N − 2f + ℓ)N−2f+ℓNN

(m− t− f + ℓ)m−t−f+ℓ(m+ f − t)m+f−t(N − f)2N−2f

=
∑

ℓ

ΠF
Bℓ

(

N − 2f + ℓ

m− t− f + ℓ

)ℓ

(

1 + f−ℓ
m−t−f+ℓ

)m−t−f (

1− f
m−t+f

)m−t+f

(

1− f
N

)N (

1 + f−ℓ
N−2f+ℓ

)N−2f

≤
∑

ℓ

ΠF
Bℓ

(

N

m

(

1 +
t+ f − ℓ

m− t− f + ℓ

))ℓ

× e
f−ℓ− (f−ℓ)2

2m
+ (f−ℓ)2ℓ

2(m−t−f+ℓ)2
+ (f−ℓ)3

3(m−t−f+ℓ)2
−f− f2

2m
+f−f+ℓ+O(1)

≤
∑

ℓ

ΠF
Bℓ

((

1 +
3f

m

)

N

m

)ℓ

e−f2/m+f3/(3m2)+O(1) = o(1),

completing the proof. �

5. Sharp thresholds

We prove the two parts of Theorem 1.4 separately in the next two sections.

5.1. Better expansion of large subgraphs. Here, we prove the following.

Theorem 5.1. Let d ≥ 3, δ ∈ (0, 1/d), and let F = F (n) be a sequence of d-regular graphs on

[n], n ∈ N, such that

• the number of automorphisms of F is at most eo(n
1−δ);

• for some w = w(n) = ω(1), every F̃ ⊂ F with 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ n1−δ has |∂e(F̃ )| ≥
d+1+⌊|V (F̃ )|w/ log n⌋ and every F̃ ⊂ F with n1−δ < |V (F̃ )| ≤ n−3 has |∂e(F̃ )| ≥ d+1.

Let ε > 0. If p > (1 + ε)
(

e
n

)2/d
, then, assuming that dn is even, whp G ∼ G(n, p) contains an

isomorphic copy of F .
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We note that Theorem 5.1 indeed implies the first part of Theorem 1.4 since peF ≥ (1 −
o(1))

(

e
n

)2/d
. Indeed, due to the first requirement, |Aut(F )| = eo(n), implying

EXF =
nn

en(1+o(1))
pdn/2 = Θ(1) ⇒ p = (1− o(1))

( e

n

)2/d
. (12)

The rest of the section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 5.1. Fix a d-regular graph F

satisfying the requirements of the theorem.

5.1.1. Fragmentation: 1/δ days. Consider ⌊1/δ⌋ independent samples

W1 ∼ G(n,m), m =

⌊

(1 + ε)
( e

n

)2/d
N

⌋

, and

W2, . . . ,W⌊1/δ⌋ ∼ G(n,m0), m0 =
⌊

ε · n−2/d ·N
⌋

.

Recall that we denote by Fn the family of all isomorphic copies of F on [n].

Claim 5.2. Whp there exists F ′ ⊂ F ∪W1, F
′ ∈ Fn, such that |F ∩ F ′| ≤ n1−δ.

Proof. Let f = dn
2 , and B be the property of graphs on n vertices to have more than n1−δ edges.

Due to Lemma 4.1, it is sufficient to prove (9). More precisely, due to symmetry, it is sufficient

to prove
f
∑

ℓ=0

ΠF
Bℓ

((

1 +
3f

m

)

N

m

)ℓ

e−f2/m+f3/(3m2) = o(1), (13)

for the fixed F ∈ Fn. Fix non-negative integers c and x. As in Claim 3.2, we denote by Jℓ,x,c the

set of all subgraphs J ⊂ F with ℓ edges, x non-isolated vertices, and c connected components

(excluding isolated vertices), and let p(ℓ, x, c) := P(F ∩ F ∈ Jℓ,x,c). Due to Claim 3.1, for some

constants A1, A2 > 0,

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(n
c

)(x
c

)

eA1c+A2σ maxo≤(∆+2)σ

(x
o

)2
(n− x+ c)!

|Fn|
.

Let ℓ > n1−δ. Recalling that x = 2
dℓ+

c∆
d + 2

dσ, we get

(n− x+ c)!

|Fn|
≤ eo(n

1−δ) · (n − 2ℓ+c(∆−d)+2σ
d )!

n!
≤ eo(n

1−δ) · e(x−c)2/n

n(2ℓ+c+2σ)/d
. (14)

We first choose 0 < ε′ ≪ ε′′ small enough. From the bound
(n
c

)

≤
(

en
c

)c
, we get

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤ eo(n
1−δ) ·

(

eA1+1n1−1/d

c

)c (
x
c

)

eA2σ
(

x
o

)2
e(x−c)2/n

n(2ℓ+2σ)/d
, (15)

where o = o(x) ≤ 8σ is chosen in such a way that
(

x
o

)

achieves its maximum. We get that
(

eA1+1n1−1/d

c

)c

≤ eA1n1−1/d ≤ eo(ℓ).

We further consider separately several different cases.

1. If σ > ε′x, then
(

x

c

)(

x

o

)2

eA2σe(x−c)2/n < 8xexeA2σ < n2σ/d.

Therefore,

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤ ((1 + ε)/n)2ℓ/d . (16)
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2. Let σ ≤ ε′x.

2.1. If c < ε′x and x < ε′n, then
(

x

c

)(

x

o

)2

eA2σe(x−c)2/n < e(ε
′′/d)ℓ

implying (16) as well.

2.2. If c < ε′x and x ≥ ε′n, then eA2σ
(x
c

)(x
o

)2
< e(ε

′′/d)ℓ. Thus, (15) implies

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤ e(x−c)2/n

n2ℓ/d
e(ε

′′/d+o(1))ℓ ≤ (e1+ε′′/n)2ℓ/d,

since 2ℓ/d = x− c∆/d− 2σ/d ≥ x(1− 5ε′/2).

2.3. Finally, let c ≥ ε′x. Since x ≥ 2
dℓ, we get that x ≫ n1−1/d. In particular,

(

eA1+1n1−1/d

c

)c

≤ ee
A1n1−1/d ≤ e−10x.

Since eA2σ ≤ n2σ/d, we get

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤ e−10x+o(ℓ)

(

x
c

)(

x
o

)2
e(x−c)2/n

n2ℓ/d
≤ e−10x+x+o(ℓ)8xn−2ℓ/d ≤ n−2ℓ/d.

Summing up,

∑

ℓ

ΠF
Bℓ

((

1 +
3f

m

)

N

m

)ℓ

e−f2/m+f3/(3m2) ≤
∑

ℓ>n1−δ

∑

x,c

p(ℓ, x, c)

(

1 + o(1)

1 + ε
·
(n

e

)2/d
)ℓ

≤ n2
∑

ℓ>n1−δ

(

e2ε
′′/d + o(1)

1 + ε

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n2

)

,

completing the proof of the claim. �

For every F ∈ Fn (with a slight abuse of notation, for the sake of simplicity of presentation,

we now denote by F an arbitrary graph from Fn) such that there exists F ′ as in the statement

of Claim 5.2, we choose one such F ′ and put F ∩F ′ into a multiset F (1)
n . Due to Claim 5.2 and

Markov’s inequality, we get that whp |F (1)
n | = (1 − o(1))|Fn|. We then proceed by induction.

Assume that, for i ∈ [⌈1/δ⌉ − 1], we have a multiset F (i)
n comprising a single H ⊂ F from almost

every F ∈ Fn such that the graph H ∪W1∪ . . .∪Wi contains some F ′ ∈ Fn and |H| = ⌊n1−iδ⌋.
Let H be a uniformly random element of F (i)

n .

Claim 5.3. Whp there exists H ′ ⊂ H ∪ Wi+1, where H ′ ∈ F (i)
n , such that |H ∩ H ′| ≤

max
{

n1−(i+1)δ , lnn
}

.

Proof. Let f = ⌊n1−iδ⌋, m = m0, and B be the property of graphs on n vertices to have more

than max{n1−(i+1)δ , ln n} edges. Due to Lemma 4.1, it is sufficient to prove (9).

Fix non-negative integers c and x. Recall that, for H ∈ F (i)
n , we denote by JH

ℓ,x,c the set of all

subgraphs J ⊂ H with ℓ edges, x non-isolated vertices, and c connected components (excluding

isolated vertices), and denote pH(ℓ, x, c) := P(H ∩H ∈ J H
ℓ,x,c).

Due to Claim 3.2 and Claim 3.3, for some constant A > 0 that does not depend on ε,

pH(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(⌊n1−iδ⌋

c

)

eAℓ(n− x+ c)!/|Aut(F )|
|F (i)

n |
= (1 + o(1))

(⌊n1−iδ⌋
c

)

eAℓ(n− x+ c)!

n!
.
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Due to (14) and since x ≤ |V (H)| = o(n),

pH(ℓ, x, c) ≤

(

en1−iδ

c

)c
e(A+o(1))ℓ

n2ℓ/d+c/d+2σ/d
.

Let C > 0 be a large constant. Since every subgraph J ⊂ F with 2 ≤ |V (H)| ≤ n1−δ has

|∂e(J)| ≥ d+ 1 + ⌊|V (J)|w/ log n⌋, for a graph J ∈ J H
ℓ,x,c consisting of c components that have

ℓ1, . . . , ℓc edges and x1, . . . , xc vertices, we have ℓi =
d
2xi − ∆

2 − σi, where

σi ≥
dCℓi
2 ln n

· I
(

ℓi ≥
lnn(1− dδ)

dC

)

.

Therefore, for any admissible triple (ℓ, x, c), we get ℓ = d
2x− ∆

2 c− σ, where

σ = min
J∈JH

ℓ,x,c

c
∑

i=1

σi ≥ min
J∈JH

ℓ,x,c

∑

i: ℓi≥ lnn(1−dδ)
dC

dCℓi
2 lnn

>

(

ℓ− c · lnn(1− dδ)

dC

)

dC

2 lnn
=

dC

2 lnn
· ℓ− 1− dδ

2
· c. (17)

Therefore,

∑

ℓ

ΠH
Bℓ

((

1 +
3f

m

)

N

m

)ℓ

≤
∑

ℓ>max{n1−(i+1)δ ,lnn}

∑

x,c

pH(ℓ, x, c)

(

1 + o(1)

ε
· n2/d

)ℓ

≤ n2
∑

ℓ>max{n1−(i+1)δ ,lnn}

(

en1−iδ

c

)c

nδc+ C
lnn

·ℓ

(

eA + o(1)

ε

)ℓ

≤ n2
∑

ℓ>max{n1−(i+1)δ ,lnn}

en
1−(i+1)δ

eCℓ

(

eA + o(1)

ε

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n2

)

,

whenever C > 2(A+ ln(1/ε)), completing the proof. �

By induction, whp we get a multiset F (⌈1/δ⌉)
n of size (1−o(1))|Fn| comprising a single H ⊂ F

from almost every F ∈ Fn such that the graph H ∪W1 ∪ . . . ∪W⌈1/δ⌉ contains some F ′ ∈ Fn

and |H| = ⌊ln n⌋.

5.1.2. Proof of Theorem 5.1. Let

G ∼ G(n, p), p = (1 + ⌈1/δ⌉ε)(e/n)2/d

By [17, Corollary 1.16], whp there exists a multiset F (⌈1/δ⌉)
n = F (⌈1/δ⌉)

n (G) of graphs of size

⌊lnn⌋ comprising a single subgraph H of almost every F ∈ Fn so that H ∪ G contains some

F ′ ∈ Fn.

Let X be the number of H ∈ F (⌈1/δ⌉)
n that are subgraphs of G′ ∼ G(n, p′ = εn−2/d), sampled

independently of G. We get

EX =
∣

∣

∣
F (⌈1/δ⌉)
n

∣

∣

∣
· p′⌊lnn⌋ = (1− o(1))|Fn|p′⌊lnn⌋ = ω(1).

Let B be the set of non-empty graphs. Due to the definition (8) of ΠH
Bℓ

= ΠH
Bℓ
(F (⌈1/δ⌉)

n ),

VarX

(EX)2
≤

max
H∈F(⌈1/δ⌉)

n

∑

ℓ≥1

(

ΠH
Bℓ

·
∣

∣

∣F (⌈1/δ⌉)
n

∣

∣

∣ · p′⌊lnn⌋−ℓ
)

EX
= max

H∈F(⌈1/δ⌉)
n

∑

ℓ≥1

ΠH
Bℓ
p′−ℓ.



