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Abstract

In this note, we investigate for various pairs of graphs (H,G) the question of how
many random edges must be added to a dense graph to guarantee that any red-blue
coloring of the edges contains a red copy of H or a blue copy of G. We determine
this perturbed Ramsey threshold for many new pairs of graphs and various ranges of
densities, obtaining several generalizations of results obtained by Das and Treglown. In
particular, we resolve the remaining cases toward determining the perturbed Ramsey
threshold for pairs (Kt,Ks) where t ≥ s ≥ 5.

1 Introduction

Given graphs H1, . . . , Hr, we say that a graph G is (H1, . . . , Hr)-Ramsey if any r-coloring
of the edges of G contains a monochromatic copy of Hi in color i, for some i ∈ [r]. In the
case H1 = · · · = Hr, we refer to such a graph as being (H, r)-Ramsey. The Ramsey number
R(H1, . . . , Hr) is the smallest number of vertices needed so that Kn is (H1, . . . , Hr)-Ramsey.
Since Ramsey [41] showed that this number exists in 1930, the question of improving the
bounds on R(H1, . . . , Hr) has received significant attention. Rödl and Ruciński [42–44]
initiated the study of Ramsey properties of the random graph G(n, p) which has vertex set
[n] and and where each edge is present with probability p, independently of all other choices.
They determined the threshold for the (H, r)-Ramsey property in G(n, p) for all fixed graphs
H and r ≥ 2, showing that it depends on the so-called 2-density of the graph.

For a graph H , let d2(H) = 0 if e(H) = 0, d2(H) = 1/2 if H is an edge, and d2(H) = e(H)−1
v(H)−2

otherwise. The 2-density of H is given by m2(H) = maxH′⊆H d2(H
′). A graph H is said to

be strictly 2-balanced if m2(H
′) < m2(H) for all H ′ ( H .
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Theorem 1.1 ([42–44]). Let r ≥ 2 be a positive integer and H be a graph that is not a forest
consisting of stars and paths of length 3. There are positive constants c and C such that

lim
n→∞

P[G(n, p) is (H, r)-Ramsey] =

{

0, p < cn−1/m2(H),

1, p > Cn−1/m2(H).

Nenadov and Steger [38] later gave a short proof of this result using the hypergraph container
method [5, 45].

More generally, Kohayakawa and Kreuter [27] conjectured that for any graphs H1, . . . , Hr,
the threshold for G(n, p) to be (H1, . . . , Hr)-Ramsey is governed by the asymmetric density of
the two densest graphs. The asymmetric density of graphsH1 andH2 withm2(H1) ≥ m2(H2)
is

m2(H1, H2) = max

{

e(H ′
1)

v(H ′
1)− 2 + 1/m2(H2)

: H ′
1 ⊆ H1 and e(H ′

1) ≥ 1

}

. (1)

We say that H1 is strictly balanced with respect to m2(·, H2) if no H ′
1 ( H1 with at least one

edge maximizes (1).

Conjecture 1.2 ([27]). Let r ≥ 2 and suppose that H1, . . . , Hr are non-empty graphs such
that m2(H1) ≥ m2(H2) ≥ · · · ≥ m2(Hr) and m2(H2) > 1. Then there exist constants c, C > 0
such that

lim
n→∞

P [G(n, p) is (H1, . . . , Hr)-Ramsey] =

{

0, p < cn−1/m2(H1,H2),

1, p > Cn−1/m2(H1,H2).

If true, Conjecture 1.2 would generalize Theorem 1.1, since m2(H1) ≥ m2(H1, H2) ≥ m2(H2)
with equality if and only if m2(H1) = m2(H2). As evidence towards this conjecture, Ko-
hayakawa and Kreuter [27] proved the result in the case r = 2 where both graphs are cycles.
The conjecture was later proved for the case where H1 and H2 are cliques in [35] and the
case where H1 is a clique and H2 is a cycle in [34].

Following progress in [5, 20, 22, 27, 35], the full 1-statement of the conjecture was proved by
Mousset, Nenadov and Samotij [37] using the container method. The 0-statement was proved
by Hyde [23] for almost all pairs of regular graphs, and by Kuperwasser and Samotij [32]
when m2(H1) = m2(H2). Very recently, Bowtell, Hancock, and Hyde [14] and Kuperwasser,
Samotij, and Wigderson [33] independently reduced the 0-statement of the conjecture to a
deterministic coloring problem. In [14], the authors resolved the conjecture in many cases,
including when r ≥ 3, when H2 is strictly 2-balanced and not bipartite, and when m2(H1) =
m2(H2), in addition to proving that an analogous conjecture holds for almost all pairs of
uniform hypergraphs. On the other hand, in [33], in addition to proving the conjecture for
many cases, the authors extended their results to families of graphs.

