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Packing edge disjoint cliques in graphs
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Abstract
Let » > 3 be fixed and G be an n-vertex graph. A long-standing conjecture of Gy6ri states
that if e(G) = t,—1(n) + k, where t,_1(n) denotes the number of edges of the Turdn graph on n
vertices and 7 — 1 parts, then G has at least (2 — o(1))k/r edge disjoint r-cliques. We prove this
conjecture.

1 Introduction

We follow the notation of [4] unless otherwise stated. A classical theorem of Erdds, Goodman and
Poésa [7] states that the edge set of a graph G can be covered by at most t2(n) edges and triangles.
Bollobés [3] later generalized this result to r-cliques.

Theorem 1.1 (r =3 [7], r > 4 [3]). Let G be a graph and let r > 3. Then there exists a covering of
the edge set of G, consisting of r-cliques and edges, of size at most t._1(n).

Many generalizations of Theorem 1.1 have been considered. Erdds, Goodman, and Pésa [7] also
illustrated for r = 3, the edges of an n-vertex graph can be decomposed into at most t2(n) edges and
triangles. Another possible strengthening is to assign non-uniform ‘costs’ to cliques contained in the
decomposition. Denote 7(G) the smallest cost for a decomposition of the edge set of a graph G into
cliques, where the cost of an r-clique is r for every r. The following was conjectured by Katona and
Tarjén [15], and proved independently by Gyéri and Kostochka [12], Chung [5], and Kahn [16].

Theorem 1.2 (Gy6ri and Kostochka [12], Chung [5], Kahn [16]). Let G be an n-vertex graph, then
m(G) < 2-t2(G).

A closely related question of Erdés (see [18, Problem 43] or [10]) is as follows: if every r-clique
has cost  — 1, then can the edge set of an n-vertex graph be decomposed into at most t2(n) cliques?
This was recently shown to hold asymptotically by He, Krueger, and Nguyen in a joint work with the
authors of this paper [1]. Another possible strengthening of Theorem 1.2 is to have restrictions on the
possible supports of a decomposition. For r > 3 denote 7,.(G) the smallest cost of a decomposition of
the edge set of a graph G into 2-cliques and r-cliques, where the cost of a clique its number of vertices.
Clearly, m.(G) > m(G). Gy6ri and Tuza [13] proved the following.

Theorem 1.3 (Gyéri and Tuza [13]). Let G be an n-vertex graph and r > 4. Then
7 (G) <2-t,_1(G). (1)

We let v,.(G) denote the maximum number of edge disjoint r-cliques in G. It is straightforward to
verify that (1) is equivalent to the following. Let G be an n-vertex graph, let » > 4, and k > 0 such
that e(G) = t,—1(G) + k. Then (1) holds if and only if

2k

v (G) = m
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Motivated by this, Gydri [9], see also [10, 18], conjectured that Theorem 1.3 holds asymptotically for
r = 3, and further, Theorem 1.3 can be strengthened for r > 4.

Conjecture 1.4 (Gyéri [9, 10], Tuza [18]). Let G be an n-vertex graph, let r > 3 be fized, and let
k € R such that e(G) = t,—1(n) + k. Then

vr(G) > (2 —0o(1))k/r.
Kral’, Lidicky, Martins, and Pehova [17] proved Conjecture 1.4 in the special case of r = 3.

Theorem 1.5 (Krdl’, Lidicky, Martins, Pehova [17]). Let G be an n-vertex graph, then
73(G) < (1/2 4 o(1))n?.

Computer assisted flag algebra calculations were essential in the proof of Theorem 1.5. Building
on Theorem 1.5 and using stability arguments, Blumenthal, Lidicky, Pehova, Pfender, Pikhurko, and
Volec [2] showed 73(G) < n?/2+1 for sufficiently large n and characterized the extremal graphs. Their
work still depended essentially on flag-algebra calculations. Also using stability arguments, Gydri [9]
showed that Conjecture 1.4 is true for small k.

Theorem 1.6 (Gyoéri [9]). Let G be an n-vertex graph, let r > 3 be fized, and let k(n) = k € R such
that e(G) = t,_1(n) + k and k = o(n?). Then
2

n2

n(G) > k-0 (k ) — (1 - o(1))k.

Before stating our result, we need to introduce some notation. For a graph G, write K(G) for the
set of cliques of G, and K, (G) for the set of r-cliques, where r > 2. A fractional r-clique packing is a
mapping f : K,(G) — R>¢ such that

Z f(K)<1 forevery e€ E(G).

