
ar
X

iv
:2

50
2.

20
87

0v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

C
O

] 
 2

8 
Fe

b 
20

25

GRAPH FACTORS AND POWERS OF HAMILTON CYCLES
IN THE BUDGET-CONSTRAINED RANDOM GRAPH PROCESS

ALBERTO ESPUNY DÍAZ, FREDERIK GARBE, TÁSSIO NAIA, AND ZAK SMITH

Abstract. We consider the following budget-constrained randomgraphprocess introduced byFrieze,
Krivelevich andMichaeli. A player, called Builder, is presented with s distinct edges of Km one by one,
chosen uniformly at random. Builder may purchase at most b of these edges, and must (irrevocably)
decide whether to purchase each edge as soon as it is offered. Builder’s goal is to construct a graph
which satisfies a certain property; we investigate the properties of containing different F-factors or
powers of Hamilton cycles.

We obtain general lower bounds on the budget b, as a function of s, required for Builder to obtain
partial F-factors, for arbitrary F. These imply lower bounds for many distinct spanning structures,
such as powers of Hamilton cycles. Notably, our results show that, if s is close to the hitting time for
a partial F-factor, then the budget b cannot be substantially lower than s. These results give negative
answers to questions of Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli.

Conversely, we also exhibit a simple strategy for constructing (partial)F-factors, in particular show-
ing that our general lower bound is tight up to constant factors. The ideas from this strategy can be
exploited for other properties. As an example, we obtain an essentially optimal strategy for powers
of Hamilton cycles. In order to formally prove that this strategy succeeds, we develop novel tools for
analysing multi-stage strategies, which may be of general interest for studying other properties.

1. Introduction

Given a positive integer m, letM ≔
(m
2

)
and consider the random graph process, that is, a random

sequence of graphs G0 ⊆ G1 ⊆ . . . ⊆ GM obtained by letting G0 be the empty graph on a (labelled)
set of m vertices and, for each h ∈ [M] = {1, . . . ,M}, letting Gh be obtained from Gh−1 by adding to
it a new edge eh, chosen uniformly at random among all of its missing edges. Note that each Gl

in the above process is distributed as Ĝ(m,l) (which we write to mean a graph chosen uniformly
at random among the set of all m-vertex graphs with exactlyl edges), though of course the graphs
in the sequence are not independent. For a non-trivial increasing graph property P, there exists a
unique #P ∈ [M] such that G#P ∈ P but G#P−1 ∉ P; such a #P (which is a random variable) is called
the hitting time for P in the random graph process.
In general, even graph properties which require “few” edges to occur often have very “large” hit-

ting times, meaning that, in order for a random graph to satisfy the desired property, one usually
needs to have “many more” random edges than the minimum number of edges required for the
property. Let us see some classical examples of this behaviour. We say that an eventA (formally, a
sequence of events (Am)m∈ℕ, but we omit the dependence on m from the notation) occurs asymptot-
ically almost surely (a.a.s.) if ℙ[A] → 1 as m → ∞.

• A perfect matching is a set of m/2 disjoint edges, but will a.a.s. not appear in the random
graph process until it has at least (1 − n(1))m logm/2 edges [7].
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• AHamilton cycle (that is, a cycle containing every vertex of the graph) requires m edges, but
a.a.s. will not appear in the randomgraph process until it hasmore than m logm/2 edges [23].

• A triangle factor (which is a set of m/3 vertex-disjoint triangles) again requires only m edges,
but a.a.s. Gs will not contain one if s = n(m4/3 log1/3 m) [17].

Moreover, as edges arrive one by one through the randomgraphprocess, it is generally hard to know
whether an edge will be crucial for the desired property. These facts motivated Frieze, Krivelevich
and Michaeli [11] to introduce an “online” model for constructing graphs following the random
graph process, but with a constraint on the “budget”, that is, on the number of edges that the final
constructed graph is allowed to have. This “online” model is the main object of study in this paper.
Formally, the proposed model (to which we will refer as the budget-constrained random graph

process) constitutes a one-player game where the edges of the complete graph on m vertices are
given a uniformly random order and a player, Builder, is presented the first s ∈ [M] edges one by
one. Each time she is presented an edge, and without knowing which edges will come next, Builder
must irrevocably decide whether to “purchase” this edge or not. The choicesmade by Builder result
in a sequence of graphs B0 ⊆ B1 ⊆ . . . ⊆ Bs, where Bh ⊆ Gh for all h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , s}. The goal
of Builder is to construct a graph which satisfies a desired property P; the catch is that she has a
limited budget b ∈ [s], that is, the graph she constructs must satisfy that |E (Bs) | ≤ b. For any pair
of positive integers s ∈ [M] and b ∈ [s], a (s, b)-strategy for Builder is a (possibly random) function
which, for each h ∈ [s], given the graphBh−1 andpresentedwith anewedge at time h, decideswhether
to purchase the edge, under the limitation that |E (Bh) | ≤ b. In general, given a (s, b)-strategy S for
Builder, we will refer to the (random) sequence of graphs B0 ⊆ B1 ⊆ . . . ⊆ Bs created by following
this strategy on the random graph process as the budget-constrained random graph process under S.
Given a monotone graph property P (we will usually think of P as the containment of a subgraph
isomorphic to a given graph), a (s, b)-strategy which a.a.s. produces a graph Bs satisfying property
P is called a successful strategy for P.
The general question that one would like to understand in the budget-constrained random graph

process is the following: given amonotone increasing propertyP, forwhich pairs (s, b) does Builder
have a successful (s, b)-strategy for P? Note that, by monotonicity, if s1 < s2 and there exists a
successful (s1, b)-strategy for P, then there also exists a successful (s2, b)-strategy for P. One can
also make the trivial observations that any successful strategy must use budget b ≥ minG∈P |E (G) |
and take time at least the (usual) hitting time for P in the random graph process. But how close to
both of these trivial bounds can one get? Let us briefly present the results which are known for this
model.

1.1. Previous results. A simple graph property is that of having minimum degree at least j, for
some j ≥ 1. Let us denote the hitting time for this property by #j; it is well known that, for j
independent of m, a.a.s. #j = (1 ± n(1))m logm/2. Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli [11] showcased
a successful ((1 + n(1))m logm/2, (1 + n(1))jm/2)-strategy for minimum degree at least j, which is
clearly asymptotically optimal both with respect to the time and the budget. One may improve the
error term on the time constraint in exchange for allowing a larger (but still linear) budget: Frieze,
Krivelevich and Michaeli [11] also proposed a (#j, (1 + n(1))Cjm)-strategy which a.a.s. produces
a graph B#j of minimum degree at least j. Here, j/2 < Cj ≤ 3j/4 is an explicit constant. Very
recently, Katsamaktsis and Letzter [21] proposed an alternative strategy which improves the value
of Cj. The optimal value that this constant may take remains unknown.
Let us now consider j-connectivity. For j = 1 there is a trivial strategy that results in a connected

graphwith optimal time and budget: simply purchase any edge that does not create a cycle. For j ≥
2, Lichev [25] showcased a successful ((1+n(1))m logm/2, (1+n(1))jm/2)-strategy forj-connectivity;
this, again, is asymptotically optimal in both time and budget. For j ≥ 3, the (#j, (1 + n(1))Cjm)-
strategy proposed by Frieze, Krivelevich andMichaeli [11] for minimum degree at least j a.a.s. also
results in a j-connected graph.
Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli [11] proposed a successful (#2,Cm)-strategy for Hamiltonicity,

where C > 1 is an absolute constant (note that this implies that linear budget also suffices at the
hitting time for 2-connectivity). Anastos [3] showed that at the hitting time #2 the constantC cannot
be arbitrarily close to 1, but provided a successful ((1 + n(1))m logm/2, (1 + n(1))m)-strategy for
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Hamiltonicity (which is asymptotically optimal in both time and budget). Similar results hold for
perfect matchings [3, 11].
Lastly, Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli [11] considered the problem of constructing copies of

small graphs, and provided asymptoticallyoptimal strategies for constructing trees and cycles, show-
ing a trade-off between the time allowed in the process and the budget needed to construct these
graphs. Very recently, Iľkovič, León and Shu [15] obtained similarly tight results for the diamond
as well as any number of triangles sharing a unique vertex. All other fixed graphs remain an open
problem.
In view of their results for spanning properties, Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli [11] raised the

following question.

Question 1.1 (Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli [11]). Let H be an m-vertex graph with bounded
maximum degree (so |E (H) | = O(m)). Does Builder have a successful (s, b)-strategy for containing a
copy ofH with s being “close” to the hitting time forH and b being linear?

As a concrete example, they asked whether this can be achieved for the square of a Hamilton
cycle. (In this paper, for any positive integer j, the j-th power of a graph G is the graph obtained
from G by adding an edge between any pair of vertices whose graph distance in G is at most j.)

Question 1.2 (Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli [11]). Does there exist a successful (O(m3/2),O(m))-
strategy for the square of a Hamilton cycle?

In this paper, we show that the answer to these questions is negative in general and that, in
some cases, close to the hitting time, the budget cannot be asymptotically smaller than the cost of
the trivial strategy of purchasing every edge presented to Builder. We showcase this behaviour by
considering graph factors. In more generality, we obtain new results about the interplay between s
and b required to have successful strategies for constructing graphs which contain different graph
factors or powers of a Hamilton cycle. We achieve this by providing lower bounds for b as a function
of s as well as successful (s, b)-strategies which provide (almost) matching upper bounds. We detail
our contributions in the coming sections. It is worth noting that sometimes the strategies used are
quite simple and greedy (though analysing the process may not be so simple). For instance, in the
strategy proposed by Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli [11] for constructing a graph with minimum
degree at least j, Builder accepts every edge one of whose endpoints has degree less than j. The
strategies that we showcase in this paper will also be quite simple in nature.
Before describing our results, we remark here that hitting times in the random graph process

are deeply tied to thresholds in binomial random graphs. For a positive integer m and o ∈ [0, 1], a
binomial random graph G(m,o) is a (labelled) m-vertex graph obtained by including each of theM
possible edges independently with probability o. A function o∗ = o∗ (m) is a threshold (resp. sharp
threshold) for a non-trivial increasing property P if (for every � > 0) ℙ[G(m,o) ∈ P] = n(1)
whenever o = n(o∗) (resp. o ≤ (1 − �)o∗) and ℙ[G(m,o) ∈ P] = 1 − n(1) whenever o = ((o∗)
(resp. o ≥ (1− �)o∗). Using standard coupling arguments (see Lemma 3.2), it follows that, if o∗ is a
threshold for property P, then a.a.s. the hitting time #P for P in the random graph process satisfies
that #P = Θ(m2o∗), whereas if o∗ is a sharp threshold for P, then a.a.s. #P = (1 ± n(1))Mo∗.

1.2. Factors. Let F be a fixed graph. We say that a graph G on m vertices (where |V (F) | divides m)
contains an F-factor if its vertex set can be partitioned into m/|V (F) | sets of equal size in such a
way that the graph induced by G on each of the sets contains a copy of F. In more generality (and
removing the restriction on the divisibility of m), for any � ∈ (0, 1), we say that G contains an �-F-
factor if it contains a set of at least �m/|V (F) | vertex-disjoint copies of F. We sometimes generally
refer to these as partial F-factors.
FindingF-factors in graphs is one of the classical problems in graph theory, particularlywhenF =

Kq is the complete graph on q ≥ 2 vertices, and has receivedmuch attention in the context of random
graphs. The case F = K2, which corresponds to a perfect matching, was settled in a seminal paper
of Erdős and Rényi [7]. For other instances of F, this problem was first considered independently
by Ruciński [30] (who, among other results, obtained the threshold for �-F-factors for all fixed
graphs F and any � ∈ (0, 1)) and by Alon and Yuster [2]. The threshold for F-factors for all strictly
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Figure 1. A depiction of the optimal budget b for successful (s, b)-strategies forKq-
factors when q ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6, 7}, as follows from Theorems 1.3 and 1.5.

1-balanced F in random graphs was determined in the influential paper of Johansson, Kahn and
Vu [17] (see Theorem 5.1). This includes the case of clique-factors, and their result implies that

a.a.s. the hitting time #Kq for containing aKq-factor satisfies #Kq = Θ(m2−2/q log1/(
q
2) m). Subsequently,

Gerke andMcDowell [12] obtained the threshold when F is non-vertex-balanced (see Theorem 5.4).
The current best result in the area for clique factors is a “hitting time result” by Heckel, Kaufmann,
Müller and Pasch [14] (which is established via a coupling with a result of Kahn [18, 19] for perfect
matchings in hypergraphs, building on earlier work of Riordan [29] and Heckel [13]), which in
particular implies that the hitting time forKq-factors is concentrated around a certain, explicit value.
Very recently, Bughart, Kaufmann,Müller and Pasch [5] announced an extension of this hitting time
result to F-factors for graphs F in a larger family of “nice” graphs, and Bughart, Heckel, Kaufmann,
Müller and Pasch [4] obtained the sharp threshold for all strictly 1-balanced graphs.
Given the wealth of results about graph factors in the random graph process, it is very natural

to consider this property in the budget-constrained random graph process. For simplicity, consider
here the particular case thatF = Kq with q ≥ 2. For the property thatBs contains a (partial)Kq-factor,
we prove the following result for any successful (s, b)-strategy.

Theorem 1.3. Let q ≥ 2 and � ∈ (0, 1). Let s = s(m) and b = b(m) be such that there exists a successful
(s, b)-strategy for an �-Kq-factor. Then we must have b = Ω(mq−1/sq/2−1).

In particular, “close” to the hitting time #Kq (that is, if s ≤ m2−2/q+n(1)), the budget cannot be im-
proved by a polynomial factor from the trivial strategy (that is, b ≥ m2−2/q−n(1)). Moreover, when con-
sidering logm b as a function of logm s, we observe a linear interpolation between the trivial strategy
at the hitting time and the trivial strategy that uses linear budget with quadratic time (namely, buy
only edges belonging to a fixed Kq-factor); see Figure 1 for a depiction of this behaviour. For q ≥ 3,
this provides a negative answer to Question 1.1 in a strong sense: for some graphsH, a linear budget
cannot suffice unless s is quadratic.
In fact, our result is not limited to clique factors, and ourmethod gives a lower bound for b in any

successful strategy that creates (partial) F-factors, for any fixed graph F (see Corollary 4.2). This ex-
tends the negative answer to Question 1.1 to a large class of graphs. Indeed, for any bounded-degree
graphH which itself contains a (partial)F-factor for some fixed graphF satisfying a mild condition,
an application of Corollary 4.2 guarantees that there are no successful (s, b)-strategies for H with
linear budget when s is “close” to the hitting time for H, and in fact that a linear budget cannot
suffice unless s is quadratic. We apply this method to powers of Hamilton cycles (see Section 1.3),
and it could also be applied to other spanning structures, such as grids.
Theorem 1.3 provides a lower bound on the budget of any successful (s, b)-strategy for containing

�-Kq-factors; we complement this by showcasing a successful (s, b)-strategywhere b coincides with
this lower bound, up to a constant factor. This shows that our results are tight.
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Figure 2. Adepiction of the optimal budget b for successful (s, b)-strategies for the
j-th power of a Hamilton cycle, j ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5}, as given by Theorems 1.6 and 1.7.

Theorem 1.4. Let q ≥ 2 and � ∈ (0, 1). For every � > 0, there exists some K > 0 such that, if
s = s(m) ≥ Km2−2/q with s ≤ m2−� , there exists a b = b(m) = O(mq−1/sq/2−1) such that there exists a
successful (s, b)-strategy for an �-Kq-factor.

Moreover, we also consider complete Kq-factors (for which a lower bound follows from The-
orem 1.3). In this case, our successful (s, b)-strategy uses a budget which is larger than the lower
bound by only a polylogarithmic factor, thus proving essentially tight results in this case too.

Theorem 1.5. Let q ≥ 2 and m be a multiple of q. For every � > 0, there exists some K > 0 such that, if

s = s(m) ≥ Km2−2/q log1/(
q
2) m with s ≤ m2−� , there exists a b = b(m) = O(mq−1 log1/(q−1) m/sq/2−1) such

that there exists a successful (s, b)-strategy for a Kq-factor.

Similarly to the lower bounds, our upper bounds are in fact more general, and hold for (partial)
F-factors for large families of graphs F. See Section 5 for the precise statements.

1.3. Powers of Hamilton cycles. Recall that, for any integer j ≥ 1, the j-th power of a Hamilton
cycle is obtained by adding an edge from each vertex to the j vertices which precede it on the cycle.
For j ≥ 2, the threshold for containing the j-th power of a Hamilton cycle is of order m−1/j. For
j ≥ 3, this follows from a general result of Riordan [28], as observed by Kühn and Osthus [24]. For
the case j = 2, it took longer to determine the threshold. Kühn and Osthus [24] showed that it is at
most m−1/2+n(1) . Their result was subsequently improved by Nenadov and Škorić [27] and by Fischer,
Škorić, Steger and Trujić [9]. Soon after, the threshold was determined by Kahn, Narayanan and
Park [20]. Very recently, the sharp thresholds for powers of Hamilton cycles have been determined
independently byMakai, Pasch, Petrova and Schiller [26] andZhukovskii [31]. It is therefore natural
to consider powers of Hamilton cycles in the budget-constrained random graph process.
As a corollary of Corollary 4.2, we can give a negative answer to Question 1.2: we show in the

following theorem that, for any successful (s, b)-strategy for the square of aHamilton cycle, wemust
have that b ≥ m3−n(1)/s.

Theorem 1.6. Fix an integer j ≥ 2. Let s = s(m) and b = b(m) be such that there exists a successful
(s, b)-strategy for the j-th power of a Hamilton cycle. Then we must have b ≥ m2j−1−n(1)/sj−1.

Since a.a.s. the hitting time for having the j-th power of a Hamilton cycle is of order Θ(m2−1/j),
Theorem 1.6 shows that, “close” to the hitting time, the budget cannot be improved by more than
a subpolynomial factor from the trivial strategy. Moreover, the behaviour of these lower bounds on
the budget as s increases is similar to the lower bound for clique factors (see Figure 2).
We also present a successful (s, b)-strategy for constructing powers of Hamilton cycles for para-

meters that almost match the lower bound in Theorem 1.6.

Theorem 1.7. Fix an integer j ≥ 2. If s = s(m) = ((m2−1/j), there exists a b = m2j−1+n(1)/sj−1 for
which there is a successful (s, b)-strategy for the j-th power of a Hamilton cycle.
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1.4. General tools for thebudget-constrained randomgraphprocess. Thebudget-constrained
random graph process is a very recent object of study, and we currently do not have many general
tools to work specifically in this setting. In particular, some strategies and ideas have been used
without explicitly formalising the details involved in proving their success. In this paper, we make
two contributions to the general study of the model and towards this explicit formalisation.
We start with a simple observation about the nature of successful strategies. When defining

strategies in the budget-constrained random graph process, we noted that a strategy is a function
which is allowed tomake random choices. In Section 3.1, we formalise our definition of a (random)
(s, b)-strategy, specifying the most general framework of the budget-constrained random graph pro-
cess. On the other hand, let us say, for now, that a strategy is deterministic if it does not make
use of any additional randomness (that is, external to the random graph process itself) in decid-
ing whether to purchase a presented edge. We will show that strategies that are allowed random
choices, although seemingly stronger than deterministic strategies, do not give any real advantage
to Builder. In fact, our Lemma 3.1 shows that, if there is any successful (s, b)-strategy for propertyP,
then there also exists a successful deterministic (s, b)-strategy for P. This may be useful for proving
lower bounds, as it reduces the set of strategies that need to be analysed.
Our second contribution is to provide a formal approach to proving the success of our strategies.