While the results above address the Ramsey properties of typical graphs of a given density,
we are interested in this note in the related question of how far a dense graph can be from
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satisfying a Ramsey property. Bohman, Frieze and Martin [10] introduced the model of
randomly perturbed graphs to study questions of this type, beginning with a dense graph
and asking how many random edges must be added to ensure that the resulting graph will
satisfy a given property with high probability. This randomly perturbed graph model has
been extensively studied [1,2,4,6,8,9,12,13,15,17,19,25,26,30,31,39] and generalized to the
settings of directed graphs, hypergraphs, and sets of integers [3, 7, 16, 21, 29, 36].

Krivelevich, Sudakov, and Tetali [31] initiated the study of Ramsey properties of randomly
perturbed graphs, asking how many random edges must be added to any dense graph to
ensure with high probability that the resulting graph is (H1, H2)-Ramsey. They answered
this question in the case whenH1 = Kt andH2 = K3 for t ≥ 3. Their results were generalized
to larger cliques by Das and Treglown [18] and Powierski [40], resolving the (Kt, Ks)-Ramsey
problem in the range of densities 0 < d ≤ 1

2
for all cases except s = 4 and t ≥ 5, which

appears to be quite difficult. In fact, in [18], the authors addressed the following more refined
question: given any fixed density 0 < d < 1, how many random edges must be added to
any graph G of density at least d to ensure that with high probability the resulting graph is
(H1, H2)-Ramsey?

In addition to settling the question for most cliques, Das and Treglown [18] determined the
perturbed Ramsey threshold for all pairs of cycles and all densities. In each case, their
result showed that significantly fewer random edges are needed for the perturbed (Ck, Cℓ)-
Ramsey question compared to the result in the random graph setting. They also determined
the perturbed Ramsey thresholds for odd cycles versus cliques. However, the question of
Krivelevich, Sudakov, and Tetali [31] remains open for all other pairs of graphs.

In this note, we determine the perturbed Ramsey threshold for several additional classes of
graphs and densities. To state our results, we will need the following definition.

Definition 1.3. Given a density 0 < d < 1, a number of colors r ∈ N, and a sequence of
graphs (H1, . . . , Hr), the perturbed Ramsey threshold probability p(n;H1, . . . , Hr, d) satisfies
the following:

1. If p = p(n) = ω(p(n;H1, . . . , Hr, d)), then for any sequence (Gn)n∈N of n-vertex graphs
with density at least d, the graph Gn ∪G(n, p) is (H1, . . . , Hr)-Ramsey with high prob-
ability.

2. If p = p(n) = o(p(n;H1, . . . , Hr, d)), then for some sequence (Gn)n∈N of n-vertex graphs
with density at least d, the graph Gn∪G(n, p) is with high probability not (H1, . . . , Hr)-
Ramsey.

If it is the case that every sufficiently large graph of density at least d is (H1, . . . , Hr)-Ramsey,
then we define p(n;H1, . . . , Hr, d) = 0. In the symmetric case where H1 = · · · = Hr = H,
we denote the threshold by p(n; r,H, d).

Our main results are Theorem 3.1 and 3.2 which determine the perturbed Ramsey threshold
for pairs of graphs satisfying several technical conditions. We refer the statement of these
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theorems to Section 3, and instead now state several applications to interesting families of
graphs below. The proofs of these corollaries are presented in Section 4.

In [18], the following perturbed Ramsey threshold result was shown for pairs of complete
graphs.

Theorem 1.4 ([18]). Let s, t, k be integers with k ≥ 2 and t ≥ s ≥ 2k + 1, and let k−2
k−1

≤

d ≤ k−1
k
. If

(i) k = 2, or

(ii) s ≡ 1 (mod k),

then p(n;Kt, Ks, d) = n−1/m2(Kt,K⌈s/k⌉). Otherwise if

(iii) k ≥ 3 and s 6≡ 1 (mod k),

then p(n;Kt, Ks, d) = n−(1−o(1))/m2(Kt,K⌈s/k⌉).

In particular, an exact threshold function when k ≥ 3 and s 6≡ 1 (mod k) was not proven.
We determine the exact threshold function even in these cases as a corollary of Theorem
3.1.

Corollary 4.2. Let s, t, k be integers with k ≥ 2 and t ≥ s ≥ 2k+1, and let k−2
k−1

≤ d ≤ k−1
k
.

Then we have that
p(n;Kt, Ks, d) = n−1/m2(Kt,K⌈s/k⌉).

In addition, Theorem 3.1 yields a similar result for another pair of graphs: a clique Kt and
a graph K ′

s obtained by deleting a maximum matching from the complete graph Ks.

Corollary 4.1. Let K ′
s be the graph obtained by deleting a maximum matching from the

complete graph Ks. For an integer 2 ≤ k < s
3
and in the range of densities k−2

k−1
≤ d ≤ k−1

k
,

we have that for t ≥ s ≥ 7,

p(n;Kt, K
′
s, d) = n−1/m2(Kt,K ′

⌈s/k⌉
).

