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Abstract. We study the typical structure and the number of triangle-free graphs with n
vertices and m edges where m is large enough so that a typical triangle-free graph has a cut
containing nearly all of its edges, but may not be bipartite.

Erdős, Kleitman, and Rothschild showed that almost every triangle-free graph is bipartite,
which leads to an asymptotic formula for the number of triangle-free graphs on n vertices.

Osthus, Prömel, and Taraz later showed that for m ≥ (1 + ε)
√

3
4
n3/2√logn, almost every

triangle-free graph on n vertices and m edges is bipartite, which likewise leads to an asymp-
totic formula for their number. Here we give a precise characterization of the distribution
of edges within each part of the max cut of a uniformly chosen triangle-free graph G on n
vertices and m edges, for a larger range of densities with m = Θ(n3/2√logn). Using this
characterization, we describe the evolution of the structure of typical triangle-free graphs as

the density changes. We show that as the number of edges decreases below
√

3
4
n3/2√logn,

the following structural changes occur in G:
• Isolated edges, then trees, then more complex subgraphs emerge as ‘defect edges’, the

edges within the parts of a max cut of G. In fact, the distribution of defect edges is
first that of independent Erdős-Rényi random graphs inside the parts, then that of
independent exponential random graphs, conditioned on a small maximum degree and
no triangles.

• There is a sharp threshold for 3-colorability at m ∼
√

2
4
n3/2√logn and a sharp thresh-

old between 4-colorability and unbounded chromatic number at m ∼ 1
4
n3/2√logn.

• Giant components emerge in the defect edges at m ∼ 1
4
n3/2√logn.

We further use this structural characterization to prove asymptotic formulas for the
number of triangle-free graphs with n vertices and m edges in this range of densities. The
asymptotic formula exhibits a change in form around the threshold m ∼ 1

4
n3/2√logn at

which giant components emerge among the defect edges.
We likewise prove the analogous results for the random graph G(n, p) conditioned on

triangle-freeness.
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1. Introduction

Three central topics in combinatorics and graph theory are extremal problems, asymptotic
enumeration, and structural questions about typical combinatorial objects. These three topics
and their connections are nicely illustrated by the case of triangle-free graphs.

Mantel’s Theorem solves an extremal problem by characterizing the triangle-free graphs
on n vertices with the most edges: they are the complete, balanced bipartite graphs.

Theorem 1.1 (Mantel [39]). A triangle-free graph on n vertices has at most ⌊n2/4⌋
edges, and the graphs achieving this bound are the complete bipartite graphs with part sizes
⌊n/2⌋, ⌈n/2⌉.

Let T (n) be the set of (labelled) triangle-free graphs on n vertices and B(n) be the set of
bipartite graphs on n vertices. The following theorem of Erdős, Kleitman, and Rothschild
answers the asymptotic enumeration problem and also describes the typical structure of a
triangle-free graph.
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Theorem 1.2 (Erdős, Kleitman, Rothschild [19]). Almost all triangle-free graphs are bipar-
tite. That is,

|T (n)| ∼ |B(n)| ∼
(

n

⌊n/2⌋

)
2⌊n

2/4⌋−1

√
π

log 2
.

Here the notation f(n) ∼ g(n) means that limn→∞
f(n)
g(n) = 1, or equivalently f(n) =

(1 + o(1))g(n), and ‘almost all’ means a fraction 1 − o(1). In particular, Theorem 1.2 shows
that a typical triangle-free graph is a subgraph of a nearly balanced complete bipartite graph
on n vertices; or in other words, typical triangle-free graphs exhibit the same rigid global
structure as the extremal example, even though their number of edges is roughly half as
many.

To phrase it differently, recall that for two probability distributions µ, ν on a common
sample space Ω, their total variation distance is defined as

∥µ− ν∥TV = sup
A⊆Ω

|µ(A) − ν(A)| .

An equivalent formulation of Theorem 1.2 is that the uniform distribution on T (n) is within
total variation distance o(1) of the uniform distribution on B(n). We remark that total
variation distance o(1) is a very strong notion of closeness of probability distributions, much
stronger than other notions such as asymptotic contiguity.

How far does this structural behavior persist? Let T (n,m) be the set of triangle-free
graphs on n vertices and m edges and let B(n,m) be the subset of bipartite graphs. Osthus,
Prömel, and Taraz – building on work of Prömel and Steger [51] – proved a sharp threshold
result in m for a typical triangle-free graph on n vertices to be bipartite with high probability.

Theorem 1.3 (Osthus, Prömel, and Taraz [44]). For every ε > 0,

(1) If m ≥ (1 + ε)
√
3
4 n

3/2
√

log n, then almost every graph in T (n,m) is bipartite; that is,

|T (n,m)| ∼ |B(n,m)| .

(2) If n/2 ≤ m ≤ (1 − ε)
√
3
4 n

3/2
√

log n, then almost every graph in T (n,m) is not bipar-
tite; that is,

|B(n,m)| = o (|T (n,m)|) .

One can again rephrase this result in terms of total variation distance: part (1) states
that the uniform distributions on T (n,m) and B(n,m) respectively are within total variation
distance o(1) whereas (2) states that these distributions are asymptotically singular: they
have total variation distance 1 − o(1). In other words, the rigid structural property of a
typical triangle-free graph being bipartite persists, as the edge density is lowered, until m ≈√

3
4 n

3/2
√

log n, and thus in this range of densities the asymptotic enumeration and typical
structure problems reduce to the much simpler problem of understanding bipartite graphs.

Far enough below n3/2 edges, the asymptotic enumeration problem has also been solved
through entirely different methods. When m ≤ n3/2−ε, the asymptotics of |T (n,m)| have
been determined in a series of papers [20, 28, 50, 64, 60, 42]. The first step was the result of
Erdős and Rényi showing that with m = Θ(n) the distribution of the number of triangles in
the random graph G(n,m) is asymptotically Poisson, and thus the proportion of all graphs
on n vertices with m edges that are triangle-free is ∼ exp(−µ), where µ is the expected
number of triangles in G(n,m). Using what is now known as ‘Janson’s Inequality’, Janson,
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 Luczak and Ruciński [28] then showed that for m = o(n6/5), the Poisson behavior persists
and the probability in G(n,m) of seeing no triangles is still asymptotic to exp(−µ). This

approach was pushed further, to m ≤ n3/2−ε for any fixed ε > 0 by Wormald [64] and Stark
and Wormald [60] (see also [42]), and here the asymptotic formula for the probability of
triangle-freeness is the exponential of a sum whose number of terms grows as ε gets smaller.
Unlike in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3, the asymptotics in this regime are not driven by a rigid
global structure like bipartiteness, but rather by a lack of global structure.

Adopting the terminology of statistical physics, we call the dense regime, in which typical
triangle-free graphs align with a bipartition and have all (or nearly all) their edges in a max
cut, the ordered regime; and the sparse regime, in which graphs lack this global structure, the
disordered regime. Below we describe how intuition and tools from the study of order–disorder
phase transitions in statistical physics are useful in studying triangle-free graphs.