KeK(G)
ecE(K)

For a fractional r-clique packing f we define
Ifll=">_ fK).
KeK(G)

We let v} (G) = max || f]|, where the maximum is taken over all fractional r-clique packings. Standard
linear programming arguments shows that v(G) is well-defined. Clearly, v(G) > v.(G). A well-
known result of Haxell and Rédl [14] states that the r-clique packing number and its fractional analog
are close in dense graphs, see also [20].

Theorem 1.7 (Haxell, Rodl [14]). For all € > 0 and n sufficiently large, for all n-vertex graphs G,

vi(G) — v (G) < en.

T

Our main result is a continuous analog of Conjecture 1.4.

Theorem 1.8. Let G be an n-vertex graph, let r > 3 and k € R such that e(G) = (1 - ) -+ k.

Then
vi(G) > 2k/r.

Let us derive Conjecture 1.4 from Theorem 1.8. As a byproduct of our proof of Conjecture 1.4, we
also obtain flag-algebra free proof of Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Conjecture 1.4 assuming Theorem 1.8. By Theorem 1.7, there exist a function f : N — R
such that
v (G) = v (G) < f(n),



where G is an n-vertex graph and f(n) = o(n?). Let g(n) : N — R such that

(1= 27 22— tmslo) = gt) = o),

Finally, let h: N — R be a function such that f(n) = o(h(n)), g(n) = o(h(n)), and h(n) = o(n?). Let
G be an n-vertex graph such that
e(@) =t,_1(n) + k.

If kK < h(n), then by Theorem 1.6, we have that v,.(G) > (2 — o(1))k/r. Otherwise, let &’ € R such
that e(G) = (1 — ﬁ) n?/2+k'. Note k = k' + g(n). By Theorem 1.8,

vr(G) 2 v (G) = f(n) 2 2K /r = f(n) = 2(k — g(n)) /r — f(n) = (2 = o(1))k/r.
O

The proof of Theorem 1.8 follows the general framework set up in [1]. However, there are several
differences, we have not found a simple way of ‘uniting’ the two proofs. In Section 2, we prove a
specialized fractional analog of ‘Zykov Symmetrization’, effectively reducing the problem to complete
multipartite graphs. In Section 3, we prove Theorem 1.8 by optimizing over complete multipartite
graphs. In Section 4, we discuss possible improvements to Theorem 1.8.

2 Symmetrization

Let G be a graph. Two vertices u,v € V(G) are clones if uv ¢ F(G) and N(u) = N(v). Let V5 and
V1 be two sets of clones of G such that there is no edge between Vy and V. We let G[Vy — V4] denote
the graph where V(G[Vy — V1]) = V(G) and

E(GVo = Wi]) ={zy € E(G) : 2,y ¢ VoUVi} U{ay :x € Vo U Vi, y € Vo U VL, 2y € E(G)},
where z is some arbitrary vertex belonging to V;. For a fixed ¢ € R and an integer r > 3,
hre(G) = Vi (G) + ¢ e(G). (2)

Lemma 2.1. Let G be a graph, let ¢ € R and r > 3 be fized, and let h, . be defined as in (2). Let Vj
and Vi be sets of pairwise clones of G such that Vo UVy forms an independent set in G. Then,

hre(G) > min{h, (G[Vo — V1)), hr.c(G[VZ — VO]) }.

Proof. For i € {0,1}, let f; denote an optimal fractional r-clique packing of G[Vi_; — V;]. Note that

o1 o
fi_|Aut(G)| >, fiom

TeAut(G)

is also an optimal fractional r-clique packing of G[Vi_; — V] such that || f/|| = ||fi||, where Aut(G)
denotes the automorphism group of G. Without loss of generality, we may suppose f;(Q U {v}) is the
same for every v € Vo U V7, where @ is an arbitrary clique in the neighborhood of V; for ¢ € {0,1}. Let
f: K(G) = Rxq be defined as follows,

fK) = {|Vo+|V1 Jo(K) + il - f1(K), when  |K 0 (VouWi)| =0,
fi(K) when |KNV;|=1 and i€{0,1}.

We first show that f is an r-clique packing. First observe that for ¢ € {0,1}, if e is an edge with
an endpoint in V;, as V5 U V4 is an independent set in both G and G[Vi_; — V;], it follows,

Yo HE)= Y hE)= > RE) <L

KeK(G) KeK(G) KeK(G[Vi—i—=Vi])
ece K ecK ecK



Now suppose e has no endpoint in Vo U V;. First observe that for ¢ € {0,1},

\4
SooHE)= > (K R iAENTA > fil(K).