SHARP THRESHOLDS FOR SPANNING REGULAR SUBGRAPHS 19

Therefore, due to Claim 3.2, Claim 3.3, estimates (17), and the inequality

(n− x+ c)!

n!
≤ e(x−c)2/n

n(2ℓ+c+2σ)/d
, (18)

we get that, for some constant A > 0,

VarX

(EX)2
≤
∑

ℓ≥1

∑

x,c

(1− o(1))

(⌊lnn⌋
c

)

eAℓ

n2ℓ/d+c/d+2σ/d

(

1

ε
· n2/d

)ℓ

≤
∑

ℓ≥1

∑

c≥1

O(ℓ)

(

e⌊ln n⌋
cnδ

)c( eA

ε · eC
)ℓ

= O

(

lnn

nδ

)

,

whenever C > 2(A + ln(1/ε)). This completes the proof of Theorem 5.1, due to Chebyshev’s

inequality.

5.2. Better expansion of small subgraphs. It remains to prove the second part of Theo-

rem 1.4:

Theorem 5.4. Let d ≥ 4. Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be a fixed constant, let C = C(d, γ) be large enough,

and let D ≥ 1 be a fixed constant. Let F = F (n) be a sequence of d-regular graphs on [n], n ∈ N,

such that

• for every subgraph F̃ ⊂ F with |E(F̃ )| ≤ Cn2/d and |∂v(F̃ )| ≤ γ|V (F̃ )|, the number of

automorphisms of F̃ that fix all vertices of ∂v(F̃ ) is at most D;

• for every subgraph F̃ ⊆ F with |∂v(F̃ )| ≤ γ|V (F̃ )|, the number of automorphisms of F̃

that fix all vertices of ∂v(F̃ ) is at most eo(|V (F̃ )|);

• every F̃ ⊂ F with 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ n− 3 has |∂e(F̃ )| ≥ 2d.

Let ε > 0. If p > (1 + ε)
(

e
n

)2/d
, then whp (assuming that dn is even) G ∼ G(n, p) contains an

isomorphic copy of F .

We notice that Theorem 5.4 indeed implies the second part of Theorem 1.4 since peF ≥
(1 − o(1))

(

e
n

)2/d
. Indeed, due to the second requirement applied to F̃ = F with ∂v(F̃ ) = ∅,

we get |Aut(F )| = eo(n), implying (12). The rest of the section is devoted to the proof of

Theorem 5.4. Fix a d-regular graph F satisfying the requirements of the theorem.

5.2.1. Fragmentation: two days. Consider two independent samples

W1 ∼ G(n,m), m :=

⌊

(1 + ε)
( e

n

)2/d
N

⌋

, and W2 ∼ G(n,m0), m0 :=
⌊

ε · n−2/d ·N
⌋

.

Let Fn be the family of all isomorphic copies of F on [n].

Claim 5.5. Whp there exists F ′ ⊂ F ∪W1 satisfying the following: F ′ ∈ Fn, F ∩ F ′ has at

most
√
lnn non-isolated edges, and |F ∩ F ′| ≤ Cn2/d.

Proof. Let f = dn
2 , and let a graph G on n vertices has the property B if either G has more

than Cn2/d edges or G has more than
√
lnn non-isolated edges. Due to Lemma 4.1 and due to

symmetry, it is sufficient to prove (13).

In contrast to the proof of Claims A.1 and 5.2, here we will distinguish the contribution

to ΠF
Bℓ

between components consisting of a single edge and all the others. Fix non-negative

integers c, c′, and x. Denote by Jℓ,x,c,c′ the set of all subgraphs J ⊂ F with ℓ edges, x

non-isolated vertices, c isolated edges, and c′ other connected components, excluding isolated
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vertices. Denote by p(ℓ, x, c, c′) the probability that F∩F ∈ Jℓ,x,c,c′. We now refer to the proof

of Claim 3.1 and consider separately connected components of some J ∈ Jℓ,x,c,c′ consisting of

single edges. The number of ways to embed c disjoint edges into F is at most

n(n− 2) . . . (n− 2(c− 1)) · dc = 2c
(n/2)!

(n/2− c)!
dc

≤ 2

√

n

n− 2c+ 1
· (2d)

c(n/2)c

ec

(

1 +
c

n/2− c

)n/2−c

≤ 2

√

n

n− 2c+ 1
· (dn)c =: ϕ1.

We also note that J does not have closed components. After we identify the image z′i in

F of a non-trivial connected component zi of J with xi vertices and oi boundary vertices,

the number of ways to map the vertices of zi to the vertices of the image is bounded by
(

D · 1ℓi≤Cn2/d + eo(xi) · 1ℓi>Cn2/d

)

· doi whenever oi ≤ γxi (since every automorphism of z′i acts

bijectively on the vertex boundary). If oi > γxi, then we may bound the number of automor-

phisms by

xi(d− 1)xi ≤ (oi/γ)(d − 1)oi/γ < (2d)oi/γ ,

in the same way as in the proof of Claim 3.1.

Let σ := d
2 (x− 2c)− (ℓ− c+ ∆

2 · c′) be the excess of the union of components of J with more

than 2 vertices. Following the proof of the second part of Claim 3.1, we get that there exist

constants A1
β, A

2
β > 0 such that the number of ways to embed J into F is at most

β(ℓ, x, c, c′) = ϕ1 · (n− x+ c′)!eA
1
βc

′+A2
βσ
(

1 + eo(ℓ) · 1ℓ>Cn2/d

)

× max
o≤(∆+2)σ

(

x− 2c

o

)

(2d)o/γ .

Now, let us bound the number of ways to choose a subgraph J ⊂ F such that J ∈ Jℓ,x,c,c′.

The number of ways to choose c disjoint edges in F is at most

n(n− 2) . . . (n− 2(c − 1)) · dc
c! · 2c ≤ ϕ1√

c · (2c/e)c =: ϕ2.

According to the proof of the first part of Claim 3.1, there exist constants A1
α, A

2
α > 0 such that

the number of ways to choose the other c′ components is at most

α(ℓ, x, c, c′) =

(

n− 2c

c′

)(

x− 2c

c′

)

eA
1
αc

′+A2
ασ max

o≤(∆+2)σ

(

x− 2c

o

)

.

We conclude that, for some constants A1, A2 > 0,

p(ℓ, x, c, c′) ≤ ϕ2 · α(ℓ, x, c, c′)β(ℓ, x, c, c′)
|Fn| · |Aut(F )|

≤ ϕ1ϕ2

(n−2c
c′

)(x−2c
c′

)

eA1c′+A2σ(n− x+ c′)!

n!

(

1 + eo(ℓ) · 1ℓ>Cn2/d

)

max
o≤(∆+2)σ

(

x− 2c

o

)2

. (19)

Note that every connected F̃ ⊂ F with 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ n − 3, has 2d + 2|E(F̃ )| ≤ d|V (F̃ )|.
Therefore, the i-th connected component of J with ℓi ≥ 2 and xi ≤ n− 3 has σi ≥ 2d−∆

2 ≥ d−2
2 .

In particular, for J consisting of such connected components, we get σ =
∑

i σi ≥ 2d−∆
2 · c′.

Since

x− c′ = 2ℓ/d + (2− 2/d)c + 2σ/d+
∆− d

d
c′ ≥ 2ℓ/d+ (2− 2/d)c + c′, (20)
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in a similar way as in (14), we get that

(n− x+ c′)!
n!

≤ e
(x−c′)2

n

nx−c′
≤ e

(x−c′)2

n

n2ℓ/d+(2−2/d)c+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d
. (21)

We then conclude that

ϕ1ϕ2(n− x+ c′)!
n!

≤ 4c−1/2 n

n− 2c+ 1
·

(

ed2n2

2c

)c

n2ℓ/d+(2−2/d)c+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d
· e

(x−c′)2

n .

The latter implies

ϕ1ϕ2(n − x+ c′)!
n!

e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)c

≤ 4n

n− 2c+ 1
·

c−1/2
(

ed2n2n2/d

4cm

)c

n2ℓ/d+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d
· e−

(nd/2)2

m
+ (x−c′)2

n

≤ 4n

n− 2c
· c−1/2

n2(ℓ−c)/d+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d
· e

(x−c′)2

n . (22)

The last expression is O(1/
√
c) when ℓ = c = O(

√
n) (and thus σ = c′ = 0 and x = 2c), and, as

we will see soon, it gives the main contribution to the sum in (13).

Let us recall that we have to prove that




∑

ℓ>Cn2/d

∑

x,c,c′

+
∑

ℓ≤Cn2/d

∑

x−2c>
√
lnn

∑

c′



 p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

= o(1). (23)

We choose 0 < ε′ ≪ ε′′ ≪ ε small enough and consider separately three cases: ℓ ≤ Cn2/d,

Cn2/d < ℓ ≤ ε′n, and ℓ > ε′n.

1. ℓ ≤ Cn2/d. We get

p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

= O

(

(n−2c
c′

)(x−2c
c′

)

eA1c′+A2σ
(x−2c

o

)2 (N
m

)ℓ−c

√
c · n2(ℓ−c)/d+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d

)

, (24)

where o ≤ (∆ + 2)σ maximises the above expression.

1.1. If σ < ε′(x− 2c), then, since c′ ≤ 2
2d−∆σ and ℓ ≥ x− c− c′, we get

(n−2c
c′

)(x−2c
c′

)

eA1c′+A2σ
(x−2c

o

)2 (N
m

)ℓ−c

√
c · n2(ℓ−c)/d+c′

≤
(n−2c

c′

)

eε
′′·(x−2c)

√
c · nc′e2(ℓ−c)/d

≤

(

e1+2/d

c′

)c′

eε
′′·(x−2c)

√
c · e2(x−2c)/d

<

(

e1+2/d

c′

)c′

e−
x−2c

d · c−1/2.

This bound is not sufficient to prove that summation over all x, c with the same value of x− 2c

is small. Nevertheless, letting τ := d2n2

4m and c =: τ + t, we get

(1+ε′)τ
∑

c=0

(

ed2n2

4cm

)c

=
∑

t

(

eτ

τ + t

)τ+t

= eτ
∑

t

et
(

1

1 + t/τ

)τ+t

≤ eτ
∑

t

et−(τ+t)t/τ+(t/τ)2 (τ+t)/2 ≤ eτ
∑

t

e−(1−ε′)t2/(2τ) < 3
√
τ · eτ .

Moreover, for c /∈ [(1 − ε′)τ, (1 + ε′)τ ], we get
(

ed2n2

4cm

)c

e−
(nd/2)2

m = e−Ω(n2/d).
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Summing up, we get that, for every fixed c′ and x− 2c,

∑

c

p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

= O





(

e1+2/d

c′

)c′

· e−(x−2c)/d



+ e−Ω(n2/d).

Since for a fixed c and fixed x − 2c, the value of ℓ ranges between c + (x − 2c − c′) and

c+ (x− 2c− c′)d2 , we get

∑

ℓ≤Cn2/d

∑

c

∑

x,c′:σ<ε′(x−2c)

p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

≤
∑

c′

∑

x−2c>
√
lnn

d

2
(x− 2c)



O





(

e1+2/d

c′

)c′

e−(x−2c)/d



+ e−Ω(n2/d)



 = e−Ω(
√
logn). (25)

1.2. If σ ≥ ε′(x− 2c) and c′ ≤ 1
2d−∆σ, then

(n−2c
c′

)(x−2c
c′

)

eA1c′+A2σ
(x−2c

o

)2 (N
m

)ℓ−c

n2(ℓ−c)/d+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d
≤
(n−2c

c′

)

eO(x−2c)

nc′+σ/d

≤
(

e
c′

)c′
eO(x−2c)

nΩ(x−2c)
= n−Ω(x−2c). (26)

1.3. Finally, if σ ≥ ε′(x− 2c) and c′ ≥ 1
2d−∆σ, then

(

n−2c
c′

)(

x−2c
c′

)

eA1c′+A2σ
(

x−2c
o

)2 (N
m

)ℓ−c

n2(ℓ−c)/d+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d
≤
(

n−2c
c′

)

eO(x−2c)

nc′

≤
( e

c′

)c′

eO(x−2c) = (c′)−c′/2(x− 2c)−Ω(x−2c).

Applying here exactly the same argument as in the case 1.1, we get

∑

p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

≤ e−Ω(
√
logn·log logn), (27)

where the sum is over all ℓ ≤ Cn2/d, x, c, and c′, such that x− 2c >
√
lnn, σ ≥ ε′(x− 2c), and

c′ ≥ 1
2d−∆σ.

2. Cn2/d ≤ ℓ ≤ ε′n. From (19) and (22), we get

p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

≤ eε
′′ℓ ·
(

ed2n2/d

2ce2/d

)c

· e−
(nd/2)2

m ·
(n−2c

c′

)(x−2c
c′

)

eA1c′+A2σ
(x−2c

o

)2 (N
m

)ℓ−c

n2(ℓ−c)/d+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d
,

where o ≤ (∆ + 2)σ maximises the above expression. If c ≤ 1
4x, then x− 2c >

√
lnn, meaning

that the argument from the previous case can be applied here as well, implying exactly the

same bound. If c > 1
4x, then the latter expression is at most

e−x lnC
10 ·

(n−2c
c′

)(x−2c
c′

)

eA1c′+A2σ
(x−2c

o

)2 (N
m

)ℓ−c

n2(ℓ−c)/d+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d
< e−x lnC

10 · 8xe(A1+A2)x

n2(ℓ−c)/d
(

m
N

)ℓ−c
≤ e−x lnC

20 , (28)

whenever lnC > 20(A1 +A2 + 3).