Our goal in this paper is to understand the number and typical structure of triangle-free
graphs in the intermediate range of densities not covered by the two sets of results described
above. In particular, we will delve further into the ordered regime, and solve these problems
for a range of edge densities at which typical triangle-free graphs are not bipartite but are
still very structured: they have a unique max cut (A,B) with only a small number of ‘defect
edges’ within A and B. We further characterize precisely the distribution of the number and
structure of these defect edges.

In particular, we will prove the following asymptotic enumeration and structural results.

• We give an asymptotic formula for |T (n,m)| when m ≥ (1 − ε)14n
3/2

√
log n for con-

stant but suitably small ε (Theorems 1.10 and 1.12).
• We determine the precise structure of a uniformly random graph from T (n,m) in this

regime. Almost all such graphs have a unique max cut (A,B) with almost all edges
crossing the cut. The distribution of defect edges inside A and B is as follows.

– when m ≥ (1+ε)14n
3/2

√
log n the graphs inside A and B are independent Erdős-

Rényi random graphs with edge probability q(m,n) which we determine;
– when m is smaller, the distribution of defect edges are independent copies of a

conditioned exponential random graph with parameter values we determine.
• As corollaries, we determine sharp thresholds and scaling windows for several struc-

tural properties:
– we determine the limiting distribution of the smallest number of edges one needs

to remove to make a typical graph in T (n,m) bipartite and identify the scal-
ing window for a random triangle-free graph in T (n,m) to be bipartite (Theo-
rem 1.8).

– we identify the sharp threshold for a random triangle-free graph in T (n,m) to
be 3-colorable (Theorem 1.9).

– we identify the sharp threshold for the property of a random triangle-free graph
in T (n,m) to be 4-colorable (Theorem 1.13).

• We likewise prove analogues of all the results above for the Erdős-Rényi random
graph G(n, p) conditioned on being triangle-free; e.g. we determine the first-order

asymptotics of the probability of being triangle-free when p ≥ (1 − ε)
√

logn
n , and

characterize the typical structure of graphs drawn from this conditional distribution.

To prove these results we use intuition from the the study of order–disorder phase tran-
sitions in statistical physics; we use tools such as the cluster expansion as well as develop
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new techniques to work with cumulant generating functions in certain exponential random
graph models. We expect these techniques to be widely applicable to other combinatorial
enumeration problems.

1.1. Main results. In the ordered regime, almost every triangle-free graph G has a unique
max cut, whose partition we will denote by (A,B), and this max cut contains almost all of
the edges of G. We will denote by GA, GB the subgraphs induced by A and B respectively,
and let S ⊆

(
A
2

)
and T ⊆

(
B
2

)
denote the defect edges, so that GA = (A,S) and GB = (B, T ).

The crossing edges Ecr of G are those with one endpoint in A and the other in B.

To describe typical structure, we will determine the distribution of the max cut (A,B) (in
particular the distribution of their respective sizes), the distribution of the defect edges S
and T given (A,B), and the distribution of Ecr given S and T to high enough accuracy and
in a simple enough form that we can do explicit calculations of asymptotics. We say a few
words about each of these distributions in reverse order.

Conditioned on (A,B) and S, T , the distribution of Ecr is essentially that of a uniformly
random subset of m−|S|−|T | edges from A×B conditioned on the event that these edges form
no triangles with the edges from S, T . Equivalently, it is a uniformly random independent
set of size m − |S| − |T | from the graph S � T , the Cartesian product of the graphs (A,S),
(B, T ); that is, the graph with vertex set V (S � T ) = A×B and edge set

E(S � T ) = {{(a, b), (a, b′)} : {b, b′} ∈ T} ∪ {{(a, b), (a′, b)} : {a, a′} ∈ S} .

We will show below that this random independent set model is very nicely behaved: it is
‘subcritical’ in the sense that we can write an explicit asymptotic formula for the number
of such independent sets using the cluster expansion, one of the main tools from statistical
physics we use in this work.

Deriving the distribution of the defect edges S, T conditioned on the cut (A,B) is at
the heart of this paper. We will show that the distribution of S, T is asymptotically that of
independent copies of an exponential random graph conditioned on a maximum degree bound
and triangle-freeness. The parameters of this random graph depend on the edge density of
the triangle-free graph G.

Finally, the distribution of the cut (A,B) will follow fairly easily from an understanding
of the other distributions. In particular, we show that the imbalance |A| − ⌊n/2⌋ follows a
discrete Gaussian distribution.

We state our results in three different regimes, corresponding to distinct behavior of the
distribution of the defect edges. We highlight that as m decreases, the typical number of
defect edges in a sample from T (n,m) increases i.e. the graph becomes less bipartite.

• The subcritical defect regime, m ≥ (1 + ε) 1
4n

3/2
√

log n, for ε > 0 fixed. We will
see that in this regime, whp all defect edges are in small components, and (up to o(1)
total variation distance) the distribution of defect edges within A and within B is
that of independent Erdős-Rényi random graphs.

• The supercritical defect regime, m ≤ (1 − ε)14n
3/2

√
log n, for ε ∈ (0, 1/14] fixed.

In this regime, the defect edges form connected graphs on both A and B and the
distribution of defect edges is given by a conditioned exponential random graph with
weights that are a function of the number of edges and paths of length 2 in the graph.

• The critical defect regime, (1 − ε)14n
3/2

√
log n ≤ m ≤ (1 + ε)14n

3/2
√

log n for
ε = o(1). In this critical regime, giant components emerge among the defect edges



6 ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS
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32113
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Erdős–Rényi Empty

Connected, spanning Isolated edgesBounded-size trees
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Defect edge distribution:

Chromatic number:

Empty

c
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log n
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4 n3/2 log n

Subcritical defect regimeSupercritical defect regime Bipartite

Figure 1. Summary of structural changes as the edge density changes.

in A and B, the chromatic number becomes unbounded, and the number of paths of
length 2 becomes significant in the distribution of defect edges.

A visual overview of the structural changes (leaving out the critical regime) is shown in
Figure 1.

1.1.1. Subcritical defect regime. To state precise results, we first define some parameters. Let

λ0 :=
4m

n2
,(1.1)

and

λ := λ0 + λ20 + (λ20n− 1)λ0e
−λ20n/2 .(1.2)

Note that in our setting λ ∼ λ0, but the lower order corrections will be consequential.

Define q0 = q0(n,m) so that

q0
1 − q0

= λe−λ
2n/2 .(1.3)

The parameter q0 will represent the approximate density of defect edges. When m ∼ c
4 ·

n3/2
√

log n we have q0 = n−
1
2
− c2

2
+o(1).

We write G(V, q) to denote the Erdős-Rényi random graph on a vertex set V with edge
probability q. We also define a distribution on partitions of [n] = {1, . . . , n}.

Definition 1.4. Given λ > 0, let ξλ denote the following discrete Gaussian distribution on
Z:

ξλ(t) ∝ (1 + λ)−t
2

.

We define a probability distribution θλ on partitions (A,B) of [n] as follows:
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(1) Sample t ∈ Z according to ξλ.
(2) Sample a partition (A,B) of [n] with |A| = ⌊n/2⌋ + t, |B| = ⌈n/2⌉ − t uniformly at

random.