In [18], Das and Treglown also determined the perturbed Ramsey threshold for pairs con-
sisting of a complete graph and an odd cycle. Specifically, they prove the following.

Theorem 1.5 ([18]). For any clique size t ≥ 4, odd cycle length ℓ ≥ 5, and 0 < d ≤ 1/2, we
have that

p(n;Kt, Cℓ, d) = n−2/(t−1).

As an application of Theorem 3.2, we generalize Theorem 1.5 to pairs (Kt, G) where t ≥ 5
and G is, for example, an odd cycle, an odd cycle with a chord, an even cycle with a chord
connecting two vertices an even distance away along the cycle, or a star on at least 3 vertices
with an additional vertex that is adjacent to each vertex of the star.

4



Corollary 4.3. Given a tree T with at least 4 vertices, let G be a graph obtained by adding
a vertex v to T and edges from v to V (T ) such that there is no 2-coloring of T where the
vertices in NG(v) are all the same color, but there is some vertex u ∈ NG(v) such that there
is a 2-coloring of T where the vertices of NG(v) \ {u} are colored with the same color.

Then for t ≥ 5 and 0 < d ≤ 1/2,

p(n;Kt, G, d) = n−2/(t−1).

Finally, we obtain the following result as another application of Theorem 3.2. This result
determines the perturbed Ramsey threshold for some pairs of 3-chromatic graphs. In par-
ticular, unlike in the previous results, both graphs in the pair have significantly fewer edges
than a complete graph.

Corollary 4.4. Let K be the graph obtained by taking a star on t ≥ 4 vertices and adding
a new vertex that is adjacent to each vertex of the star. Let G be as in Corollary 4.3. Then
for 0 < d ≤ 1/2,

p(n;K,G, d) = n−(t+1)/(2t−1).

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we will introduce the tools used in our proofs. In addition to our main tool,
the famous Szemerédi Regularity Lemma [28], which allows us to find useful substructures
in the dense underlying graph G, we will also rely on other results to analyze the random
edges in G(n, p).

Definition 2.1. Given ε > 0, a graph G and two disjoint vertex sets A,B ⊂ V (G), the pair
(A,B) is ε-regular if for every X ⊂ A, B ⊂ Y with |X| > ε|A| and |Y | > ε|B|, we have
|d(X, Y )− d(A,B)| < ε.

We will make use of the following well-known properties of ε-regular pairs.

Lemma 2.2. Let (A,B) be an ε-regular pair in a graph G and set d = d(A,B).

1. If ℓ ≥ 1 and (d− ε)ℓ−1 > ε, then

∣

∣

{

(x1, x2, . . . , xℓ) ∈ Aℓ : | ∩i N(xi) ∩B| ≤ (d− ε)ℓ|B|
}
∣

∣ ≤ ℓε|A|ℓ.

2. If α > ε, and A′ ⊂ A and B′ ⊂ B satisfy |A′| ≥ α|A| and |B′| ≥ α|B|, then (A′, B′) is
an ε′-regular pair of density d′, where ε′ = max{ε/α, 2ε} and |d′ − d| < ε.

Combining the Regularity Lemma with Turán’s Theorem [46] yields the following corollary,
which we will apply in our proofs to build monochromatic copies of graphs.

Theorem 2.3. For every ε, δ > 0 with δ ≥ 3ε, there is some η = η(ε, δ) > 0 and n0 =
n0(ε, δ) ∈ N such that the following holds for all n ≥ n0 and k ≥ 2. If G is an n-vertex graph
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with density at least 1− 1
k−1

+δ, then there are pairwise disjoint vertex sets V1, . . . , Vk ⊂ V (G)
such that |V1| = · · · = |Vk| ≥ ηN , and for each 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k the edges between Vi and Vj

form an ε-regular pair of density at least δ
2
.

In addition to the results above for finding structure in dense graphs, we will need several
tools for finding structure in random graphs. The first is the following standard application
of the Janson inequality [24, Theorem 2.14] proven in [18].

Theorem 2.4. Let H be a graph with v ≥ 2 vertices and e ≥ 1 edges. Let [n] be the vertex
set of G(n, p), and for some ξ > 0, let H be a collection of ξnv possible copies of H with
vertex set in [n]. The probability that G(n, p) does contain a copy of H from H is at most
exp(−ξµ1/(2

v+1v!)), where µ1 = µ1(H) = min{nv(F )pe(F ) | F ⊆ H, e(F ) ≥ 1}.

We will also employ results on Ramsey properties of random graphs. While the 1-statement
of Conjecture 1.2 is now known for all graphs [37], we need the following stronger Ramsey
properties defined in [18] which are satisfied by many pairs of graphs (H1, H2) above the
threshold of Conjecture 1.2.

Definition 2.5. Let H1 and H2 be two fixed graphs, and let G be an n-vertex graph on the
vertex set [n].