3. Finally, let ℓ > ε′n.
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3.1. We separately consider the case that either x ≥ n − 2, c′ = 1, and c = 0, or x′ = n,

c′ = 1, and c = 1. In this case, we cannot apply (20). Nevertheless, since c and c′ are bounded,

we have the following bound, due to (19):

p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

≤ eε
′′ℓ · e

(x−c′)2

n · e
A2σ
(x−2c

o

)2 (N
m

)ℓ

n2ℓ/d+2σ/d
.

The latter bound is n−Ω(n) when σ > ε′x. On the other hand, if σ ≤ ε′x, then eA2σ
(x−2c

o

)2
< eε

′′ℓ

and x = 2ℓ/d+ 2σ/d +O(1). Thus,

p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

≤ e2ε
′′ℓ · ex

(

e−2/d

1 + ε

)ℓ

≤ e3ε
′′ℓ · e2ℓ/d

(

e−2/d

1 + ε

)ℓ

=

(

e3ε
′′

1 + ε

)ℓ

< e−εℓ/2. (29)

3.2. Otherwise, we can apply (20). Due to (19) and (21),

p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

≤ eε
′′ℓ · e

(x−c′)2

n ·
(

ed2n2/d

2ce2/d

)c

·
(n−2c

c′

)(x−2c
c′

)

eA1c′+A2σ
(x−2c

o

)2 (N
m

)ℓ−c

n2(ℓ−c)/d+c′+2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d
, (30)

where o ≤ (∆ + 2)σ maximises the above expression. If c′ > ε′x, then nc′ = nΩ(n) and

n2(ℓ−c)/d >
(

N
m

)ℓ−c
, implying that the right-hand side of (30) is n−Ω(n). If c′ ≤ ε′x and

σ > (2d − ∆)ε′x, then n2(σ−(d−∆/2)c′)/d = nΩ(n), implying the bound n−Ω(n) as well. Finally,

if (d −∆/2)c′ ≤ σ ≤ (2d −∆)ε′x, then consider separately c < x/
√
lnn and c ≥ x/

√
lnn. In

the latter case,
(

ed2n2/d

2ce2/d

)c
= e−Ω(n

√
lnn), implying the bound e−Ω(n

√
lnn) for the right-hand side

of (30). If c < x/
√
lnn, then ℓ − c = (1 − o(1))ℓ. Thus, recalling (20) and that

(

ed2n2/d

2ce2/d

)c
=

eO(n2/d) = eo(ℓ),

p(ℓ, x, c, c′)e−
(nd/2)2

m

(

N

m

)ℓ(

1 +
3dn

2m

)ℓ

≤ e2ε
′′ℓ+2ℓ/d+(2−2/d)c+2σ/d+∆−d

d
c′

((1 + ε)e2/d)ℓ−c

≤ e3ε
′′ℓ+2ℓ/d

((1 + ε)e2/d)ℓ
=

e3ε
′′ℓ

(1 + ε)ℓ
< e−εℓ/2. (31)

From (24)–(31), we get that the left-hand side in (23) is at most

e−Ω(
√
logn) +

∑

x−2c>
√
lnn

∑

c′,ℓ

n−Ω(x−2c) + e−Ω(
√
logn·log logn)+

+
∑

Cn2/d<ℓ≤ε′n

∑

x,c,c′

e−x·(lnC)/20 +
∑

ℓ>ε′n

∑

x,c,c′

(

e−εℓ/2 + e−Ω(n
√
lnn)

)

= o(1),

completing the proof. �

For every F ∈ Fn such that there exists F ′ as in the statement of Claim 5.5, we choose one

such F ′ and put F ∩ F ′ into a multiset F∗
n. Let H be a uniformly random element of F∗

n.

Claim 5.6. Whp there exists H ′ ⊂ H ∪W2, H
′ ∈ F∗

n, such that |H ∩H ′| ≤ lnn.
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Proof. Let f = ⌊Cn2/d⌋, m = m0, and B be the property of graphs on n vertices to have more

than lnn edges. Due to Lemma 4.1, it is sufficient to prove (9).

Fix non-negative integers c and x. Recall that, for H ∈ F∗
n, we denote by JH

ℓ,x,c the set of all

subgraphs J ⊂ H with ℓ edges, x non-isolated vertices, and c connected components (excluding

isolated vertices). Denote by pH(ℓ, x, c) the probability that H ∩H ∈ JH
ℓ,x,c.

Since H consists of isolated edges and at most
√
lnn other edges, we get that ℓ ≤ c+

√
lnn.

Due to Claim 3.2 and Claim 3.3, for some constant A > 0 that does not depend on ε,

pH(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(⌊Cn2/d⌋

c

)

eAℓ(n− x+ c)!/|Aut(F )|
|F∗

n|
= (1 + o(1))

(⌊Cn2/d⌋
c

)

eAℓ(n− x+ c)!

n!
.

Since d ≥ 4 and since every non-trivial subgraph of F has edge boundary of size at least 2d− 2,

pH(ℓ, x, c)
(18)

≤

(

eCn2/d

c

)c
e(A+o(1))ℓ

n2ℓ/d+(1−2/d)c
≤

(

e1+A+o(1)C
c

)c
e(A+o(1))

√
lnn

n2ℓ/d
.

Therefore,

∑

ℓ

ΠH
Bℓ

((

1 +
3f

m

)

N

m

)ℓ

≤
∑

ℓ>lnn

∑

x,c

pH(ℓ, x, c)

(

1 + o(1)

ε
· n2/d

)ℓ

≤ n2
∑

ℓ>lnn

(

e1+AC

ℓ−
√
lnn

)ℓ−
√
lnn

eA
√
lnn

(

1 + o(1)

ε

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n2

)

,

completing the proof. �

5.2.2. Proof of Theorem 5.4. Let G ∼ G(n, p), where p = (1 + 2ε)(e/n)2/d. By [17, Corollary

1.16], whp there exists a multiset F∗
n = F∗

n(G) of graphs of size ⌊lnn⌋ comprising a single

subgraph H of almost every F ∈ Fn so that H ∪G contains some F ′ ∈ Fn and H has at most√
lnn non-isolated edges.

Let X be the number of H ∈ F∗
n that are subgraphs of G′ ∼ G(n, p′ = εn−2/d), sampled

independently of G. We get

EX = |F∗
n| · p′⌊lnn⌋ = (1− o(1))|Fn| · p′⌊lnn⌋ = ω(1).

Let B be the set of non-empty graphs. Due to the definition (8), the fact that every H ∈ F∗
n has

at most
√
lnn non-isolated edges, Claim 3.2, Claim 3.3, and estimate (18), for some constant

A > 0,

VarX

(EX)2
≤

maxH∈F∗
n

∑

ℓ≥1

(

ΠH
Bℓ

· |F∗
n| · p′⌊lnn⌋−ℓ

)

EX
= max

H∈F∗
n

∑

ℓ≥1

ΠH
Bℓ
p′−ℓ

≤
∑

ℓ≥1

∑

x,c

(1− o(1))

(⌊lnn⌋
c

)

eAℓ

n2ℓ/d+(1−2/d)c

(

1

ε
· n2/d

)ℓ

≤
∑

ℓ≥1

∑

c≥1

O(ℓ)

(

eA+1⌊lnn⌋
εc
√
n

)c

eA
√
lnn

(

1

ε

)

√
lnn

= n−1/2+o(1).

This completes the proof of Theorem 5.4, due to Chebyshev’s inequality.

Remark 5.7. As noted in Section 1.4 (and evident from the current proof), we have VarXF =

O((EXF )
2). Consequently, Theorem 5.4 follows from Paley–Zygmund inequality and [13, The-

orem 2.3]. However, this holds only when there are very few subgraphs whose edge boundary
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is smaller than 2d. In particular, for d = 3, there are at least linearly many subgraphs that

do not satisfy this condition. Specifically, any pair of incident edges forms a subgraph on three

vertices with an edge boundary of at most five. This observation prevents the direct application

of both Riordan’s second-moment argument [31] and the fragmentation method in its current

form, necessitating new ideas.

6. Proof of Theorem 1.7

The aim of this section is to prove the following.

Theorem 6.1. For every ε > 0, whp G ∼ G
(

n, (1 + ε)
√

e/n
)

contains the second power of a

Hamilton cycle.

Theorem 6.1 immediately implies Theorem 1.7.

Everywhere in this section F is a second power of a cycle on [n] and Fn is the set of all

isomorphic copies of F on [n]. Let us recall that we call a subgraph H ⊂ F ∈ Fn closed if it is

the second power of a path.

The proof of Theorem 6.1 is organised as follows. In Section 6.1, we define a subfamily of

Fn that is convenient for improving fragments: we fix ω(
√
n/ ln n) diamonds (4-vertex graphs

obtained by removing a single edge from a 4-clique) and include into the family all F ∈ Fn

that contain these diamonds at equal distances. Then we prove that typical graphs from this

subfamily have a fragment of size O(
√
n). In Section 6.2, we improve fragments by moving

closed subgraphs of length Ω(lnn) ‘inside’ the diamonds and then prove that there exists a

way to assign closed subgraph to the diamonds so that the multiset of improved fragments

have “small spreads” — see Claim 6.6. Due to this claim, in the next fragmentation round in

Section 6.3 we get fragments of size O(n1/5). In Section 6.4, we show that sprinkling εp
(n
2

)

extra edges is enough to cover at least one fragment of size O(n1/5) whp.

6.1. Day 0: getting fragments of size O(
√
n). Let

W ∼ G(n,m), where m =
⌊

(1 + ε)
√

e/n ·N
⌋

.

In what follows, for the sake of convenience, Fn is the family of all rooted oriented second

powers of a cycle on [n], that is, each cycle F ∈ Fn has a specified vertex — its root — and

is oriented, starting from the root, in one of the two directions. Clearly, |Fn| = n! and each

F ∈ Fn induces a linear order on [n]; we denote the respective permutation acting on [n] by πF .

Let w = w(n) = ω(1) be a slowly increasing function. Let

χ :=

⌊

w
√
n

lnn

⌋

(32)

and let n = (n1 + 4) + . . . + (nχ + 4), where n1, . . . , nχ are positive integers that differ by at

most 1. Fix a tuple
−→
D = (D1, . . . ,Dχ) of disjoint diamonds (K4 minus an edge) D1, . . . ,Dχ on

[n]. We then consider the family Fn(
−→
D) ⊂ Fn of all F such that,

• for every i ∈ [χ], Di ⊂ F ,

• the order of the diamonds as well as the order of vertices in the diamonds is aligned

with πF and the first vertex of D1 coincides with the root of F ,

• for every i ∈ [χ], the number of vertices between Di and Di+1 in F equals ni (in the

cyclic order, i.e. we here set Dχ+1 := D1).
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Fix F ∈ Fn(
−→
D) and W ∈

(([n]
2 )
m

)

. An (F,W )-fragment is a subgraph H of some F ′ ∈ Fn(
−→
D),

such that F ′ ⊂ F ∪W and H = F ∩ F ′. We will show that still whp there exists an (F,W)-

fragment H of size O(
√
n). In particular, this fragment has to contain all diamonds D1, . . . ,Dχ.

This will allow us to refine the fragment H by spreading evenly the edges of large closed

subgraphs in H among the diamonds and, thus, to get rid of all the closed subgraphs of size

Ω(lnn).

We first expose the edges of W that belong to D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ and treat them as fixed. Since

|D1 ∪ . . .∪Dχ| = 5χ = o(
√
n), whp W∩ (D1∪ . . .∪Dχ) is empty. So, we may further condition

on this event, or, in other words, assume that W is a uniformly random m-element subset of
([n]
2

)

\ (D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ). We also let F∗
n(
−→
D) be the set of all F \ (D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ), F ∈ Fn(

−→
D).

For F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) and W ⊂

(

[n]
2

)

\ (D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ), let M(F,W ) be the set of all F ′ ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D)

such that F ′ ⊂ F ∪W . In particular, F ∈ M(F,W ). An easy counting argument shows that

typically M(F,W) is large. Let

M := M(t) = |F∗
n(
−→
D)|

(

N − 2n

m− t

)

/

(

N − 5χ

m+ (2n − 5χ)− t

)

be the expected number of F ′ ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) such that F ′ belongs to a uniformly random subset of

([n]
2

)

\ (D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ) of size m+ (2n− 5χ)− t. Notice that M(t) is actually large for every t:

M =
n!

eO(
√
nw)

(m− t+ (2n − 5χ))m−t+(2n−5χ) (N − 2n)N−2n

(m− t)m−t(N − 5χ)N−5χ

=
nn

en+O(
√
nw)

(

m− t

N − 5χ

)2n−5χ (

1− 2n− 5χ

m+ (2n − 5χ)− t

)−m−(2n−5χ)+t (

1 +
2n− 5χ

N − 2n

)−N+2n

=
(1 + ε)2n

eO(
√
nw)

(

m− t

m
· N

N − 5d

)2n

eΩ(
√
n) = (1 + ε)(2−o(1))n.