Specifically, we considermulti-stage strategies, in which the allocated time is split into intervals (of
lengths sh), with the goal of purchasing a particular substructure in each stage, which may depend
on the outcome of previous stages. We want to treat the graph presented in each stage as behaving
roughly like G(m, sh/M), an idea which can be formalised using couplings. However, when attempt-
ing to holistically prove the success of a multi-stage strategy, we cannot simply treat the stages as
independent, as we implicitly condition upon having successfully built desired substructures in pre-
vious stages. For example, it may be the case that some of the edges we would like to buy in a given
stage have in fact appeared previously, andwere not purchased. We therefore need to show that this
is not made substantially more likely by conditioning upon success in previous stages. Overcoming
these issues formally is one of the main technical challenges of this paper.
In Section 3.2, we introduce a general tool to address this problem systematically for a particular

family of strategies, by showing that the existence of desired structures in consecutive stages is in
fact positively correlated. Later, in Section 6.2, we exploit a different approach based upon the fact
that, if s = n(M), the graph presented in any stage is very “sparse”, in some appropriate sense,
and so should not have a substantial effect on the distribution of the edges which are presented in
subsequent stages. A similar idea was used by Katsamaktsis and Letzter [21, Lemma 2.11].

1.5. Organisation of the paper. The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2
we set our notation and list some standard probabilistic results which will be useful for us. Section 3
is devoted to listing and proving several more auxiliary results that are key for our proofs, including
the tools discussed in Section 1.4. We will prove our lower bounds on the budget of any successful
(s, b)-strategy for graph factors (Theorem 1.3) and powers of cycles (Theorem 1.6) in Section 4 as
corollaries of a more general result (Theorem 4.1). We prove our upper bounds for graph factors
(Theorems 1.4 and 1.5) in Section 5. Lastly, Theorem1.7 is covered in Section 6. We include intuition
for the ideas behind each of the proofs in the relevant sections. In Section 7 we discuss several open
problems and future lines of research.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notation. As usual in the area, for any l ∈ ℝwe write [l] ≔ {h ∈ ℤ : 1 ≤ h ≤ l}. We will
use standard O-notation for asymptotic comparisons. When dealing with multiple parameters, we
will sometimes use hierarchies to introduce them. When parameters are presented using a hierarchy,
they are defined from right to left. To be precise, if we say that a statement holds for b sufficiently
small with respect to a , denoted by b ≪ a , we mean that for any a > 0 there exists b0 > 0 such that
for any 0 < b ≤ b0 the subsequent statement holds. This extends in a natural way to hierarchies
involvingmore parameters. If a parameter in a hierarchy is expressed as a fraction 1/a , it should be
interpreted that a ∈ ℕ. To simplify the exposition, whenever we consider asymptotic statements we
ignore rounding and treat reals as integers if this does not affect the validity of our claims. Given the
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asymptotic nature of our results, we will often assume that m is sufficiently large for our inequalities
to hold without explicitly mentioning this. All our logarithms use base e, unless stated otherwise.
Most of our graph-theoretic notation is standard. Given a graph G, we denote its number of

vertices and of edges by u(G) and e(G), respectively. We often identify graphs with their edge sets;
for instance, given two graphsG andH (on not necessarily the same vertex sets), the notationG \H
refers to the graph obtained from G by deleting all edges ofH. Given a set A ⊆ V (G), we will write
G[A] to denote the subgraph of G induced by A, that is, the graph on vertex set A whose edges are
all edges of G which are contained in A. Given also B ⊆ V (G) \ A, we write G[A,B] to denote
the induced bipartite subgraph of G between A and B, that is, the graph on vertex set A ∪ B whose
edges are all those of G which have one endpoint in A and the other in B. Given a vertex u ∈ V (G),
we write NG (u) ≔ {t ∈ V (G) : tu ∈ E (G)} for the neighbourhood of u in G. We define the
neighbourhood of a set A ⊆ V (G) as NG (A) ≔ (⋃u∈A NG (u)) \ A.
Given a graph F on at least two vertices, we write

d(F) ≔ e(F)
u(F) − 1 and d∗(F) ≔ max{d(F′) : F′ ⊆ F, u(F′) ≥ 2}

for the 1-density and the maximum 1-density of F, respectively. We say that F is strictly 1-balanced
if for every F′ ( F with at least two vertices we have d(F′) < d(F). For simplicity, we will assume
throughout that all our fixed graphs F are non-empty (which implies that d∗(F) > 0). We will
sometimes want to count the number of copies of F in another graph G; by this, we always mean
labelled copies, that is, injective graph homomorphisms.
In some cases, we will partition the vertex set [m] into smaller subsets and aim to find some

spanning structure in each of these subsets. We say that such a partition is an equipartition into j
parts if it is a partition into j sets of sizes as equal as possible (that is, all subsets have size ⌊m/j⌋
or ⌈m/j⌉). In some occasions (say, if we are trying to construct an F-factor), we will require that the
size of each set of the partition satisfies some divisibility conditions (in particular, that it is divisible
by u(F)). For simplicity, we will say that a partition of [m] is an F-equipartition into j sets if it is a
partition into j sets, each of size divisible by u(F), and such that the sizes of the sets are as equal as
possible (that is, they are all equal to one of two values, which have difference u(F)).
For the budget-constrained randomgraphprocess,when considering (s, b)-strategies, it will often

be useful to consider the “density” of the graphs that can be built, both in terms of the budget and the
time. Given a budget b, we will often write d ≔ 2b/m for the (maximum allowed) average degree
of Bs. Intuitively, we think of d = d(m) as the largest degree which “most” vertices can achieve.
Similarly, we write o ≔ s/M and think of o = o(m) as the probability that any given edge will be
presented at some point throughout the process; this intuition can be formalised using couplings
with G(m,o) (see Section 3.2).
Wewill denote vectors using boldface type (for example, wemay writex = (w1, . . . , wj)). As previ-

ously discussed, a strategy is a function that takes all the information available to Builder at a given
time and outputs a decision of whether to purchase the next presented edge or not. It will be con-
venient to formalise this notion of “available information”. Recall that we denote the random edge
presented to Builder at time h by eh . Formally, when Builder is presented the edge eh, the available in-
formation consists of a sequence of presented edges e(h) ∈ E (h)

≔ {e ∈
( [m]
2

) h : ei ≠ ei′ for all i ≠ i′},
and a binary sequence b

(h−1) ∈ {0, 1}h−1 indicating which of these edges have been purchased.
Buildermustmake a binary decision as towhether the incoming edge eh should be purchased,which
determines the value of bh (we shall further formalise this in Section 3.1). Based on this, we refer to
a pair (e(h)

,b
(h−1)) as a decision history at time h. In some parts of our proofs, it is useful to define sets

after Builder has made a decision, but before the next edge has been presented. In these cases, it will
be more useful to consider the update history at time h, which refers to a pair of the form (e(h)

,b
(h))

for some h ∈ [s].

2.2. Probabilistic tools. Wewill often need to show that a.a.s. certain randomvariables are “close”
to their expectation. For this, we will use the following standard version of Chernoff’s bound (see,
e.g., [16, Corollary 2.3 and Theorem 2.8]).
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Lemma 2.1 (Chernoff’s bound). LetX be a sumofmutually independent Bernoulli random variables,

and let � ≔ �[X]. Then, for all 0 < � < 1, we have that ℙ[|X − � | ≥ ��] ≤ 2e−�
2�/3.

The simplest case of Janson’s inequality will also be useful for this purpose. Given m ∈ ℕ, q ∈
[2(m2)] and o ∈ [0, 1], let F1, . . . ,Fq ⊆ Km be distinct subgraphs and let X ≔

∑q
h=1 1(Fh ⊆ G(m,o))

be the number of Fh which are contained in the binomial random graph G(m,o). For h, i ∈ [q], say
that h ∼ i if h ≠ i and e(Fh ∩ Fi) > 0, and write

Δ ≔
1

2

∑
h∈[q]

∑
i∼h

ℙ[Fh ∪ Fi ⊆ G(m,o)].

The following inequality bounds the probability that X is (much) smaller than its expectation (see,
e.g., [16, Theorem 2.14]).

Lemma 2.2 (Janson’s inequality). Let X and Δ be as above, and write � ≔ �[X] and Δ ≔ � + 2Δ.
Then, for any � ∈ [0,�], we have that ℙ[X ≤ � − �] ≤ e−�

2/2Δ.

Wewill also make use of the following well-known correlation inequality, generally attributed to
Fortuin, Kasteleyn and Ginibre [10] (see also [1, Chapter 6]).

Lemma 2.3 (FKG inequality). Let o ∈ [0, 1] and G denote the set of all graphs on [m]. Suppose
f, g : G → ℝ are increasing functions, that is, if G1 ⊆ G2, then f(G1) ≤ f(G2) and g(G1) ≤ g(G2).
Let G ∼ G(m,o). Then

�[f(G)g(G)] ≥ �[f(G)]�[g(G)].

3. Tools for the budget-constrained random graph process

3.1. Deterministic vs randomstrategies. Wepreviouslymentioned that a strategy for the budget-
constrained random graph process on [m] is a function which is allowed to make random choices.
This may be interpreted in several ways; let us formalise our definition of a (random) (s, b)-strategy.
Given a time h ∈ [s] and a decision history (e(h)

,b
(h−1)) (recall that here e(h) is a sequence of presen-

ted edges e(h) ∈ E (h)
≔ {e ∈

( [m]
2

) h
: ei ≠ ei′ for all i ≠ i′} and b

(h−1) ∈ {0, 1}h−1 is a binary sequence
indicating which of these edges have been purchased), Builder must make a binary decision as to
whether the incoming edge eh should be purchased. This decision may be a random one, but she
cannot have access to any information about the future of the random graph process, and the se-
quence e(h) has already been revealed; as such, we may assume that she simply outputs a number
oh ∈ [0, 1], and that the edge eh is then purchasedwith probability oh independently of everything else

in the process. In other words, we assume that Builder defines b
(h) by appending to b

(h−1) an inde-
pendent Bernoulli random variable of parameter oh (whose outcome is revealed before proceeding
to time h + 1). With this in mind, we may write

D ≔
{(
h, e(h)

,b
(h−1) ) : h ∈ [s], e(h) ∈ E (h)

,b
(h−1) ∈ {0, 1}h−1, |b(h−1) | < b

}
for the domain, and say that a (s, b)-strategy is a function S : D → [0, 1]. Recall from the introduc-
tion that, in a (s, b)-strategy, Builder’s decisions aremade subject to the constraint that e(Bs) ≤ b; in
other words, if at any time h ∈ [s] we have a decision history (e(h)

,b
(h−1)) ∈ E (h) × {0, 1}h−1 such that

|b(h−1) | = b, we know that Builder will not accept any more edges. This is the reason why we have
the constraint |b(h−1) | < b in the definition of the domain for the strategy. We say that a strategy S
is deterministic if in fact S(D) ⊆ {0, 1}. Note also that we have only defined strategies for a specific
value of m. However, we often abuse notation and refer to a sequence (Sm)m∈ℕ of strategies simply
as “a strategy”.
Although allowing for random decisions yields a larger family of strategies, there is convincing

intuition to suggest that this does not in fact allow for any more efficiency. Specifically, at each step,
given the available information, since one of the two options should increase the probability that
the budget-constrained random graph process under S succeeds, any optimal strategy S may as
well make a deterministic decision. The following lemma formalises this idea that, without loss of
generality, we need only consider deterministic strategies. Given a strategy S, let us write C(S) for
the event that S succeeds, that is, that it produces a graph with the desired property.
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Lemma 3.1. Let S be a (s, b)-strategy for an increasing property P. Then there exists a deterministic
(s, b)-strategy S′ such that

ℙ[C(S′)] ≥ ℙ[C(S)].

In particular, if there exists a successful (s, b)-strategy for P, then there also exists a successful determ-
inistic (s, b)-strategy for P.

Proof. Fix m ∈ ℕ and s, b ∈ [M]. Setting

D(h)
≔

{(
i, e(i)

,b
(i−1) ) ∈ D : i ∈ [h]

}
for any h ∈ [s], we say that a (s, b)-strategy S is deterministic up to time h if S(D(h)) ⊆ {0, 1}. In
particular, a (s, b)-strategy is deterministic if it is deterministic up to time s. Given now an arbitrary
(s, b)-strategyS for propertyP, our goal is to define a sequence of (s, b)-strategiesS0,S1, . . . ,Ss with
S0 ≔ S such that, for all h ∈ [s], we have that ℙ[C(Sh)] ≥ ℙ[C(Sh−1)] and Sh is deterministic up to
time h. It is clear then that S′

≔ Ss will be the required deterministic (s, b)-strategy. We construct
our sequence iteratively in the following natural way.
Let h ∈ [s] and let us assume, inductively, that Sh−1 is deterministic up to time h − 1. For all

(i, e(i)
,b

(i−1)) ∈ D with i ∈ [s] \ {h}, set Sh (i, e(i)
,b

(i−1)) ≔ Sh−1(i, e(i)
,b

(i−1)), so it only remains
to defineSh (h, e(h)

,b
(h−1)) for all e(h) ∈ E (h) and all b(h−1) ∈ {0, 1}h−1 with |b(h−1) | < b. Note that, since

Sh−1 is deterministic up to time h − 1, for each possible e(h) ∈ E (h) there is a unique b
(h−1) ∈ {0, 1}h−1

that corresponds to the decisions made by Builder during the first h−1 time steps if she is presented
with the edges of e(h) ; let us denote this unique b

(h−1) by b(Sh−1, e(h)) (note that this unique b
(h−1)

in fact only depends on the first h − 1 entries of e(h) , even though this is not explicit in the notation).
Given any e(h) ∈ E (h) and any b

(h−1) ∈ {0, 1}h−1 \ {b(Sh−1, e(h))} with |b(h−1) | < b, since we know the
strategywill never be queried for the value ofSh (h, e(h)

,b
(h−1)), wemay simply setSh (h, e(h)

,b
(h−1)) ≔

0 without altering the probability of success of the strategy. Nowwemust only consider the domain
elements of the form (h, e(h)

,b(Sh−1, e(h))). Recall that, if |b(Sh−1, e(h)) | ≥ b, then we are outside the
domain and there is nothing to define, so assume otherwise. If Sh−1(h, e(h)

,b(Sh−1, e(h))) ∈ {0, 1},
then we may set Sh (h, e(h)

,b(Sh−1, e(h))) ≔ Sh−1 (h, e(h)
,b(Sh−1, e(h))). Otherwise, let A(e(h)) be the

event that the random graph process outputs e(h) up to time h and, for each i ∈ {0, 1}, let

oi ≔ ℙ[C(Sh−1) | A(e(h)), bh = i]

be the probability that Sh−1 succeeds depending on whether the h-th edge is bought or not, and
choose i∗ ∈ {0, 1} to maximise this quantity, that is, such that oi∗ ≥ o1−i∗ . Now, simply set
Sh (h, e(h)

,b(Sh−1, e(h))) ≔ i∗. Since Sh−1 is deterministic up to time h − 1, this definition ensures
that Sh is deterministic up to time h.
Lastly, we verify the desired bounds on the probability of success. Fix any h ∈ [s] and consider

any e(h) ∈ E (h) . If Sh−1(h, e(h)
,b(Sh−1, e(h))) ∈ {0, 1}, then clearly

ℙ

[
C(Sh)

�� A(e(h))
]
= ℙ

[
C(Sh−1)

�� A(e(h))
]
.

Otherwise, by definition, we have that

ℙ

[
C(Sh−1)

�� A(e(h))
]
= Sh−1(h, e(h)

,b(Sh−1, e
(h)))ℙ

[
C(Sh−1)

�� A(e(h)), bh = 1
]

+
(
1 − Sh−1(h, e(h)

,b(Sh−1, e
(h)))

)
ℙ

[
C(Sh−1)

�� A(e(h)), bh = 0
]

≤ ℙ

[
C(Sh−1)

�� A(e(h)), bh = i∗
]

= ℙ

[
C(Sh)

�� A(e(h))
]
.

As this holds for all e(h) ∈ E (h) , it follows that ℙ[C(Sh)] ≥ ℙ[C(Sh−1)] for each h ∈ [s], as required.
�
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3.2. Couplings and stages. Asmentioned in Section 1.4, eachGh in the random graphprocess can
be thought of intuitively as behaving similarly to a binomial random graph with the appropriate ex-
pected number of edges. It is often much easier to prove a statement for binomial random graphs
(leveraging the independence between different edges) than it is to prove it (directly) in the random
graph process, and thus it is very useful to be able to formalise this intuition. In this section, we dis-
cuss several ways of doing so, particularly in the context ofmulti-stage strategies. Despite elaborate
notation, the lemmas we prove capture quite intuitive ideas, but are imperative to be able to analyse
our strategies in a formally correct way.
Recall firstly that thel-th graph of the random graph process,Gl, is distributed like the uniform

random graph Ĝ (m,l). The following standard coupling between binomial and uniform random
graphs states that a uniform random graph can be “sandwiched” between two binomial random
graphs with similar parameters.

Lemma 3.2. Letl ∈ [M] withl = ((1). There exist o = (1 − n(1))l/M and o′ = (1 + n(1))l/M
and a coupling of random graphs (H, Ĝ,H′) such thatH ∼ G(m,o), Ĝ ∼ Ĝ (m,l),H′ ∼ G(m,o′) and
a.a.s.H ⊆ Ĝ ⊆ H′.