Definition 1.5. Call a partition (A,B) of [n] strongly balanced if
∣∣|A|−|B|

∣∣ ≤ 10(n log n)1/4.
Let Πstrong denote the set of all strongly balanced partitions of [n].

Theorem 1.6. Fix ε > 0. Suppose m ≥ 1+ε
4 n3/2

√
log n and let λ be as in (1.2). Choose G

from the uniform distribution on T (n,m). Then

(1) Whp G has a unique, strongly balanced max cut (A,B) of size m − o(m). The cut
(A,B) is distributed according to θλ up to o(1) total variation distance.

(2) Whp over the random max cut (A,B), the distribution of the subgraphs GA and GB
induced by A and B respectively is that of independent samples from G(A, q0) and
G(B, q0) up to o(1) total variation distance.

Alternatively, we can rephrase Theorem 1.6 in terms of an algorithm that generates an
approximately uniform sample from T (n,m). We describe the process below and denote the
resulting distribution on T (n,m) by µm,1.

Algorithm 1 The distribution µm,1

(1) Choose a random partition (A,B) according to θλ.

(2) Choose defect edges S ⊆
(
A
2

)
, T ⊆

(
B
2

)
according to independent realizations of G(A, q0)

and G(B, q0) respectively. If S ∪ T contains a triangle or if |S| + |T | > m, output an
arbitrary graph G0 ∈ T (n,m). Otherwise proceed to the next step.

(3) Choose crossing edges Ecr ⊂ A × B uniformly from all subsets of size m − |S| − |T | so
that S ∪ T ∪ Ecr contains no triangles.

(4) Output S ∪ T ∪ Ecr.

Theorem 1.7. Fix ε > 0 and suppose m ≥ 1+ε
4 n3/2

√
log n. The distribution µm,1 is at total

variation distance o(1) to the uniform distribution on T (n,m).

From Theorem 1.6 or Theorem 1.7, one can immediately deduce essentially any desired
structural information about the defect graphs from an understanding of the structure of a
very sparse Erdős-Rényi random graph. Using this and an understanding of the independent
set model that generates the crossing edges, we can describe the evolution of the structure

of a uniformly random G from T (n,m) as m decreases from
√
3
4 n

3/2
√

log n to 1
4n

3/2
√

log n.
At a high level, as the overall edge density decreases within the ordered regime, the density
of the defect edges and the complexity of the structure typical graphs increase. From (1.3),

we see that as m drops from
√
3
4 n

3/2
√

log n to 1
4n

3/2
√

log n, q0 increases from around n−2 to

n−1; this gives some intuition for the constant
√
3
4 in Theorem 1.3 and hints at more complex

structure emerging when the leading constant passes 1
4 .

Now we describe some of the structural changes precisely. Osthus, Prömel, and Taraz

show that
√
3
4 n

3/2
√

log n is the sharp threshold for G sampled uniformly from T (n,m) to be
bipartite; that is, for the defect graphs to be empty. We refine this by characterizing the
distribution of the distance from bipartiteness. This also gives the precise scaling window for
the property of G being bipartite.
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Theorem 1.8. Fix ε > 0 and suppose m ≥ 1+ε
4 n3/2

√
log n. Suppose G is drawn uniformly

from T (n,m), and let X(G) be the minimum number of edges whose removal makes G bi-

partite. Let X̂ ∼ Bin(⌊n2/4⌋, q0) where q0 is as in (1.3). Then ∥X(G) − X̂∥TV → 0 as
n→ ∞.

In particular, if m =

√
3+ log logn

logn
− t

logn

4 n3/2
√

log n for t ∈ R, then

lim
n→∞

P(G ∈ B(n,m)) = exp

(
−
√

3

4
et/2

)
.

In their survey on random triangle-free graphs [52], Prömel and Taraz ask: what is the
typical chromatic number of a graph G drawn uniformly from T (n,m) in the regime where
G is not bipartite whp? Our next result identifies a sharp transition from 3-colorability to

4-colorability at m ∼
√
2
4 n

3/2
√

log n.

Theorem 1.9. Let ε > 0 be fixed and let G be drawn uniformly from T (n,m). Then

• If (1 + ε)
√
2
4 n

3/2
√

log n ≤ m ≤ (1 − ε)
√
3
4 n

3/2
√

log n then χ(G) = 3 whp.

• If (1 + ε)14n
3/2

√
log n ≤ m ≤ (1 − ε)

√
2
4 n

3/2
√

log n then χ(G) = 4 whp.

In Theorem 1.13 below, we show that the chromatic number becomes unbounded when m
is just below 1

4n
3/2

√
log n (the supercritical defect regime).

Finally, we can use Theorem 1.6 to asymptotically enumerate triangle-free graphs in this
range of densities.

Theorem 1.10. Fix ε > 0 and suppose m ≥ (1 + ε)14n
3/2

√
log n. Then

|T (n,m)| ∼ 1√
2λm+1n

(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
(1 + λ)n

2/4 exp

{
λe−λ

2n/2+λ3nn
2

4
+ λ5e−λ

2nn
4

8

}
,

where λ = λ(n,m) is as in (1.2).

We note that an asymptotic formula for |B(n,m)| is straightforward to compute (see
e.g. [44, Theorem 4]), and so Theorem 1.10 can be used to give an asymptotic formula
for the probability that a uniformly chosen G ∈ T (n,m) is bipartite.

1.1.2. Supercritical defect regime. Next, postponing discussion of the critical regime to Sec-
tion 1.1.3, we characterize the typical structure of triangle-free graphs at lower densities,
when the defect edges are denser. In contrast to the subcritical defect regime, the distribu-
tion of the defect edges will not be that of Erdős-Rényi random graphs on A and B. Instead,
the distribution of defect edges in A and in B will be asymptotically identical to independent
exponential random graphs with energy functions depending on the count of edges and P2’s,
conditioned on triangle-freeness and on a bound on the max degree. An exponential random
graph is a log linear probability distribution on the set of graphs on n vertices, where the
log of the probability mass function is an energy function that is a linear combination of
subgraph counts of the graph [23, 63, 55, 9, 17, 53].

Let P2 denote the path on 2 edges. Let |G| denote the number of edges of a graph G and
P2(G) the number of copies of P2 (as a subgraph) in G. Then given parameters q ∈ (0, 1),
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ψ ∈ R and a vertex set V ⊆ [n], let G(V, q, ψ) denote the random graph on V with distribution

νq,ψ(G) ∝
(

q

1 − q

)|G|
eψP2(G) ,(1.4)

conditioned on the event that ∆(G) ≤ 50 max{qn, log n} and G is triangle-free. In what

follows q will be roughly n−c for c ∈ (1/2, 2] and ψ will be roughly n−1/2. Since ψ is positive,
this gives a boost to graphs with more copies of P2, and since ψ is small one might think the
boost would be mild. With the conditioning on the max degree the boost is indeed mild; the
average degree remains ∼ qn (as it would be with ψ = 0). Without conditioning on the max
degree the average degree would jump significantly (by a factor polynomial in n) on account
of the preference for P2’s. Thus the conditioning gives νq,ψ distinct properties from those of
exponential random graphs considered in the literature, and it is an essential component of
our results and techniques.