KeKk(G) KeK(G) KeK(G[Vi_i—Vi])
Kﬂvﬁﬁ(z) Kﬂvﬁﬁ(z) KN (VouVy)#0
ece K ec K ece K
It follows,
o Vi
S =Y (Y Aswr ¥ o
KeK(Q) ic{0,1} Kek(@) 0 KeK(Q)
e€eK KN (VouVy)=0 KNV;#£0
eceK ecK
iefo,1y \!"0 KeK(G[Vi—;—V;) Kek(G)
KN (VouVy)=0 KNV;#0
ec K ecK

. v | Vi |
_Z(|V0|+|V1| D ARSI fm)

i€{0,1} KeK(G[Vi—i—Vi]) KeK(G[Vimi—Vi])
Kﬁ(Vouvl):Q) Kﬁ(Vouvl);ﬁ@
ecK ec K

_ vl | vl
-2 |V0|+|V1|< 2 fZ(K)>§ 2 Vol+ il -

i€{0,1} KE’C(G[g}gi—)‘/’L]) i€{0,1}

Thus f is indeed an r-clique packing. We now perform a similar calculation for || f|.

= 3 jE= 3 ( ) |V0||Z||V| Y RE )

KeK(G) 1€{0,1} KeK(G) KeK(G)
Kn(VouVy)=0 KﬂVﬁ&@

_ v | v |
_Z(|VO|+|V1| Dl (TS AP fm)

i€{0,1} KeK(G[Vi—i—Vi]) KeK(G[Vi—i—=Vi])
Kn(VouVy)=0 KN (VoUVy)#£0
\4 < Z Vil
= Z ARt fi(K) | = Z = |l fill -
oy VI et v Ol

We now claim that

Vol IVl
Vol + [VA| Vol + V4
Let w € Vp and v € V; be arbitrary, and let dg(u) = dy and dg(v) = di. Then e(G[Vi — V]) =
e(G) + |[Vi|(do — dy) and e(G[Vo — Vi]) = e(G) + |Vb|(d1 — dp), implying (3). It follows that
Vol [Vl
A AETA Vol + Vil

> min{h, .(G[Vo = Vi), by o« (G[Vi — V) }.

e(G) = e(GIVi = Vo)) + e(G[Vy — W1)). (3)

. hr)c(G[VE) — ‘/1]) + : hr,c(G[‘/I — VO])

O

We remark that Lemma 2.1 holds for a larger class of functions of h, . which may be of general
interest. The proof remains valid if we replace h, . with

v (G) + g (IK2(G)]; - - Ko (@)

where ¢ is a concave function and b > 2 is an arbitrary integer. In [1], an analog of Lemma 2.1
was proved for weighted covers/decompositions and g := 0. A similar statement for a broader family
of functions of g can be proved in these settings as well. As this is not pertinent to our proof of
Theorem 1.8, we omit these details. Iterating Lemma 2.1 yields the following.



Lemma 2.2. Let r > 3. For every graph G there exists a complete multipartite graph H such that

vi(G) — 2e(G) > v (H) — 2e(H).

" r - r

Proof. Let G be a graph and r > 3. Define an equivalence relation ~ on V(G) where u ~ v if and only
if u and v are clones. Let Vi,..., Vs be the equivalence classes under this relation. If for all distinct
i,7 € [s], V; UV is not an independent set, then G is a complete multipartite graph. Otherwise, there
exists distinct 4,5 € [s] such that V; UVj is an independent set. Applying Lemma 2.1 to V; and V;
with ¢ = —2/r yields a graph G’ such that

vi(G) = 26(G) 2 v (G) - 2e(@),

r

and the number of equivalence classes of G’ induced by ~ is strictly smaller than s. A straightforward
induction on s yields the claim. O

3 Proof of Theorem 1.8

Let G be an n-vertex graph and r > 3. It suffices to prove that

u*(G)—ze(G)2—2-<1— ! )”—QZ—in? (4)

" T T r—1) 2 r(r—1)

As a base case, for our induction on 7, we note that for » = 2, both sides of (4) are 0. By Lemma 2.2,
we may suppose that G is a complete multipartite graph with s parts, for some s.

Claim 3.1. Relation (4) holds when

e(G) < (1 - %) %2 - %n?