In the budget-constrained random graph process, for many properties, the most straightforward
way to construct and analyse a strategy is by dividing it into stages. Specifically, we partition the
time into j intervals (which correspond to “segments” of the random graph process), and in the
h-th interval we purchase only edges belonging to a particular set Eh, attempting to build one of a
particular set Fh of structures. A strategy of this form may be adaptive, in the sense that, while Eh

and Fh must both be specified before the corresponding interval, they may depend on the outcome
of previous stages. For the sake of example, consider the following simple (and meaningless) two-
stage strategy. In the first stage, Builder attempts to construct a path of length at least (2/3 − �)m
within the vertex set V1 ≔ [2m/3], purchasing any edges presented in the set V1. Builder then fixes
one such path P (assuming that one exists). In the second stage, she now attempts to find a triangle
factor on the remaining (atmost) (1/3+�)m vertices, purchasing only edges which are vertex-disjoint
from P. Applying Lemma 3.2 to the underlying random graph process is not so helpful in this case,
because the fact that an edge appears in H tells us nothing about the stage of the process in which
it is presented. For example, even if a triangle factor on the appropriate vertex set (of size at most
(1/3 + �)m) appears in the graph Gs, it may be that some of its edges were presented during the first
stage and were not purchased. For this reason, it is often useful to be able to regard the two stages
as independent binomial random graphs.
We start by introducing a general context for multi-stage strategies, which we will use for the

remainder of this section. Let j ∈ ℕ, the number of stages, be fixed. Let s1, . . . , sj ∈ [M], the
amounts of time allocated to each stage, be such that

∑j
h=1 sh ≤ M. Let r0 ≔ 0 and, for each h ∈ [j],

set rh ≔
∑h

i=1 si . Let G0,G1,G2, . . . denote a random graph process on [m] and, for each h ∈ [j], let
Ĝh ≔ Grh \ Grh−1 be the graph of all edges presented during the h-th stage. Observe that each Ĝh has
the same (marginal) distribution as Ĝ(m, sh), but that they are not independent (as they are pairwise
disjoint).
The following general coupling lemmaallowsus to sandwich eachof the stages Ĝ1, . . . , Ĝj between

coupled binomial random graphs analogously to Lemma 3.2. The key difference is that, for all but
the first stage, we must remove a few edges from the “lower bound”; specifically, those edges of
the previous stages of the random graph process which also happen to appear in the independent
binomial random graph (since they cannot reappear in Ĝh). Despite this technical detail, the proof
of this lemma is still fairly standard. For completeness, we include the proof in Appendix A.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose that sh = ((1) and sh = n(M) for every h ∈ [j]. Then for each h ∈ [j] there exist
oh = (1 − n(1))sh/M and oh = n(sh/M), and there exists a coupling of random graphs (Hh, Ĥh,Hh)h∈[j] ,
such that

(i) Hh ∼ G(m,oh) andHh ∼ G(m,oh) for each h ∈ [j];
(ii) (Ĥh)h∈[j] is distributed like (Ĝh)h∈[j] ;
(iii) the graphs {Hh ,Hh : h ∈ [j]} are mutually independent, and
(iv) a.a.s.Hh \

⋃h−1
i=1 Ĥi ⊆ Ĥh ⊆ Hh ∪Hh for all h ∈ [j].
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It turns out that, for rather subtle reasons, even this coupling lemma will not be sufficient to
formally analyse our strategy in the proof of Theorem 1.7, and as such we require a stronger formal
statement for a particular class of multi-stage strategies. We introduce this more specific setup and
prove such a statement in the remainder of this section.
Consider again the example two-stage strategy discussed above, and apply Lemma 3.3. Assume

for now that we can prove that a.a.s. H1 contains some long path as desired in the first stage, and
(separately) that, for any fixed long path P, a.a.s. H2 \ (H1 ∪ H1) (another binomial random graph)
contains some triangle factorF which is vertex-disjoint from P, as desired in the second stage. Then
a.a.s. Ĝ1 contains some long path P and, for any given long pathQ, a.a.s. Ĝ2 contains some F which
“fits” Q. It may seem at first glance that this is sufficient to prove that the strategy succeeds, but in
fact we need to show that a.a.s. Ĝ1 contains some long path P, in concert with Ĝ2 containing some F
which “fits” P specifically. Note that this is a different statement in general, since conditioning on
obtaining any specific path P in Ĝ1 may give us information about the graph Ĝ2. We instead want
to show that a.a.s., after the first stage, Builder has some way of choosing a path P such that a.a.s.
some factor which “fits” P appears in the second stage. We devote the remainder of this section
to formalising one way of doing this, in a somewhat specific setup with three stages. While the
particular statements we give are tailored to our application (namely the proof of Theorem 1.7), the
techniques employed may be applicable more generally. It would also be very interesting to prove a
more general result in this direction (see Problem 7.4).
We work in the setting of a multi-stage strategy as described above with j = 3; that is, s1, s2, s3 are

given. Let l = l(m) ∈ ℕ and, for each h ∈ [l], let qh = qh (m) ∈ ℕ. Let E1 = {E1, . . . ,El}, and
E2
h = {Eh,1, . . . ,Eh,qh }, for each h ∈ [l], be collections of graphs on vertex set [m]. Further, for each

h ∈ [l] and each i ∈ [qh], let Fh,i be a collection of graphs on vertex set [m]. We think of E1 as the
set of all possible structures which Builder would be happy to construct in the first stage, and for
each fixed h ∈ [l], we think of E2

h as the set of all possible structures which she would be happy to
construct in the second stage, having constructed Eh in the first stage (in our example strategy, E1

would be the collection {P1, . . . ,Pl} of all paths of length at least (2/3−�)m on [2m/3] and E2
h would

be the set of all triangle factors on vertex set [m] \V (Ph)). Likewise, having constructedEh in the first
stage and Eh,i in the second, Builder aims to build some structure of Fh,i in the third stage. For our
application, we may suppose further that all possible structures for the first stage are edge-disjoint
from all possible structures in the later stages, that is

K2
≔

⋃
h∈[l]

⋃
i∈[qh]

(
Eh,i ∪

⋃
F∈Fh,i

F

)
is edge-disjoint from K1

≔

⋃
h∈[l]

Eh. (3.1)

Let � = �(m) = n(1), and assume that the following conditions hold whenever oh = (1−n(1))sh/M
for each h ∈ [3] and o2 = n(s2/M).
(P1) If G ∼ G(m,o1), with probability at least 1 − � there exists some h ∈ [l] for which Eh ⊆ G.
(P2) If G ∼ G(m,o2), then for each h ∈ [l], with probability at least 1 − �, there exists some

i ∈ [qh] for which Eh,i ⊆ G.
(P3) If G ∼ G(m,o3) \ (G(m,o2) ∪ G(m,o2)), then for each h ∈ [l] and each i ∈ [qh], with

probability at least 1 − �, there exists some F ∈ Fh,i for which F \ Eh,i ⊆ G.

Let G be the set of all graphs on vertex set [m], and let G1,G2 ⊆ G be all those with exactly
s1 or s2 edges, respectively. Let H ≔ {(J1, J2) ∈ G1 × G2 : E (J1) ∩ E (J2) = ∅}. The following
lemma formalises the idea that Builder canmake suitable choices of structures found in the first two
stages to a.a.s. obtain a suitable corresponding structure in the third stage. This is the key lemma in
formalising the proof of Theorem 1.7.

Lemma 3.4. Let (sh)h∈[3] ,l, (qh)h∈[l] , E1
, (E2

h )h∈[l] , (Fh,i)h∈[l],i∈[qh] be as in the setup described above.
Suppose that for each h ∈ [3] and i ∈ [2] we have that sh = ((M/e(Ki)). Then there exist functions
f : G1 → [l] and g : H → ℕ such that g(J1, J2) ∈ [qf(J1)] for all (J1, J2) ∈ H and the following holds.

Letting h ≔ f(Ĝ1) and i ≔ g(Ĝ1, Ĝ2) ∈ [qh], we have that a.a.s. Eh ⊆ Ĝ1, Eh,i ⊆ Ĝ2, and there exists

F ∈ Fh,i for which F \ Eh,i ⊆ Ĝ3.
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The proof consists of three parts. Since (P1)–(P3) are statements about binomial random graphs,
we first apply a coupling lemma to switch to this setting. However, we also want to be able to ex-
ploit (3.1), which we achieve via the following stronger coupling lemma.

Lemma 3.5. Let K1 and K2 be edge-disjoint subgraphs of the complete graph Km, and suppose that
for each h ∈ [3] and i ∈ [2] we have that sh = ((M/e(Ki)). Then there exist oh = (1 − n(1))sh/M for
each h ∈ [3] and o2 = n(s2/M), and there exists a coupling of random graphs ((Hh)h∈[3] , (Ĥh)h∈[3] ,H2),
satisfying the following properties.

(i) For each h ∈ [3] we have thatHh ∼ G(m,oh), andH2 ∼ G(m,o2).
(ii) The sequence (Ĥh)h∈[3] has the same distribution as (Ĝh)h∈[3] .
(iii) The graphsH1,H2,H2,H3 are mutually independent.
(iv) LetX ⊆ G3, and let Γ1,Λ1 ∈ G with e(Γ1) = s1 be such thatℙ[Ĥ1∩K1 = Γ1∩K1

,H1 = Λ1] ≠ 0.
Then

ℙ
[
(H2, Ĥ2, Ĥ3) ∈ X

�� Ĥ1 ∩ K1
= Γ1 ∩ K1

,H1 = Λ1
]

=ℙ
[
(H2, Ĥ2, Ĥ3) ∈ X

�� Ĥ1 ∩ K1
= Γ1 ∩ K1

]
. (3.2)

Similarly, let Y ⊆ G, and let Γ1, Γ2,Λ2 ∈ G be such that e(Γ1) = s1, e(Γ2) = s2, and
ℙ[Ĥ1 ∩ K1 = Γ1 ∩ K1

, Ĥ2 = Γ2,H2 = Λ2] ≠ 0. Then

ℙ
[
Ĥ3 ∈ Y

�� Ĥ1 ∩ K1
= Γ1 ∩ K1

, Ĥ2 = Γ2,H2 = Λ2
]

=ℙ
[
Ĥ3 ∈ Y

�� Ĥ1 ∩ K1
= Γ1 ∩ K1

, Ĥ2 = Γ2
]
. (3.3)

(v) A.a.s. we have that H1 ∩ K1 ⊆ Ĥ1 ∩ K1, H2 ∩ K2 ⊆ Ĥ2 ∩ K2 ⊆ (H2 ∪ H2) ∩ K2, and (H3 ∩
K2) \ (H2 ∪H2) ⊆ Ĥ3 ∩ K2.

The idea for the coupling itself is standard and not dissimilar from Lemma 3.3, but care must be
taken in formally proving (iv). Having proved Lemma 3.5, property (v) allows us to treat H1 ∩ K1

completely independently fromH2 ∩K2 andH3 ∩K2. However, it is still the case that (P2) and (P3)
are statements about independent binomial random graphs, whereas H2 and H3 \ H2 ∪ H2 are not
independent. To overcome this difficulty, the second part of the proof of Lemma 3.4 is to prove the
following lemma.

Lemma 3.6. Let H1 ∼ G(m,o1),H2 ∼ G(m,o2),H3 ∼ G(m,o3), and H2 ∼ G(m,o2) be mutually
independent. LetL1 be the event that there exists h ∈ [l] forwhichEh ⊆ H1, and in this case let h

∗ ∈ [l]
be theminimum such h. LetL2 be the event thatL1 occurs, and there exists i ∈ [qh∗ ] for whichEh,i ⊆ H2,
and in this case let i∗ be the minimum such i. Recall the function � from (P1)–(P3). With probability
at least 1 − 3�, the event L2 occurs and there exists F ∈ Fh∗,i∗ for which F \ Eh∗,i∗ ⊆ H3 \ (H2 ∪H2).

This roughly says that, even when we condition upon having found the correct structure in both
of the binomial random graphs coupled to the first and second stages, which may in theory restrict
the edges available in the third stage, we are still guaranteed to a.a.s. find the desired structure in
the graphH3 \ (H2 ∪H2). Note that this is stronger than the properties (P1), (P2) and (P3) alone.
It is now intuitive that Lemma 3.4 should follow from Lemmas 3.5 and 3.6; the formal arguments

are given in the following proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.4. We start by working in the coupling of random graphs ((Hh)h∈[3] , (Ĥh)h∈[3] ,H2)
provided by Lemma 3.5, with disjoint edge sets as defined in (3.1), and write H′

2 ≔ H2 ∪ H2. By
Lemma 3.5 (ii), it suffices for us to derive the desired conclusion for (Ĥh)h∈[3] . By choosing � = �(m)
suitably, we may ensure that all containments in Lemma 3.5 (v) hold with probability at least 1− �.
Define a function f′ : G → [l] by taking f′(J1) to be the minimal h ∈ [l] for which Eh ⊆ J1 (and
f′(J1) ≔ 1 if no such h exists). Likewise, define a function g′ : G × [l] → ℕ by taking g′(J2, h) to be
the minimal i ∈ [qh] such that Eh,i ⊆ J2 (and, again, g′(J2, h) ≔ 1 if no such i exists).
For each h ∈ [l] and each i ∈ [qh], let Ah be the event that Eh ⊆ Ĥ1, let Bh,i be the event that

Eh,i ⊆ Ĥ2, and let Ch,i be the event that there exists F ∈ Fh,i such that F \ Eh,i ⊆ Ĥ3. Write

Dh,i ≔ Ah ∩ Bh,i ∩ Ch,i.
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Similarly, let A′
h be the event that Eh ⊆ H1, let B′

h,i be the event that Eh,i ⊆ H2, and let C′
h,i be the

event that there exists F ∈ Fh,i such that F \ Eh,i ⊆ H3 \H′
2. Lemma 3.6 says exactly that

ℙ

[
A′

f′(H1) ∩ B′
f′(H1),g′(H2,f′(H1)) ∩ C′

f′(H1),g′(H2,f′(H1))

]
≥ 1 − 3�.

By Lemma 3.5 (v), this means that
ℙ

[
Df′(H1),g′(H2,f′(H1))

]
≥ 1 − 4�. (3.4)

Given two graphs J, J′ on vertex set [m], write J =1 J′ to mean J ∩ K1 = J′ ∩ K1. Now define a
function f : G1 → [l] by taking f(J1) to be any value of h ∈ [l] maximising the expression

ℙ
[
Dh,g′(H2,h)

�� Ĥ1 =1 J1
]

(noting that this probability may be zero, for instance in the case that Eh * J1 for every h ∈ [l]).
Similarly, define a function g : H → ℕ by taking g(J1, J2) to be any value of i ∈ [qf(J1)] maximising
the expression

ℙ
[
Df(J1),i

�� Ĥ1 =1 J1, Ĥ2 = J2
]

(noting that, again, this probability may be zero, such as in the case that Ef(J1),i * J2 for every
i ∈ [qf(J1)]).
Given h ∈ [l] and J1 ∈ G1, conditional upon Ĥ1 =1 J1, observe that g′(H2, h) is defined only in

terms ofH2, the occurrence ofAh is determined by J1, and the occurrence of the eventsBh,g′(H2,h) and
Ch,g′(H2,h) is defined only in terms of H2, Ĥ2 and Ĥ3, whereas f′(H1) is defined only in terms of H1.
Therefore, by (3.2) in Lemma 3.5 (iv), we see that

ℙ
[
Dh,g′(H2,h)

�� Ĥ1 =1 J1,f
′(H1) = h

]
= ℙ

[
Dh,g′(H2,h)

�� Ĥ1 =1 J1
]
. (3.5)

Using (3.5) and the definition of f, we may compute

ℙ
[
Df′(H1),g′(H2,f′(H1))

]
=

∑
J1∈G1

∑
h∈[l]

ℙ
[
Dh,g′(H2,h)

�� Ĥ1 =1 J1,f
′(H1) = h

]
ℙ

[
f′(H1) = h

�� Ĥ1 =1 J1
]
ℙ

[
Ĥ1 =1 J1

]

=

∑
J1∈G1

∑
h∈[l]

ℙ
[
Dh,g′(H2,h)

�� Ĥ1 =1 J1
]
ℙ

[
f′(H1) = h

�� Ĥ1 =1 J1
]
ℙ

[
Ĥ1 =1 J1

]

≤
∑
J1∈G1

ℙ
[
Df(J1),g′(H2,f(J1))

�� Ĥ1 =1 J1
]
ℙ

[
Ĥ1 =1 J1

]

=ℙ

[
Df(Ĥ1),g′(H2,f(Ĥ1))

]
. (3.6)

Using instead the definition of g and (3.3) in Lemma 3.5 (iv), by the same argument, it is also
easy to check that

ℙ

[
Df(Ĥ1),g′(H2,f(Ĥ1))

]
≤ ℙ

[
Df(Ĥ1),g(Ĥ1,Ĥ2)

]
. (3.7)

Combining (3.6), (3.7), and (3.4), we conclude that

ℙ

[
Df(Ĥ1),g(Ĥ1,Ĥ2)

]
≥ ℙ

[
Df′(H1),g′(H2,f′(H1))

]
= 1 − n(1),

as required. �

It remains to prove Lemmas 3.5 and 3.6. To show that Lemma 3.5 holds, we make use of the
following version of the functional representation lemma which has found multiple applications in
information theory (see, e.g., [6, p. 626]). For completeness, we include a short proof in Appendix A.

Lemma 3.7. Let A and B be discrete random variables. Then there exist a random variable C, which
is independent of B, and a function f such that A = f(B,C).

We also need the following slightly more complex statement, which gives a similar result to
Lemma 3.7 in a case where several variables are involved. Again, a proof can be found in Ap-
pendix A.
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Lemma 3.8. Let A,B,C be mutually independent discrete random variables, let F = f(A,B) and
G = g(F,C), for some functions f, g. Then there exist a random variable D which is independent of
(F,G) and a function a such that A = a (D,F).

With these tools at hand, we can now prove Lemma 3.5.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. By restricting to a subset, it suffices to consider the case that K2 = Km \K1. Fix
probabilities oh = (1 − n(1))sh/M, h ∈ [3], and o2 = n(s2/M), to be chosen later. Let (Ĝh)h∈[3] be a
randomvariable distributed according to the randomgraphprocess, split into three stages according
to (sh)h∈[3] . We may then define the following mutually independent random variables, which we
call base variables, where we treat (Mh)h∈[3] as a single variable:
(V1) (Mh)h∈[3] ≔ (e(Ĝh ∩ K1))h∈[3] ;
(V2) Hh ∼ G(m,oh), h ∈ [3] andH2 ∼ G(m,o2);
(V3) Xh ∼ U([0, 1]), h ∈ [4].

It is thus clear by definition from (V2) that (i) and (iii) hold.
We may define other random variables as functions of the base random variables, using (V3) as

follows. Given q ∈ ℕ and w ∈ (0, 1], partition the interval [0, 1] into q intervals I1, . . . , Iq, each of
length 1/q, and write tq (w) for the unique i ∈ [q] such that w ∈ Ii ; in particular, tq (Xh) is uniformly
distributed on [q] for each h ∈ [4]. Now, given a set Y with |Y | = q, label its elements arbitrarily as
Y = {x1, . . . , xq} and write tY (w) ≔ xtq (w) , so tY (Xh) is uniformly distributed on Y. In particular,
given any finite setY, wemay choose one of its elements uniformly at random entirely as a function
of one of our independent random variables Xh; we refer to this as choosing a uniformly random
element of Y according to Xh .
Consider the following conditions:

(C1) e(H1 ∩ K1) ≤ M1;
(C2) e(H2 ∩ K2) ≤ s2 −M2 ≤ e((H2 ∪H2) ∩ K2);
(C3) e(H3 ∩ K2) ≤ s3 −M3.

Using Chernoff’s bound (Lemma 2.1) and its version for hypergeometric random variables (see,
e.g., [16, Theorem 2.10]), it is not hard to verify that, for suitably chosen oh = (1 − n(1))sh/M and
o2 = n(s2/M), a.a.s. (C1)–(C3) hold.
Next, we sample the following graphs sequentially:

(G1) If (C1) holds, then sample Ĥ1∩K1 uniformly at randomamong all graphsG with exactlyM1

edges such thatH1 ∩ K1 ⊆ G ⊆ K1, according to X1. Otherwise, sample Ĥ1 ∩ K1 uniformly
at random among all graphs G ⊆ K1 with exactlyM1 edges, according to X1.

(G2) If (C1) and (C2) hold, then sample Ĥ2 uniformly at random among all graphs G such that
e(G ∩ K1) = M2, e(G) = s2, H2 ∩ K2 ⊆ G ∩ K2 ⊆ (H2 ∪ H2) ∩ K2, and e(G ∩ Ĥ1 ∩ K1) = 0,
according to X2. Otherwise, sample Ĥ2 uniformly at random among all graphs G such that
e(G ∩ K1) = M2, e(G) = s2, and e(G ∩ Ĥ1 ∩ K1) = 0, according to X2.

(G3) If (C1)–(C3) all hold, then sample Ĥ3 uniformly at random among all graphs G such that
e(G ∩ K1) = M3, e(G) = s3, (H3 \ Ĥ2) ∩ K2 ⊆ G ∩ K2, and e(G ∩ ((Ĥ1 ∩ K1) ∪ Ĥ2)) = 0,
according to X3. Otherwise, sample Ĥ3 uniformly at random among all graphs G such that
e(G ∩ K1) = M3, e(G) = s3, and e(G ∩ ((Ĥ1 ∩ K1) ∪ Ĥ2)) = 0, according to X3.

(G4) Sample Ĥ1 ∩ K2 uniformly at random among all subgraphs of K2 \ (Ĥ2 ∪ Ĥ3) with exactly
s1 −M1 edges, according to X4.