We claim that whp |M(F,W)| = Ω(M) and that typically most (F,W)-fragments have size

O(
√
n). Although the conclusion of Lemma 4.1 is sufficient for our goals, below we state its

stronger version which holds for symmetric families Fn (i.e. when all graphs in the family are

isomorphic). In this version, we replace a random element of F∗
n(
−→
D) with any fixed element.

Since the proofs are almost identical, we postpone them to Appendix B.

Claim 6.2. Let F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) and let W be a uniformly random m-element subset of

(

[n]
2

)

\(D1∪
. . . ∪Dχ). Let δ(n) → 0 as n → ∞. Then, for every t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2n − 5χ},

P (|M(F,W)| < δ(n)M | |F ∩W| = t) ≤ δ(n).

Let C > 0 be large enough. Set ℓ0 = ⌊C√
n⌋. Let B be the property of graphs on n vertices

to have more than ℓ0 edges. We claim that (9) holds.

Claim 6.3. Sample a uniformly random F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D). For ℓ ∈ N, let

Πℓ := P(F ∩ F has ℓ edges). (33)

Then
∑

ℓ≥ℓ0+1

Πℓ · e−
4n2

m

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n

)

. (34)

The proof of Claim 6.3 relies on estimations similar to those provided in Claim 3.1 (see

Claim 6.8 in Section 6.5). However, we cannot apply Claim 3.1 here directly because of the
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fixed diamonds, that slightly affect our calculations. The proof occupies Section 6.5. Despite

obvious similarities and repetitions, we decided to keep the entire proof of Claim 6.8 to make

the proof of Theorem 6.1 self-contained.

For ℓ ∈ N, let Mℓ(F,W ) be the set of all F ′ ∈ M(F,W ) such that |F ′ ∩ F | > ℓ. Let us call

(F,W ) ℓ-bad, if |Mℓ(F,W )| > 1√
n
|M(F,W )|. Claim 6.3 implies that (F,W) is not ℓ0-bad whp.

Claim 6.4. Let F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) and let W ⊂

([n]
2

)

\(D1∪. . .∪Dχ) be a uniformly randomm-subset.

Then whp (F,W) is not ℓ0-bad.

That means that whp we may replace most of F ∈ Fn(
−→
D) with fragments of sizes at most ℓ0

(and each fragment contains all Di(F )). The proof of Claim 6.4 is presented in Appendix B.

Let Y−→
D

be the number of F ∈ Fn(
−→
D) that have an (F,W)-fragment of size at most ℓ0 + 5χ.

From Claim 6.2 and Claim 6.4, we get that EY−→
D

= |Fn(
−→
D)|(1− o(1)). By Markov’s inequality,

for every δ > 0,

P

(

Y−→
D

< (1− δ)|Fn(
−→
D)|

)

= P

(

|Fn(
−→
D)| − Y−→

D
> δ|Fn(

−→
D)|

)

≤
E

(

|Fn(
−→
D)| − Y−→

D

)

δ|Fn(
−→
D)|

= o(1).

(35)

Therefore, whp Y−→
D

≥ (1− o(1))|Fn(
−→
D)|.

6.2. Improving fragments. For F ∈ Fn(
−→
D) that have an (F,W)-fragment of size at most

ℓ0 + 5χ, let H = H(F ) ⊂ F be a typical (for reasons that will be explained later) fragment

of such a size. All graphs from Fn(
−→
D) contain every Di, i ∈ [χ]. Since H = F ∩ F ′ for some

F ′ ∈ Fn(
−→
D), we get that every Di is a subgraph of H. Since the distance in F between any

two Di is bigger than 2C
√
n, we get that the connected components of H that contain different

Di(F ) are disjoint. Consider all inclusion-maximal closed subgraphs in H with at least lnn/
√
w

vertices that do not overlap with any of the diamonds Di(F ). For each such second power of

a path v1 . . . vh, we “cut” it into pieces of length µ := ⌊lnn/√w⌋ in the following way: v1v2;

v3 . . . v2+µ; v3+µ . . . v2+2µ; . . .. We let the last piece v2+(j+1)µv2+(j+1)µ+1 . . . to be of length at

least 2 and at most µ + 1. From every such inclusion-maximal closed subgraph, remove all

pieces (i.e. all the listed vertices as well as the edges that contain them) but the first and

the last one and glue the first and the last so that they make up the second power of a path

(v1v2v2+(j+1)µv2+(j+1)µ+1 . . .). Let PH = {P1, . . . , Ps} be the set of all pieces of length µ that

we have removed (P1, . . . , Ps respect the order induced by F ). Clearly, the number of pieces s

is less than 2ℓ0/µ < χ/3, where χ is defined in (32).

We then choose different j1, . . . , js ∈ [χ], according to some rule, that will be explained later.

For every i ∈ [s], we insert the piece Pi = (vi1 . . . v
i
µ) between the vertices uji1 , u

ji
2 and uji3 , u

ji
4 of

Dji = (uji1 u
ji
2 u

ji
3 u

ji
4 ) making up the square of a path (uji1 u

ji
2 v

i
1 . . . v

i
µu

ji
3 u

ji
4 ). We get a smoothed

fragment H ′ with exactly the same number of edges as H has. The crucial observation is that

H ′∪W still has a subgraph from Fn. Moreover, this smoothed fragment satisfies the important

‘smoothness’ requirement: all powers of paths that it contains have length o(lnn).

So, this modification of fragments allows to avoid problematic large closed subgraphs. How-

ever, it may reduce the total number of different fragments, that will eventually affect moments

calculation. Let Hn = {H(F ), F ∈ Fn(
−→
D)} be the (W-random) multiset of original (F,W)-

fragments (we choose one typical fragment per F ), and let H′
n be the set of smoothed (F,W)-

fragments. Although each H ∈ Hn maps to its smoothed version H ′ ∈ H′
n, this correspondence
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ϕ is not necessarily injective. Luckily, every pre-image is not large if we choose the rule of how

Pi are matched to Dji randomly. We now explain how this matching is chosen. Consider a

binomial random bipartite graph B with parts V = [χ] and U = [n] and with edge probability

β := n−1/3/w. Then, we insert every Pi = (vi1 . . . v
i
µ) into some Dji so that there exists an edge

between ji ∈ V and πF (v
i
1) ∈ U in B. Clearly, to make it possible for all Pi simultaneously, we

need the graph B[V ∪{πF (vi1), i ∈ [s]}] to have a matching that covers all vertices πF (v
i
1), i ∈ [s]

(recall that s < χ). This is typically possible due to the following claim.

Claim 6.5. Let (F,W,F′) be a random vector independent of B, where

• F is a uniformly random element of Fn(
−→
D),

• W is a uniformly random graph from
(([n]

2 )\(D1∪...∪Dχ)
m

)

chosen independently of F, and

• F′ is a uniformly random subgraph of F ∪W that belongs to Fn(
−→
D).

Consider the fragment H := F ∩ F′ and the respective pieces Pi = (vi1 . . . v
i
µ), i ∈ [s], defined

above. Then whp the graph B[V ∪ {πF(vi1), i ∈ [s]}] has a matching that covers all vertices

πF(v
i
1), i ∈ [s].

Proof. Let Σ be the set of all (F,W,F ′) such that P(F = F,W = W,F′ = F ′) > 0 and

|F ∩ F ′| ≤ ℓ0 + 5χ. For (F,W,F ′) ∈ Σ and a bipartite graph B on V × U , let us call the

tuple (B,F,W,F ′) well-mixed, if B[V ∪{πF (vi1), i ∈ [s]}] has a matching that covers all vertices

πF (v
i
1), i ∈ [s], that are defined by H := F ∩ F ′. For a fixed set U ′ ⊂ U of size exactly χ, whp

there exists a perfect matching between V and U ′ in B[V ∪ U ′] (see, e.g., [17, Theorem 4.1]).

Therefore, recalling that the bound |F ∩ F ′| ≤ ℓ0 + 5χ implies that the number of pieces that

we moved in H is less than χ, we get that, for any fixed (F,W,F ′) ∈ Σ, whp (B, F,W,F ′) is

well-mixed. Also, due to Claim 6.2 and Claim 6.4, whp (F,W,F′) ∈ Σ.

Then,

P((B,F,W,F′) is well-mixed)

≥
∑

(F,W,F ′)∈Σ
P((B, F,W,F ′) is well-mixed | F = F,W = W,F′ = F ′)

× P(F = F,W = W,F′ = F ′)

=
∑

(F,W,F ′)∈Σ
P((B, F,W,F ′) is well-mixed)× P(F = F,W = W,F′ = F ′)

= (1− o(1))P((F,W,F′) ∈ Σ) = 1− o(1),

completing the proof. �

From Claim 6.5, we immediately get that there exists a bipartite graph B on V × U so that

every vertex in V has degree (1 + o(1))n2/3/w (due to the Chernoff bound, say) and that whp

B[V ∪ {πF(vi1), i ∈ [s]}] has a matching that covers all vertices πF(v
i
1), i ∈ [s], that correspond

to H = F ∩ F′, where (F,F′) is defined in the statement of the claim.

Having this rule of matching the diamonds with the pieces of closed subgraphs, we are now

ready to prove that ϕ is close enough to an injection. In what follows, we consider only those

(F,W ) that generate a fragment that satisfies the matching rule. Formally, for F ∈ Fn(
−→
D) and

W ∈
(([n]

2 )\(D1∪...∪Dχ)
m

)

, we say that F ′ ∈ Fn(
−→
D) is (F,W )-nice, if

• F ′ ⊂ F ∪W ,

• |F ′ ∩ F | ≤ ℓ0 + 5χ,
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• the graph B[V ∪{πF (vi1), i ∈ [s]}] has a matching that covers all vertices πF (v
i
1), i ∈ [s],

defined by the fragment H = F ∩ F ′.

Let Σ be the set of all pairs
(

F ∈ Fn(
−→
D),W ∈

(([n]
2 )\(D1∪...∪Dχ)

m

)

)

that have an (F,W )-nice F ′.

Due to the choice of B and due to Claims 6.2, 6.4, and 6.5, whp (F,W) ∈ Σ. Indeed,

P((F,W) ∈ Σ) = P(there exists an (F,W)-nice F ′)

≥ P(F′ is (F,W)-nice) = 1− o(1), (36)

where (F,W,F′) is defined in the statement of Claim 6.5.

We now notice that the there exists a natural bijection between disjoint families Fn(
−→
D),

Fn(
−→
D′) for different tuples of diamonds

−→
D and

−→
D′. In particular, for Y :=

∑

−→
D
Y−→
D

we get that

EY =
∑

−→
D

EY−→
D

= (1− o(1))
∑

−→
D

|Fn(
−→
D)| = (1− o(1))|Fn|.

In the same way as in (35), we get that whp Y ≥ (1− o(1))|Fn|. Since any F ∈ Fn belongs to

Fn(
−→
D) for some uniquely defined

−→
D , we get the definition of Σ naturally extends to pairs (F,W )

for an arbitrary F ∈ Fn. Let a uniformly random element F of Fn, uniformly random elements

F−→
D

∈ Fn(
−→
D), a uniformly random m-subset W ∈

(([n]
2 )
m

)

, and uniformly random m-subsets

W−→
D

∈
(([n]

2 )\(D1∪...∪Dχ)
m

)

be chosen independently. Due to (36),

P((F,W) ∈ Σ) =
∑

−→
D

P((F,W) ∈ Σ | F ∈ Fn(
−→
D)) · P(F ∈ Fn(

−→
D))

=
∑

−→
D

P((F−→
D
,W) ∈ Σ) · P(F ∈ Fn(

−→
D))

For a fixed
−→
D , we get

P((F,W) ∈ Σ) = P((F−→
D
,W) ∈ Σ,W ∩ (D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ) = ∅)

= (1− o(1)) · P((F−→
D
,W) ∈ Σ | W ∩ (D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ) = ∅)

= (1− o(1)) · P((F−→
D
,W−→

D
) ∈ Σ)

(36)
= 1− o(1).

Let us fix any W ∈
(([n]

2 )
m

)

. Let ΣW be the set of all F ∈ Fn such that (F,W ) ∈ Σ. For every

F ∈ ΣW , consider an (F,W )-nice F ′ := F ′(F ) ∈ Fn. Let H(F ) := F ∩ F ′ and H ′(F ) be the

smoothed version of H(F ) (with respect to the matching rule B).

Claim 6.6. For any graph S, let S(S) be the set of all graphs F ∈ ΣW such that H ′(F ) contains

S as a subgraph. Then

|S(S)| ≤ 16ℓ(S)(n− x(S) + c(S))!nc(S)/6.