In particular, (4) holds when s <r —1.

Proof. As v}(G) > 0, Relation (4) holds when e(G) < 2{;21)712. Standard optimization techniques

yields for a complete s-partite graph G, where s < r — 1, that
s\ /n\?2 1\ n? 1 n?
a<(o)(E)=(1-2)%<(1- L
e()—<2> s ( 3)2—< r—1)2

As G is complete multipartite, denote by Vi, ..., V5 the parts of G, and for all i € [s], let ; := |V;|/n.
Note El z; = 1, and we may further suppose r1 > ... >z, > 0.

O

Claim 3.2. Relation (4) holds when s = r > 3, i.e., when G is complete r-partite.

Proof. Assigning a uniform weighting to r-cliques, it is straightforward to verify v(G) = z,_1z,.
Note,

e(@) r—3
< _ _ v
5 = Tp—1Tp + (:I:r—l + xr)(l Tp—1 xr) + 2(T — 2)(

1—x,_q — xT)Q.
n

By (4) is suffices to show the following:

2 r—3 r—2
T— T r— T r— T 1_ r—1 = &7 Y 1_ r—1 = Lr 2 > .
Ty 1 T(:v 1% + (X1 + 20) (1 — 2pq ZC)+2(T_2)( Ty x))_ m—

Multiplying by r and rearranging,

-3 -2
(r—2)axp_12, > 2 ((xr_l +a.) (1 -2y —2p) + h(l — Ty — ;I;T)2> _ :_ T




Multiplying with » — 2 and further algebraic rearranging yields the following.

(r—2)2
r—1 "~

(r—222, 12, > 2r —4)(zp 1 +2.) (1 —2p g —2,) + (r =3)(1 =21 —2,)* —

Further rearranging results in the following,

2 4r+4
roarTe

3 (r? —dr +d)xp x> (1 —2p g —2.)[2r —4)(zp 1 +2,) + (r=3)(1 =201 —2,)]

=l-zr—1 —x)r =34+ -1z, + (r—1)a,]
=r—3+42x,-1+2x, —2(r — D12z, — (r — 1)17?_1 —(r— 1):17?

Rearranging more, we have that the above inequality is equivalent to the following.

1 + (r? = 2r + 2)zp 12 + (r— D2?_, + (r — V)2 — 22,1 — 2a,
r—

1 2
= (T — 1) ((ET_1 + x, — m) + (’f‘ — 2)2.’1,'T_1(ET > 0.
O

We proceed with induction on r+s. As a base case, we already settled the case when r = 2, and by
Claims 3.1 and 3.2, we already handled the cases when s < r. Hence, we will assume that s > r > 3,
and we know that the induction hypothesis holds for the pairs (r — 1,s — 1) and (r,s — 1).

Let kg € R such that

e(G) = (1 — TL) %2 +ka = 2(7;__21)n2 + k. (5)

By Claim 3.1, we may suppose e(G) > %n% ie., kg > 0. It suffices to show that v} (G) > 2k /r.

Define H := G — V4. We shall need to compute e(G) in two additional ways. Let ¢ty € R such that,

e(G) = e(H) +z1(1 — x1)n? = % (1 - Ti2> (1—21)*n* +21(1 —21)n? +ty

1 1 1 a2 1

= (1- 2op(1-—— )2+ 2L (1- —— ) n? 1—21)n®+t
(1) oo (1o ) e F (1 gt e
1
2

1 x1 22 (r—1)
1— 2 2 ] 2y
( r—2)"+r—2" o(r—2) " T

By (5), ) 2( 0
”I:kGJF2(r—1)(r—2)_r—lz"2 21(7«—2) i (6)

Now let ky € R such that,

1 1
e(G) = e(H) + a1 (1 — z1)n” = B <1 e 1) (1 —z1)?*n® +21(1 — 21)n® + kp
1 1 1 22 1
=—(1- - 1——— ) n?+ 2 (1 - — ) n? 1-— 24k
2( r—1>" xl( r—1)"+2( r—1>"+$1( )" + ku
1 1 T ra?
—~(1- 2 2 1 2 g
2( r—1>"+r—1" ar—1)" T
In particular, by (5),
2
T1 2 Ty 2
by = ke — . 7
H=he s T oy (™

Claim 3.3. We have that kg < tg. In particular, tg < 0 implies kg < 0.



Proof. By (6), it suffices to prove the following inequality.

n? 22(r—1) , T1 o

- )r—2) 22" Zr_2

Multiplying by 2(r — 2)/n?, it can be rewritten as

(r—1)(x1—ri1)220.