Note that, using the assumed conditions in the respective cases, all of the sets of graphs fromwhich
we sample are non-empty, so this is well defined.
Now observe firstly that, assuming the coupling succeeds, all of the containments of (v) hold

by definition. In order to see (ii), note that e(Ĥh) = sh and e(Ĥh ∩ K1) = Mh = e(Ĝh ∩ K1) for all
h ∈ [3], in all cases. Furthermore, conditional on any particular values of (Mh)h∈[3] , it follows from
our definitions above that the distribution of (Ĥh)h∈[3] is uniform over all triples of edge-disjoint
graphs (H′

h )h∈[3] for which e(H′
h ) = sh and e(H′

h ∩K1) = Mh for each h ∈ [3] (since any edge is equally
likely to appear in any of the binomial random graphs). It thus only remains to prove that (iv) holds.
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To show this, we use Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8. Fix X ⊆ G3 and Γ1,Λ1 ∈ G with e(Γ1) = s1 such that
ℙ[Ĥ1∩K1 = Γ1∩K1

,H1 = Λ1] ≠ 0. Since (Mh)h∈[3] is independent of all other base variables, wemay
apply Lemma 3.7 with B = M1 andA = (M2,M3) to obtain a random variableY1, which is independ-
ent fromM1 and all base variables except (Mh)h∈[3] , such that (M2,M3) is a deterministic function
of (M1,Y1). Now, apply Lemma 3.8 with A = H1, B = (M1,X1), F = Ĥ1 ∩ K1, G = (H2, Ĥ2, Ĥ3), and
C = (Y1,H2,H3,H2,X2,X3), for which (G1) gives an f such that F = f(A,B), and (G2) and (G3)
give a g such that G = g(F,C). We thus obtain a random variable Y2 and a deterministic function a
such thatH1 = a (Ĥ1 ∩K1

,Y2) and Y2 is independent of (Ĥ1 ∩ K1
,H2, Ĥ2, Ĥ3). LetA denote the set

of all elements w in the image of Y2 such that a (Γ1 ∩ K1
, w) = Λ1. We may then compute

ℙ
[
(H2, Ĥ2, Ĥ3) ∈ X

�� Ĥ1 ∩ K1
= Γ1 ∩ K1

,H1 = Λ1
]

=ℙ
[
(H2, Ĥ2, Ĥ3) ∈ X

�� Ĥ1 ∩ K1
= Γ1 ∩ K1

,Y2 ∈ A
]

=ℙ
[
(H2, Ĥ2, Ĥ3) ∈ X

�� Ĥ1 ∩ K1
= Γ1 ∩ K1

]
,

as required for (3.2) in (iv).
Similarly, apply Lemma 3.7 with B = (M1,M2) and A = M3 to obtain Y3, which is independent

from (M1,M2) and all base variables except (Mh)h∈[3] , such that M3 is a deterministic function of

(M1,M2,Y3). Then apply Lemma 3.8 with A = H2, B = (M1,M2,H1,H2,X1,X2), F = (Ĥ1 ∩ K1
, Ĥ2),

G = Ĥ3, and C = (Y3,H3,X3) to obtain a random variable Y4 and a deterministic function b such
that H2 = b(Ĥ1 ∩ K1

, Ĥ2,Y4) and Y4 is independent of (Ĥ1 ∩ K1
, Ĥ2, Ĥ3). We may then verify (3.3)

in (iv) similarly. �

Finally, we can prove Lemma 3.6, which also completes the proof of Lemma 3.4.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. For convenience, for each h ∈ [l] and i ∈ [qh∗] set Lh
1 ≔ L1 ∩ {h∗ = h} and

Li
2 ≔ L2 ∩ {i∗ = i}. By (P1), we have that

ℙ[L1] ≥ 1 − �. (3.8)

Note that, since the different random graphs we consider are chosen independently, conditioning
uponL1 and on the outcome of h∗ does not affect the probability of any events defined only over the
choice ofH2,H3 andH2.
LetH′

2 ≔ H2 ∪H2. Now, for each h ∈ [l] and each i ∈ [qh], define the events
Ch,i ≔ {Eh,i ⊆ H2}, Dh,i ≔ {Eh,1 * H2, . . . ,Eh,i−1 * H2}, and Ah,i ≔ Ch,i ∩ Dh,i.

In particular, note that Ah,i ∩ Lh
1 = Li

2 ∩ Lh
1 and that the Ah,i are pariwise disjoint. With these

definitions, and using the independence between H1 and H2 as well as (P2), for each h ∈ [l] we
have that

ℙ
[
L2

�� Lh
1

]
=

∑
i∈[qh]

ℙ
[
Ah,i

�� Lh
1

]
=

∑
i∈[qh]

ℙ[Ah,i] ≥ 1 − �. (3.9)

Moreover, for each h ∈ [l] and each i ∈ [qh], let Bh,i be the event that there exists some F ∈ Fh,i

such that F \ Eh,i ⊆ H3 \H′
2. Then (P3) says that for every h ∈ [l] and i ∈ [qh] we have that

ℙ[Bh,i] ≥ 1 − �. (3.10)

We claim that the eventsAh,i and Bh,i are positively correlated.

Claim 3.9. For every h ∈ [l] and every i ∈ [qh] we have that ℙ[Bh,i ∩ Ah,i] ≥ ℙ[Bh,i]ℙ[Ah,i].

Proof of Claim 3.9. Fix h ∈ [l] and i ∈ [qh]. By the definition ofAh,i , we have that

ℙ[Bh,i ∩Ah,i] = ℙ[Bh,i ∩ Ch,i ∩ Dh,i].
Observe that Ch,i is independent of Bh,i , since they are determined by disjoint sets of edges. Intuit-
ively, we would like to use this fact to say that ℙ[Bh,i ∩ Ah,i] = ℙ[Bh,i ∩ Dh,i]ℙ[Ch,i]. However, we
must first account for the fact that Ch,i and Dh,i may not be independent in general. To do so, we
define a further event

Mh,i ≔

⋂
j∈[i−1]

{Eh,j \ Eh,i * H2},
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which is independent from Ch,i by edge-disjointness and satisfies that

Ch,i ∩Mh,i = Ch,i ∩ Dh,i.

Hence, in particular, we may write

ℙ[Bh,i ∩ Ah,i] = ℙ[Bh,i ∩ Ch,i ∩ Dh,i] = ℙ[Bh,i ∩ Ch,i ∩Mh,i] = ℙ[Bh,i ∩Mh,i]ℙ[Ch,i]. (3.11)

We nowmake the intuitive observation that bothBh,i andMh,i are “decreasingwith respect toH2”,

in the sense that, if the eventBh,i holds when (H2,H2,H3) = (G1,G2,G3) andG′
1 ⊆ G1, then Bh,i also

holdswhen (H2,H2,H3) = (G′
1,G2,G3), and likewise forMh,i . We therefore aim to apply Lemma 2.3.

Recall that G denotes the set of all graphs on vertex set [m]. Define two functions f, g : G → ℝ by

f(G) ≔ −ℙ[Bh,i | H2 = G] and g(G) ≔ −1(Mh,i | H2 = G),

noting thatMh,i is fully determined by H2, whereas Bh,i may also depend upon H2 and H3. By the
observation above, both f and g are increasing functions. We therefore obtain that

ℙ[Bh,i ∩Mh,i] =
∑
G∈G

ℙ[H2 = G]1(Mh,i | H2 = G)ℙ[Bh,i | H2 = G]

=

∑
G∈G

ℙ[H2 = G] (−1)2g(G)f(G)

= �[g(H2)f(H2)]
≥ �[g(H2)]�[f(H2)]

= (−1)2ℙ[Mh,i]
∑
G∈G

ℙ[H2 = G]ℙ[Bh,i | H2 = G]

= ℙ[Mh,i]ℙ[Bh,i], (3.12)

where the inequality follows from Lemma 2.3. The result now follows by combining (3.11) and
(3.12) with the independence of the defined events:

ℙ[Bh,i ∩Ah,i] = ℙ[Bh,i ∩Mh,i]ℙ[Ch,i]
≥ ℙ[Bh,i]ℙ[Mh,i]ℙ[Ch,i] = ℙ[Bh,i]ℙ[Mh,i ∩ Ch,i] = ℙ[Bh,i]ℙ[Ah,i]. ◭

Using the fact that L2 = L2 ∩ L1, the definition of Ah,i , the independence of the events Ah,i

and Bh,i fromH1, and Claim 3.9, for every h ∈ [l] and i ∈ [qh] we have that

ℙ

[
Bh,i

��� Lh
1 ∩ Li

2

]
=

ℙ

[
Bh,i ∩ Li

2

��� Lh
1

]
ℙ

[
Li
2

��� Lh
1

] =
ℙ

[
Bh,i ∩ Ah,i

�� Lh
1

]
ℙ

[
Ah,i

�� Lh
1

] =
ℙ[Bh,i ∩ Ah,i]

ℙ[Ah,i]

≥
ℙ[Bh,i]ℙ[Ah,i]

ℙ[Ah,i]
= ℙ[Bh,i]. (3.13)

For simplicity, let us denote by E the event that L2 occurs and there exists F ∈ Fh∗,i∗ for which
F \ Eh∗,i∗ ⊆ H3 \H′

2. Using (3.8), (3.9), (3.10) and (3.13) we then get that

ℙ[E] =
l∑
h=1

qh∑
i=1

ℙ

[
Lh
1 ∩ Li

2 ∩ Bh,i

]
=

l∑
h=1

qh∑
i=1

ℙ

[
Bh,i

��� Lh
1 ∩ Li

2

]
ℙ

[
Li
2

��� Lh
1

]
ℙ

[
Lh
1

]

≥ (1 − �)
l∑
h=1

ℙ
[
Lh
1

] qh∑
i=1

ℙ

[
Li
2

��� Lh
1

]
= (1 − �)

l∑
h=1

ℙ
[
Lh
1

]
ℙ

[
L2

�� Lh
1

]
≥ (1 − �)3 ≥ 1 − 3�. �
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4. Graph factors: lower bounds for successful strategies

In this section, we prove lower bounds on the time and budget required for constructingF-factors.
To do this, we show that there are no successful (s, b)-strategies for constructingF-factors (andmore
generally any graph containing many vertex-disjoint copies of F) if s and b are not sufficiently large.
We can formulate such statements by considering some s larger than the (likely) hitting time for F-
factors and providing a lower bound on the budget b for any successful (s, b)-strategies for F-factors.
In Section 5 we will showcase some simple (s, b)-strategies which a.a.s. result in graphs containing
the desired F-factors, where the values of b are very close to the lower bounds proved in this section.
This shows that our results are essentially tight.
Let us begin by discussing the intuitive ideas behind ourmain result of the section (Theorem 4.1),

which in particular shows that, for any property which requires that Bs contains linearly many
vertex-disjoint copies of a fixed connected graph F, the budget b for any successful (s, b)-strategy
with s “close” to the hitting timemust also be “close” to the hitting time. We will later use this result
to prove Theorems 1.3 and 1.6.
Consider the simple problem of constructing a triangle in the budget-constrained random graph

process. This requires buying some edge uv contained within the neighbourhood of some vertex t
(where the neighbourhood is formed by already bought edges incident tot). Roughly and intuitively,
if we let o ≔ s/M and t has degree d ∈ [m], then its neighbourhood contains

(d
2

)
potential edges,

so the expected number of such edges which are presented up to time s is approximately o
(d
2

)
. If

we want to be able to construct such a triangle a.a.s., then we need that, with high probability, at
least one of these edges is presented by the random graph process, for which we want to ensure that
o
(d
2

)
= ((1). In other words, to construct a triangle in time m2−2� , we will probably need to have at

least some vertex of degree at least ((m�).
Now suppose instead that we want to constructmany vertex-disjoint triangles, say linearly many

(which is required, for example, for a triangle factor or the square of a Hamilton cycle). Then, by
the same logic, to achieve such a structure a.a.s. in time m2−2� , we will need to ensure that linearly
many vertices have degree at least m�, which in particular means we have no hope of achieving this
with a linear budget.
The following theorem formalises this idea, and generalises it from triangles to any fixed connec-

ted graph F of constant size.

Theorem 4.1. Let s = s(m) and b = b(m) be such that s, b ∈
[ (m
2

) ]
and s = n(m2). For all j0 ∈ ℕ and

� > 0, there exist � > 0 and m0 ∈ ℕ such that, for all m ≥ m0, the following holds.
Let Bs be produced by the budget-constrained random graph process under a (s, b)-strategy. Then,

with probability at least 1 − �, there exists a set of vertices V ⊆ [m] of size |V | ≥ (1 − �)m satisfying the
following property.
For every connected graph F on at most j0 vertices and every vertex u ∈ V, the number of copies of F

in Bs [V] containing u is at most �bu(F)−1se(F)−u(F)+1mu(F)−2e(F)−1.

Before proving Theorem 4.1, let us use it to derive lower bounds for time and budget of successful
(s, b)-strategies for different properties. In general, suppose that Builder tries to construct a structure
which contains linearly many vertex-disjoint copies of some fixed connected graph F on j vertices
with l ≥ j edges. Then, if we take � sufficiently small, every set of size (1 − �)m must contain
some copy of F. In particular, by Theorem 4.1, in order for Builder to a.a.s. find a copy of the large
structure, it is a necessary condition that �bj−1sl−j+1mj−2l−1 ≥ 1. Since F is not a tree, given any
budget b (resp. time s), this yields a lower bound on the time s (resp. budget b) required to have a
successful (s, b)-strategy for such a structure (as showcased, for instance, in Figures 1 and 2). In
general, we obtain the following, stronger result, which gives a negative answer to Question 1.1,
posed by Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli [11], in a strong sense.

Corollary 4.2. Let F be a (not necessarily connected) fixed graph with at least one edge, and let � ∈
(0, 1). Let s = s(m) and b = b(m) be such that there exists a successful (s, b)-strategy for an �-F-factor.
Then we must have bsd

∗ (F)−1 = Ω(m2d∗(F)−1).
Proof. Let H ⊆ F be a subgraph of F with d∗ (F) = d(H). It can easily be checked that H must be
connected and have at least one edge, and that, moreover, any graph containing an �-F-factormust
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contain an �′-H-factor, where �′
≔ �u(H)/u(F). Let j ≔ u(H) and l ≔ e(H), and suppose that

Bs is the result of the budget-constrained random graph process under some (s, b)-strategy, where
bj−1sl−j+1 = n(m2l−j+1). If s = n(m2) and m is sufficiently large, by Theorem 4.1 applied with
� = �′/2j, with probability at least 1/2, there exists a set U ⊆ [m] of size at least (1 − �′/2j)m
containing no copy of H. In particular, every copy of H has at least one vertex in the set [m] \ U,
which has size at most �′m/2j, so any collection of vertex-disjoint copies of F covers at most �m/2
vertices. Hence, in this event there does not exist an �-F-factor. On the other hand, if s = Ω(m2),
then b = n(m), so there cannot be an �-F-factor since this requires at least a linear budget. �

Since for every q ≥ 2we have that d∗(Kq) = q/2, Theorem1.3 corresponds to the particular case of
Corollary 4.2 when F = Kq. Theorem 1.6 follows by noting that powers of Hamilton cycles contain
(almost) F-factors for different graphs F; we include the details next.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. For each pair of integers (j, p) with j ≥ 2 and p ≥ j + 1, let Pj
p denote the

j-th power of a p-vertex path, which is a connected graph with
(j
2

)
+ (p−j)j edges (see Figure 3 for

examples when j = 2). Note that, for any fixed such pair (j, p) and m sufficiently large, if a graph G
on m vertices contains the j-th power of a Hamilton cycle, then it contains a (1/2)-Pj

p -factor.

Figure 3. The graphs P23 , P
2
4 and P25 .

Fix an integer j ≥ 2. Let � > 0 be arbitrarily small, and fix p ≥ j2/�. Suppose that Bs is the result
of the budget-constrained random graph process under some (s, b)-strategy with b ≤ m2j−1−�/sj−1.
Then, since we may assume that s ≥ b = Ω(m), by the choice of p we have that

bp−1s(
j
2)+(p−j)j−p+1 = n(mj(j−1)+2(p−j)j−p+1),

which, since d∗(Pj
p ) ≥ d(Pj

p ), implies that

bsd
∗ (Pj

p )−1 = n(m2d∗(Pj
p )−1).

Hence, by Corollary 4.2, the strategy is not successful for a (1/2)-Pj
p -factor, and thus, it is also not

successful for the j-th power of aHamilton cycle. Since �was arbitrary, this completes the proof. �

Let us now focus on the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Remark 4.3. The following intuition may be useful when reading the proof of Theorem 4.1. Recall
thatwe sometimes considerd ≔ 2b/m as (an upper bound on) the average degree ofBs ando ≔ s/M
as the probability that any edge is presented throughout the process. Theorem 4.1 tells us that the
number of copies of F containing a vertex u ∈ V is O(du(F)−1oe(F)−u(F)+1). Intuitively, the budget
restriction gives us a bound on the number of copies of spanning trees ofF rooted at u in Bs, counted
by considering the vertices one at a time in such a way that each subsequent vertex belongs to the
neighbourhood of one of the previous ones. Given such a spanning tree for which all edges are
bought, the time restriction then bounds the probability that the remaining e(F) − u(F) + 1 edges
required to complete the tree to a copy of F are ever presented. The proof itself requires a littlemore
subtlety, as formalising this argument depends upon the order in which the edges of a copy of F
appear in the process.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We will make use of the following index set:

J ≔

{
(j,l) : j ∈ [j0], 0 ≤ l ≤

(
j

2

)}
= {i1, . . . , iℎ},

where ℎ ≔
∑j0

j=1

(
1 +

(j
2

) )
and J is labelled in lexicographic order. This means that, for i = (j,l)

and i′ = (j′,l′) with i, i′ ∈ J, we have that i < i′ if and only if j < j′ or j = j′ and l < l′. We
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consider constants �, �′ > 0 and, for each i ∈ J, additional constants �i , �i > 0 which we will use
throughout the proof adhering to the following hierarchy:

1

m0
,
1

�
≪ 1

�′
≪ 1

�iℎ
≪ · · · ≪ 1

�i1
≪ � ≪ �i1 ≪ · · · ≪ �iℎ ≪ 1

j0
, �. (4.1)

Moreover, m0 is chosen sufficiently large with respect to s that all subsequent inequalities where this
is necessary hold for all m ≥ m0. Furthermore, for more convenient calculations during the proof,
we introduce the density parameters o ≔ s/M ∈ (0, 1) and d ≔ 2b/m ∈ (0,m − 1]. Note that by
(4.1), in particular,

�′du(F)−1oe(F)−u(F)+1 ≤ �bu(F)−1se(F)−u(F)+1mu(F)−2e(F)−1
. (4.2)

Recall that, for each h ∈ [s], we write eh for the edge received at time h in the random graph
process. Recall also the definition of the updatehistory at time h, which consists of a pair (e(h)

,b
(h)) ∈

E (h) ×{0, 1}h encoding the sequence of edges presented so far, as well as the choicesmade by Builder
(see Section 2.1). We say that a sequence U = (Uh)h∈[s] of subsets of [m] which are nested (that
is, such that U1 ⊇ · · · ⊇ Us) is a vertex filtration in the budget-constrained random graph process
(under some strategy) ifUh depends only on the update history at time h. In general, we think ofU as
a subset of the verticeswhich evolves over time, depending both upon the randomly presented edges
and the behaviour of the strategy, but in which each Uh does not depend on anything that happens
after time h. Given � ∈ [0, 1], we say that a vertex filtration U is �-incomplete if |Us | ≥ (1 − �)m
(which, in particular, implies that |Uh | ≥ (1 − �)m for all h ∈ [s]). Note that, for any positive integer
ℓ ≤ 1/�, the intersection of ℓ different �-incomplete vertex filtrations is an (ℓ�)-incomplete vertex
filtration.
Now, let Bs be the graph resulting from applying a given (s, b)-strategy. Let F be a connected

graph on j ≤ j0 vertices with j − 1 ≤ l ≤
(j
2

)
edges. Suppose F′ ⊆ Bs is a copy of F. We must

have E (F′) = {eh1 , . . . , ehl} for some indices 1 ≤ h1 < · · · < hl ≤ s. We say that the final edge
ehl completes F

′, or that F′ is completed at time hl. Given a vertex filtrationU, we say that F′ is U-
contained if V (F′) ⊆ Uhl , that is, if F

′ is contained in U at the time of its completion. At each time
step h ∈ [s], for each vertex u ∈ [m], we write aF,U

h (u) for the number of U-contained copies of F
containing uwhich have been completed at any time h′ ≤ h, that is, completed by Builder purchasing
the edge eh′. Note that the definition ofU-contained ensures that, for any fixed u ∈ [m], the quantity
aF,U
h (u) is non-decreasing over time h.
We now define vertex filtrations Uj,l for all j ∈ [j0] and 0 ≤ l ≤

(j
2

)
, by using induction on j

and, for each value of j, induction on l. We start with U1,0 as a base case, by setting U1,0
h ≔ [m]

for all h ∈ [s]. For the inductive step, suppose first that 0 ≤ l ≤ j − 2 and that the vertex filtration
Uj−1,(j−12 ) is already defined. In this case, we setUj,l

≔ Uj−1,(j−12 ) . Next, suppose that j − 1 ≤ l ≤(j
2

)
and that the vertex filtrationUj,l−1 is already defined. Then, for each connected graph F on j

vertices withl edges and each h ∈ [s], we define

UF
h ≔

{
u ∈ Uj,l−1

h : aF,Uj,l−1

h (u) ≤ �j,ld
j−1ol−j+1

}
,

and then set
Uj,l
h ≔

⋂
F

UF
h ,

where the intersection is over all connected graphs F on j vertices with exactly l edges. Since

Uj,l−1 is a vertex filtration and aF,Uj,l−1

h (u) is non-decreasing, each sequence (UF
h )h∈[s] is a vertex

filtration too, and therefore so is Uj,l
≔ (Uj,l

h )h∈[s] .
Lastly, we need to define some events. For each j ∈ [j0] and 0 ≤ l ≤

(j
2

)
, we write Ej,l for the

event that Uj,l is �j,l-incomplete. Note that,

for each 2 ≤ j ≤ j0 and 0 ≤ l ≤ j − 2, we have E
j−1,(j−12 ) ⊆ Ej,l, (4.3)

since in this case Uj,l = Uj−1,(j−12 ) by the definition of the vertex filtrations in the previous para-
graph and since �

j−1,(j−12 ) < �j,l by (4.1).
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The main proof step is to establish that each event Ej,l holds with sufficiently high probability.