Given families Fi ⊂
(

[n]
v(Hi)

)

, for i ∈ [2], of forbidden subsets of v(Hi) vertices, we say G is

robustly (H1, H2)-Ramsey with respect to (F1,F2) if for every 2-coloring of G, there is a
red copy of H1 or a blue copy of H2 whose vertex set is not forbidden (i.e. the vertex set of
the monochromatic copy Hi is not a member of Fi).

Given µ > 0, we say that G is µ-globally (H1, H2)-Ramsey if for every 2-coloring of G and
every subset U ⊆ [n] of size at least µn, G[U ] contains a red copy of H1 or a blue copy of
H2.

By modifying the proofs of Hancock, Staden and Treglown [22] and of Gugelmann, Nenadov,
Person, Škorić, Steger and Thomas [20] proved with hypergraph containers, Das and Tre-
glown [18] showed that the random graph G(n, p) is not just (H1, H2)-Ramsey but in fact
robustly and globally Ramsey for many graphs (H1, H2) beyond the threshold of Conjec-
ture 1.2.

Theorem 2.6 ([18]). Let H1 and H2 be graphs such that m2(H1) ≥ m2(H2) ≥ 1 and

• m2(H1) = m2(H2), or

• H1 is strictly balanced with respect to m2(·, H2).

The random graph G(n, p) then has the following Ramsey properties.

1. There are constants γ = γ(H1, H2) > 0 and C1 = C1(H1, H2) such that if p ≥
C1n

−1/m2(H1,H2) and if for i ∈ [2], Fi ⊂
(

[n]
v(Hi)

)

is a collection of at most γnv(Hi) forbid-

den subsets, then G(n, p) is with high probability robustly (H1, H2)-Ramsey with respect
to (F1,F2).
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2. For every µ > 0, there is a constant C2 = C2(H1, H2, µ) such that if p ≥ C2n
−1/m2(H1,H2),

then G(n, p) is with high probability µ-globally (H1, H2)-Ramsey.

3 Main Theorems

In this section, we prove our two main results. Both of these theorems are stated somewhat
generally, and we apply them to specific pairs of graphs in Section 4.

Theorem 3.1. Let k ≥ 2 and K, G, and H be graphs satisfying the following properties.

1. For every partition V1, . . . , Vk of V (G), H is a subgraph of some G[Vi].

2. The graph obtained by taking k disjoint copies of H and adding all edges between the k
copies contains G as a subgraph.

3. m2(K) ≥ m2(G) ≥ 1, m2(K) ≥ m2(H) ≥ 1, and K is strictly 2-balanced with respect
to m2(·, G) (respectively m2(·, H)) or m2(K) = m2(G) (respectively m2(K) = m2(H)).

4. There is a graph K ′ obtained by deleting 1 vertex from K such that m2(K,H) ≥
m2(K

′, G) and m2(K
′) ≥ m2(G), and K ′ is strictly 2-balanced with respect to m2(·, G)

or m2(K
′) = m2(G).

5. The 0-statement of Conjecture 1.2 holds for the pair of graphs (K,H).

Then for k−2
k−1

< d ≤ k−1
k
,

p (n;K,G, d) = n−1/m2(K,H).

Proof. First we consider the lower bound. Let p = o
(

n−1/m2(K,H)
)

and k−2
k−1

< d ≤ k−1
k
. Let

Γn be the balanced complete k-partite graph on n vertices, and color each edge of Γn blue.
Since the pair of graphs (K,H) satisfies the 0-statement of Conjecture 1.2, there exists a
2-coloring of G(n, p) that does not have a red copy of K or a blue copy of H . Color the
remaining edges of Γn ∪ G(n, p) according to this coloring. Then Γn ∪ G(n, p) certainly
contains no red K, and since any k-partition of G contains H in one of its partite sets,
Γn ∪G(n, p) also contains no blue G.

For the upper bound, let p = ω
(

n−1/m2(K,H)
)

and k−2
k−1

< d ≤ k−1
k
. Let t = |V (K)| and

h = |V (H)|. By Theorem 2.3 with δ = d− k−2
k−1

, and ε > 0, for every n-vertex graph Γ with n
sufficiently large, there exist k disjoint vertex sets V1, . . . , Vk such that |V1| = · · · = |Vk| = ηn
for some η > 0, and for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k the pair (Vi, Vj) is ε-regular of density at least δ/2.
Let γ = γ(K,H) be as in Theorem 2.6.