Proof of Claim 6.6. Let T1, . . . , Tc(S) be the connected components of S. We fix an arbitrary

root in every connected component of S and order edges in every connected component in a

way such that edges that are closer to the root appear earlier. Let

• α : E(S) → [4] be an arbitrary function;

• A ⊂ V (S) be such that each Ti has at most two vertices in common with A.

The pair (α,A) identifies a non-negative integer a ≤ max{c(S), χ} that will be explicitly defined

later. We also let

• τ1 : [a] → [⌊2n2/3/w⌋], τ2 : [a] → [⌊ln n/4⌋] be arbitrary functions;
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• ρ : [a] → [χ] be in injection;

• π : [n− x(S) + c(S) − a] → [n− x(S) + c(S)− a] be a bijection.

Let us show that the tuple x := (A,α, τ1, τ2, ρ, π) identifies a graph F ∈ ΣW such that S ⊂
H ′(F ). It would immediately imply the desired assertion. Below, we describe the algorithm of

reconstruction of F .

(1) Reconstruct the order (and their position in F [V (S)]) of vertices in every component

of S according to α: for every i ∈ [c(S)], start from the root of Ti and follow the edges

according to the fixed order; at every step, one of the ends of the current edge e is

already placed, so there are at most four possibilities to place this edge, and then α(e)

defines its position.

(2) Choose the pieces in S that were moved in H(F ): For every connected component Ti,

if |A ∩ Ti| ≤ 1, then Ti does not contain vertices of a piece that was moved. Otherwise,

let A ∩ V (Ti) = {vi, ui}, where vi < ui, according to the linear order of vertices in Ti

identified at the previous step. Let the unique “piece” Pi ⊂ Ti have all edges of Ti

induced by the set of vertices that are between vi and ui.

(3) Let IA be the set of all i ∈ [c(S)] such that Pi is defined and Pi 6= Ti. We also let

a = |IA|. For every i ∈ IA, we choose the index η(i) of the respective diamond in

F according to the injection ρ. Then, we move pieces Pi, i ∈ IA, to their original

places in F . For every i ∈ IA, the position η(i) of the respective diamond in [χ] is

identified. Therefore, the position of the first vertex of the entire piece in F containing

Pi is adjacent to η(i) in B, where η(i) has degree at most (1 + o(1))n2/3/w. Then vi

is at most (0.1 · lnn)-far from this vertex in F and we may identify its position in F

according to (τ1(i), τ2(i)).

(4) Finally, we order all the remaining n−x(S)+ c(S)− |I(A)| connected components of S

(including the remaining singletons) according to the permutation π and complete the

construction of F .

Thus, |S(S)| is at most the number of all possible tuples x which, in turn, does not exceed

max
a≤max{c(S),χ}

4ℓ(S)2x(S)(n2/3 lnn/(2w))a
χ!

(χ− a)!
(n− x(S) + c(S)− a)!

≤ 16ℓ(S)(n− x(S) + c(S))! max
a≤c(S)

(

χn2/3 lnn/(2w)

n− x(S) + c(S) − a

)a

≤ 16ℓ(S)(n− x(S) + c(S))!

(

χn2/3 lnn/(2w)

n− x(S)

)c(S)

.

Due to (32),

|S(S)| ≤ 16ℓ(S)(n− x(S) + c(S))!

(

n7/6

2(n− 2ℓ0 − 4χ)

)c(S)

≤ 16ℓ(S)(n− x(S) + c(S))!nc(S)/6,

completing the proof. �

6.3. Day 1: getting fragments of size at most n1/5. We are now ready for the second

fragmentation round. From the previous round, we have a sufficiently large multiset of smoothed

fragments: For all F ∈ Fn such that (F,W) ∈ Σ, we choose an (F,W )-nice F ′, and add the



SHARP THRESHOLDS FOR SPANNING REGULAR SUBGRAPHS 31

smoothed version of the fragment F ∩F ′ to the new multiset H(1) (the cardinality of H(1) equals

the number of all F such that (F,W) ∈ Σ). Clearly, we may assume that every member of this

family has size exactly ℓ0 + 5χ. Next, we expose W(1) ∼ G(n,m′) with m′ =
⌊

ε
(

n
2

)

/
√
n
⌋

. For

H ∈ H(1) and W ⊂
([n]
2

)

, let M∗(H,W ) be the set of all H ′ ∈ H(1) such that H ′ ⊂ H ∪W . For

ℓ ∈ N, let M∗
ℓ(H,W ) be the set of all H ′ ∈ M∗(F,W ) such that |H ′ ∩H| > ℓ. Let δ(n) = o(1)

be a slowly decreasing function. Let us call (H,W ) ℓ-bad, if |M∗
ℓ (H,W )| > δn|M∗(H,W )|. Let

H be a uniformly random element of H(1) sampled independently of W(1). We shall prove that

(H,W(1)) is not ⌈n1/5⌉-bad whp. That would mean that whp we may replace most of H ∈ H(1)

with fragments of sizes at most ⌈n1/5⌉.

Claim 6.7. Whp (H,W(1)) is not ⌈n1/5⌉-bad.

Proof. For ℓ ∈ N and H ∈ H(1), let ΠH
ℓ := P(H ∩H has ℓ edges). We let f = ℓ0 + 5χ and B be

the set of all graphs on n vertices with more than ⌈n1/5⌉ edges. We then apply Lemma 4.1 with

these f and B. We get that, in order to prove Claim 6.7, it is sufficient to show that, uniformly

in H ∈ H(1),
∑

ℓ≥⌈n1/5⌉+1

ΠH
ℓ

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m′

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n

)

.

Fix non-negative integers c and x. Let us denote by JH
ℓ,x,c the set of all subgraphs J ⊂ H

with ℓ edges, x non-isolated vertices, and c connected components (excluding isolated vertices).

Denote by p(ℓ, x, c) the probability that H ∩H ∈ J H
ℓ,x,c. Due to Claim 6.6,

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤
|J H

ℓ,x,c| · 16ℓ(n− x+ c)!nc/6

|H(1)| .

Moreover, due to Claim 3.2, |J H
ℓ,x,c| ≤

(2ℓ0+5χ
c

)

26ℓ. Therefore,

ΠH
ℓ =

ℓ
∑

c=1

∑

ℓ/2+3c/2≤x≤ℓ+c

pℓ,x,c ≤
∑

c,x

(

2ℓ0+5χ
c

)

210ℓ (n− x+ c)!nc/6

(1− o(1))n!
.

Now, notice that, for a graph J ∈ JH
ℓ,x,c consisting of c components that have sizes ℓ1, . . . , ℓc,

we have ℓi = 2xi − 3− σi, where

σi ≥
4Cℓi
lnn

· I
(

ℓi ≥
lnn

100C

)

and C is a large positive constant. Indeed, since every closed subgraph has size at most 4µ, we

get that every set of x′ ≥ lnn
200C vertices contributes at most 2x′ − 4 edges. Therefore, for any

admissible triple (ℓ, x, c), we get ℓ = 2x− 3c− σ, where

σ = min
J∈JH

ℓ,x,c

c
∑

i=1

σi ≥ min
J∈JH

ℓ,x,c

∑

i: ℓi≥ lnn
100C

4Cℓi
lnn

>

(

ℓ− c · lnn

100C

)

4C

lnn
=

4C

lnn
· ℓ− c

25
. (37)

In particular, we get

(n− x+ c)!

n!
≤ 1

(n − x+ c)x−c
=

1

nx−c(1− x−c
n )x−c

= O
(

n−x+c
)

= O
(

n−ℓ/2−c/2−σ/2
)

. (38)
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This and (37) imply

∑

ℓ≥⌈n1/5⌉+1

ΠH
ℓ

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m′

)ℓ

≤
∑

c,ℓ,x

(

2ℓ0+5χ
c

)

210ℓnc/6

nℓ/2+c/2+σ/2

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m′

)ℓ

≤
∑

c,ℓ,x

(e(2ℓ0 + 5χ)/c)c
(

(1/ε + o(1))210
)ℓ

nc/3+σ/2

≤
∑

c,ℓ,x

(8Cn1/2−1/3+1/50/c)c
(

(1/ε+ o(1))210
)ℓ
n−2Cℓ/ lnn.

We can choose C = C(ε) so large that

(

(1/ε + o(1))210
)ℓ
n−2Cℓ/ lnn ≤ e−Cℓ.

Then,

∑

ℓ≥⌈n1/5⌉+1

ΠH
ℓ

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m′

)ℓ

≤
∑

c,ℓ,x

(8Cn0.19/c)ce−Cℓ

≤
∑

ℓ≥n0.2

∑

x





∑

c≤n0.19

(8Cn0.19)n
0.19

e−Cℓ +
∑

c>n0.19

(8C)ce−Cℓ





≤ n3e−Ω(n0.2) +
∑

ℓ≥n0.2

∑

x

∑

c>n0.19

(8Ce−C)ℓ = e−Ω(n1/5).

This completes the proof. �

Let Y (1) be the number of H ∈ H(1) (with multiplicities) such that (H,W(1)) is not ⌈n1/5⌉-
bad. Due to Markov’s inequality, Y (1) = (1 − o(1))n! whp. For every such H we choose

H ′ ⊂ H ∪W(1) such that H ′ ∈ H(1) and the fragment H ∩H ′ has size at most ⌈n1/5⌉ and put

this fragment into the new multiset H(2). Without loss of generality, we may assume that each

graph in this multiset has exactly ⌈n1/5⌉ edges.

6.4. Day 2: covering a fragment. It is well known that increasing properties that hold

whp in the uniform model hold whp in the respective binomial model as well (see, e.g., [17,

Corollary 1.16]). In particular, letting p = (1 + 2ε)
√

e/n, we get that, for G ∼ G(n, p) and

every H ∈ H(2) = H(2)(G), whp H ∪G contains some F ∈ Fn.

Next, we expose

G′ ∼ G(n, p), where p′ = ε · n−1/2.

It remains to prove that whp there exists H ∈ H(2) such that H ⊂ G′. Let Y (2) be the number

of such H. We get

EY (2) = (p′)⌈n
1/5⌉|H(2)| = (1− o(1))(p′)⌈n

1/5⌉n! = ω(1).

On the other hand, recalling that J H
ℓ,x,c is defined in Section 6.3, due to Claim 6.6,

VarY (2) ≤ H(2) ·
∑

ℓ,x,c

max
H∈H(2)

max
H′⊂H

|J H′

ℓ,x,c| · 16ℓ(n− x+ c)!nc/6(p′)2⌈n
1/5⌉−ℓ − (EY (2))2,

implying

VarY (2)

(EY (2))2
≤
∑

ℓ,x,c

max
H∈H(2)

max
H′⊂H

|J H′

ℓ,x,c| · 16ℓ(n− x+ c)!nc/6

(1− o(1))n!p′ℓ
− 1.
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Due to Claim 3.2, estimates (37) and (38), and recalling that x ≤ ℓ + c and that C = C(ε) is

large, we get

VarY (2)

(EY (2))2
≤

∑

c≥0,ℓ,x

(2⌈n1/5⌉
c

)

210ℓnc/6

nℓ/2+c/2+σ/2(ε · n−1/2)ℓ
− 1

≤
∑

c≥1,ℓ,x

(2e⌈n−2/15⌉/c)c
(

210/ε
)ℓ

nσ/2

≤
∑

c≥1,ℓ,x

n−c/15
(

210/eCε
)ℓ

≤
∑

c≥1,ℓ

(ℓ+ c)n−c/15e−ℓ = O(n−1/15),

completing the proof due to Chebyshev’s inequality.

6.5. Proof of Claim 6.3. Let ℓ ≥ ℓ0 + 1 be an integer.

We first note that the square of a path with ℓ edges has ℓ+3
2 vertices. Therefore, a dis-

joint union of c squares on ℓ edges has ℓ+3c
2 vertices. We then fix integers c ∈ [ℓ] and

x ∈
[

ℓ
2 +

3
2c, ℓ+ c

]

. For a subgraph H ⊂ F ∈ Fn with x vertices, ℓ edges, and c components,

σ := 2x− ℓ− 3c

is the difference between the number of edges of a disjoint union of squares of a path with x

vertices and c components and the number of edges of H.