We now define the specific parameters q = q(n,m), ψ = ψ(n,m) that arise in the defect
distribution. First we let λ be as in (1.2) and let

q1
1 − q1

:= λe−λ
2n/2+λ3n−7λ4n/4 .(1.5)

Next, let

µ =

(
n/2

2

)
q1e

λ3n2q0 ,

and
q2

1 − q2
:=

q1
1 − q1

e4λ
3µ .(1.6)

Finally define

ψ := λ3n/2 .(1.7)

Theorem 1.11. Fix ε ∈ (0, 1/14]. Suppose m ≥ (1 − ε)14n
3/2

√
log n. Choose G from the

uniform distribution on T (n,m). Then

(1) Whp G has a unique, strongly balanced max cut (A,B) of size m − o(m). The cut
(A,B) is distributed according to θλ up to o(1) total variation distance.

(2) Whp over the random cut (A,B), the distribution of the subgraphs GA and GB are
independent samples from G(A, q2, ψ) and G(B, q2, ψ) respectively up to o(1) total
variation distance.

Like Theorem 1.6, Theorem 1.11 can be rephrased algorithmically. We do this in Section 11
where we introduce the measure µm,2. Theorem 1.11 provides a very precise description of
the distribution of defect edges. As in the subcritical regime, understanding the distribution
to this level of detail will allow us to understand the evolution of the structure of the graph
and give precise asymptotics for the number of triangle-free graphs.

Theorem 1.12. Fix ε ∈ (0, 1/14]. Suppose m ≥ (1 − ε)14n
3/2

√
log n. Then

|T (n,m)| ∼ 1√
2λm+1n

(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
(1 + λ)n

2/4(1 − q2)
−n2/4+n/2×

exp

{
1

64
λ6n5q20 −

1

64
λ6n6q30 −

1

24
n3q30 +

1

64
λ4n4q20 −

1

6
λ4n5q30 −

1

2
λ4n4q20

}
.
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One can check that the formula in Theorem 1.12 does indeed reduce to that of Theorem 1.10
when m ≥ (1 + ε)14n

3/2
√

log n.

We next show that a random triangle-free graph makes a sharp transition from al-
most surely being 4-colorable to having unbounded chromatic number as m decreases past
1
4n

3/2
√

log n. In fact we prove an upper bound on the independence number below this thresh-

old. Recall that Theorem 1.9 states that for (1 + ε)14n
3/2

√
log n ≤ m ≤ (1− ε)

√
2
4 n

3/2
√

log n,
χ(G) = 4 whp.

Theorem 1.13. Fix ε ∈ (0, 1/14) and let G be drawn uniformly from T (n,m). If

m ∼ (1 − ε)
1

4
n3/2

√
log n

then the independence number of G satisfies α(G) = o(n) whp. In particular, the chromatic
number of G satisfies χ(G) = ω(n) whp.

We can in fact say more about how quickly the chromatic number increases as the edge
density of G decreases, but we postpone this to Section 10.

1.1.3. Critical defect regime. We now discuss the critical defect regime, with (1 −
ε)n3/2

√
log n ≤ m ≤ (1 + ε)n3/2

√
log n and ε = o(1). In this window giant components

emerge among the defect edges in A and B, and their distribution begins to depend on the
P2 count. (Note that the asymptotic enumeration result in this regime is already covered by
Theorem 1.12).

We first determine the scaling windows for the emergence of giant components and
connectivity among the defect edges. We use the notation f(n) ≪ g(n) to denote that
limn→∞ f(n)/g(n) = 0.

Theorem 1.14. Let G be drawn uniformly from T (n,m), conditioned on G having a strongly
balanced max cut (A,B).

(1) If m is such that q0 = 2
n−

ω(n)

n4/3 , with 1 ≪ ω(n) ≪ n1/3, then whp the largest connected

component of GA is of size Θ(n2/3ω−2 log(ω)).
(2) If m is such that q0 = 2

n − ω
n4/3 , with ω constant, then whp the largest connected

component of GA is of size Θ(n2/3).

(3) If m is such that q0 = 2
n + ω(n)

n4/3 , with 1 ≪ ω(n) ≪ n1/3, then whp the largest connected

component of GA is of size (2 + o(1)) · ω · (n/2)2/3.

(4) Fix ε > 0. If m is such that q0 = (1 + ε)2 lognn , then whp GA is connected, while if m

is such that q0 = (1 − ε)2 lognn , then whp GA is not connected.

Moreover, these results also hold for the graph GB.

Note that when q0 = Θ̃(n−1), m ∼ 1
4n

3/2
√

log n, and so giant defect components and
connectivity in the defect graphs emerge in rapid succession at this threshold; the results of
Theorem 1.14 give a description of the scaling window of this emergence.

1.2. Methods. Here we give an overview of the proofs of the structural and enumeration
results above. The intuition for the approach comes from both statistical physics and algo-
rithms. We use and extend tools from [38, 44, 6, 30, 31, 32, 33], and then develop some new
tools here.
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Our starting point is to write a statistical physics partition function for triangle-free graphs:

(1.8) Z(λ) =
∑

G∈T (n)

λ|G| ,

along with the corresponding probability distribution on T (n), the Gibbs measure

(1.9) µλ(G) =
λ|G|

Z(λ)
,

where |G| is the number of edges of G. As we see below in Section 2, up to scaling Z(λ) is
exactly the probability that G(n, p) is triangle-free, with p = λ

1+λ and µλ is the corresponding
conditional probability measure.

Classical statistical physics is concerned with understanding partition functions like this
and their associated Gibbs measures. Many statistical physics models (such as Ising, Potts,
hard-core) on lattices like Zd undergo order/disorder phase transitions as the strength of
interaction or density of particles increases. For instance, consider the ferromagnetic Ising
model on a torus (Z/nZ)d. In the low-temperature, strong interaction regime typical samples
from the model look like small perturbations from either the all + or all − configurations (the
ground states). Quantifying the contribution to Z from all such small perturbations (and
understanding their probabilistic properties) is a delicate and difficult task and the subject of
a huge amount of work in statistical physics dating all the way back to Peierls’ work on the
Ising model [46]. Some of the powerful methods developed to address this problem include
the cluster expansion [56, 47, 16, 35, 22] and Pirogov-Sinai theory [49, 15, 36, 14]. Recently,
these types of tools have been applied outside the context of classical statistical physics, to
algorithmic and combinatorial problems of enumeration and sampling [7, 54, 45, 8, 26, 32,
30, 33].

We can take this perspective on the partition function defined in (1.8). The (near) ground
states of the triangle-free graph model are the (nearly) balanced complete bipartite graphs
on n vertices; this is the content of Mantel’s Theorem. The first step in understanding the
‘ordered’ phase of a statistical physics model is to prove that configurations far from any
ground state have a negligible contribution to the partition function. For classical lattice
systems this is often accomplished by a Peierls’ argument; in the triangle-free graph setting
the result of  Luczak [38] (Theorem 3.1 below) accomplishes this coarse separation of ground

states: he proves that almost all triangle-free graphs with m edges, m ≥ Cn3/2 for sufficiently
large C, have a max cut containing almost all the edges. More refined estimates at larger
densities are given by Osthus, Prömel, and Taraz [44] which allow them to prove Theorem 1.3.