We now prove by induction that with high probability, in any red-blue coloring of Γ∪G(n, p),
either there is a red copy of K, or we may a find a blue copy of H within each vertex set Vi

with all blue edges between the copies. This must necessarily contain a blue copy of G as a
subgraph, and hence will complete the proof.
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We begin by proving the base case, when k = 2. Let Γ ∪G(n, p) be 2-colored with red and
blue. By Lemma 2.2, for sufficiently small ε, there are at most hε|V1|

h h-sets in V1 whose
common neighborhood in V2 in Γ has size at most (δ/2 − ε)h|V2|. Choose ε so that hε < γ.
Let F1 = ∅ and F2 be those h-sets of V1 whose common neighborhood in V2 in Γ has size at
most (δ/2−ε)h|V2|. We may assume that G(n, p)[V1] does not contain a red copy of K. Then
since G(n, p)[V1] ∼ G(ηn, p), and since m2(K) ≥ m2(H) ≥ 1 and K is strictly 2-balanced
with respect to m2(·, H) or m2(K) = m2(H), Theorem 2.6 implies that there is a blue copy
of H in G(n, p)[V1] whose vertex set is not a member of F2.

Taking α =
(

δ/2−ε
2

)h

, if U ⊂ V2 is the common neighborhood of the vertices in the blue copy

of H in V1, then |U | ≥ α2h|V2| = α2hηn. By the pigeonhole principle, there exists a vertex
set U ′ ⊂ U of size at least αηn such that for each vertex v ∈ V (H), the edges from v to U ′

are monochromatic.

Since m2(K,H) ≥ m2(K
′, G), we have that p = ω

(

n−1/m2(K ′,G)
)

. Now with µ = αη, Theo-
rem 2.6 implies that G(n, p) is µ-globally (K ′, G)-Ramsey with high probability. Therefore,
with high probability, G(n, p)[U ′] contains either a red copy of K ′ or a blue copy of G. If
there is a blue copy of G, then we are done, so assume there is a red copy of K ′ in G(n, p)[U ′].
Then the edges between V (H) and U ′ must all be blue, as otherwise a red copy of K is cre-
ated. We also have that G(n, p) is (K,H)-Ramsey with high probability, so we can assume
that G(n, p)[U ′] contains a blue copy of H . But then Γ∪G(n, p) contains the blue graph con-
sisting of two disjoint copies of H with all edges in between, which contains G as a subgraph.
Therefore, Γ ∪G(n, p) is (K,G)-Ramsey with high probability.

Now assume k ≥ 3. As before, let Γ∪G(n, p) be 2-colored with red and blue. For sufficiently
small ε and for 2 ≤ j ≤ k, there are at most hε|V1|

h h-sets in V1 whose common neighborhood
in Vj in Γ has size at most (δ/2− ε)h|Vj|. Let ε be sufficiently small so that (k − 1)hε < γ.
Let F1 = ∅ and F2 be those h-sets of V1 whose common neighborhood in some Vj in Γ has
size at most (δ/2− ε)h|Vj|. Note that |F2| ≤ (k − 1)hε|V1|

h < γ|V1|
h. Therefore, similar to

the case of k = 2 above, we have that with high probability, in any red-blue coloring, there is
a blue copy of H whose vertex set is not a member of F2. For 2 ≤ j ≤ k, let Uj ⊂ Vj be the
common neighborhood of V (H) in Vj in Γ. As in the k = 2 case, we can assume that there
is a vertex set U ′

j ⊂ Uj for each 2 ≤ j ≤ k of size αηn such that for each v ∈ V (H), each
edge from v to U ′

j is blue. After decreasing ε if necessary so that α > ε, we have by Lemma
2.2 that for 2 ≤ i < j ≤ k, the pair (U ′

i , U
′
j) is ε

′-regular for ε′ = ε/α and with density δ′ > 0.
By induction, we may assume with high probability that there is a blue copy of H within
each U ′

j and that all edges between these copies are blue. This together with the blue copy
of H from V1 contains a blue copy of G as a subgraph. This completes the proof. �

The following theorem provides a different set of conditions on pairs (H1, H2) for which
we can determine the associated perturbed Ramsey threshold. For the purpose of stating
Theorem 3.2 below, we denote m(G) = max{e(H)/v(H) | H ⊆ G} (the m-density of G),
and we say that G is balanced if e(G)/v(G) = m(G).
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Theorem 3.2. Let K and G be graphs such that m2(K) ≥ m2(G) ≥ 1. Let d(K) = e(K)
v(K)

and

assume that K is balanced. Let G be a k-chromatic graph with k ≥ 3 such that m(G) ≤ d(K).
Suppose the following conditions are satisfied.

1. There exist graphs K ′ and G′ obtained by deleting one vertex of K and G, respectively,
such that d(K) ≥ m2(K

′, G′), m2(K
′) ≥ m2(G

′) ≥ 1, and K ′ is strictly 2-balanced with
respect to m2(·, G

′) or m2(K
′) = m2(G

′).

2. There exists a graph K ′′ obtained by deleting two vertices from K such that d(K) ≥
m2(K

′′, G), m2(K
′′) ≥ m2(G) ≥ 1 and K ′′ is strictly 2-balanced with respect to m2(·, G)

or m2(K
′′) = m2(G).