Claim 4.4. For each j ∈ [j0] and 0 ≤ l ≤
(j
2

)
, the event Ej,l holds with probability at least 1 − �j,l.

Observe that
∑

i∈J �i ≤ ℎ�iℎ < � by (4.1). Therefore, by Claim 4.4, with probability at least 1− � all

the events Ei, i ∈ J, hold simultaneously. In that case, by the definition of Ei, for V ≔
⋂

i∈J U
i
s =

U
iℎ
s we have that |V | ≥ (1 − �iℎ)m ≥ (1 − �)m; moreover, by the definition of the vertex filtrations,

we have that for every u ∈ V the number of copies of any connected graph F on at most j0 vertices
containing u is at most �(u(F),e(F))du(F)−1oe(F)−u(F)+1

< �′du(F)−1oe(F)−u(F)+1 , where we again appeal
to (4.1). Thus, by (4.2), in order to prove the theorem it suffices to show Claim 4.4.

Proof of Claim 4.4. The proof is by induction on (j,l) in the lexicographic ordering. We take j = 1
andl = 0 as the base case for the induction, andnote that this caseholds trivially, sinceU1,0 = ([m])h∈[s]
is �1,0-incomplete with probability 1. Suppose first that 2 ≤ j ≤ j0 and 0 ≤ l ≤ j − 2 and assume
as the inductive hypothesis that E

j−1,(j−12 ) holds with probability at least 1 − �
j,(j−12 ) . By (4.3) and

since �j,l > �
j−1,(j−12 ) (by (4.1)), this implies that also Ej,l holds with probability at least 1 − �j,l.

Now, let 2 ≤ j ≤ j0 and j − 1 ≤ l ≤
(j
2

)
and assume as the inductive hypothesis that the filtration

U = Uj,l−1 is �j,l−1-incomplete with probability at least 1 − �j,l−1.
Let F be a connected graph on j vertices withl edges. Write

C (F) ≔ {e ∈ E (F) : F \ e is connected}
for the set of edges of F which can be removed without disconnecting F, and D(F) ≔ E (F) \ C (F)
for the edges which disconnect F. Suppose that a U-contained copy F′ of F is completed by an
edge ehl , corresponding to the edge e ∈ E (F). We say that F′ is U-connected-contained if e ∈ C (F),
and U-disconnected-contained if e ∈ D(F). Given a vertex u ∈ [m] and a time h ∈ [s], write cF,Uh (u)
anddF,U

h (u), respectively, for the number ofU-connected-contained andU-disconnected-contained
copies of F containing u which were completed at any time h′ ≤ h, so

aF,U
h (u) = cF,Uh (u) + dF,U

h (u). (4.4)

Write aF,U
h ≔

∑
u∈[m] a

F,U
h (u), and likewise for c and d.

Let us first bound the number of U-disconnected-contained copies of F. Suppose that a copy F′

of F is completed by an edge eh = w′x′ corresponding to e = wx ∈ D(F). Let Fe
w and Fe

x be the
connected components of F \ {e} containing w and x, respectively. Suppose that Fe

w and F
e
x have jw

and jx vertices andlw andlx edges, respectively, so

jw + jx = j and lw +lx + 1 = l. (4.5)

Note that, in order for F′ to be U-contained, the copies of Fe
w and Fe

x from which it is completed
must also beU-contained, by the nested property of theUh. As such, given w′

, x′ ∈ Uh−1, purchasing
the edge w′x′ at time h completes at most

a
Fe
w ,U

h−1 (w′) · aFe
x ,U

h−1 (x′)
U-contained copies of F in which w′ and x′ correspond to w and x, respectively. By the definition
of U, (4.5) and (4.1), this quantity is at most

�jw ,lwd
jw−1olw−jw+1 · �jx ,lxd

jx−1olx−jx+1 ≤ �2j,l−1d
j−2ol−j+1

.

Since we buy at most b = dm/2 edges w′x′ in total, and there are at most j2 choices for (w, x) in
V (F), this means that

dF,U
s ≤

�2
j,l−1j

2

2
mdj−1ol−j+1

. (4.6)

Next, we similarly bound the number of U-connected-contained copies of F. Note that, if a
copy F′ of F completed by an edge eh corresponding to e ∈ C (F) is U-contained, then the copy
of the connected graph F \ {e} (with l − 1 edges on j vertices) from which it arises must also be

U-contained. There are at most aF\{e},U
h−1 suchU-contained copies F′′ of F \ {e} present immediately

before the edge eh is presented, each with a unique corresponding missing edge e′ = e′(F′′) ∈
([m]
2

)
.
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For each copy F′′ of F \ {e} contained in Km, letAF′′ be the event that F′′ is completed to a copy F′

of F by eh, that is, the event that eh = e′ and E (F′′) ⊆ {ei : i ∈ [h − 1]}. Then, since s = n(m2), we
have that

ℙ
[
AF′′

�� E (F′′) ⊆ {ei : i ∈ [h − 1]}, Ej,l−1
]
=
ℙ

[
{eh = e′} ∩ Ej,l−1

�� E (F′′) ⊆ {ei : i ∈ [h − 1]}
]

ℙ
[
Ej,l−1

]
≤

ℙ
[
eh = e′

�� E (F′′) ⊆ {ei : i ∈ [h − 1]}
]

1 − �j,l−1

=
1 + n(1)
1 − �j,l−1

(m
2

)−1
≤ 2

(m
2

)−1
,

where the last inequality uses (4.1) and the choice of m0. Summing over each possible e ∈ C (F) and
u ∈ Uh and by the definition of U, this means that, conditional upon the event Ej,l−1, the expected
number of U-connected-contained copies of F completed at a given time h ∈ [s] is at most

l · m · �j,l−1d
j−1ol−j · 2

(m
2

)−1
.

Hence, by linearity of expectation, conditional upon the event Ej,l−1, by setting �j,l ≔ 2l�j,l−1
we have that

�

[
cF,Us

�� Ej,l−1
]
≤ o

(m
2

)
·l · m�j,l−1d

j−1ol−j · 2
(m
2

)−1
= �j,lmd

j−1ol−j+1
.

By Markov’s inequality, this means that we have

ℙ

[
cF,Us ≤ �−1 · �j,lmd

j−1ol−j+1 �� Ej,l−1
]
≥ 1 − �. (4.7)

Combining (4.6) and (4.7) via (4.4) ensures that, by setting �j,l ≔ �j,l�
−1 + �2

j,l−1j
2/2,

ℙ

[
aF,U
s ≤ �j,lmd

j−1ol−j+1 �� Ej,l−1
]
≥ 1 − �.

In particular, if the event above holds, there are at most �j,l−1m vertices u ∈ Us for which

aF,U
s (u) ≥ �j,l�

−1
j,l−1d

j−1ol−j+1
,

so, since by (4.1) we have that

�j,l > (2l�j,l−1�
−1 + �2j,l−1j

2/2)�−1j,l−1 = �j,l�
−1
j,l−1,

we conclude that, conditional upon Ej,l−1, we have |UF
s | ≥ (1 − 2�j,l−1)m. Hence, summing over

the atmost j2lmany possible graphsF, we conclude that, conditional uponEj,l−1, with probability
at least 1 − j2l�, the vertex filtrationUj,l is �j,l-large, as �j,l > 2j2l�j,l−1 by (4.1). Therefore, by
the induction hypothesis, Ej,l holds with probability at least 1 − (j2l� + �j,l−1) ≥ 1 − �j,l (again
by (4.1)), completing the inductive step. ◭

As shown above, this also concludes the main proof. �

5. Successful strategies for graph factors

In this section we present our successful strategies for F-factors, including the proofs of Theor-
ems 1.4 and 1.5. Recall from the introduction that the threshold for F-factors in (binomial) random
graphs, when F is strictly 1-balanced, was determined by Johansson, Kahn and Vu [17]. The follow-
ing version of their result gives an effective bound on the probability that the random graph does
not contain an F-factor.

Theorem5.1 (Johansson, Kahn andVu [17, Theorem2.3]). LetF be a fixed strictly 1-balanced graph.
For every constant C1 > 0, there exists a constant C2 > 0 such that, if o ≥ C2m

−1/d(F) log1/e(F) m and m
is a multiple of u(F), then the probability that G(m,o) does not contain an F-factor is O(m−C1).

In fact, Johansson, Kahn and Vu [17] obtained an almost tight upper bound on the threshold for
F-factors for any fixed graph F. The following is an effective version which follows from their proof.
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Theorem 5.2 (Johansson, Kahn and Vu [17, effective version of Theorem 2.2]). Let F be a fixed
graph and � > 0. If o ≥ m−1/d∗(F)+� and m is a multiple of u(F), then the probability that G(m,o) does
not contain an F-factor is at most m−((1) .

Recall also that Ruciński [30] was the first to consider (partial) F-factors in random graphs, and
he obtained the threshold forG(m,o) to contain an�-F-factor for any� ∈ (0, 1). In fact, by following
his proof, we obtain the following effective bound on the probability that G(m,o) does not contain
an �-F-factor.

Theorem 5.3 (Ruciński [30, Theorem 4 (a)]). Let F be a fixed graph. For every constant � ∈ (0, 1),
there exists a constant C > 0 such that, if o ≥ Cm−1/d∗(F) and m is sufficiently large, then the probability
that G(m,o) does not contain an �-F-factor is at most 2−m.

In a similar way, we can retrieve an effective bound for the probability that G(m,o) does not
contain an F-factor when F is not vertex-balanced from the work of Gerke and McDowell [12]. For
a fixed graph F and any u ∈ V (F) we write

d∗(u,F) ≔ max{d(F′) : F′ ⊆ F, u(F′) ≥ 2, u ∈ V (F′)}.

We say that F is vertex-balanced if d∗(u,F) = d∗(F) for every u ∈ V (F). Note that every (strictly)
1-balanced graph is also vertex-balanced, so a result about thresholds for F-factors when F is not
vertex-balanced is not covered by the work of Johansson, Kahn and Vu [17]. By retracing the proof
of Gerke and McDowell [12] (applying our Theorem 5.3 at the end of the proof of [12, Lemma 3.2]
and then [12, Theorem 4.1]), we reach the following statement.

Theorem 5.4 (Gerke and McDowell [12]). Let F be a fixed non-vertex-balanced graph. For every
constant C1 > 0, there exists a constant C2 > 0 such that, if o ≥ C2m

−1/d∗ (F) and u(F) divides m, then
the probability that G(m,o) does not contain an F-factor is at most O(m−C1).

In the (s, b)-strategies thatwe consider below, wewill partition the vertex set of the randomgraph
into smaller subsets. Our aim will be to find an F-factor in each of the subsets, so we will consider
F-equipartitions (recalling the definition from Section 2.1). We will simply purchase all edges that
fall inside each one of the sets of the partition. Roughly speaking, this allows us to treat the graph
resulting from each of the parts as an independent binomial random graph whose probability o is
“boosted” compared to the average density of Bs. Thus, we may apply the results about random
graphs to each of these sets to prove that a.a.s. this leads to a graph Bs with the desired F-factor.
The following result is a simple corollary of Theorem 5.1 and shows that Theorem 4.1 is best

possible, up to polylogarithmic factors. Theorem 1.5 is a particular case of this more general result.

Theorem5.5. LetF be a fixed strictly 1-balanced graph. For every � > 0, there exist constantsK1,K2 >

0 such that, ifK1m
2−1/d(F) log1/e(F) m ≤ s ≤ m2−� with m restricted to multiples of u(F), then there exists

a successful (s,K2s
1−d(F)m2d(F)−1 log1/(u(F)−1) m)-strategy for an F-factor.

Proof. Let � > 0 be fixed. Let C1 ≔ 1/(�d(F)), and let C2 denote the constant given by Theorem 5.1

with inputs F and C1. Let K > 2Cd(F)
2 . Let b ≔ 9Ks1−d(F)m2d(F)−1 log1/(u(F)−1) m. By Lemma 3.2,

there exist a o = (1 + n(1))s/M and a coupling (Gs,G) such that G ∼ G(m,o) and a.a.s. Gs ⊆ G. Set

j = j(m) ≔
⌊

od(F)m

K log1/(u(F)−1) m

⌋
.

Consider an arbitraryF-equipartition [m] = A1∪· · · · ∪· Aj of the set of vertices, so that for all i ∈ [j]
we have

K

2

log1/(u(F)−1) m

od(F) ≤ |Ai | = (1 ± n(1))m
j
≤ 3K

log1/(u(F)−1) m

od(F) .

Note, in particular, that j = n(m1−�d(F)) and |Ai | = ((m�d(F)).
Consider the following strategy: at each time h ∈ [s], when the edge eh is presented, purchase

it if and only if e(Bh−1) < b and there exists some i ∈ [j] such that eh ⊆ Ai . The coupling of
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random graphs introduced above ensures that a.a.s. Bs ⊆ ⋃j
i=1 G[Ai], where G[Ai] ∼ G( |Ai |,o).

By applying Chernoff’s bound (Lemma 2.1), we thus have that a.a.s.

e(Bs) <
j∑

i=1

|Ai |2o ≤ od(F)m

K log1/(u(F)−1) m
· 9K2 log

2/(u(F)−1) m

o2d(F)
· o

≤ 9Ks1−d(F)m2d(F)−1 log1/(u(F)−1) m = b.

In particular, it follows that a.a.s. Bs =
⋃j

i=1 Gs [Ai].
Now, by another application of Lemma 3.2, there exists a o′ = (1 − n(1))s/M and a coupling

(G′
,Gs) such that G′ ∼ G(m,o′) and a.a.s. G′ ⊆ Gs; in particular, a.a.s.

⋃j
i=1G

′[Ai] ⊆ Bs. Note that,
for each i ∈ [j], we have that G′[Ai] ∼ G( |Ai |,o′). For a fixed i ∈ [j], a straightforward calcula-
tion using the definition of K confirms that o′ ≥ C2 |Ai |−1/d(F) log1/e(F) |Ai |, so by Theorem 5.1 the
probability that G′[Ai] does not contain an F-factor is O( |Ai |−C1) = n(m−�d(F)C1 ) = n(1/m). Thus,
by a union bound over all i ∈ [j], a.a.s. allG′[Ai] ∼ G( |Ai |,o′) contain an F-factor, so we conclude
that Bs does too. Therefore, the statement holds taking K1 = C1 and K2 = 9K. �

By using Theorem 5.3 instead of Theorem 5.1, we obtain the following result, which shows that
Theorem 4.1 is best possible, up to constant factors. Since the proof is analogous to that of The-
orem 5.5, we omit the details. Theorem 1.4 is a particular case of this more general result.

Theorem 5.6. Let F be a fixed graph and � ∈ (0, 1). For every � > 0, there exist constants K1,K2 > 0
such that, if K1m

2−1/d∗(F) ≤ s ≤ m2−� , then there exists a successful (s,K2s
1−d∗ (F)m2d

∗(F)−1)-strategy for
an �-F-factor.

Lastly, following the same proof but applying Theorem 5.4 instead of Theorem 5.1, we also obtain
a successful strategy for F-factors, where F is not vertex-balanced, which again matches the lower
bound provided by Theorem 4.1. In fact, this shows that, in general, the bounds in Corollary 4.2
cannot be improved by more than a constant factor when considering completeF-factors. We again
omit the details of the proof.

Theorem 5.7. Let F be a fixed non-vertex balanced graph. For every � > 0, there exist constants
K1,K2 > 0 such that, for m restricted to multiples of u(F), if K1m

2−1/d∗ (F) ≤ s ≤ m2−� , then there exists
a successful (s,K2s

1−d∗ (F)m2d
∗ (F)−1)-strategy for an F-factor.

We remark that, in more generality, using Theorem 5.2 instead of Theorem 5.1, the same proof
strategy as for Theorem 5.5 yields successful (s, b)-strategies for F-factors, for any fixed graph F,
where the upper bound on b is tight (with respect to that given in Corollary 4.2) up to subpolynomial
factors. Any improvement on Theorem 5.2 for any family of graphs F will lead to corresponding im-
provements for successful (s, b)-strategies. In fact, when considering couplings in the next section,
it will be useful to have the following lemma for binomial random graphs, which is a by-product of
the proof of this general upper bound for successful strategies.

Lemma 5.8. Let F be a fixed graph. For every � > 0, for all m−1/d∗(F)+� ≤ o ≤ m−� with m restricted to
multiples of u(F), there exist � = �(m) ∈ ℕ with � = Θ(od∗(F)m1−�d

∗ (F)/2) and �′ = �′(m) = n(1) such
that the following hold for any F-equipartition [m] = T1 ∪· · · · ∪· T�.
(F1) If G1 ∼ G(m, (1 − n(1))o), then with probability at least 1 − �′ we have that G1 contains an

F-factor which is entirely contained in
⋃

h∈[�] G1 [Th].
(F2) If G2 ∼ G(m, (1 + n(1))o), then a.a.s. |⋃h∈[�] E (G2 [Th]) | < o1−d

∗ (F)m1+�d
∗ (F)/2.