In particular, their estimates show that when m ≥ (1+ε)
√
3
4 n

3/2
√

log n, a typical triangle-free
graph has a max cut (A,B) such that the max degree within A and within B is 0 (that is,
the graph is bipartite).

This marks the starting point of our approach. We extend the estimates from [44] (by
adapting a more general approach of Balogh, Morris, Samotij, and Warnke [6] who analyzed

the structure of Kr-free graphs) to show that when λ ≥ Cn−1/2 and C is sufficiently large, a
typical sample from µλ has a max cut (A,B) such that the max degree within A and within
B is at most α/λ for some small constant α. This is a more refined but still coarse structural
result, and our proof uses the very coarse result of  Luczak as a key ingredient (see Section 12).
Crucially, the degree bound we obtain allows us to apply the cluster expansion to understand
the contribution to Z(λ) from graphs with a given max cut (A,B) and given sets S, T of
defect edges within A and B respectively. The conclusion of this analysis is that conditioned
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on (A,B) the distribution of S, T is that of an exponential random graph conditioned on a
max degree bound.

From here we move on to a yet simpler approximation. Using local probability estimates,
we show that with negligible error we can impose a much stricter max degree condition on the
exponential random graph, and this in turn allows us to truncate the cluster expansion after
a small number of terms, thus significantly simplifying the parameters of the exponential
random graph. How simple we can make this model depends on the density: the lower the
density the more complex the model, as more complex structure emerges among the defect
edges.

From there, we then need to analyze this exponential random graph model conditioned on
a max degree bound. The conditioning is in fact essential – without it the model would ‘blow
up’ and defects would proliferate, taking us out of the neighborhood of the (A,B) ground
state – and this marks a departure with other exponential random graph models analyzed
in probability theory and algorithms [9, 17, 53]. The tools we develop to understand this
model are based primarily in approximating cumulant generating functions; this allows us to
understand both partition functions and approximate probability distributions via Pinsker’s
Inequality. The bounding of higher-order cumulants in the conditioned ERG model is the
most technically involved part of the proof. On top of this, we need to prove a version of
Janson’s Inequality [29] for the probability of triangle-freeness in the conditioned exponential
random graph model (Lemma 7.7 below). This hints at a kind of approximate duality in the

problem: in the ordered regime (m≫ n3/2) the distribution of defect edges S, T has much in
common with the distribution of the full set of edges of a triangle-free graph in the disordered
regime m ≪ n3/2. We discuss below how extensions of tools like those in [29, 64, 60, 42]
might be used in the future to extend our results further into the ordered regime.

Nearly all of our work is done in analyzing Z(λ) and µλ, and this analysis leads directly to
the results on G(n, p) which we present below in Section 2. To prove our results for T (n,m),
we transfer the results for Z(λ) and µλ by using local central limit theorems for hard-core
models. Such results are relatively straightforward to prove when the underlying model has a
convergent cluster expansion; this technique has been used recently in both combinatorics [33]
and algorithms [27].

1.3. Outlook. The ultimate goal in the study initiated in [20, 19], continued in [29, 51, 64,
43, 52, 44, 61, 60, 42], and pursued here would be to determine the asymptotic number and
typical structure of triangle-free graphs at any density. This will require progress on two
fronts.

On the disordered side, there are asymptotic formulas for Z(λ) and |T (n,m)| when

λ ≤ n−1/2−ε and m ≤ n3/2−ε for any fixed ε > 0 [60, 42]; these formulas extend Jan-
son’s inequality and involve the exponential of a sum of terms, with the number of terms
growing as ε decreases. It is tempting to believe that there is a convergent infinite series, of
which these sums are finite truncations, that give an asymptotic formula for λ ≤ cn−1/2 and
m ≤ cn3/2 for some c > 0. Such a result would follow if one could show the cluster expansion
for a hypergraph independent set model (see Section 3) converges in a particular range of
parameters or if logZ(λ) has a different convergent expansion (see the discussion in [24]).

On the ordered side, one would need to extend the results of this paper to sparser regimes.
Theorem 2.9 below gives a rough structural description of a typical sample from µλ all the
way down to λ ≥ Cn−1/2 for some C > 0. In order obtain an asymptotic formula for Z(λ) and
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|T (n,m)| from this, one would have to greatly extend the already very involved computations
and estimates of Sections 9 and 10 below. The two main technical steps to proving such a
result using the methods of this paper would be to find an efficient method for bounding
higher cumulants in the conditioned ERG model and to prove an analogue of the extensions
of Janson’s Inequality in [60, 42] to infinitely many terms and in the conditioned ERG model
(note the similarity in technical bottleneck to the disordered regime, again reflecting the
approximate duality in the problem).

Ultimately, the disordered and ordered regimes must meet to cover all densities, and we
have some predictions and questions about how this might happen. We first conjecture
that there is a sharp order–disorder phase transition, marked by a non-analyticity in an
‘order parameter’ defined by the fraction of edges in the max cut of a triangle-free graph
(see [10, 12, 13] for the use and discussion of order parameters in combinatorial problems).

Conjecture 1. There exists c∗ > 0 and a continuous function δ : (c∗,∞) → (0, 1/2] so that
the following holds.

(1) If c < c∗ and m ∼ cn3/2, then whp a graph G drawn uniformly from T (n,m) has a
max cut of size (1/2 + o(1))m.

(2) If c > c∗ and m ∼ cn3/2, then whp a graph G drawn uniformly from T (n,m) has a
max cut of size (1/2 + δ(c) + o(1))m.

We also ask about the nature of the phase transition, and whether this order parameter is
continuous or discontinuous at the transition point.

Question 1. Assuming Conjecture 1, is the order/disorder phase transition in triangle-free
graphs first order or second order? More precisely, we ask

(1) Is limc→c∗+ δ(c) = 0 (reflecting a second-order phase transition) or limc→c∗+ δ(c) > 0
(first-order)?

(2) With G drawn uniformly from T (n,m), m ∼ c∗n3/2, does the random variable
MAX-CUT(G)

m converge in probability to 1
2 (second order), a constant random vari-

able different than 1
2 (first order), or to a random variable supported on two distinct

values (first order)?

Convergence of MAX-CUT(G)
m to a random variable with support of size more than 2 is not

ruled out, but we conjecture this does not occur.

Moving beyond triangle-free graphs, the same kind of questions can be asked for many
other combinatorial enumeration problems, and the methods introduced here can likely be
used to provide some answers.