3. G is a subgraph of the graph obtained by taking the complete balanced (k − 1)-partite
graph on (k−1)|V (G)| vertices and adding k−2 additional edges, which are contained
in distinct partite sets.

Then for k−3
k−2

< d ≤ k−2
k−1

,

p(n;K,G, d) = n−1/d(K).

Proof. For the lower bound, let p = o
(

n−1/d(K)
)

and k−3
k−2

< d ≤ k−2
k−1

. Define Γn to be the
complete balanced (k− 1)-partite graph on n vertices, and color the edges of Γn blue. Color
the remaining edges of Γn ∪G(n, p) red. Since n−1/d(K) is the threshold function for G(n, p)
to contain K [11], and since G is k-partite, with high probability Γn ∪ G(n, p) contains no
red K or blue G in this 2-coloring.

For the upper bound, let p = ω
(

n−1/d(K)
)

and k−3
k−2

< d ≤ k−2
k−1

. Let Γ be an n-vertex graph

of density d, for sufficiently large n. By Theorem 2.3 with δ = d − k−3
k−2

and ε > 0, there
are vertex sets V1, . . . , Vk−1 of size ηn such that (Vi, Vj) is an ε-regular pair of density at
least δ/2 for all i < j. Let t = |V (K)| and m = |V (G)|. Choose ε small enough so that
(δ/2− ε)t+m−1 > ε. By Lemma 2.2 applied to the pairs of the form (V1, Vi), we can choose ε
so that at least a k−2

k−1
proportion of the (t+m)-sets of V1 have a common neighborhood in Γ

of size at least (δ/2− ε)t+m|Vi| in Vi. Then at least a 1
k−1

proportion of the (t+m)-sets of V1

have a common neighborhood in Γ of size at least (δ/2− ε)t+m|Vi| in Vi for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k− 1.

Let F be the disjoint union of K and G. Let H be all the possible copies of F on the (t+m)-
sets in V1 described above with large common neighborhoods in Γ in each of V2, . . . , Vk−1.
Then there is some ξ > 0 depending only on t,m, and d such that |H| ≥ ξnt+m. Since p =
ω
(

n−1/d(K)
)

, it follows from the fact thatK is balanced andm(G) ≤ d(K) that µ1(F ) = ω(1),
where µ1 is as in Theorem 2.4. By Theorem 2.4, the probability that G(n, p)[V1] does not
contain a copy of F with vertex set in H is at most exp(−ξω(1)/(2t+m+1(t +m)!)) = o(1).
Thus, with high probability, G(n, p)[V1] contains a copy F1 of F whose common neighborhood,
say Ui, in Vi has size at least (δ/2 − ε)t+m|Vi| for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. Now take α so that
α2t+m = (δ/2 − ε)t+m, so in particular, |Ui| ≥ α2t+m|Vi| for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. Take
an arbitrary 2-coloring of the edges of Γ ∪ G(n, p). By the pigeonhole principle, for each
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2 ≤ i ≤ k − 1 we can find a subset U ′
i ⊂ Ui of size at least α|Vi| such that for every vertex

v ∈ V (F1), each edge vu with u ∈ U ′
i has the same color.

Since d(K) ≥ m2(K
′, G′) and d(K) ≥ m2(K

′′, G), by Theorem 2.6, G(n, p) is αη-globally
(K ′, G′)-Ramsey and αη-globally (K ′′, G)-Ramsey with high probability. Suppose there are
vertices u, v ∈ V (F1) such that all edges from u to U ′

2 are red and all edges from v to U ′
2 are

blue. Since G(n, p) is αη-globally (K ′, G′)-Ramsey, U ′
2 contains either a red copy of K ′ or a

blue copy of G′. However, if U ′
2 contains a red copy of K ′, then this creates a red copy of

K with u, and if U ′
2 has a blue copy of G′, then this makes a blue copy of G with v. Hence,

we may assume that the edges from V (F1) to U ′
2 are either all red or all blue. First assume

that all of the edges from V (F1) to U ′
2 are red. Since G(n, p) is αη-globally (K ′′, G)-Ramsey,

we have that U ′
2 contains a red copy of K ′′. We may assume that one of the edges of the

copy of G in F1 is red, and we then obtain a red copy of K. Therefore, all of the edges from
V (F1) to U ′

2 must be blue. By a similar argument, we may assume that all of the edges from
V (F1) to U ′

i are blue for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k − 1.