6. Successful strategies for powers of Hamilton cycles

The successful (s, b)-strategies showcased in the proofs of Theorems 5.5 to 5.7 rely on the simple
fact that, by our coupling to G(m,o), if we split the vertex set [m] into sets of size l = n(m) and
purchase all edges which fall inside each of the sets, we may think of the graph induced on each of
the sets as a binomial random graph G(l,o′(l)), where o′(l) = o(m) = n(o(l)). By choosing
the sizes l so that o′(l) is slightly above the threshold for having an F-factor, we obtain an F-
factor in each of the smaller graphs and, thus, a completeF-factor (while reducing the total number
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of purchased edges). We believe this represents the simplest case of what may be a more general
phenomenon: that if there exists a constructive proof of the existence of a spanning structure H
in G(m,o) where the construction relies on joining small local structures (where by “constructive”
we do not necessarily mean that the small local structures can be built explicitly, but only that the
global structure can be built explicitly by joining the small local structures), then it is possible to
adapt such a proof to obtain successful (s, b)-strategies for Builder to construct a graph containing
a copy ofH. As one further example of this phenomenon, we consider powers of Hamilton cycles.
Recall that, for j ≥ 2, the threshold for containing the j-th power of aHamilton cycle is m−1/j [20,

24, 28]. The arguments of Riordan [28] and Kahn, Narayanan and Park [20] do not provide a de-
scription of the construction of such a structure. Kühn and Osthus [24] provided a constructive
proof slightly above the threshold, showing that a.a.s. G(m,m−1/j+�) contains the j-th power of a
Hamilton cycle, for all fixed � > 0. Here, we adapt the proof strategy of Kühn and Osthus [24] to
obtain nearly optimal successful (s, b)-strategies for powers of Hamilton cycles. We will prove the
following statement, which is equivalent to Theorem 1.7.

Theorem 6.1. Fix an integer j ≥ 2. For every � > 0 and every s = s(m) = ((m2−1/j), there exists
b ≤ m2j−1+�/sj−1 such that there is a successful (s, b)-strategy for the j-th power of a Hamilton cycle.

6.1. Notation and proof sketch. Let us describe the notation we need for proving this theorem.
Given an ℓ-vertex path P (which we in general denote by Pℓ), we denote its vertices in a sequence
P = w1 . . . wℓ, and view w1 as the first vertex of P and wℓ as its last vertex. Suppose that ℓ ≥ j ≥ 2.
When considering the j-th power Pj of P, we refer to w1, . . . , wj as the initial endsequence of Pj, and
to wℓ−j+1, . . . , wℓ as its final endsequence.
The proof of Theorem 6.1 relies on the absorption method. We will construct a set of absorbers

which can be used to incorporate (or absorb) a few “leftover” vertices into the j-th power of a large
cycle. To be more precise, for integers j ≥ 2, i ≥ 3 and ℓ ≥ 2j, we consider a (i, ℓ, j)-absorber
Ai,ℓ,j, which is a graph consisting of the union of the j-th powers of two paths P and Q, where P is
a path on r ≔ i(2ℓ+4)+ℓ verticeswhich we call the spine, V (Q) = V (P)∪{u} where u ∉ V (P) is the
absorption vertex, and the initial endsequences and the final endsequences of Pj and Qj coincide.
The path Q is called the augmented path. For an explicit description of (i, ℓ, j)-absorbers, see [24,
Section 3]. While we do not need to present the explicit definition of (i, ℓ, j)-absorbers, we will
want to use the following property that they satisfy.

Lemma 6.2 ([24, Lemma 6.1]). For every j ≥ 2 and � > 0, there exist i = i(j, �) ≥ 3 and
ℓ0 = ℓ0 (j, �) ≥ 2j such that, for all ℓ ≥ ℓ0, we have that d

∗(Ai,ℓ,j) ≤ j + �.

Crucially, if a graph G contains a (i, ℓ, j)-absorber with spine P, augmented path Q, and absorp-
tion vertex u, and contains the j-th power of a cycle which itself contains Pj but avoids u, then, by
replacing Pj by Qj, we obtain the j-th power of a cycle which now contains u and otherwise has
the same vertices as the original. This process can be iterated to absorb multiple vertices into a long
power of a cycle. With this property in mind, the proof of Theorem 6.1 (as well as themain theorem
of Kühn and Osthus [24]) goes roughly as follows. We consider four stages. In the first stage, for
suitable parameters i and ℓ, Builder finds a (1/3)-Ai,ℓ,j-factor. We let A denote the set of absorp-
tion vertices from all the copies of Ai,ℓ,j Builder constructed, and consider the j-th power of the
spine of each of them. In the second stage, Builder joins all the powers of the spines into a single
j-th power of a path, by finding linking structures between them (see Section 6.2 for the definition).
These linking structures will use vertices not covered in the first stage, and in total cover a small
constant fraction of the vertices. In the third stage, Builder covers all the remaining vertices with
vertex-disjoint copies of the j-th power of a path of a suitable length. In the fourth stage, analog-
ously to what she did in the second, Builder finds linking structures between all the current powers
of paths, yielding the j-th power of a very long cycle. In this stage, all the new vertices of the linking
structures that are used belong to A. At this point, any vertices of A that do not belong to the j-th
power of the cycle can be absorbed into it by replacing the j-th power of their respective spines
by the j-th power of the augmented path in each corresponding absorber. In each of the rounds
described above, Builder will actually find the desired structures restricting the purchased edges to
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those spanned by sets of an appropriate size, so that the total number of edges that she considers
does not exceed the budget.
As discussed in Section 3.2, to prove that our strategy succeeds, we will apply Lemma 3.4 to show

that, in the third stage, a.a.s. we can obtain a factor of j-th powers of paths covering all remaining
vertices, after conditioning upon having found a particular set of linking structures in the second
stage. The very general setup of Lemma 3.4 is important here since we use (one of) the main results
of Johansson, Kahn andVu [17] (Theorem 5.2) as a black box to find factors (of j-th powers of paths)
in binomial random graphs. However, the major drawback of this approach is that, with our formu-
lation, it is inherently limited to strategies in which at most two stages interact with each other in a
non-edge-disjoint way (in this case, the second and third stages). As such, we require a different ap-
proach to prove the success of the fourth stage in finding the desired linking structures, conditional
upon having obtained a given collection of powers of paths in previous stages; we explain this below
in Section 6.2.

6.2. Linking structures. Let us focus first on the linking structuresmentioned above. Given j ≥ 2
and V ⊆ [m], define a j-endsequence pair in V to be a pair (A,B) = ((a1, . . . , aj), (b1, . . . , bj)) such
that all 2j vertices are pairwise distinct and lie inV (if the setV is not specified, one should interpret
thatwe refer to j-endsequence pairs in [m]). Given further � ∈ ℕ, define a (j, �)-endsequence family
in V to be a set of � pairwise disjoint j-endsequence pairs (Ah,Bh)h∈[�] in V. Now, for any integer
q ≥ 0, an (A,B)-linkage L of length q is defined as follows. First, we consider the j-th power L′ of
a path on q + 2j vertices whose initial and final endsequences are A and B, respectively. Then we
obtain L by removing all edges of L′ spanned by A and by B. We refer to the vertices of an (A,B)-
linkage which are contained neither in A nor in B as its internal vertices (so the length of an (A,B)-
linkage coincides with its number of internal vertices). Given q ∈ ℕ, a (j, �)-endsequence family
L in V and a setU ⊆ [m] \V, an L-linkage of length q inU is a set consisting of one (Ah,Bh)-linkage
for each h ∈ [�], all of length q and pairwise vertex-disjoint, with internal vertices in U.
We devote this section to stating and proving some auxiliary results which will guarantee we

can find the desired linkages for the proof of Theorem 6.1. In order to state these results, we must
first introduce some more ideas required to formally prove that our strategy succeeds. As discussed
previously, in order to prove Theorem 6.1 we will employ a strategy consisting of four stages, with
each subsequent stage building upon the structures found during the previous stages. Recall that
our coupling (Lemma 3.3) allows us to think of the edge set presented during the fourth stage of
the process as containing G \ G′, where G′ ∼ G(m,o′) contains all edges presented in the first three
stages, and G is an independent binomial random graph. When considering o′ = n(1), the effect
of subtracting G′ on the probability of certain structures appearing should be negligible. One way
to formalise this idea is to prove that a.a.s. G′ is “sparse” in some appropriate sense, and separately
prove that, given an arbitrary “sparse” graph H, the required structure appears a.a.s. in G \ H. We
now define the particular characterisation of “sparseness” which we need in our application.

Definition 6.3. Let m,l, q ∈ ℕ and � > 0, let R ⊆ [m], and let H be a graph on vertex set [m]. We
say that a set S ⊆ [m] is R-independent in H if H [S ∪ R] contains no edges incident to any vertex
in S. We say that a set V ⊆ [m] is (R, q,l, �)-sparse in H if every subset U ⊆ V of size |U | ≥ l
contains at least �|U |q subsets S ⊆ U of size |S | = q which are R-independent in H. Given integers
j, � ∈ ℕ and a (j, �)-endsequence family L = (Ah,Bh)h∈[�] , we say that L is (q,l, �)-linkable over
V despite H if V is (Ah ∪ Bh, q,l, �)-sparse in H for every h ∈ [�].
Now let j, q, �, �, � ∈ ℕ and &, � > 0. We say that H is (j, q, �, �, �,&, �)-sparse-partitionable

if the following holds. Let X1, . . . ,X� and Y1, . . . ,Y� be any collection of pairwise disjoint subsets
of [m], with |Xh | = j and |Ya | = � for every h ∈ [�] and a ∈ [�]. Then there exists an equipartition
[�] = J1 ∪· · · · ∪· J� such that, for every a ∈ [�] and h ∈ Ja , the set Ya is (Xh, q,&�, �)-sparse in H.

Tomotivate the definitionof sparse-partitionable, suppose that Builder has a (j/2, �)-endsequence
family (Ah,Bh)h∈[�] , for which she seeks to find linkages of length q, while only buying edges con-
tained within the sets {Ya }a∈[�] . In general, if |Ya | = � is small (say, n(om)), then we cannot guaran-
tee that Ya is (Xh, q,&�, �)-sparse inH for arbitrary h ∈ [�] and a ∈ [�], because it could be the case
that Ya ⊆ NH (Xh). However, if |

⋃
a∈[�] Ya | = �� is linear and o = n(1), then given h ∈ [�] this must
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hold for most a ∈ [�]; furthermore, we can match these h and a to give the desired equipartition.
We can later use this matching to find the desired linkages.

Remark 6.4. The property of being sparse-partitionable for any given parameters is decreasing,
in the sense that it is inherited by subgraphs. Furthermore, our definition of sparseness has the
following monotonicity property: if V1 is (R1, q,l1, �1)-sparse inH1 andH2 ⊆ H1, V2 ⊆ V1, R2 ⊆ R1,
l2 ≥ l1, and �2 ≤ �1, thenV2 is (R2, q,l2, �2)-sparse inH2. Moreover, ifH is empty, then triviallyV
is (R, q,l, �)-sparse for any V,R ⊆ [m], q,l ∈ ℕ with q ≤ l, and � ≪ 1/q.

We may now proceed to state the lemmas which we will use in the proof of Theorem 6.1 to show
that the desired linkages exist. Specifically, we use a version of the connecting lemma of Nenadov
and Škorić [27, Lemma 3.3]. Our version allows us to remove a sparse graph H from the random
graph G and still derive the desired conclusion. However, our version is simplified substantially by
considering only the particular case which we need.

Lemma 6.5. Let 1/m ≪ 1/q ≪ �, 1/j ≤ 1/2. Let H be an arbitrary graph on [m] and V ⊆ [m] be a
subset of size |V | ≥ m/logm. If G ∼ G(m,o) for o ≥ m−1/j+� , then with probability at least 1 − m− log m

the graph G \H satisfies the following property.
For every � ∈ ℕ such that 4q� ≤ |V | and every (j, �)-endsequence family L in [m] \ V which is

(q,m/log4 m, 1/logm)-linkable over V despite H, the graph G \ H contains an L-linkage of length q
in V.

We omit the proof of Lemma 6.5, since it is identical to that given in [27], restricting to the graph
case and a particular range of |V | ando, and taking a linkage L (as defined at the start of this section)
in place of their general graph F. The only substantial change is to replace their Claim 3.4 with the
following analogous statement to account for the removal of the sparse graphH.

Claim 6.6. Let 1/m ≪ 1/q ≪ �, 1/j ≤ 1/2. Let H be an arbitrary graph on [m] and V ⊆ [m] be a
subset of size |V | ≥ m/log3 m. If G ∼ G(m,o) for o ≥ m−1/j+� , then with probability at least 1 − m− log2 m

the graph G \H satisfies the following property.
For every � ∈ ℕ such that 2q� ≤ |V |, every subset U ⊆ V of size |U | ≤ q�, and every (j, �)-

endsequence family L in [m] \ V which is (q,m/log4 m, 1/logm)-linkable over V despite H, there is
some h ∈ [�] such that G \H contains an (Ah,Bh)-linkage of length q in V \U.

This follows via Janson’s inequality very similarly to [27, Claim 3.4] (in fact, it is substantially
simpler in our special case), but using the sparseness of H in the estimate for �. We include the
proof in Appendix B for completeness.
We close this section by showing that binomial random graphs are indeed sparse-partitionable,

for an appropriate range of the parameters.

Lemma 6.7. Given q ∈ ℕ with q ≥ 2, there exists � > 0 such that the following holds for all j,ℎ ∈ ℕ.
Let �, �, � ∈ ℕ and &,o > 0 all be functions of m such that

(S1) o = ((logm/m) and o = n(m−2/ℎ),
(S2) &�� = ((m),
(S3) &o = ((�−1/ℎ logm),
(S4) � ≥ �1/ℎ, and
(S5) � ≥ �.

Then a.a.s. G(m,o) is (j, q, �, �, �, 2&o, �)-sparse-partitionable.

The proof of Lemma 6.7 makes use of the following version of the well-knownKővári–Sós–Turán
theorem [22].

Lemma 6.8 (Kővári, Sós and Turán [22]). For any s ∈ ℕ, there exists C > 0 such that, for any positive
integers l ≥ m, every subgraph G of the complete bipartite graph Kl,m with at least C (l1−1/sm + l)
edges contains a copy of the complete bipartite graph Ks,s as a subgraph.

Proof of Lemma 6.7. Let � ≪ � ≪ 1/q, and let G ∼ G(m,o). We claim that a.a.s. G satisfies the
following three properties:
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(R1) |NG (u) | ≤ 2om for all u ∈ [m],
(R2) G contains no copy of Kℎ,ℎ, and
(R3) [m] is (∅, q,&o�, �)-sparse in G.

Indeed, (R1) follows from a straightforward application of Chernoff’s bound (Lemma 2.1) and a
union bound over all u ∈ [m] by (S1). Moreover, again by (S1), the expected number of copies
of Kℎ,ℎ in G is at most n(m2ℎ−2ℎ2/ℎ) = n(1), so (R2) follows by Markov’s inequality. Lastly, we focus
on (R3). Fix any set V ⊆ [m] of size |V | ≥ &o�. We aim to apply Lemma 2.2 to bound the number
of independent sets of size q contained in V, so recall the definitions of � and Δ. For S ⊆ V of size q,
the probability that S is independent in G is (1−o) (q2) = 1− n(1), so the expected number � of such
independent S satisfies � ≥ 2� |V |q. Observe also that Δ = O( |V |2q−2), since the number of choices
for two sets S1, S2 ⊆ V of size q with at least two vertices in their intersection is O( |V |2q−2). Hence,
by Lemma 2.2, with probability at least 1 − e−Ω( |V |2) , there are at least � |V |q many independent sets
S ⊆ V of size q. By taking a union bound over all possible choices for V and using (S3) and (S4),
the probability that every set V ⊆ [m] of size |V | ≥ &o� contains at least � |V |q independent sets of
size q is at least 1 − ∑m

h=&o�

(m
h

)
e−Ω(h2) = 1 − m−((1) , so (R3) holds.

Henceforth, we assume that (R1)–(R3) hold. We aim to show that any graph G satisfying these
conditions is (j, q, �, �, �, 2&o, �)-sparse-partitionable. Let X1, . . . ,X� and Y1, . . . ,Y� be as in Defin-
ition 6.3. We first find an equipartition [�] = J1 ∪· · · · ∪· J� such that, for every a ∈ [�] and h ∈ Ja , we
have |NG (Xh) ∩Ya | ≤ &o�. To do so, consider first an arbitrary equipartition [�] = J′1 ∪· · · · ∪· J′� (say,
into intervals) and, for each h ∈ [�], let a (h) denote the (unique) a ∈ [�] such that h ∈ J′a . Consider
now an auxiliary bipartite graph H with parts A ≔ {Xh : h ∈ [�]} and B ≔ [�], where for each
X ∈ A and h ∈ B we have Xh ∈ E (H) if and only if |NG (X) ∩ Ya (h) | ≤ &o�. Note that any perfect
matching M in H corresponds exactly to a desired equipartition [�] = J1 ∪· · · · ∪· J� in which, for
every a ∈ [�] and h ∈ Ja , we have |NG (Xh) ∩ Ya | ≤ &o� (indeed, this equipartition can be obtained
by letting Ja ≔ {h ∈ [�] : Xh ∈ NM (J′a )} for each a ∈ [�]). If all degrees in H are at least �/2, the
existence of one such perfect matching will follow fromHall’s theorem, so we need only check that
this condition holds.
Note firstly that, by (R1) and (S2), for any h ∈ [�]wehave that |NG (Xh) | ≤ 2jom = n(&o��). Since

the sets Y1, . . . ,Y� are pairwise disjoint, it follows that the number of a ∈ [�] for which |NG (Xh) ∩
Ya | ≥ &o� is at most n(�). Thus, by (S5) the minimum degree in H of any X ∈ A is (1 − n(1))�.
Secondly, we claim that theminimum degree inH of any h ∈ B is at least �/2. To prove this, suppose
for a contradiction that there exist h ∈ B and a set A′ ⊆ A of size |A′| ≥ �/2 for which eH (A′

, h) = 0.
Then, for each X ∈ A′, there exists some w ∈ X with |NG (w) ∩ Ya (h) | ≥ &o�/j, so we obtain a set Z
of |Z | ≥ �/2 vertices w ∈ [m] with |NG (w) ∩Ya (h) | ≥ &o�/j. It follows using (S3) and then (S4) that

eG (Z,Ya (h)) ≥ |Z | · &o�/j = (( |Z | · �−1/ℎ |Ya (h) |) = (( |Z |1−1/ℎ |Ya (h) | + |Z |).
Hence, by Lemma 6.8,G[Z,Ya (h)] contains a copy of the complete bipartite graphKℎ,ℎ, contradicting
(R2). We thus conclude that the minimum degree in B is at least �/2, as desired.
To finish the proof, fix a ∈ [�] and h ∈ Ja . Since [m] is (∅, q,&o�, �)-sparse in G by (R3), this

is also true of the set Ya . We aim to show that it is in fact (Xh, q, 2&o�, �)-sparse. By our choice of
equipartition,wehave that |NG (Xh)∩Ya | ≤ &o�. Hence, given any setV ⊆ Ya of size |V | ≥ 2&o�, the
setU ≔ V \NG (Xh) has size |U | ≥ |V |/2 ≥ &o�. Now by the original sparseness property, we obtain
at least � |U |q ≥ �|V |q independent sets S ⊆ U of size |S | = q in the graph G. By definition, such sets
are also Xh-independent and contained in V, so this implies that Ya is (Xh, q, 2&o�, �)-sparse in G,
as required. �

We can now proceed to exhibit our strategy and prove that it is successful.