Mantel’s Theorem is one of the first and most central results in extremal graph theory,
and a first example of the more general class of Turán-type problems which includes Turán’s
generalization of Mantel’s Theorem to Kr+1-free graphs [62]. The extensions of Theorems 1.2
and 1.3 to the Kr+1-free case were proved by Kolaitis, Prömel, and Rothschild [34] and
Balogh, Morris, Samotij, and Warnke [6] respectively. In particular it is shown in [6] that

for m ≥ (θr + ε)n2−
2
r+2 (log n)1/[(

r+1
2 )−1] (for some explicit constant θr) almost all Kr+1-free

graphs on n vertices with m edges are r-partite, and this immediately yields an asymptotic
formula for the number of such graphs. We ask if the methods employed here can give
asymptotic formulas at lower densities.
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Problem 1. For r ≥ 4 fixed and c < θr, determine the asymptotic number of Kr+1-free

graphs on n vertices with m edges when m ∼ cn2−
2
r+2 (log n)1/[(

r+1
2 )−1].

Eventually one would like to understand the possible order–disorder phase transition in
Kr+1-free graphs as well, and one can pose analogs of Conjecture 1 and Question 1 in this
setting.

More generally, there are a large number of classes of combinatorial objects that can
be represented by independent sets in hypergraphs, with hyperedges encoding forbidden
substructures. Turán-type problems fall into this class, along with problems about sum-free
sets, k-AP-free sets, and Sidon sets in the integers/Abelian groups (see e.g. [5] for discussion).
A common phenomenon in this kind of problem is that substructures of extremal objects
account for almost all or a constant fraction of such structures (analogous to Theorem 1.2).
See e.g. [37, 25, 57, 4, 58, 41, 3] for examples. This can continue to hold for sparser objects (as
in Theorem 1.3), for example the results of [6] for Kr+1-free graphs and of [1, 2] for sum-free
sets in Abelian groups and in the integers [n]. What can one say about even sparser objects?

Question 2. Can one characterize defect distributions for combinatorial enumeration prob-
lems in the ordered regime more generally?

In particular one could ask if distributions analogous to conditioned exponential random
graphs arise universally in such problems.

1.4. A note on asymptotic notation. All asymptotic notation is to be understood with
respect to the limit n→ ∞. All implicit constants in the asymptotic notation O,Ω etc. will
be absolute constants unless specified otherwise. Moreover, for two functions f, g : N → R
we understand f(n) ≤ g(n) to mean that the inequality holds for n sufficiently large. We
write f(n) ∼ g(n) to denote that limn→∞ f(n)/g(n) = 1. We write f(n) ≪ g(n) to denote
that limn→∞ f(n)/g(n) = 0. We say a sequence of events An holds ‘with high probability’
(abbreviated ‘whp’) if P(An) = 1 − o(1).

2. Results for Erdős-Rényi random graphs

In this section we state our results for the Erdős-Rényi random graph G(n, p) conditioned
on the event thatG is triangle-free. The results mirror those in the Section 1, and in fact in our
proofs we will first address G(n, p) before translating the results to the uniform distribution
on T (n,m) in Section 11.

To state the results we will make use of the hard-core model of a random independent set
from a graph. Given a graph G let I(G) denote the set of all independent sets of G. For an
activity parameter λ ≥ 0, the hard-core model µG,λ is the distribution (or Gibbs measure)
on I(G) given by

µG,λ(I) =
λ|I|

ZG(λ)
,

where ZG(λ) =
∑

I∈I(G) λ
|I| is the hard-core partition function or the independence polyno-

mial.

Let Pn,p be the measure associated to the Erdős-Rényi random graph G(n, p) i.e.

Pn,p(G) = p|G|(1 − p)(
n
2)−|G| .
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We are interested in determining the asymptotics of Pn,p(T ), the probability that G(n, p)
is triangle-free, and in understanding the conditional measure Pn,p( · |T ).

In fact both this probability and the conditional measure can be represented as a partition
function and its associated Gibbs measure. Recall Z(λ) and µλ from (1.8),(1.9). In fact Z(λ)

and µλ define a hard-core model on a 3-uniform hypergraph Hn with vertex set
(
[n]
2

)
(rep-

resenting edges of the complete graph Kn on n vertices) and 3-uniform hyperedges {x, y, z}
when the edges {x, y, z} form a triangle in Kn. Independent sets (sets of vertices containing
no edge) in I(Hn) are exactly triangle-free graphs in T (n) (see e.g. the discussion in [5]).
The independence polynomial of Hn is∑

I∈I(Hn)

λ|I| =
∑

G∈T (n)

λ|G| = Z(λ) .

To see the connection to the distribution of G(n, p) conditioned on triangle-freeness, we
set λ = p

1−p and note the identity

Pn,p(T ) =
∑

G∈T (n)

p|G|(1 − p)(
n
2)−|G| = (1 − p)(

n
2)Z(λ) .(2.1)

Therefore to determine the asymptotics of Pn,p(T ), it suffices to determine the asymptotics
of Z(λ). Moreover with λ = p

1−p , µλ is identical to the distribution of G(n, p) conditioned on

T . As described in Section 1.2, our main task is to understand this partition function and
its Gibbs measure.

2.1. Subcritical defect regime. Given p, let λ = p
1−p and define q0 = q0(λ) so that

(2.2)
q0

1 − q0
= λe−λ

2n/2 .

This is the same q0 as in (1.3) only now considered as a function of λ. Recall from Defini-
tion 1.4 that θλ is a distribution on partitions of [n].

Consider the distribution µλ,1 on T (n) defined by the following algorithm.

Algorithm 2 The distribution µλ,1

(1) Choose (A,B) from the distribution θλ.

(2) Choose edges S ⊆
(
A
2

)
and T ⊆

(
B
2

)
according to independent Erdős-Rényi random

graphs on A and B with edge probability q0. If S or T contains a triangle, output the
empty graph. Otherwise proceed to the next step.

(3) Given S, T , choose Ecr ⊂ A×B according to the hard-core model on the graph S � T at
activity λ.

(4) Output the graph G = S ∪ T ∪ Ecr.

We have the following analogues of Theorems 1.7-1.10.

Theorem 2.1. Fix ε > 0 and suppose p ≥ (1 + ε)
√

logn
n . Then, with λ = p/(1 − p),

Pn,p(T ) ∼ 1

2

√
π

λ

(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
(1 + λ)−n

2/4+n/2 exp

{
λe−λ

2n/2+λ3nn
2

4
+ λ5e−λ

2nn
4

8

}
.

Moreover
∥µλ − µλ,1∥TV = o(1) .
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Theorem 2.2. Fix ε > 0 and let p ≥ (1 + ε)
√

logn
n . Let X̂ ∼ Bin(⌊n2/4⌋, q0) where q0 is as

in (2.2). Let X = X(G) be the minimum number of edges whose removal makes G bipartite.

Suppose G is drawn from G(n, p) conditioned on triangle-freeness. Then ∥X − X̂∥TV = o(1).

In particular, if p =
√

3 + log logn
logn − t

logn

√
logn
n for t ∈ R, then

lim
n→∞

Pn,p(G ∈ B | G ∈ T ) = exp

(
−
√

3

4
et/2

)
.

Theorem 2.3. Fix ε > 0.

• If (
√

2 + ε)
√

logn
n ≤ p ≤ (

√
3 − ε)

√
logn
n then Pn,p[χ(G) = 3|T ] = 1 − o(1).