By decreasing ε if necessary, we may assume that α > ε, where α is defined as above. Then
since |U ′

i | ≥ α|Vi| for 2 ≤ i ≤ k − 1, Lemma 2.2 implies that (U ′
i , U

′
j) is an ε

α
-regular pair

with density δ′ > 0 for all 2 ≤ i < j ≤ k − 1. Now, by an inductive argument on k, we may
find a copy Fi of F in U ′

i for 2 ≤ i ≤ k − 2 and a constant α′ depending only on ε such that
there exists a vertex set U ′′

k−1 ⊂ Vk−1 of size α′ηn for which all edges with endpoints coming
from distinct vertex sets among V (F1), . . . , V (Fk−2) and U ′′

k are blue. (Indeed, the base case
k = 3 was essentially proved above.) Furthermore, we may assume that each Fi contains at
least one blue edge, as otherwise it contains a red copy of K. However, by our assumptions
on G, this implies that Γ ∪ G(n, p) contains a blue copy of G. Therefore, Γ ∪ G(n, p) is
(K,G)-Ramsey with high probability. �

4 Applications of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2

In this section, we show that Theorem 3.1 can be applied when K is a complete graph and
G is a complete graph minus a perfect matching. Denoting by K ′

s the complete graph on
s vertices minus a maximum matching, we determine the threshold function p(n;Kt, K

′
s, d)

for the range of densities k−2
k−1

≤ d ≤ k−1
k

for each integer k such that 2 ≤ k < s
3
.

Corollary 4.1. Let K ′
s be the graph obtained by deleting a maximum matching from the

complete graph Ks. For an integer 2 ≤ k < s
3
and in the range of densities k−2

k−1
≤ d ≤ k−1

k
,

we have that for t ≥ s ≥ 7,

p(n;Kt, K
′
s, d) = n−1/m2(Kt,K ′

⌈s/k⌉
).

Proof. It suffices to show that the hypothesis of Theorem 3.1 is satisfied when we take
K = Kt, G = K ′

s and H = K ′
⌈s/k⌉. It is clear that in every partition of V (K ′

s) into k
sets V1, . . . , Vk, some part contains K ′

⌈s/k⌉, and that taking k copies of K ′
⌈s/k⌉ and adding all

possible edges between each pair of copies contains K ′
s.
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Routine calculation shows that m2(Kt) ≥ m2(K
′
s), m2(K

′
⌈s/k⌉) and that Kt is strictly 2-

balanced with respect to m2(·, K
′
s) and m2(·, K

′
⌈s/k⌉).

Similarly, m2(Kt−1) ≥ m2(K
′
s), and Kt−1 is strictly 2-balanced with respect to K ′

s. It is also
routine to check that m2(Kt, K

′
⌈s/k⌉) ≥ m2(Kt−1, K

′
s).

Finally, by Theorem 1.5 in [14], the 0-statement for Conjecture 1.2 holds for the pair
(Kt, K

′
⌈s/k⌉).

Therefore, we may apply Theorem 3.1, and this completes the proof. �

Remark. We require that k < s
3
in Theorem 3.1 since if k ≥ ⌈ s

3
⌉. then K ′

⌈ s
3
⌉ is a subgraph of

the path on 3 vertices. Hence, m2(K
′
⌈ s
3
⌉) ≤ 1, so the statement of Conjecture 1.2 does not

apply to the pair (Kt, K
′
⌈ s
3
⌉) when k ≥ s

3
.

Additionally, in [18] Das and Treglown proved that for an integer 2 ≤ k < s
2
and for the

range of densities k−2
k−1

≤ d ≤ k−1
k
, if k = 2 or s ≡ 1 (mod k), then

p(n;Kt, Ks, d) = n−1/m2(Kt,K⌈s/k⌉).

However, if k ≥ 3 and s 6≡ 1 (mod k), they only show that

p(n;Kt, Ks, d) = n−(1−o(1))/m2(Kt,K⌈s/k⌉).

We are able to use Theorem 3.1 to remove the o(1) term in the expression, and thus obtain
an exact threshold function when k ≥ 3 and s 6≡ 1 (mod k).

Corollary 4.2. Let s, t, k be integers with k ≥ 2 and t ≥ s ≥ 2k+1, and let k−2
k−1

≤ d ≤ k−1
k
.

Then
p(n;Kt, Ks, d) = n−1/m2(Kt,K⌈s/k⌉).

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Corollary 4.1, i.e., it is a straightforward applica-
tion of Theorem 3.1. �

Das and Treglown also determined the threshold function for pairs of the form (Kt, C2k+1) [18].
Specifically, they showed that for 0 < d ≤ 1/2,

p(n;Kt, C2k+1, d) = n−2/(t−1).

Using Theorem 3.2, we generalize this result to pairs (Kt, G) for t ≥ 5 including, for example,
the cases where G is an odd cycle, an odd cycle with a chord, an even cycle with a chord
connecting two vertices an even distance away along the cycle, or a star on at least 3 vertices
with an additional vertex that is adjacent to each vertex of the star.
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Corollary 4.3. Given a tree T with at least 4 vertices, let G be a graph obtained by adding
a vertex v to T and edges from v to V (T ) such that there is no 2-coloring of T where the
vertices in NG(v) are all the same color, but there is some vertex u ∈ NG(v) such that there
is a 2-coloring of T where the vertices of NG(v) \ {u} are colored with the same color.