Let p(ℓ, x, c) be the probability that (F ∩ F ) ∪ (D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ) is a graph on x+ 4χ vertices

with ℓ+ 5χ edges, and c+ χ connected components (as usual, we think about graphs as about

sets of their edges, so there are no isolated vertices in F∩F ). The following claim immediately

implies that, for sufficiently large A1, A2 > 0,

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(

n
c

)(

x
c+χ

)

(

2x
χ

)χ
eA1c+A2σ

(

maxo≤8σ

(

x
o

))2
(n− x− 4χ+ c)!

|Fn(
−→
D)|

. (39)

Claim 6.8. There exist A1
α, A

2
α > 0 such that the number of subgraphs in F without isolated

vertices with x+ 4χ vertices, ℓ+ 5χ edges, and c+ χ components is

α(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(

n

c

)(

x

c+ χ

)(

2x

χ

)χ

eA
1
αc+A2

ασ max
o≤8σ

(

x

o

)

. (40)

There exist A1
β , A

2
β > 0 such that, given H ⊂ F with x + 4χ vertices, ℓ+ 5χ edges, and c + χ

components, the number of ways to extend H to a graph from Fn(
−→
D) is at most

β(ℓ, x, c) = (n− x− 4χ+ c)!eA
1
βc+A2

βσ max
o≤8σ

(

x

o

)

. (41)

Proof. There are at most
( x
c+χ

)(σ+c+χ
c+χ

)

ways to choose positive integers ℓ1, . . . , ℓc+χ as well as

x1, . . . , xc+χ such that

• ℓi
2 + 3

2 ≤ xi ≤ ℓi + 1 for all i ∈ [c] and ℓi
2 ≤ xi ≤ ℓi for all i ∈ {c+ 1, . . . , c+ χ},

• ∑c+χ
i=1 ℓi = ℓ, and

∑c+χ
i=1 xi = x.

Fix such xi and ℓi, i ∈ [c+ χ]. For i ∈ [c+ χ], set σi = 2xi − ℓi − 3.

We first choose closed subgraphs of F that correspond to σi = 0 one by one. The number

of ways to choose the first closed subgraph is at most 2n (the heaviest case is xi = 2 that
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correspond to an edge). In the same way, if some set of ñ vertices is already included in the

subgraph under construction, then the next closed component can be chosen in at most 2(n− ñ)

ways. On the other hand, if the i-th component contains one of the diamonds (i.e. i ≥ c + 1),

then the number of ways to choose it is at most xi.

We now switch to not closed components. Let us call a vertex free in a subgraph of F , if its

degree is less than 4. Note that the i-th component has oi ≤ 6+ 2σi free vertices. Assume that

ñ vertices have been already included in the subgraph and we now describe the procedure of

choosing the i-th component:

(1) choose the number of free vertices oi ≤ 6 + 2σi ≤ 8σi ≤ 8σi ;

(2) choose a set O ∈
(

[xi]
oi

)

that identifies the labels of free vertices in the i-th component;

(3) if i ≤ c choose a vertex w out of the set of remaining n − ñ vertices and, if i ≥ c + 1,

choose w such that 0 ≤ πF (ui−c) − πF (w) ≤ xi − 1, where ui−c is the minimum vertex

of the diamond Di−c that this component has to contain; activate w — we treat this

vertex as the πF -minimum vertex in the component under construction;

(4) at every step j ≥ 1, consider the πF -minimum vertex vj among active vertices:

• if j ∈ O (i.e. vj should be free), then add to the component some of the neighbours

of vj (in at most 24 ways), deactivate vj , and activate all its chosen neighbours,

• if j /∈ O, then add to the component all the neighbours of vj, deactivate vj, and

activate all its neighbours.

We get that, if i ≤ c, then the number of ways to choose the component is at most (n −
ñ)8σi max

oi≤8σi

(xi
oi

)

24oi , and at most xi8
σi max

oi≤8σi

(xi
oi

)

24oi , otherwise.

Eventually we get that the number of ordered choices of components with parameters ℓi, xi,

i ∈ [c+ χ], in F is at most

c!

(

n

c

)

2c(x/χ)χ
c+χ
∏

i=1

8σi max
oi≤8σi

(

xi
oi

)

24oi ≤ c!

(

n

c

)

(x/χ)χ2c235σ max
o≤8σ

(

x

o

)

.

Note that this bound does not depend on the order of the choice of components that do not

contain diamonds, thus

α(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(

n

c

)(

x

c+ χ

)(

σ + c+ χ

c+ χ

)(

x

χ

)χ

2c+35σ max
o≤8σ

(

x

o

)

≤
(

n

c

)(

x

c+ χ

)(

2x

χ

)χ

22c+36σ max
o≤8σ

(

x

o

)

as needed.

Let us now fix H ⊂ F with x + 4χ vertices, ℓ + 5χ edges, and c + χ components. Let us

bound the number of ways to extend H to an F ′ ∈ Fn(
−→
D). We construct such an extension in

the following way.

We forget the labels of the vertices from V (H) \ V (D1 ∪ . . . ∪ Dχ) and assume that the

desired F ′ ∈ Fn is the second power of the cycle (12 . . . n). Let Z be the union of the set of the

c connected components of H that do not contain diamonds with the set of remaining n−x−4χ

isolated vertices. We should compute the number of ways to embed the elements of Z in F ′

disjointly.

Let z1, . . . , zn−x−4χ+c be an ordering of Z (there are (n − x − 4χ + c)! ways to order the

elements of Z). We embed sequentially each zi in F ′ in a way such that all vertices of zi are

bigger than the minimum vertices of z1, . . . , zi−1. At every step i = 1, . . . , n − x − 4χ + c,
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consider the minimum vertex κi of F ′ such that none of the embedded elements of Z in F ′

contain this vertex. If zi is a single vertex, then we assign κi with zi and proceed with the next

step. Otherwise, we distinguish between the following cases.

First, we assume that zi is closed. If |V (zi)| = 2, then there are 2 ways to choose this edge

(two edges to smaller vertices are prohibited) and at most two ways to place it (two rotations).

Thus there are 4 ways to embed zi. If |V (zi)| = 3, then there are 6 ways to choose a (labelled)

copy of zi in F ′ with the minimum vertex κi. If |V (zi)| = 4, then the number of ways equals 4.

If |V (zi)| > 4, then there are 2 ways to choose a copy of zi in F ′ with the minimum vertex κi.

Second, let zi be not closed with o free vertices. Choose a set O from
([|V (zi)|]

o

)

that will

identify the labels of free vertices in the embedding of zi in F ′. Activate κi. At every step j ≥ 1,

choose the πF ′-minimum active vertex vj in F ′ and

• if j ∈ O, then add to the image of zi under construction some neighbours of vj (in at

most 23 ways), deactivate vj , and activate all its neighbours,

• if j /∈ O, then add all the neighbours of vj , deactivate the vertex, and activate all its

neighbours.

The image is constructed. However, we have not yet mapped the vertices of zi to the vertices of

the image. Clearly, zi is union of a ‘path’ P of inclusion-maximum 2-connected graphs joined

by (usual) paths with ‘fringe’ trees, growing from P . There are two ways to orient P , unless P

is a cycle. Every rooted ‘fringe’ tree T has at most 2|V (T )|−1 automorphism since T is a subtree

of a perfect 3-ary tree. Moreover, the number of free non-root vertices in T is at least |V (T )|/2.
In total, there are at most 2 · 22o−1 = 22o automorphisms of zi and this bound holds true even

when P is a cycle. We get that the number of ways to construct the image of zi is at most
(|V (zi)|

o

)

25o.

It is easy to see that, for a component of H that contains some Di and has o free vertices,

there are at most 6o ways to embed it in F ′. We conclude that there are at most

(n− x− 4χ+ c)!6c
c
∏

i=1

(

xi
oi

)

25oi
c+χ
∏

i=c+1

6oi ≤ (n− x− 4χ+ c)!6c240σ max
o≤8σ

(

x

o

)

ways to expose F ′ as needed. �

Recalling that |Fn(
−→
D)| = (n − 4χ)! and x− c = ℓ/2 + c/2 + σ/2, we get

(n− x− 4χ+ c)!

|Fn(
−→
D)|

=
(n− ℓ+c+σ

2 − 4χ)!

(n− 4χ)!
≤

√
2πn · e

ℓ+c+σ
2

(n− 4χ)
ℓ+c+σ

2

(

n− ℓ+c+σ
2 − 4χ

n− 4χ

)n−4χ− ℓ+c+σ
2

≤
√
2πn · e

(ℓ+c+σ)2/(4(n−4χ))

(n− 4χ)(ℓ+c+σ)/2
= eo(ℓ) · e(x−c)2/n

n(ℓ+c+σ)/2
.

We also notice that ln(x/χ) = o(x/χ) since x/χ = Ω(lnn/w) = ω(1). Therefore,
(

2x

χ

)χ

= eχ ln(2x/χ) = eχ ln(x/χ)+χ ln 2 = eo(x) = eo(ℓ).

We first choose 0 < ε′ ≪ δ small enough. From (39) and the bound
(n
c

)

≤
(

en
c

)c
, we get

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤ eo(ℓ) ·

(

eA1+1√n
c

)c
( x
c+χ

)

eA2σ
(x
o

)2
e(x−c)2/n

nℓ/2+σ/2
, (42)
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where o = o(x) ≤ 8σ is chosen in such a way that
(

x
o

)

achieves its maximum. Since
(

eA1+1
√
n

c

)c
≤

eA1
√
n, we get that

(

eA1+1√n

c

)c

≤ eA1
√
n ≤ e(A1/C)ℓ.

Let us recall that ℓ > ℓ0, and thus x > ℓ0/2. Here ℓ0 = ⌊C√
n⌋, and C ≫ max{ 1

ε′ , A1/δ} can

be chosen arbitrarily large.

We further consider separately several different cases.

1. If σ > ε′x, then
(

x

c+ χ

)(

x

o

)2

eA2σe(x−c)2/n < 8xexeA2σ < nσ/2.

Therefore,

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(

e1+δ/n
)ℓ/2

. (43)

2. Let σ ≤ ε′x.

2.1. If c < ε′x and x < ε′n, then
(

x

c+ χ

)(

x

o

)2

eA2σe(x−c)2/n < e(δ/2)ℓ

implying (43) as well.

2.2. If c < ε′x and x ≥ ε′n, then
(

eA1+1√n

c

)c

eA2σ

(

x

c+ χ

)(

x

o

)2

< e(δ/2)ℓ.

Thus, (42) implies

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤ e(x−c)2/n

nℓ/2
e(δ/2+o(1))ℓ ≤ (e1+δ/n)ℓ/2

since ℓ/2 = x− 3c/2 − σ/2 ≥ x(1− 5ε′/2).

2.3. Finally, let c ≥ ε′x. Let us choose C so large that
(

eA1+1
√
n

c

)c
≤ e−10x (taking any

C > 10eA1+1e1/ε
′
/ε′ is enough for that). Since eA2σ ≤ nσ/2, we get

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤ e−10x+o(ℓ)

(

x
c+χ

)(

x
o

)2
e(x−c)2/n

nℓ/2
≤ e−10x+x+o(ℓ)8xn−ℓ/2 ≤ n−ℓ/2.

Summing up,

∑

ℓ≥ℓ0+1

Πℓ

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m

)ℓ

≤
∑

ℓ≥ℓ0+1

∑

x,c

p(ℓ, x, c)

(

1 + o(1)

1 + ε
·
√

n

e

)ℓ

≤ n2
∑

ℓ≥ℓ0+1

(

eδ/2 + o(1)

1 + ε

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n

)

completing the proof of Claim 6.3.

7. Generalisation: proof of Theorem 1.8

Let Fn be the family of all isomorphic copies of F on [n] rooted in the first r vertices. Let

λ be the number of edges in F0 := F [[r]]. We have that |Fn| = n! and each graph from Fn

induces a linear order on [n].
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We then proceed in the same way as in the proof of Theorem 1.7. Here, w = o(ln n/r) and

χ =
⌊

wn(2d−∆)/d

lnn

⌋

. We replace diamonds with (2r)-subgraphs isomorphic to two consecutive

isomorphic copies of F0, that is, F
∗
0
∼= F [[2r]]. Note that F ∗

0 has λ∗ ≥ 2λ −∆/2 edges. In the

same way as in Section 6, we define the family Fn(
−→
D) ⊂ Fn for a d-tuple

−→
D of disjoint copies of

F ∗
0 . We then fix C > 0 large enough and sample anm-subsetW ⊂

(

[n]
2

)

\(D1∪. . .∪Dd) uniformly

at random, wherem = ⌊(1+ε)(e/n)2/d ·N⌋. We also let F∗
n(
−→
D) be the set of all F \(D1∪. . .∪Dd),

F ∈ Fn(
−→
D). In the same way, for F ∈ F∗

n(
−→
D) and an m-set W ⊂

([n]
2

)

\ (D1 ∪ . . .∪Dd), we say

that the pair (F,W ) is ℓ-bad, if at least n−1/2-fraction of F ′ ⊂ F ∪W that belong to F∗
n(
−→
D)

have |F ∩F ′| > ℓ. We have that Claim 6.4 holds for these
−→
D , F∗

n(
−→
D), m, and ℓ0 = ⌊Cn(2d−∆)/d⌋,

as well. Indeed, the proof of Claim 6.2 remains unchanged. Claim 6.4 follows from 1) the fact

that, for every t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , dn/2− λ∗χ},

EX ′

M(t)
≤

∑

ℓ≥ℓ0+1

Πℓe
− (dn/2)2

m
(1−o(1))

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m

)ℓ

,

where

• X ′ is the number of F ′ ⊂ F ∪W′, F ′ ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D), such that |F ′ ∩ F | ≥ ℓ0 + 1, and W′ is

a uniformly random (m− t)-subset of
([n]
2

)

\ (F ∪D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ);

• M(t) is the expected number of F ′ ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) such that F ′ belongs to a uniformly random

subset of
([n]
2

)

\ (D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dχ) of size m+ (dn/2− λ∗χ)− t.

and 2) the following analogue of Claim 6.3:

Claim 7.1. Sample a uniformly random F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D). For ℓ ∈ N, let Πℓ := P(F ∩F has ℓ edges).