Define ) )
a:zmin{— L} (8)

nry n(l —xq)

Claim 3.4. There exists an r-clique packing [’ of G such that for every uv € E(H) we have

2t
Z fI(K) <nxia and £l > nzia

Kek(H) N
weE(K)

Proof. If s > r > 3, then by induction on s and r, there is an optimal (r — 1)-clique packing h of H
such that [|h|| > —2;ty. Otherwise, if r = 3, then we let h denote the identity map of E(G) (which is
essentially the same as reducing to the r — 1 = 2 case), and trivially ||h| = e(H) > 25ty. We will
extend h to a fractional r-clique packing in G, by adding vertices from V; to each (r — 1)-clique in the

support of h. Define the map [’ : K, (G) — R>(o where

f,(K)_{a~h(Q) if KNV, #0and Q C K;

0 otherwise.

We first show that f’ satisfies the packing constraints. We break the proof into two cases. Let
uwv € E(G) where v € V5 and u ¢ V4. As u has degree at most (1 —z1)n in H and an (r — 1)-clique is
an (r — 2)-regular graph, we have

Y Q< (—zyn

r—2
QGKT*I(H)
ueQR

By the definition of «, see (8), we conclude
a- Z F(K)<1.
Kek,.(G)
weE(K)
Now assume uv € E(H). In this case we have
Z f(K)=nra- Z hQ) < nria <1,

Kek,.(G) QEK,—1(H)
weEE(K) weE(Q)

where the last inequality follows from (8). We conclude f is indeed a packing. Finally, we have,

2t
17 = nra- ] > neia 2L

O

If || > %TG then we are done. For the rest of the proof we assume that it does not hold. As an
immediate consequence of Claim 3.4, we can determine «.



Claim 3.5. If || f'|| < < then
r—2

n(l—x)

o =

Proof. Suppose otherwise, then by (8) we have that a = 1/(nx1). Let f’ be the r-clique packing of G
as guaranteed by Claim 3.4. By Claims 3.3 and 3.4, we have the following contradiction:

2t e

Il = naya

r—1 ro

Claim 3.6. The following holds:

n? n?

k B
AT I

Proof. First suppose kg > 0. Let g be an optimal r-clique packing in H. By induction on s, ||g|| >
2k /r. Let f' be an r-clique packing of G as guaranteed by Claim 3.4. By Claim 3.5, o = =2

n(l—z1)
and by Claim 3.4, for all wv € E(H),
Z f/(K)Snxla:M
Kek(G) -n
wveE(K)
and 2t 201 (r — 2)
| > H _ 07 —2 4.
Pz naer=0 = = se '
Then,
—_ 2)
= /+<1_7I1(T ) s
f=1r = )?
is also an r-clique packing of GG. Furthermore,
2x1(r —2) 2 x1(r—2)
> 7 ¢ -1 - —=——)kpy. 9
7l = (1—21)(r—1) H+r< (1—aq) " )

Observe, that (9) holds when kx < 0, as in the above proof we could just define g to be the zero map,
i.e. f= f'. To show that f is our desired r-clique packing of G, it is enough to show

2x1(r —2) 2/ wm(r—2)
(1—:61)(7°—1)tH+r <1 (1—2q)

To conclude the proof of the claim, we show (10) when kg > n?/(2(r — 1)) — 21/2. Multiplying (10)
by 7(1 — x1)(r — 1)/2n? yields

2
) ki > k. (10)

xyr(r — 2)2_}; + (=1 —z1(r— 1))1:1_1;[ > (1—a)(r — l)k_G (11)

Using (6) and (7), the left-hand side of the inequality (11) is equal to the following.

—I—(T—l)(l—xl(r—l))i—g—(l—xl(r—l))xl—k

ke rI] x3r(r —1)
IlT(T_Q)F_'—%r my —rx%—l—lf

re3(l —z1(r — 1))
5 .