Then for t ≥ 5 and 0 < d ≤ 1/2,

p(n;Kt, G, d) = n−2/(t−1).

Proof. This follows from applying Theorem 3.2 when K = Kt and G is given as in the
statement of this corollary. The graph G′ is obtained by deleting v, hence G′ = T . We also
have that K ′ = Kt−1 and K ′′ = Kt−2.

Here, d(K) = t−1
2
, and it is straightforward to verify that t−1

2
≥ m2(Kt−1, T ) = t−1

2
,

m2(Kt−1) ≥ m2(T ) = 1, and Kt−1 is strictly 2-balanced with respect to m2(·, G
′).

Note that m2(G) ≤ 2, and it is straightforward to verify that m2(Kt−2) ≥ m2(G) ≥ 1 and
Kt−2 is strictly 2-balanced with respect to m2(·, G).

Notice that G is 3-chromatic, so we are applying Theorem 3.2 for k = 3. Take a 2-coloring
of T where the vertices NG(v) \ {u} all have the same color, say red. Let V1 be the set of
red vertices and V2 be the set of blue vertices, and add all possible edges in between V1 and
V2. Then add v to V2, add an edge between v and u (u must be colored blue and hence is in
V2), then add all edges between v and V1. The resulting graph contains G as a subgraph, so
the last condition in Theorem 3.2 is satisfied. This completes the proof. �

In the following corollary, we present another application of Theorem 3.2 where K has
significantly fewer edges than a complete graph.

Corollary 4.4. Let K be the graph obtained by taking a star on t ≥ 4 vertices and adding
a new vertex that is adjacent to each vertex of the star. Let G be as in Corollary 4.3. Then
for 0 < d ≤ 1/2,

p(n;K,G, d) = n−(t+1)/(2t−1).

Proof. Let T be a star on t ≥ 4 vertices, and let v be the vertex of K that is adjacent to
each vertex in T . We have that d(K) = 2t−1

t+1
and m2(K) = 2. Let K ′ = T , and let G′ be as

in the proof of Corollary 4.3. Then d(K) ≥ m2(K
′, G′) = 1 and m2(K

′) = m2(G
′) = 1.

Let K ′′ be obtained by deleting 2 vertices of T from K. It is straightforward to check that
d(K) ≥ m2(K

′′, G), m2(K
′′) ≥ m2(G) ≥ 1 and K ′′ is strictly 2-balanced with respect to

m2(·, G).

Finally, G satisfies the last condition of Theorem 3.2 as in the proof of Corollary 4.3.

This completes the proof since n−1/d(K) = n−(t+1)/(2t−1). �

12



Acknowledgements

Work on this project started during the Research Training Group (RTG) rotation at Iowa
State University. Both authors were supported by NSF grant DMS-1839918. We would like
to thank Ryan Martin for helpful discussions during early stages of this project.

References

[1] E. Aigner-Horev, O. Danon, D. Hefetz, and S. Letzter. Large rainbow cliques in randomly
perturbed dense graphs. SIAM J. Discrete Math., 36(4):2975–2994, 2022.

[2] E. Aigner-Horev, O. Danon, D. Hefetz, and S. Letzter. Small rainbow cliques in randomly
perturbed dense graphs. Eur. J. Comb., 101:103452, 2022.

[3] E. Aigner-Horev and Y. Person. Monochromatic Schur triples in randomly perturbed dense
sets of integers. SIAM J. Discrete Math., 33(4):2175–2180, 2019.

[4] J. Balogh, J. Finlay, and C. Palmer. Rainbow connectivity of randomly perturbed graphs.
arXiv:2112.13277, 2021.

[5] J. Balogh, R. Morris, and W. Samotij. Independent sets in hypergraphs. J. Am. Math. Soc.,
28(3):669–709, 2015.

[6] J. Balogh, A. Treglown, and A. Z. Wagner. Tilings in randomly perturbed dense graphs. Comb.

Probab. Comput., 28(2):159–176, 2019.

[7] W. Bedenknecht, J. Han, Y. Kohayakawa, and G. O. Mota. Powers of tight Hamilton cycles
in randomly perturbed hypergraphs. Random Struct. Algor., 55(4):795–807, 2019.

[8] P. Bennett, A. Dudek, and A. Frieze. Adding random edges to create the square of a Hamilton
cycle. arXiv:1710.02716, 2017.

[9] T. Bohman, A. Frieze, M. Krivelevich, and R. Martin. Adding random edges to dense graphs.
Random Struct. Algor., 24(2):105–117, 2004.

[10] T. Bohman, A. Frieze, and R. Martin. How many random edges make a dense graph Hamil-
tonian? Random Struct. Algor., 22(1):33–42, 2003.

[11] B. Bollobás. Random graphs. In Combinatorics, Proceedings, pages 80–102. Swansea, 1981.
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