6.3. Proof of Theorem 6.1. If s ≤ m2−1/j+�/j, we may take b = s and the statement holds trivially
by simply purchasing every edge given by the random graph process, since in this case a.a.s. Gs

contains the j-th power of a Hamilton cycle [20, 24, 28]. Moreover, if for every � > 0 we can prove
the statement for s ≤ m2−�/j, then it follows in full generality for s = O(m2) by applying the result
with �/j playing the role of � and considering s = m2−�/j. Thus, we may assume that m2−1/j+�/j ≤
s ≤ m2−�/j and prove the statement for b ≔ m2j−1+�/sj−1.
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Wesplit the strategy into four stages. For each h ∈ [4], let sh ≔ s/4; during the h-th stagewe run the
random graph process for sh steps. We shall denote by Ĝh the (random) graph consisting of all edges
presented during stage h, and by B̂h the (random) graph consisting of all edges purchased by Builder.
In each stage, Builder aims to obtain a certain structure; if in some stage this does not succeed, then
we terminate and say that the strategy has failed; we do the same if at any point Builder attempts
to buy more than b edges. For simplicity, we will show that a.a.s. each B̂h contains an appropriate
structure for stage h to succeed, and separately that a.a.s. the budget is not exceeded; this is clearly
sufficient.

Preparation. We will work with parameters adhering to the following hierarchy:

1/m ≪ 1/p ≪ 1/ℓ ≪ 1/q ≪ �′ ≪ � ≪ 1/j ≤ 1/2. (6.1)

We further specify some of these (and other) parameters next. The parameter q represents the length
of each linkage to be found in the second and fourth stages of the strategy. Apply Lemma 6.2with �/3
in place of � to obtain i = i(j, �/3) such that

d∗(Ai,ℓ,j) ≤ j + �/3. (6.2)

Set r ≔ i(2ℓ + 4) + ℓ, noting that r + 1 = u(Ai,ℓ,j) is the order of each (i, ℓ, j)-absorber to be
found in the first stage. For simplicity, from here on we will refer to (i, ℓ, j)-absorbers simply as
absorbers. Theparameter p is chosen to be a primeand such that 1/p ≪ 1/r, and represents the order
of the j-th powers of paths with which to cover all remaining vertices in the third stage. Choose
� ∈ {⌊m/(3(r + 1))⌋ − p + 1, . . . , ⌊m/(3(r+ 1))⌋} such that m − �(r + 1) − (� − 1)q = �p for some � ∈ ℕ

(note that this is always possible, since p is prime and greater than r + 1 + q). Here, � represents
the number of absorbers to be bought in the first stage, and � represents the number of powers of
paths Pj

p to be bought in the third stage.
Fix an arbitrary set U1 ⊆ [m] of size |U1 | = �(r + 1) (which is roughly m/3), in which we will buy

absorbers in the first stage. Let � and �1 be the values of � and �′, respectively, given by Lemma 5.8
with input ( |U1 |,Ai,ℓ,j, �

′
, s1/M) in place of (m,F, �,o), where the required bounds ono follow from

(6.1). Choose an arbitraryAi,ℓ,j-equipartitionU1 = V1 ∪· · · · ∪· V� . Let U2 ⊆ [m] \U1 be an arbitrary
set of size |U2 | = m/3, in which we will buy linkages in the second stage. Choose an arbitrary
equipartitionU2 = W1 ∪· · · · ∪· W� , for

� = � (m) ≔
⌊(

s

m2

) j
1−�/2

m

⌋
. (6.3)

Similarly, let I1∪· · · ·∪· I� be an arbitrary equipartition of the set [�−1] of indices of the endsequences
between which we aim to buy linkages. Finally, let " and �3 be the values of � and �′ given by
Lemma 5.8 with input (�p,Pj

p , �
′
, s3/M) in place of (m,F, �,o) (again using (6.1)).

Strategy. We now define our strategy in four separate stages, as discussed. In order to define each
stage, we assume that all previous stages have succeeded and that we have access to their output;
we will prove later that the overall probability of failure is n(1).
Stage I Mimic the strategy of Theorem 5.5 to obtain anAi,ℓ,j-factor onU1. That is, for time s1

buy every edge from
⋃

a∈[�]
(Va
2

)
which is presented. Assume that the strategy succeeds,

so there exists anAi,ℓ,j-factor onU1; Builder now chooses one in a particular (determ-
inistic) way, which will be specified later in Claim 6.11, and fixes an arbitrary labelling
A1, . . . ,A� of its vertex-disjoint copies ofAi,ℓ,j.

Stage II For each h ∈ [�], let Sh−1 and Th denote the initial and final endsequences ofAh, respect-
ively. For each a ∈ [�], letW′

a ≔ Wa ∪
⋃

h∈Ia (Sh ∪ Th) and La ≔ {(Sh , Th) : h ∈ Ia }. Now,
for time s2, purchase every edge presented which is contained in one of the sets W′

a .
Assume that, for each a ∈ [�], the graph B̂2 [W′

a ] contains an La -linkage of length q
inWa . Builder now chooses one suchLa -linkage (Lh)h∈Ia ; again, thewayBuildermakes
this (deterministic) choice is specified in Claim 6.11. Then the union of the linkages
(Lh)h∈[�−1] and the j-th powers of the spines of the absorbers (Ah)h∈[�] forms the j-th
power of one long path, which we denote by Q0.
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Stage III Let U′
2 ≔

⋃
h∈[�−1] V (Lh), so |U′

2 \ U1 | = (� − 1)q. Let U3 ≔ [m] \ (U1 ∪ U′
2), and

recall that |U3 | = m − �(r + 1) − (� − 1)q = �p, where � ∈ ℕ. Choose an arbitrary
Pj
p -equipartitionU3 = X1 ∪· · · · ∪· X" . Nowmimic the strategy of Theorem 5.5 to obtain

a Pj
p -factor on U3; that is, for time s3, purchase exactly the presented edges which are

contained within Xa for some a ∈ ["]. Assume that this succeeds, in the sense that
Builder may (arbitrarily) choose pairwise vertex-disjoint paths Q1, . . . ,Q� of order p
whose j-th powers are contained in B̂3.

Stage IV For each h ∈ {0} ∪ [�], let S′h−1 and T ′
h denote the initial and final endsequences of Q

j
h ,

respectively, with indices taken modulo � + 1. Let A ⊆ U1 denote the set consisting of
the absorption vertices of all absorbers Ah (h ∈ [�]). Let A′′ ⊆ A be an arbitrary set
of size |A′′| < � with |A′′| ≡ |A| (mod �) and let A′

≔ A \ A′′. Choose an arbitrary
equipartition of A′ into � sets, A′ = Y1 ∪· · · · ∪· Y� . Then choose a specific equipartition
{0} ∪ [�] = J1 ∪· · · · ∪· J� , to be specified later (see Claim 6.12). For each a ∈ [�], let
Y′
a ≔ Ya ∪

⋃
h∈Ja (S′h ∪ T ′

h ) and L′
a ≔ {(S′h , T ′

h ) : h ∈ Ja }. Now, for time s4, purchase every
presented edge which is contained in one of the sets Y′

a . Assume that, for each a ∈ [�],
the graph B̂4 [Y′

a ] contains an L′
a -linkage (L′h)h∈Ja of length q in Ya .

Absorption. At this point, assuming for now that all stages of the strategy succeeded, the union of
all Qj

h and L′h for h ∈ {0} ∪ [�] results in the j-th power Cj of a cycle C which contains all vertices
in [m] except some leftover vertices inA (note thatA′ is large enough to contain the required number
of linkages in Stage IV, by (6.1)). Moreover, C contains the spine of every absorberAh (h ∈ [�]). Now,
since all theAh are vertex-disjoint, for each absorption vertex u ∈ A\V (C), wemay replace the j-th
power of the spine of its corresponding absorber by the j-th power of its augmented path, which
now contains u. This results in the j-th power of a Hamilton cycle in Bs, as desired.

Proof of the success of the strategy. It now suffices to show that a.a.s. Builder succeeds in pur-
chasing the specified structures in each of the four stages, and that the total number of edges pur-
chased throughout does not exceed the budget. Since this will be shown via coupling arguments,
we prove first that the desired structures appear in corresponding binomial random graphs.

Claim 6.9. Let o2 = (1 − n(1))s2/M and H2 ∼ G(m,o2). Then there exists �2 = n(1) such that the
following holds. Let L = {(Rh, Sh)}h∈[�−1] be a (fixed, arbitrary) (j, � − 1)-endsequence family in U1.

For each a ∈ [�], defineWa ≔ Wa ∪
⋃

h∈Ia (Rh ∪ Sh) and La ≔ {(Rh, Sh) : h ∈ Ia }. With probability at

least 1 − �2, for every a ∈ [�], the graphH2 [Wa ] contains an La -linkage of length q inWa .

Proof. We aim to apply Lemma 6.5 to H2 [Wa ] (taking H to be empty; recall that this satisfies the
desired condition by Definition 6.3 and Remark 6.4) for each a ∈ [�], with (�′,Wa ,Wa , |Ia |) in place
of (�, [m],V, �). By (6.3) and (6.1) and since |Wa | = m/3� + 2j, it is a simple task to check that
o2 = Ω( |Wa |−(1−�/2)/j) ≥ |Wa |−1/j+�

′
for all a ∈ [�]. Moreover, again by (6.1), observe that 4q |Ia | =

4q�/� < m/3� = |Wa |. Therefore, by Lemma 6.5 and a union bound over all a ∈ [�], we conclude
that, with probability at least 1−m−

√
logm, for every a ∈ [�] the graphH2 [Wa ] contains anLa -linkage

of length q inWa . ◭

Claim 6.10. Let o′
2 = (1 + n(1))s2/M, o3 = (1 − n(1))s3/M, and H′

2 ∼ G(m,o′
2),H3 ∼ G(m,o3) be

sampled independently. LetU3 ⊆ [m]\U1 have size |U3 | = �p, and letX1∪· · · ·∪· X" be aP
j
p -equipartition

of U3. Then, with probability at least 1−�3 (recall that �3was defined already in the preparation phase),
we have thatH3 \H′

2 contains a P
j
p -factor onU3 consisting only of edges in

⋃
a∈["]

(Xa
2

)
.

Proof. Note that H3 \ H′
2 ∼ G(m,o′) for some o′ = (1 − n(1))s3/M. Furthermore, d∗(Pj

p ) < j and
therefore, using (6.1),

|U3 |−1/d
∗(Pj

p )+�′ ≤ m−1/j+�/j

4
≤ o′ ≤ m−�/j ≤ |U3 |−�

′
.
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Hence, by Lemma 5.8 (F1) with (U3,P
j
p , �

′
, s3/M) playing the roles of ([m],F, �,o), we conclude

that with probability at least 1 − �3 the binomial random graph H3 \H′
2 contains a P

j
p -factor on U3

consisting only of edges in
⋃

a∈["]
(Xa
2

)
. ◭

Wecannowuse these claims togetherwith Lemma 3.4 to show that a.a.s. Builderwill successfully
construct the desired structures in the first three stages of the strategy.

Claim 6.11. Builder can choose (Ah)h∈[�] in Stage I and (Lh)h∈[�−1] in Stage II in such a way that a.a.s.
the first three stages succeed.

Proof. We aim to apply Lemma 3.4. Let E1 = {E1, . . . ,El} be the set of all possible Ai,ℓ,j-factors
on U1 consisting of edges belonging to

⋃
a∈[�]

(Va
2

)
. For each h ∈ [l], fix an arbitrary labelling

of the copies of Ai,ℓ,j which constitute Eh (which corresponds to the labelling considered at the
end of Stage I), let L ≔ ⋃

a∈[�] La , and let E2
h = {Eh,1, . . . ,Eh,qh} be the collection of all possible L-

linkages of length qwhich consist of edges belonging to
⋃

a∈[�]
(W′

a
2

)
. Then, for each h ∈ [l] and each

ℎ ∈ [qh], given the set U3 determined by Eh,ℎ (and after having fixed the arbitrary Pj
p -equipartition

U3 = X1 ∪· · · · ∪· X" in Stage III), let Fh,ℎ be the collection of all possible Pj
p -factors on U3 consisting

of edges belonging to
⋃

a∈["]
(Xa
2

)
. Note that E (F) ∩ E (Eh,ℎ) = ∅ for all F ∈ Fh,ℎ. Now let K1 and K2

be as defined in (3.1). We must verify that all the conditions required to apply Lemma 3.4 hold.
Note that from Stage I we have Eh ⊆

(U1
2

)
for every h ∈ [l], and therefore K1 ⊆

(U1
2

)
. On the

other hand, note that in Stage II each Wa is disjoint from U1, and a linkage does not involve any
edges contained within its endsequences, so no potential linkage Eh,ℎ involves any edge contained
within the set U1. Since in Stage III the potential Pj

p -factors Fh,ℎ are contained in U3 andU3 ∩U1 =

∅, it follows that K2 is edge-disjoint from K1, so (3.1) is satisfied. Moreover, note that e(K1) =

Θ(� (m/�)2) = Θ(m2/�), hence

M

e(K1) = Θ(�) = Θ

((
s1
M

)d∗(Ai,ℓ,j)
m1−�

′d∗ (Ai,ℓ,j)/2
)
= n(m),

and thus sh = ((m) = ((M/e(K1)) for all h ∈ [3]. Similarly,

M

e(K2) = O(") = O

((
s1
M

)d∗ (Pj
p )
m1−�

′d∗ (Pj
p )/2

)
= n(m),

so sh = ((m) = ((M/e(K2)) for all h ∈ [3].
By using (6.1) and (6.2) we have that

|U1 |−1/d
∗(Ai,ℓ,j)+�′ ≤ m−1/(j+�/3)+2�′ ≤ m−1/j+�/j

4
≤ s1

M
≤ m−�/j ≤ |U1 |−�

′
,

and therefore Lemma 5.8 (F1) applied with (U1,Ai,ℓ,j, �
′
, s1/M) playing the roles of ([m],F, �,o)

ensures that with probability at least 1−�1, for any o1 = (1−n(1))s1/M, the graphG(m,o1) contains
an Ai,ℓ,j-factor on U1 consisting of edges which lie in

⋃
a∈[�]

(Va
2

)
; this in particular means that

condition (P1) in the setup for Lemma 3.4 holds. The hypotheses (P2) and (P3) follow immediately
from Claim 6.9 and Claim 6.10, respectively.
We may thus apply Lemma 3.4, which gives deterministic functions h : G1 → [l], i : H → ℕ,

where h(Ĝ1) corresponds to a factor A1, . . . ,A� in Stage I, and i(Ĝ1, Ĝ2) corresponds to a set of
linkages L1, . . . , L�−1 in Stage II. This determines the aforementioned choices of these objects which
Builder must make in each stage. By the conclusion of Lemma 3.4, with these choices, a.a.s. the first
three stages all succeed. ◭

For the remainder of the proof, consider instead the coupling provided by Lemma 3.3: for each
h ∈ [4] there existoh = (1−n(1))sh/M andoh = n(sh/M) and a coupling of randomgraphs (Hh, Ĝh,Hh)h∈[4]
satisfying properties (i)–(iv) of Lemma 3.3; writeH′

h ≔ Hh ∪Hh .
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Claim 6.12. Assume that the first three stages succeed, and further that H ≔ H′
1 ∪ H′

2 ∪ H′
3 is

(2j, q, � + 1, �, ⌊�/�⌋, 1/log5 m, 1/log1/2 m)-sparse-partitionable. Then there exists a choice of equipar-
tition {0} ∪ [�] = J1 ∪· · · · ∪· J� such that a.a.s. Stage IV also succeeds.

Proof. We assume that all information from the first three stages (in particular, (Ĝh)h∈[3] and H)
has already been revealed, that the containments in Lemma 3.3 (iv) occur for h ∈ [3], and that
H is indeed (2j, q, � + 1, �, ⌊�/�⌋, 1/log5 m, 1/log1/2 m)-sparse-partitionable, which implies the same
about Ĝ ≔ Ĝ1 ∪ Ĝ2 ∪ Ĝ3 ⊆ H by Remark 6.4. Therefore (recall Definition 6.3), Builder may choose
some equipartition {0} ∪ [�] = J1 ∪· · · · ∪· J� such that, for every a ∈ [�] and h ∈ Ja , the set Ya is

(S′h ∪ T ′
h , q, �/(� log

5 m), 1/log1/2 m)-sparse in Ĝ; in other words, for every a ∈ [�], the endsequence
family L′

a is (q, �/(� log5 m), 1/log1/2 m)-linkable over Ya despite Ĝ.
We now aim to apply Lemma 6.5 to the graph (H4 \ Ĝ) [Y′

a ] for each a ∈ [�], with |Y′
a | = �/� + 2j

in place of m, �′ in place of �, Ya in place of V, and |Ja | = (� + 1)/� in place of �. It is easy to check
that o4 = (1 − n(1))s4/M = Ω( |Ya |−(1−�/2)/j) ≥ |Ya |−1/j+�

′
for all a ∈ [�] by (6.3). Note also that

4q(� + 1)/� ≤ �/� since 1/p ≪ 1/r, 1/q, and that 1/log5 m = n(1/log4 (�/�)) and1/log(�/�) = n(1/log1/2 m).
Therefore, by Remark 6.4, wemay apply Lemma 6.5 to each (H4\Ĝ) [Y′

a ] to conclude that, with prob-
ability at least 1− m− log1/2 m, it contains an L′

a -linkage (L′h)h∈Ja of length q in Ya . The conclusion now

follows by a union bound over all a ∈ [�], and since a.a.s.H4 \ Ĝ ⊆ Ĝ4 by Lemma 3.3 (iv) and thus
(H4 \ Ĝ) [Y′

a ] ⊆ B̂4. ◭

We may now combine all the previous claims. Firstly, by Claim 6.11, a.a.s. the first three stages
succeed. By applying Lemma 6.7 with ℎ = ⌈1/�′⌉, we conclude that a.a.s. the graph H defined in
Claim6.12 is (2j, q, �+1, �, ⌊�/�⌋, 1/log5 m, 1/log1/2 m)-sparse-partitionable; the required conditions
are easy to check. This means that, by Claim 6.12, a.a.s. Builder also succeeds in buying the desired
structures in the fourth stage.
All that remains to show is that a.a.s. the budget is not exceeded. It follows from Lemma 5.8 (F2)

(with input (U1,Ai,ℓ,j, �
′
, s1/M) in place of ([m],F, �,o)) andbyusingLemma3.3 (iv), (6.1) and (6.2)

that a.a.s. the number of edges purchased in Stage I is

e(B̂1) ≤ e
©­«

⋃
a∈[�]

H′
1 [Va ]ª®¬

≤
(
s1
M

)1−d∗ (Ai,ℓ,j)
m1+�

′d∗ (Ai,ℓ,j)/2

= O

((
m2

s

)j+�/3−1
m1+�/5

)
= n(m2j−1+�/sj−1) < b/4.

In a very similar way (but using now that d∗(Pj
p ) < j), we have that a.a.s. e(B̂3) < b/4. Now,

similarly as Lemma 5.8 (F2) is proved through Chernoff’s inequality, the same can be used to bound
the number of purchased edges in Stage II and Stage IV. For Stage II, by Lemma 3.3 (iv), Chernoff’s
inequality (Lemma 2.1), and a union bound over all a ∈ [�], we have that a.a.s.

e(B̂2) ≤ �o′
2

(
m

3�

)2
= Θ

(
s

�

)
= n(b),

so a.a.s. the budget is not exceeded in Stage II. Similarly, a.a.s. e(B̂4) = O(s/�) = n(b). It follows
that a.a.s. e(Bs) < b, as desired. �

Remark 6.13. It seems plausible that one could improve the upper bound on the budget in The-
orem 6.1 by considering the strategy of Nenadov and Škorić [27] instead of the one we have used
here. As this would not lead to optimal bounds for the budget, we have not explored this direction.