Then
∑

ℓ≥ℓ0+1

Πℓe
− (dn/2)2

m
(1−o(1))

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n

)

.

The proof of the latter claim follows the same reasoning as the proof of Claim 6.3; therefore,

we omit it for brevity and to avoid repetitions. We only note that the bound (39) becomes

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(n
c

)( x
c+χ

)

(

dx/2
χ

)χ
eA1c+A2σ

(

maxo≤(d+4)σ

(x
o

))2
(n− x− 2rχ+ c)!

|Fn(
−→
D)|

.

In particular, the bound on the number of extensions of a subgraph H ⊂ F carries over to

this setting, as every subgraph H ⊂ F that contains D1 has no non-trivial automorphisms that

fix the vertices of D1 as well as the boundary vertices of H. Since |Fn(
−→
D)| = (n − 2rχ)! and

x− c = 2ℓ
d + c(∆−d)

d + 2σ
d , the rest of the proof of Claim 6.3 remains unchanged.

The main novel ingredient in the proof of Theorem 1.7 — the improvement of fragments,

described in Section 6.2 — applies here as well. The main difference is that diamonds are

replaced here with isomorphic copies of F ∗
0 . Let µ :=

⌊

lnn
r
√
w

⌋

. We also consider all inclusion-

maximal closed subgraphs of a typical (F,W)-fragment H of size at most ℓ0+λ∗χ with at least

lnn/
√
w vertices that do not overlap with any Di, for F ∈ Fn(

−→
D). Here we cannot cut a closed

subgraph in an arbitrary place since we have to keep pieces of size r entirely. For each considered

closed subgraph Pi = (vi1v
i
2 . . .), we find the minimum r′ such that H[{vir′+1 . . . v

i
r′+r}] ∼= F0, the

bijection preserving the order of vertices is an isomorphism, and vir′+1, . . . , v
i
r′+r /∈ ∂v(H). Then

we remove from H all the consecutive pieces (vir′+1 . . . v
i
r′+rµ), (v

i
r′+rµ+1 . . . v

i
r′+2rµ), . . ., of size

rµ. We also have to make sure that all vertices of the last removed piece are not boundary.
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Finally, we glue the two remaining pieces of every H, and insert each removed piece between

the two isomorphic copies of F0 of the respective Di
∼= F ∗

0 .

As in the proof of Theorem 1.7, we match every piece Pi with Dji randomly: Consider a

binomial random bipartite graph B with parts V = [χ] and U = [n] and edge probability

β := n(∆−d)/(3d)−(2d−∆)/d/w; insert every Pi into some Dji so that there exists an edge in

B between ji ∈ V and the position of the first vertex of Pi in F . This is typically possible

due to Claim 6.5, that holds in this setting as well. For a bipartite graph B with typical

degrees, we consider the set Σ = Σ(B) of all pairs (F ∈ Fn,W ∈
(([n]

2 )
m

)

) such that there exists

F ′ ∈ Fn(
−→
D(F )) satisfying

(1) F ′ ⊂ F ∪W ,

(2) |F ′ ∩ F | ≤ ℓ0 + λ∗χ,

(3) B has a matching that covers all vertices in V that represent positions of first vertices

of the removed pieces of the fragment H = F ∩ F ′.

Due to symmetry and linearity of expectation, we get that there exists B such that (asymptoti-

cally) almost all pairs (F,W ) belong to Σ. In order to complete analysis of smoothed fragments,

we state the following analogue of Claim 6.6.

Let W ∈
(([n]

2 )
m

)

. Let ΣW be the set of all F ∈ Fn such that (F,W ) ∈ Σ. For every F ∈ ΣW ,

consider an F ′ := F ′(F ) ∈ Fn satisfying (1)–(3). Let H(F ) := F ∩ F ′ and H ′(F ) be the

smoothed version of H(F ).

Claim 7.2. For any graph S, let S(S) be the set of all graphs F ∈ ΣW such that H ′(F ) contains

S as a subgraph. Then

|S(S)| ≤ rc(S)(4d)ℓ(S)(n− x(S) + c(S))!nc(S)(∆−d)/(3d) .

We omit the proof since it is almost identical with the proof of Claim 6.6. Actually, the

only difference is that when we perform the step (1) and reconstruct the order of vertices in

every connected component of S, we choose a vertex of F0 that corresponds to the root of the

connected component (r choices for every component).

Here, since ℓ0 is much bigger than
√
n unless d = 4, one additional fragmentation step is not

enough. We perform 2(2d−∆)
∆−d − 1 steps, where at each step we reduce the size of a fragment

by the factor of Ω(n
∆−d
2d ). Assume that, for i ∈

[

2(2d−∆)
∆−d − 1

]

, we have a multiset H(i) of size

(1− o(1))|Fn| such that almost every F ∈ Fn has a fragment H satisfying the following:

• a subgraph J (i) of its smoothed version H ′ of size
⌊

n
(2d−∆)

d
−(i−1)∆−d

2d

⌋

belongs to H(i)

(if i = 1, then the size should be ℓ0 + λ∗χ);

• J (i) ∪W∪W(1) ∪ . . .∪W(i−1) contains an isomorphic copy of F , where random graphs

W(1), . . . ,W(i−1) were sprinkled at the previous steps.

Let H be a uniformly random element of H(i) and let W(i) ∼ G(n,m′), m′ = ⌊εn−2/d ·N⌋, be
sampled independently of W,W(1), . . . ,W(i−1).

Claim 7.3. Whp there exists J ⊂ H∪W(i), where J ∈ H(i), such that |H∩J | ≤ n
(2d−∆)

d
−i∆−d

2d .

In order to prove this claim, we apply Lemma 4.1 with f = f(i) =
⌊

n
(2d−∆)

d
−(i−1)∆−d

2d

⌋

and B

being the set of all graphs on n vertices with more than n
(2d−∆)

d
−i∆−d

2d edges. It is then sufficient
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to show that, uniformly in J ∈ H(i),

∑

ℓ≥f(i+1)+1

ΠJ
ℓ

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m′

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n

)

,

where ΠJ
ℓ = P(J ∩ H has ℓ edges). The rest of the proof is similar to the proof of Claim 6.7

and follows from Claim 7.2. Therefore, we only outline the differences. We first notice that the

bound (38) here becomes

(n− x+ c)!

n!
≤ 1

nx−c(1− x−c
n )x−c

= n−x+c · e(1−o(1))
(x−c)2

n .

Therefore, the upper bound on ΠJ
ℓ contains an extra factor rce(1−o(1))

(x−c)2

n ≤ rceℓ. We choose

C large enough and use the bound (37) that holds here as well. Since rc = no(c), we finally get

the required bound

∑

ℓ≥f(i+1)+1

ΠJ
ℓ

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m′

)ℓ

≤
∑

c,ℓ,x

(f(i)
c

)

n((∆−d)/(3d)+o(1))c

n(∆−d)c/d−2c/(25d)
e−Cℓ = e−Ω(f(i+1)).

It remains to cover at least one fragment of size ⌊n∆−d
2d ⌋ from the multiset H( 2(2d−∆)

∆−d
) by the

last sample G′ ∼ G(n, p), p = ε · n−2/d, whp. The proof follows from Claim 7.2, Chebyshev’s

inequality, and is verbatim as the argument in Section 6.4. Therefore, we omit it.

8. Remaining challenges

Although the expectation threshold conjecture of Kahn and Kalai has been resolved [28],

the asymptotics of pc(Q) remain unknown — even up to a constant factor — for an arbitrary

increasing property Q. In particular, it would be very interesting to determine this asymptotics

when QF is generated by all isomorphic copies of any fixed d-regular graph F on [n]. The-

orem 1.2 gives only a partial answer and the problem becomes significantly more challenging

when considering graphs F that contain many subgraphs with smaller edge boundaries.

We suspect that the requirements in Theorem 1.4 are far from optimal. In particular, The-

orem 1.8 asserts that (2) is true for a wide class of d-regular graphs F that is not covered by

Theorem 1.4. We actually believe that the following is true.

Conjecture 8.1. Let d ≥ 3 and let F = F (n) be a sequence of d-regular graphs on [n],

n ∈ N, such that |∂e(F̃ )| ≥ d + 1, for every F̃ ⊂ F with 3 ≤ |V (F̃ )| ≤ n − 3. Then pc(F ) =

(1 + o(1))pe(F ).

A notable special case of graphs F covered by this conjecture is a hexagonal lattice. Although

the hexagonal lattice is not a regular graph, it can be extended to a 3-regular graph by adding

missing edges between the boundary vertices of degree 2. Since the boundary has O(
√
n)

vertices, it does not contribute to the threshold asymptotically. This specific F was mentioned

by Riordan in [31], where he considered it as a special case to which his methods do not

apply. It is worth noting that Fernandez de la Vega and Manoussakis [10] proved that pc(F ) =

O((log n/n)2/3) and that Theorem 1.2, as well as [7, Corollary 1.5], implies (1) for such F .

It is also interesting to establish stronger versions of Theorems 1.4, 1.7, and 1.8. Although it

is plausible to refine the asymptotics of pc(F ) to some extent using similar methods, achieving

results as precise as those for Hamilton cycles seems very challenging. Let us recall that, for an

n-cycle F , pc(F ) = lnn+ln lnn+O(1)
n [20] and that the following hitting time result is known [1, 4]:
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in the random graph process W = Wm, m = 0, 1, . . . , N , the hitting time for QF coincides with

the hitting time for δ(W) ≥ 2 whp. It would be very interesting to prove hitting time versions

of Theorems 1.4, 1.7, and 1.8. It is clear that for denser regular graphs F hitting times for such

local properties, that involve only neighbourhoods of bounded radii, cannot coincide with the

hitting times for QF . Nevertheless, one may ask the following question: is there k = o(n) such

that the hitting time for containing the second power of a Hamilton cycle coincides with the

hitting time for the property that every vertex belongs to the second power of a path of length

k whp?
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Appendix A. Coarse bound: proof of Theorem 1.2

Let F be as in the statement of Theorem 1.2. Let B > 0 be a large enough constant. Consider

d independent samples

W1,W2, . . . ,Wd ∼ G(n,m′), where m′ = ⌊B · n−2/d ·N⌋.

Let Fn be the family of all isomorphic copies of F on [n].

Claim A.1. Whp there exists F ′ ⊂ F ∪W1, F
′ ∈ Fn, such that |F ∩ F ′| ≤ n1−1/d.

Proof. Let f = dn
2 , m = m′, and B be the property of graphs on n vertices to have more than

n1−1/d edges. Due to Lemma 4.1 and due to symmetry, it is sufficient to prove (13).

https://terrytao.wordpress.com/2020/07/20/the-sunflower-lemma-via-shannon-entropy
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Fix non-negative integers c and x. Let us denote by Jℓ,x,c the set of all subgraphs J ⊂ F

with ℓ edges, x non-isolated vertices, and c connected components (excluding isolated vertices).

Denote by p(ℓ, x, c) the probability that F ∩ F ∈ Jℓ,x,c. Due to Claim 3.2 and Claim 3.3, for

some constant A > 0,

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(

n
c

)

eAℓ(n− x+ c)!/|Aut(F )|
|Fn|

.

Let ℓ > n1−1/d. Recalling that x = 2
dℓ+

c∆
d + 2

dσ, assuming n− x+ c ≥ 1, we get

(n− x+ c)!/|Aut(F )|
|Fn|

=
(n− 2ℓ+c(∆−d)+2σ

d )!

n!

≤ (1 + o(1))
e

2ℓ+c(∆−d)+2σ
d

n
2ℓ+c(∆−d)+2σ

d

(

n− 2ℓ+c(∆−d)+2σ
d

n

)n− 2ℓ+c(∆−d)+2σ
d

≤ (1 + o(1))
e

2ℓ+c(∆−d)+2σ)2

d2n

n
2ℓ+c(∆−d)+2σ

d

≤ (1 + o(1)) · e
(x−c)2

n

n
2ℓ+c+2σ

d

. (44)

Clearly, the same bound holds when n− x+ c = 0 as well. Therefore, since x− c ≤ min{ℓ, n},

p(ℓ, x, c) ≤

(

en1−1/d

c

)c
e(A+2)ℓ

n
2ℓ+2σ

d

≤ en
1−1/d

e(A+2)ℓ

n
2ℓ+2σ

d

.