• If (1 + ε)
√

logn
n ≤ p ≤ (

√
2 − ε)

√
logn
n then Pn,p[χ(G) = 4|T ] = 1 − o(1).

2.2. Supercritical defect regime. Recall the definitions of q1, q2, ψ from (1.5)-(1.7) and
consider them now as functions of λ.

Consider the following distribution µλ,2 on T (n).

Algorithm 3 The distribution µλ,2

(1) Choose (A,B) from the distribution θλ.

(2) Sample S ⊆
(
A
2

)
according to G(A, q2, ψ) and sample T ⊆

(
B
2

)
according to G(B, q2, ψ)

with S, T independent.
(3) Given S, T , choose Ecr ⊂ A×B according to the hard-core model on the graph S � T at

activity λ.
(4) Output G = S ∪ T ∪ Ecr.

We have the following analogues of Theorems 1.11-1.13.

Theorem 2.4. Fix ε ∈ (0, 1/14] and suppose p ≥ (1 − ε)
√

logn
n . Let λ = p/(1 − p), then

Pn,p(T ) ∼1

2

√
π

λ

(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
[(1 + λ)(1 − q2)]

−n2/4+n/2×

exp

{
1

64
λ6n5q20 −

1

64
λ6n6q30 −

1

24
n3q30 +

1

64
λ4n4q20 −

1

6
λ4n5q30 −

1

2
λ4n4q20

}
.

Moreover,

∥µλ − µλ,2∥TV = o(1) .

Theorem 2.5. Fix ε ∈ (0, 1/14] and let

p ∼ (1 − ε)

√
log n

n
,

then Pn,p[α(G) = o(n)|T ] = 1 − o(1) where α(G) denotes the independence number of G.



ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS 17

2.3. Critical defect regime. Theorem 2.4 covers the entire regime p ≥ (1 − ε)
√

logn
n ,

reducing to the results of Theorem 2.1 when p ≥ (1 + ε)
√

logn
n . Here we examine the

implications on the structure in the critical regime in which (1−ε)
√

logn
n ≤ p ≤ (1+ε)

√
logn
n

with ε = o(1).

We have the following analogue of Theorem 1.14.

Theorem 2.6. Let G be drawn from µλ conditioned on G having a strongly balanced max
cut (A,B).

(1) If λ is such that q0 = 2
n −

ω(n)

n4/3 , with 1 ≪ ω(n) ≪ n1/3, then whp the largest connected

component of GA is of size Θ(n2/3ω−2 log(ω)).
(2) If λ is such that q0 = 2

n − ω
n4/3 , with ω constant, then whp the largest connected

component of GA is of size Θ(n2/3).

(3) If λ is such that q0 = 2
n + ω(n)

n4/3 , with 1 ≪ ω(n) ≪ n1/3, then whp the largest connected

component of GA is of size (2 + o(1)) · ω · (n/2)2/3.

(4) Fix ε > 0. If λ is such that q0 = (1 + ε)2 lognn , then whp GA is connected, while if λ

is such that q0 = (1 − ε)2 lognn , then whp GA is not connected.

Moreover, these results also hold for the graph GB.

2.4. General defect distribution. Here we give a rough structural description of µλ for a
wider range of parameters: when λ ≥ ω/

√
n for some large constant ω. This rough description

will be the starting point for proving the much more detailed results above, but gives some
interesting information on its own.

The rough description requires a few definitions which will be useful later as well.

Definition 2.7. Given a graph G and a partition (A,B) of V (G), we call the graph GA∪GB
the defect graph of G (wrt (A,B)). In an abuse of terminology we will sometimes refer to
the pair (GA, GB) as the defect graph.

Let α = 1/(96e3). For a partition (A,B) of [n] let

T w
A,B,λ = {G ∈ T (n) : ∆(GA ∪GB) ≤ α/λ} .

That is, T w
A,B,λ is the set of graphs G whose defect graph wrt (A,B) has maximum degree at

most α/λ. We will eventually restrict our attention to defect graphs with a much stronger
degree bound and so the superscript ‘w’ in the notation refers to the fact that the defect graph
is ‘weakly sparse’. We also introduce notation for the set of weakly sparse defect graphs and
the weakly sparse restricted partition function.

Dw
A,B,λ :=

{
(S, T ) : S ⊆

(
A

2

)
, T ⊆

(
B

2

)
,∆(S ∪ T ) ≤ α/λ, S ∪ T triangle-free

}
(2.3)

= {(GA, GB) : G ∈ T w
A,B,λ} .

Zw
A,B(λ) =

∑
G∈T w

A,B,λ

λ|G| .(2.4)

We also define a set of ‘weakly balanced’ partitions of [n].



18 ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS

Definition 2.8. Call a partition (A,B) of [n] weakly balanced if
∣∣|A| − |B|

∣∣ ≤ n/10. Let Π
denote the set of all partitions of [n] and let Πweak ⊆ Π denote the set of all weakly balanced
partitions.

Given these definitions, Algorithm 4 defines a distribution µweak,λ on T (n).

Algorithm 4 The distribution µweak,λ

(1) Pick (A,B) ∈ Πweak with probability proportional to Zw
A,B(λ).

(2) Sample (S, T ) ∈ Dw
A,B,λ with probability proportional to λ|S|+|T |ZS�T (λ).

(3) Select Ecr ⊆ A×B according to the hard-core model on S � T at activity λ.
(4) Output S ∪ T ∪ Ecr.

Theorem 2.9. There exists ω > 0 such that if λ ≥ ω/
√
n then

∥µλ − µweak,λ∥TV = o(1) .

Moreover, a graph G drawn according to µweak,λ has a unique weakly balanced max cut whose
defect graph has maximum degree at most α/λ.

The main content of Theorem 2.9 is that the defect graph selected at Step 2 of Algorithm 4
has small maximum degree which allows us to understand the partition function ZS�T (λ)
(and hence also the measure at Step 2) in detail via cluster expansion (see Section 4 for
details on cluster expansion).

3. Proof roadmap

In this section we provide a roadmap for the proofs to come and for the remainder of the
paper. In Section 3.5 we collect definitions and notation in one place to serve as a reference
sheet for the reader.

Recall that in Section 2 we reformulated the main problems for G(n, p) in terms of a
statistical physics partition function Z(λ) and its associated Gibbs measure µλ. Similarly,
the main problems for T (n,m) are about the coefficient of λm in the polynomial Z(λ) and
the distribution of µλ conditioned on the event {|G| = m}.

To compute the asymptotics of Z(λ) we will make a number of successive approximations,
culminating in an approximation by a sum of partition functions of models that we can
analyze. We now describe this sequence of approximations, giving a roadmap for the rest of
the paper. We will always assume that

(3.1) λ ≤ 2

√
log n

n
and m ≤ 1

2
n3/2

√
log n ,

since all results for larger values are covered by [43].

3.1. Reduction to graphs with a dense cut. We begin with a classical theorem of
 Luczak [38] which states that almost all triangle-free graphs on n vertices and m ≥ Cn3/2

edges admit a dense cut.