7. Final remarks and open problems

Aswe already discussed in the introduction,our results give a negative answer to the general ques-
tion of whether any bounded-degree m-vertex graphH can be constructed in the budget-constrained
random graph process with linear budget when slightly above the hitting time for containing a copy
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of H (Question 1.1). In more generality, we believe that the examples we know of so far give evid-
ence towards the opposite behaviour to what Frieze, Krivelevich andMichaeli [11] proposed: when
considering perfect matchings, Hamilton cycles or connectivity, the budget can be improved by a
logarithmic factor; for Kq-factors, it can be improved by at most some polylogarithmic factor with
exponent less than 1; for �-Kq-factors and fixed trees or cycles, it cannot be improved by more than
a constant factor. We suggest that this may be a general phenomenon for bounded-degreeH: when
s is of the order of the hitting time for H, no successful strategies exist with a budget substantially
lower than the hitting time itself. To address this problem, we propose the following concrete ques-
tion. We say that a monotone increasing property P has bounded degree if there exists some Δ ∈ ℕ

which does not depend on m such that every edge-minimal graph G ∈ P satisfies that Δ(G) ≤ Δ.

Problem 7.1. Does there exist a bounded-degree monotone property P for which, if s is of the order of
the hitting time for P, there exists a successful (s, b)-strategy for P with b = n(s/logm)?

We note that the bounded degree condition is necessary. Indeed, suppose that Builder wishes to
construct, say, a star with

√
m leaves (so H consists of a star with

√
m leaves and m −

√
m − 1 isolated

vertices). A very simple greedy strategy gives an essentially optimal result here: fix an arbitrary
vertex u and purchase only those edges incident to u until the desired star is created. Due to the
high concentration in the degrees, a.a.s. the hitting time for this property is (1 − n(1))m3/2/2, and
the strategy above is a successful ((1 + n(1))m3/2/2,

√
m)-strategy, which is clearly optimal.

We also believe that it would be interesting to understand what time is required in order to have
successful strategies that use an “almost optimal” budget. Our results for F-factors with d∗(F) > 1
show that the time needs to be quadratic for a linear budget to suffice (Corollary 4.2). Is this a
general phenomenon for other graph properties? Let us say that the size r = r(m) of a monotone
property P is the minimum number of edges of a graph in P, and that P is affordable if there exists
a successful (s, b)-strategy for P with b = rmn(1) and s ≤ m2−Ω(1) . A general problem would be to
classify which properties are affordable.
Note that all properties with # = rmn(1) , such as Hamiltonicity or connectivity, are trivially af-

fordable. In the case that r is constant, Frieze, Krivelevich and Michaeli [11] showed that there
exist strategies for fixed trees with constant budget and linear time (so this is an affordable prop-
erty), whereas for small cycles any strategy with constant budget requires quadratic time (so this
is not). As another example, Corollary 4.2 tells us that, if all graphs satisfying P contain linearly
many disjoint cycles of bounded size, then P is not affordable. This is indeed the case for many nat-
ural bounded-degree properties P with r = Ω(m) and # = m1+Ω(1) ; it may therefore be tempting to
conjecture that no such properties are affordable. However, this is not true in general: for example,
consider the property of containing both a Hamilton cycle and a copy of K4. The Hamilton cycle
ensures that r = Ω(m) and the clique ensures that # = m1+Ω(1) . Nonetheless, there are (O(m),O(m))-
strategies for Hamiltonicity, and we can construct a K4 in time m3/2+n(1) with budget m1/2+n(1) with a
simple two-stage strategy. Namely, in the first stage, buy any edges incident to a single fixed vertex
and, in the second, buy all edges presentedwhich are contained in its neighbourhood. This example
avoids the core of the problem by taking a non-affordable property and artificially making it afford-
able, by intersecting it with a trivially affordable property of larger size. In general, this idea leads
to a huge collection of affordable properties, but remains rather dissatisfying as a counterexample;
we therefore ask the following question.

Problem 7.2. Does there exist a ‘natural’ (in particular, which is not an intersection similar to the one
described above) bounded-degree property P of linear size which is affordable in a non-trivial way?

Note that here we focus only on the bounded-degree case, because our upcoming work [8] will
show that triangle covers are an example of a ‘natural’ affordable property (of unbounded degree).
There also remain more specific open questions related to our results. For partial F-factors, Co-

rollary 4.2 and Theorem 5.6 show that the corresponding upper and lower bounds on the budget b
needed for successful (s, b)-strategies for each s are tight (up to some constant factor which we
make no effort to optimise). However, for complete factors, this is not always the case. Corollary 4.2
and Theorem 5.5 leave a polylogarithmic gap for F-factors when F is strictly 1-balanced, which in
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particular includes clique factors (as in Theorems 1.3 and 1.5). Given that for perfectmatchings (K2-
factors) the logarithmic termcan be removed from the budget for all possible times [3, 11], one could
hope that these polylogarithmic terms can be removed for all F-factors for strictly 1-balanced F
when the time is of the order of the (expected) hitting time. We believe that closing this gap is a very
interesting open problem, even for the simplest case of triangle factors.

Problem 7.3. Does there exist a successful (s, b)-strategy for triangle factors with s = Θ(m4/3 log1/3 m)
and b = n(m4/3 log1/3 m)?
One possible approach to tackling this problem is to consider the simpler task of purchasing a

triangle cover (that is, the property that every vertex is contained in some triangle) in the context
of the budget-constrained random graph process. Having a triangle cover is clearly a necessary con-
dition for having a triangle factor. In the random graph process, it also turns out to be “essentially”
sufficient: indeed, the hitting time result of Heckel, Kaufmann, Müller and Pasch [14] states that
a.a.s. the hitting times for these two properties coincide (and in fact gives the analogous statement
for general cliques Kq with q ≥ 3). Therefore, one might hope that understanding triangle covers
would at least allow for a conjectural answer to Problem 7.3. This, however, turns out not to be
the case: there exists a successful (s, b)-strategy for triangle covers with s of the order of the hitting
time and a budget b which is asymptotically smaller than the lower bound b = Ω(m4/3 log−1/6 m) for
triangle factors provided by Theorem 1.3. We will detail our contributions towards clique covers in
an upcoming work [8].
In a similar direction to Problem 7.3, it would be interesting to close the gap between the lower

and the upper bound for powers of Hamilton cycles (Theorems 1.6 and 1.7).
Lastly, aswe discussed in Section 1.4, we have introduced some general toolswhichmay be applic-

able for different multi-stage strategies. Our first approachwas to obtain a general statement which
ensures that, if one expects each stage to succeed a.a.s. “independently”, then they do indeed a.a.s.
succeed successively. However, our Lemma 3.4 is currently limited to applications in which only
two stages can overlap (in the sense that the edge sets considered for each of them are non-disjoint).

Problem 7.4. Is it possible to develop a version of Lemma 3.4 which holds for arbitrary multi-stage
strategies with a constant number of stages?

Our second approach was to show that the removal of an arbitrary “sparse” graph from the edge-
set presented in the process does not substantially affect the hitting times for the properties of in-
terest. This we applied in the very specific setting of finding linkages in the proof of Theorem 6.1
(see Lemma 6.5). It would be useful to have some form of “meta-theorem” which ensures this is the
case in general, so as to avoid the need to prove such results for each specific property of interest.
We thus propose the following (somewhat vague) question.

Problem 7.5. Given a function o∗ = o∗ (m), does there exist a class C of monotone properties, which is
large enough to include all natural properties with threshold atmosto∗ which onemight consider in the
multi-stage process, as well as a notion of o∗-sparseness, such that a.a.s.G(m,o∗mn(1)) is o∗-sparse and,
for any property P ∈ C and any o∗-sparse graphH, a.a.sG(m,o) \H satisfies P whenever o = ((o∗)?
Even describing such a general class of properties appears to pose a significant challenge. Note

that, in general, one cannot simply chooseC to be the class of all propertieswith threshold atmosto∗.
Indeed, suppose o∗ = ((1/m), and given a notion of sparseness, fix a sparse graphH with |E (H) | =
Θ(o∗m2) (which must exist), and consider the property P of having non-empty intersection withH.
Then, the threshold for P is mn(1)/|E (H) | ≤ o∗, but clearly G(m,o) \H never satisfies P.
We remark that a positive answer to either one of these two problems in sufficient generality

would be able to handle many multi-stage strategies, including ours. Such general tools would
be particularly helpful to allow us to reuse known results (such as those of Johansson, Kahn and
Vu [17]) as a black box, without having to reprove them in the multi-stage context.
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Appendix A. Proofs of Lemmas 3.3, 3.7 and 3.8

We present here the proofs which were left out in Section 3.2.
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Proof of Lemma 3.3. For each h ∈ [j], let oh = (1−n(1))sh/M and oh = n(sh/M) (the actual functions
will be chosen below) and sample two graphsHh ∼ G(m,oh) andHh ∼ G(m,oh) independently, so (i)
and (iii) hold by definition. Let o′

h ≔ oh +oh −ohoh . Note that, in this case,H′
h ≔ Hh ∪Hh ∼ G(m,o′

h).
Now, for each h ∈ [j], we sample Ĥh iteratively as follows.
Suppose we have already generated Ĥ1, . . . , Ĥh−1. If e(Hh \

⋃h−1
i=1 Ĥi) > sh or e(H′

h \
⋃h−1

i=1 Ĥi) < sh,
we say that there is a failure at step h. We split the definition of the coupling into two cases. If there
is a failure in step h, then we completely stop the iterative process, discarding all its previous steps,
and sample a random graph process G0,G1,G2 . . . independently from everything that came before,
thus also generating a sequence of graphs (Ĥh)h∈[j] ∼ (Ĝh)h∈[j] . If there is no failure at step h, then we
sample Ĥh by taking a uniformly randomset Êh of sh−e(Hh\

⋃h−1
i=1 Ĥi) edges fromE (H′

h \(Hh∪
⋃h−1

i=1 Ĥi))
and letting Ĥh ≔ (Hh \

⋃h−1
i=1 Ĥi) ∪ Êh .

Note that, by Chernoff’s bound (Lemma 2.1), for an appropriate choice of oh = (1−n(1))sh/M and
of oh such that o′

h = (1+n(1))sh/M, a.a.s. there is no failure at step h (and thus, by a union bound over
all steps, a.a.s. there will be no failure at any step). We remark that it is for these calculations that
the assumptions on the sh are used. Moreover, if is there is no failure at any step, then property (iv)
holds by construction. Thus, it only remains to verify that (ii) holds. Property (ii) holds by definition
conditional upon there being a failure at any step, so let us assume that there is no failure.
Observe that, when considering the random graph process, for any h ∈ [j] and conditional on the

outcome of the (already sampled) graphs Ĝ1, . . . , Ĝh−1, the graph Ĝh is a graph chosen uniformly at
randomamong thosewhich have exactly sh edges and are edge-disjoint from

⋃h−1
i=1 Ĝi . Thus, wemust

prove that the graphs Ĥh sampled by our process also have this distribution. For each h ∈ [j], let us
denote by Ch the event that the coupling does not fail at any step at most h; moreover, let C0 denote
the (trivial) event of probability 1. Fix some h ∈ [j] and condition on Ch−1 and on the outcomes of
(Hi , Ĥi ,H

′
i)i∈[h−1] , which have already been sampled. If we write ℙ∗ to denote probabilities in this

conditional space, for an arbitrary graph G ⊆ Km \ ⋃h−1
i=1 Ĥi with e(G) = sh, it is not hard to verify

that ℙ∗[Ĥh = G | Ch] is a function of sh, oh, o′
h and rh which does not depend on the graph G nor on

the specific Ĥ1, . . . , Ĥh−1 that we conditioned on. Therefore, the sampled graph is chosen uniformly
from all the possible options, just as we wanted to see. �

Proof of Lemma 3.7. LetA and B denote the image sets (that is, the set of elements taken with non-
zero probability) of A and B, respectively. By considering an arbitrary injection, we may assume
thatA ⊆ ℕ. For each w ∈ A, let a− denote the maximum a ′ ∈ {0} ∪ A such that a ′ < a . For each
x ∈ Y, consider the cumulative distribution function Fx : {0} ∪ X → ℝ of X conditional on Y = x,
obtained by setting Fx (w) ≔ ℙ[X ≤ w | Y = x].
Now, given the pair of random variables (A,B), sample C ∼ U((FB (A−),FB (A)]). We define

f : B × (0, 1] → A by setting f(b, c) ≔ min{a ∈ A : Fb (a) ≥ c}. Then, given (B,C), we have that
A = f(B,C). It remains to show that C is independent of B. For every c ∈ (0, 1] and b ∈ B we have
that

ℙ[C ≤ c | B = b] = ℙ[C ≤ c | B = b,A < f(b, c)]ℙ[A < f(b, c) | B = b]
+ ℙ[C ≤ c | B = b,A = f(b, c)]ℙ[A = f(b, c) | B = b]
+ ℙ[C ≤ c | B = b,A > f(b, c)]ℙ[A > f(b, c) | B = b]

= ℙ[A < f(b, c) | B = b]
+ ℙ[C ≤ c | B = b,A = f(b, c)]ℙ[A = f(b, c) | B = b] + 0

= Fb (f(b, c)−) +
c − Fb (f(b, c)−)

Fb (f(b, c)) − Fb (f(b, c)−)
(Fb (f(b, c)) − Fb (f(b, c)−))

= c.

As this holds for every b ∈ B, C is indeed independent of B. �

Proof of Lemma 3.8. Let Λ denote a set which contains the images of A,B,C,F,G. We may assume
that Λ ⊆ ℕ (again, by taking an arbitrary injection). We first note that A is independent of G
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conditional upon F. Indeed, fix any (w, x) ∈ Λ2 such that ℙ[F = w,G = x] ≠ 0, and let

Φ ≔ {u ∈ Λ : ℙ[C = u | F = w,G = x] ≠ 0}.
Now, using the fact that G = g(F,C), as well as the independence assumptions, for any � ∈ Λ we
have that

ℙ[A = � | F = w,G = x] =
∑
u∈Φ

ℙ[A = � | F = w,C = u]ℙ[C = u | F = w,G = x]

=

∑
u∈Φ

ℙ[A = � | F = w]ℙ[C = u | F = w,G = x]

= ℙ[A = � | F = w]. (A.1)

For each � ∈ Λ, let �− ≔ max{�′ ∈ {0} ∪ Λ : �′ < �}. For each w ∈ Λ such that ℙ[F = w] ≠ 0,
letHw : {0} ∪Λ → ℝ be the cumulative distribution function of A conditional on F = w, defined by
setting Hw (�) = ℙ[A ≤ � | F = w]. Given the triple (A,F,G), sample D ∼ U((HF (A−),HF (A)]).
Letting

Ξ ≔ {(w, y) ∈ Λ × (0, 1] : ℙ[F = w] ≠ 0},
we define a function a : Ξ → Λ by setting a (w, y) ≔ min{� ∈ Λ : Hw (�) ≥ y}. With this definition,
we have that A = a (F,D), as desired.
Lastly, we verify that D is independent of (F,G). Indeed, for any (w, x, y) ∈ Λ2 × (0, 1] such that

ℙ[F = w,G = x] ≠ 0 and using (A.1), we have that

ℙ[D ≤ y | F = w,G = x] = ℙ[D ≤ y | F = w,G = x,A < a (w, y)]ℙ[A < a (w, y) | F = w,G = x]
+ ℙ[D ≤ y | F = w,G = x,A = a (w, y)]ℙ[A = a (w, y) | F = w,G = x]
+ ℙ[D ≤ y | F = w,G = x,A > a (w, y)]ℙ[A > a (w, y) | F = w,G = x]

= ℙ[A < a (w, y) | F = w,G = x]
+ ℙ[D ≤ y | F = w,G = x,A = a (w, y)]ℙ[A = a (w, y) | F = w,G = x] + 0

= Hw (a (w, y)−) +
y −Hw (a (w, y)−)

Hw (a (w, y)) −Hw (a (w, y)−)
(Hw (a (w, y)) −Hw (a (w, y)−))

= y,

so D is indeed independent of (F,G). �

Appendix B. Proof of Claim 6.6

We consider parameters given by 1/m ≪ 1/C1 ≪ 1/q ≪ �, 1/j ≤ 1/2. Fix � ∈ ℕ, U ⊆ V
and L = (Ah,Bh)h∈[�] as in the statement. We claim that it suffices to show that, with probability

at least 1 − m−�q log2 m, there is some h ∈ [�] for which G contains an (Ah,Bh)-linkage L of length q
in V \ U whose internal vertices form an (Ah ∪ Bh)-independent set in H. Indeed, in this case we
would have L ⊆ G \ H, and since there are at most m choices for �, at most m�q+1 choices for U,
and at most m2j� choices for L, by a union bound we then obtain the desired statement for all such
choices with probability at least 1 − m−�q log2 m · m2+�q+2j� ≥ 1 − m− log2 m. To prove this, we will apply
Lemma 2.2 to the set of all possible (Ah,Bh)-linkages of length q in V \ U whose internal vertices
form an (Ah ∪ Bh)-independent set inH, over all possible choices for h ∈ [�].
Recall the definitions of � and Δ. Note that, for any j-endsequence pair (A,B), an (A,B)-linkage

of length q has jq +
(j+1
2

)
edges. Recall also that, by assumption (see Definition 6.3), for each h ∈

[�], the set V is (Ah ∪ Bh, q,m/log4 m, 1/logm)-sparse in H. This means that there are at least |V \
U |q/logm ≥ mq log−3q−2 m setsX ⊆ V \U of size q which are (Ah∪Bh)-independent inH. Thus, using
the fact that 1/q ≪ �, we may bound

� ≥ � · mq log−3q−2 m · ojq+(j+12 ) ≥ �m−(j+1)/2+�(jq+(j+12 ))/log3q+2 m ≥ �m. (B.1)

To boundΔ, wemust consider pairs of linkages L1, L2; let h1, h2 ∈ [�] be such that Li is an (Ahi ,Bhi )-
linkage for each i ∈ [2]. Write Δ = Δ1 + Δ2, where Δ1 is the sum over those pairs L1, L2 for which
h1 ≠ h2, andΔ2 is the sum over pairswith h1 = h2. We start by boundingΔ1. Observe that, if h1 ≠ h2 and
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|V (L1) ∩ V (L2) | = i ≥ 2, then L1 and L2 certainly share at most j(i − 1) edges. We may therefore
bound

Δ1 ≤ �2
q∑

i=2

C1m
2q−io2jq+2(

j+1
2 )−j(i−1) ≤ 2C1�

2m−1−j� log6q+4 m ≤ m−j�/2�2/�. (B.2)

In the case of Δ2, observe that if h1 = h2 = h and | (V (L1) ∩V (L2)) \ (Ah∪Bh) | = i then L1 and L2 share
at most ji +

(j+1
2

)
edges, and in fact at most ji in the case that i ≤ q − j. We now similarly bound

Δ2 ≤ �
q∑

i=1

C1m
2q−io2jq+2(

j+1
2 )−ji−(j+12 )1(i≥q−j) ≤ m−j�/2�2/�. (B.3)

Combining (B.1)–(B.3), we obtain that

�2

2� + 4Δ ≥ �mj�/3
.

Hence, by Lemma 2.2, there exists h ∈ [�] such thatG contains an (Ah,Bh)-linkage of length q inV\U,
whose internal vertices form an (Ah ∪ Bh)-independent set in H, with probability at least

1 − e−�mj�/3 ≥ 1 − m−�q log2 m
,

as required. �
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