The requirement on the edge boundary from the statement of Theorem 1.2 implies σ ≥ − 2dℓ
ε lnn .

Indeed, if a component of J ∈ Jℓ,x,c has size xi ≤ ε ln n, then the respective σi :=
d
2xi − ℓi − ∆

2

is non-negative. If xi > ε ln n, then its number of edges ℓi satisfies 2ℓi ≤ dxi. Thus, recalling

that xi ≤ 2ℓi, we get

σi =
d

2
xi − ℓi −

∆

2
≥ −∆

2
≥ − ∆xi

2ε ln n
≥ − dxi

ε lnn
≥ − 2dℓi

ε lnn
.

So,

∑

ℓ

ΠF
Bℓ

((

1 +
3f

m

)

N

m

)ℓ

e−f2/m+f3/(3m2) ≤
∑

ℓ>n1−1/d

∑

x,c

p(ℓ, x, c)

(

1 + o(1)

B
· n2/d

)ℓ

≤ n2
∑

ℓ>n1−1/d

en
1−1/d

(

eA+2+4/ε + o(1)

B

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n2

)

,

completing the proof of the claim. �

For every F ∈ Fn such that there exists F ′ as in the statement of Claim A.1, we choose one

such F ′ and put F ∩ F ′ into a multiset F (1)
n . Due to Claim A.1 and Markov’s inequality, whp

|F (1)
n | = (1 − o(1))|Fn|. We then proceed by induction. Assume that, for i ∈ [d − 1], whp we

have a multiset F (i)
n of graphs with exactly ⌊n1−i/d⌋ edges that is obtained by adding a single

H ⊂ F from almost every F ∈ Fn such that the graph H ∪ W1 ∪ . . . ∪ Wi contains some

F ′ ∈ Fn. We have that |F (i)
n | = (1 − o(1))|Fn| whp. Let H be a uniformly random element of

F (i)
n .

Claim A.2. Whp there exists H ′ ⊂ H ∪Wi+1 such that H ′ ∈ F (i)
n and

|H ∩H ′| ≤ max
{

n1−(i+1)/d, lnn
}

.
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Proof. Let f = ⌊n1−i/d⌋, m = m′, and B be the property of graphs on n vertices to have more

than n1−(i+1)/d edges. Due to Lemma 4.1, it is sufficient to prove (9).

Fix non-negative integers c and x. For H ∈ F (i)
n , let us recall that JH

ℓ,x,c is the set of all

subgraphs J ⊂ H with ℓ edges, x non-isolated vertices, and c connected components (excluding

isolated vertices). Denote by pH(ℓ, x, c) the probability that H ∩H ∈ JH
ℓ,x,c. Due to Claim 3.2,

Claim 3.3, and estimate (44), for some constant A > 0,

pH(ℓ, x, c) ≤
(⌊n1−i/d⌋

c

)

eAℓ(n− x+ c)!/|Aut(F )|
|F (i)

n |

≤ (1− o(1))

(

en1−(i+1)/d

c

)c
e(A+2)ℓ

n2(ℓ+σ)/d
≤ (1− o(1))

en
1−(i+1)/d

e(A+2)ℓ

n2(ℓ+σ)/d
.

Recalling that σ ≥ − Cℓ
2 lnn , for every H ∈ F (i)

n ,

∑

ℓ

ΠH
Bℓ

((

1 +
3f

m

)

N

m

)ℓ

e−f2/m+f3/(3m2)

≤
∑

ℓ>max{n1−(i+1)/d,lnn}

∑

x,c

pH(ℓ, x, c)

(

1 + o(1)

B
· n2/d

)ℓ

≤ n2
∑

ℓ>max{n1−(i+1)/d,lnn}
en

1−(i+1)/d

(

eA+2+4/ε + o(1)

B

)ℓ

= o

(

1

n2

)

,

as desired. �

By induction, whp we get a multiset F (d)
n = F (d)

n (W1 ∪ . . . ∪ Wd) of graphs of size ⌊ln n⌋
comprising a single H ⊂ F from almost every F ∈ Fn such that the graph H ∪W1 ∪ . . . ∪Wd

contains some F ′ ∈ Fn. It is well known that increasing properties that hold whp in the uniform

model hold whp in the respective binomial model as well (see, e.g., [17, Corollary 1.16]). In

particular, let

G ∼ G(n, p), where p = (1 + ε)dBn−2/d.

Whp there exists a multiset F (d)
n = F (d)

n (G) of graphs of size ⌊lnn⌋ comprising a single subgraph

H of almost every F ∈ Fn so that H ∪G contains some F ′ ∈ Fn.

Let X be the number of H ∈ F (d)
n that belong to G′ ∼ G(n, p′ = Bn−2/d), sampled indepen-

dently of G. We get

EX = |F (d)
n |p′⌊lnn⌋ = (1− o(1))|Fn|p′⌊lnn⌋ = ω(1).

Let B be the set of non-empty graphs. Due to the definition (8) of ΠH
Bℓ

= ΠH
Bℓ
(F (d)

n ),

VarX

(EX)2
≤

max
H∈F(d)

n

∑

ℓ≥1Π
H
Bℓ
|F (d)

n |p′⌊lnn⌋−ℓ

EX
= max

H∈F(d)
n

∑

ℓ≥1

ΠH
Bℓ
p′−ℓ.

Therefore, due to Claim 3.2, Claim 3.3, and estimate (44), for some constant A > 0,

VarX

(EX)2
≤
∑

ℓ≥1

∑

x,c

(⌊lnn⌋
c

)

e(A+2)ℓ

n2ℓ/d+c/d+2σ/d

(

1

B
· n2/d

)ℓ

≤
∑

ℓ≥1

∑

c≥1

O(ℓ)

(

e ln n

cn1/d

)c
(

eA+2+4/ε

B

)ℓ

= O

(

lnn

n1/d

)

,
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completing the proof of Theorem 1.2, due to Chebyshev’s inequality.

Appendix B. Proofs of Claims 6.2, 6.4

Claim B.1. Let F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) and let W be a uniformly random m-element subset of

([n]
2

)

\
(D1 ∪ . . . ∪Dd). Let δ(n) → 0 as n → ∞. Then, for every t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2n − 5d},

P (|M(F,W)| < δ(n)M | |F ∩W| = t) ≤ δ(n).

Proof. Sample a uniformly random F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) independently of W. Then

P (|M(F,W)| < δ(n)M | |F ∩W| = t) =
∑

F∈F∗
n(

−→
D)

P (F = F, |M(F,W)| < δ(n)M | |F ∩W| = t)

=
∑

F∈F∗
n(

−→
D)

P (|M(F,W)| < δ(n)M | F = F, |F ∩W| = t)

× P(F = F | |F ∩W| = t)

=
∑

F∈F∗
n(

−→
D)

P (|M(F,W)| < δ(n)M | |F ∩W| = t) · P(F = F | |F ∩W| = t).

By symmetry, P(|F ∩ W| = t) and P (|M(F,W)| < δ(n)M, |F ∩W| = t) do not depend on

F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D). Therefore,

P(F = F | |F ∩W| = t) =
P(F = F, |F ∩W| = t)

P(|F ∩W| = t)

=
P(F = F )P(|F ∩W| = t)

∑

F̃∈F∗
n(

−→
D)

P(F = F̃ )P(|F̃ ∩W| = t)

=
P(|F ∩W| = t)

∑

F̃∈F∗
n(

−→
D)

P(|F̃ ∩W| = t)
=

1

|F∗
n(
−→
D)|

and

P (|M(F,W)| < δ(n)M | |F ∩W| = t) = P
(

|M(F ′,W)| < δ(n)M | |F ′ ∩W| = t
)

for all F ′ ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D). We also notice that each pair {F ∈ F∗

n(
−→
D),W ∈

(E(Kn)\(D1∪...∪Dd)
m

)

} such

that |M(F,W )| < δ(n)M and |F ∩W | = t can be obtained by

• first, choosing a set of edges A ⊂ [n] of size m + (2n − 5d) − t, on the role of F ∪W ,

that contains less than δ(n)M graphs F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) — in at most

(

N−5d
m+(2n−5d)−t

)

ways,

• then, choosing an F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) such that F is a subgraph of A — in less than δ(n)M

ways, and,

• finally, choosing the intersection F ∩W — in
(2n−5d

t

)

ways.

We conclude that

P (|M(F,W)| < δ(n)M | |F ∩W| = t) = P (|M(F,W)| < δ(n)M | |F ∩W| = t)

≤
δ(n)M

( N−5d
m+(2n−5d)−t

)(2n−5d
t

)

|F∗
n(
−→
D)|

(N−2n
m−t

)(2n−5d
t

)

= δ(n),

completing the proof. �
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Claim B.2. Let F ∈ F∗
n(
−→
D) and let W ⊂

([n]
2

)

\ (D1 ∪ . . . ∪ Dd) be a uniformly random

m-subset. Then whp (F,W) is not ℓ0-bad.

Proof. Let δ(n) be a slowly decreasing function and let t ∈ {0, . . . , 2n− 5d}. Due to Claim 6.2,

we have

P((F,W) is ℓ0-bad, |M(F,W)| < δ(n)M(t) | |F ∩W| = t) = o(1).

Thus, it is sufficient to prove that, uniformly over t,

P((F,W) is ℓ0-bad, |M(F,W)| ≥ δ(n)M(t) | |F ∩W| = t) = o(1).

The latter probability equals

P

(

|Mℓ0(F,W)| > 1√
n
|M(F,W)|, |M(F,W)| ≥ δ(n)M(t) | |F ∩W| = t

)

≤ P

(

|Mℓ0(F,W)| > δ(n)√
n
M(t) | |F ∩W| = t

)

≤
√
n · E(X | |F ∩W| = t)

δ(n)M(t)
,

where X counts the number of F ′ ∈ M(F,W) such that |F ′ ∩ F | ≥ ℓ0 + 1. Let W′ be a

uniformly random (m − t)-subset of
(

[n]
2

)

\ (F ∪ D1 ∪ . . . ∪ Dd), and let X ′ be the number of

F ′ ∈ M(F,W′) such that |F ′ ∩ F | ≥ ℓ0 + 1. Clearly,

E(X | |F ∩W| = t) = EX ′.

Then

EX ′ =
∑

ℓ≥ℓ0+1

|F∗
n(
−→
D)|Πℓ

(

m− t

(2n − 5d) − ℓ

)

/

(

N − 2n

(2n− 5d) − ℓ

)

. (45)

We have

EX ′

M
=

∑

ℓ≥ℓ0+1

|F∗
n(
−→
D)| · Πℓ

M
·
( m−t
(2n−5d)−ℓ

)

( N−2n
(2n−5d)−ℓ

) =
∑

ℓ≥ℓ0+1

Πℓ ·
( m−t
(2n−5d)−ℓ

)

/
( N−2n
(2n−5d)−ℓ

)

(N−2n
m−t

)

/
( N−5d
m−t+(2n−5d)

) . (46)

By Stirling’s approximation,

(

m−t
(2n−5d)−ℓ

)

/
(

N−2n
(2n−5d)−ℓ

)

(

N−2n
m−t

)

/
(

N−5d
m−t+(2n−5d)

) =

(

m−t
(2n−5d)−ℓ

)(

N−5d
m−t+(2n−5d)

)

(N−2n
m−t

)( N−2n
(2n−5d)−ℓ

)

∼ (m− t)2(m−t)(N − 4n+ 5d+ ℓ)N−4n+5d+ℓ(N − 5d)N−5d

(m− t− 2n+ 5d+ ℓ)m−t−2n+5d+ℓ(m− t+ 2n − 5d)m−t+2n−5d(N − 2n)2N−4n
.

Therefore, for ℓ ≥ ℓ0 + 1

( m−t
(2n−5d)−ℓ

)

/
( N−2n
(2n−5d)−ℓ

)

(N−2n
m−t

)

/
( N−5d
m−t+(2n−5d)

) ∼
(

N − 4n+ 5d+ ℓ

m− t− 2n + 5d+ ℓ

)ℓ

×

(

1 + 2n−5d−ℓ
m−t−2n+5d+ℓ

)m−t−2n+5d (

1− 2n−5d
m−t+2n−5d

)m−t+2n−5d

(

1− 2n−5d
N−5d

)N−5d (

1 + 2n−5d−ℓ
N−4n+5d+ℓ

)N−4n+5d

<

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m

)ℓ

e2n−5d−ℓ− ℓ(2n−5d−ℓ)
m

− (2n−5d−ℓ)2

2m
−(2n−5d)− (2n−5d)2

2m
+2n−5d−(2n−5d−ℓ)

= e−
4n2

m

(

(1 + o(1))
N

m

)ℓ

.

Claim 6.3 completes the proof. �
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