We can subtract a (1 —x1)(r — 1)kg/n? term from both sides of the inequality, thus inequality (11) is

equivalent to showing the following is nonnegative,
ke

ka rI] o air(r—1) re3(1— a1 (r — 1))

xlr(r—2)n2 +m—rx1+ 5 —(T—l)(r—2)x1¥—(1—:171(1"—1)):171—0— 5



Multiplying by 2/x; yields,

k
2r(r — 2)n—§ + % —2rzy +air(r —1) = 2(r — 1)(r — 2)

ka

-2

The left hand side after simplification is

k r—2
=2(r—2)n—§— p— —2rxy +2ir(r — 1) + 2z (r — 1) +rz (1 — z1(r — 1))

kG r—2 2 2 kG r—2
:2(T_2)F_r—1+(T_2)I1+I1T(T_1)_xlr(r_1):2(T_2)F_m+(r_2)xl'

Thus f is the desired packing if the final function is non-negative, i.e.,

2 n2

ko> g
=9 -1 72

Claim 3.7. We have that e(G) > (1 — x1)n?/2.

Proof. First observe for arbitrary 1 < i < j < s, if G’ is a complete multipartite graph with parts
Vi, ..., V] such that for every k € [s],

Vil +1 if k=i,
Vil =S Vil-1 it k=j
[Vi| otherwise,
then e(G’) < e(G). Applying this operation, we shall arrive to a G’, where x, = z; for i €

{1,...,|1/x1]} and for i = [1/x1| + 1, 2} = (1 — [1/x1] x1) (possibly equal to zero). Let z =
1/x1 — |1/z1] and note z € [0,1). Now,

e(Cj) e(ng’) _ (Ll/;lJ)x% + (1= |1/z1] z1)m1 [1/21]

_ Az =)/ — 2 — 1)96? + (1= (1/z1 = 2)z1)z1(1 /21 — 2)

>
n

2
1-—- 1-— 1
= ( le)( 5 (Z+ )Il) +(1—(1—I12))(1—$1Z)
1— (22 + Day + (22 + 2)2? 1 o (=222 _ 1 a2
= 1o)== 720 - 01
2 e e R T R

By Claim 3.7, kg > (1 — 21)n?/2 — (1 - %1) n2/2. By Claim 3.6,

n? n? (1 )n2 1 1 n2<k - n? n?
— 1 —=1-2;)=——-(1- — — — T
2r—1) '72 ) r—1)2 =" T -1 T2

which is a contradiction, completing the proof of our main result.

4 Concluding remarks

Define the following function,
or(n, k) = mén v (G),

where the minimum is taken over all n-vertex graphs G such that e(G) = t,_1(n) + k. By Turdn’s
Theorem, ¢,.(n,0) = 0. By Wilson’s Theorem [19], for the complete graph K,, we have that
pr(n,e(Kyn) — t,—1(G)) = (1 —o(1))(3)/(3) = (2 —o(1))(n?/(2r — 2))/r. By our proof of Conjec-
ture 1.4 we have

¢r(n7 k) > (2 - 0(1))]{3/7’

(1—21(r—1))+rz (1 —21(r—1)) >0.



While, our bound is asymptotically sharp at the Turdn graph 7,._1(n) and the complete graph, for the
other values we do not have a conjecture. A direct consequence of Theorem 1.6 is ¢, (n, k) = (1—0(1))k
when k = o(n?). Gyéri [9] showed for fixed » > 4 and for sufficiently large n, ¢,.(n,k) = k when
R<3|z s,

For r = 3, the problem of determining the behavior of ¢3(n, k) dates back to Erdds [6]. Gyéri [8]
proved, see [10] for minor correction, ¢3(n, k) = k if k < 2n— 10 when n is odd or if £ < 1.5n — 5 when
n is even. A very precise result of Gy6ri and Keszegh [11] claims that a Ks-free graph on n?/4 + k
edges contains k pairwise edge-disjoint triangles. Here k < n?/12.

However, the K, -freeness is important, as the following example shows: Partition the vertex set
of G into three classes A, B,C, where G[A] is a complete graph, and G[A U C, B] spans a complete
bipartite graph, where |A| =t,|B| =n/2—1/6,|C| = n/2—5t/6. Then e(G) = t(t—1)/2+n?/4—1%/36,
i.e., k= 17t?/36 — t/2. The number of triangles is at most

IKa(G)] < () i= (£2/2+ tn/2 — £/6)/3,

as the edges between B and C are not part of any triangle. Set t. := (1 +)6n/13, where £ > 0 is an
arbitrary small constant. For sufficiently large n, f(t-) < (1 —&/100)k, i.e., the number of triangles
drops under (1 — o(1))k, when k > 17n%/169 > n?/12.

One could easily extend this example for larger r. We have not done it as we do not see any
reasons why they would be best possible. It seems interesting to determine the range of k£ when

¢r(n, k) = (1 —o(1))k.
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