Theorem 3.1 ([38]). For all δ > 0 there exists C = C(δ) > 0 so that if m ≥ Cn3/2, then
almost all G ∈ T (n,m) admit a cut of size at least (1 − δ)m.



ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS 19

We will need a slight refinement of Theorem 3.1 (Theorem 3.3 below) which follows from
combining [6, Proposition 6.1] and [6, Claim 6.2]. To state the result we need a definition.

Definition 3.2. Let G be a graph and (A,B) a partition of its vertex set. We say (A,B) is
a dominating cut of G if

dG(v,B) ≥ dG(v,A) for all v ∈ A

and similarly with A,B swapped.

Recall also the definition of a weakly balanced partition from Definition 2.8.

Theorem 3.3. For all δ > 0 there exists C = C(δ) > 0 so that if m ≥ Cn3/2, then almost
all G ∈ T (n,m) admit a dominating, weakly balanced cut of size at least (1 − δ)m.

We fix a sufficiently small constant δ > 0 (to be specified later) and consider the set

(3.2)

L(n, λ) := {G ∈ T (n) : G admits a weakly balanced, dominating cut of size ≥ |G| − 2δλn2} .

For a subset R ⊆ T (n) and λ > 0 we let

Z(R, λ) :=
∑
G∈R

λ|G|

be the restriction of the partition function Z(λ) to R. We also define the restricted Gibbs
measure µR,λ on R by

µR,λ(G) =
λ|G|

Z(R, λ)
.

Our first step is to approximate Z(λ) by Z(L, λ) where L = L(n, λ). The following result
is a simple consequence of Theorem 3.3 which we prove in Section 12.

Proposition 3.4. There exists a constant ω > 0 such that if λ ≥ ω/
√
n then, letting L =

L(n, λ),

Z(λ) ∼ Z(L, λ) ,

and

∥µλ − µL,λ∥ = o(1) .

3.2. Clustering by ground states. We next approximately partition the set of triangle-
free graphs according to which partition (A,B) of [n] they align best with; that is, according
to their max-cut partition. This partitioning will only be approximate because some graphs
(e.g. the empty graph) have multiple partitions achieving their max cut, but we will show
that the contribution of these graphs to Z(λ) is negligible.

To view the problem from the statistical physics perspective, we identify a collection of
‘ground states’ and ground-state graphs, whose contribution to Z(λ) is easy to calculate and
for large enough λ makes up almost all of Z(λ). In this case, each partition (A,B) of [n]
gives rise to a collection of ground-state graphs consisting of all graphs G that are bipartite
with bipartition (A,B). The contribution of this collection is (1 + λ)|A|·|B| since each of the
|A| · |B| possible crossing edges can be included or not included in such a bipartite graph. It
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is not hard to show that for λ ≫ log n/n, graphs obtained in this manner from more than
one partition (A,B) have a negligible contribution, and so we can write

Z(λ) ≥ (1 + o(1))
∑
(A,B)

(1 + λ)|A|·|B| .

An easy modification of the proof of Osthus, Prömel, and Taraz in [44] shows that when

λ ≥ (
√

3+ε)
√

logn
n , then this lower bound is tight: Z(λ) = (1+o(1))

∑
(A,B)(1+λ)|A|·|B|, and

moreover, when λ = (
√

3− ε)
√

logn
n , then Z(λ) ≫

∑
(A,B)(1 +λ)|A|·|B|, and so to understand

Z(λ) at these smaller densities we must take into account graphs that do not arise from
any ground state. On the other hand Proposition 3.4 shows that one only needs to consider
graphs that are ‘close’ to a ground state.

This marks our point of departure from the previous literature, and the main contribution
of this paper: how to account precisely for these near-ground-state graphs.

Our first step is to show that a typical sample from µL,λ (and hence also µλ) has a unique
weakly balanced max cut such that the defect edges form a graph of maximum degree at most
α/λ where we recall that α = 1/(96e3). Recall from (2.4) that we let Zw

A,B(λ) = Z(T w
A,B,λ, λ).

Define

Zweak(λ) =
∑

(A,B)∈Πweak

Zw
A,B(λ) .

Taken in conjunction with Proposition 3.4 the following proposition is a refinement of
Theorem 2.9.

Proposition 3.5. There exists a constant ω > 0 such that if λ ≥ ω√
n

then, letting L =

L(n, λ),

Z(L, λ) =
(

1 +O
(
e−

√
n
))

Zweak(λ) ,

and

∥µL,λ − µweak,λ∥TV = O
(
e−

√
n
)
.

Moreover, whp a graph G drawn according to µweak,λ has a unique weakly balanced max cut
whose defect graph has maximum degree at most α/λ.

The proof of Proposition 3.5 is a modification of the strategy of [6] (specialized to triangle-
free graphs) and is carried out in Section 12. We will soon see that the maximum degree
bound in Proposition 3.5 is crucial for our approach.

Given Proposition 3.5, our next goal is to understand the partition function Zw
A,B(λ) for any

weakly balanced partition (A,B). To this end, it will be useful to consider the contribution

to Zw
A,B(λ) from all G with a fixed defect graph. Indeed, let us fix edge sets S ⊆

(
A
2

)
,

T ⊆
(
B
2

)
. Recall from Section 1.1 that S � T denotes the Cartesian product of the graphs

(A,S), (B, T ). Whenever we write S�T below, the underlying partition (A,B) will be clear
from the context. Moreover, in an abuse of notation we will often identify the edge set S
with the graph (A,S).

If we fix (A,B), sample G from µλ, and condition on the event that GA = S and GB = T ,
then E(G) ∩ (A × B) is distributed according to the hard-core model on the graph S � T
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at activity λ. This observation is formalized in the following lemma which motivates the
appearance of ZS�T (λ) in Step 2 of Algorithm 4.

Lemma 3.6. Let (A,B) be a partition of [n] and suppose S ⊆
(
A
2

)
, T ⊆

(
B
2

)
. Let G(S, T ) be

the set of triangle-free graphs G so that GA = S and GB = T . Then∑
G∈G(S,T )

λ|G| = λ|S|+|T |ZS�T (λ) ,

where ZS�T (λ) is the hard-core partition function on the graph S � T .

Proof. In what follows we identify the vertex (u, v) ∈ V (S � T ) = A × B with the edge

{u, v} ∈
(
[n]
2

)
. The proof follows from the observation that if I is an independent set in the

graph S�T , then the graph on [n] with edge set S ∪T ∪ I is a triangle-free graph in G(S, T ),
and likewise for any G ∈ G(S, T ), E(G)∩ (A×B) forms an independent set in S � T , giving
a one-to-one correspondence. □

With this observation in hand, we may write the identity

Zw
A,B(λ) =

∑
(S,T )∈Dw

A,B,λ

λ|S|+|T |ZS�T (λ) ,

where we recall from (2.3) that Dw
A,B,λ = {(GA, GB) : G ∈ T w

A,B,λ}.

We can now see the crucial role of Proposition 3.5. Observe that if (S, T ) ∈ Dw
A,B,λ, then

∆(S ∪ T ) ≤ α/λ by definition, and so ∆(S � T ) ≤ ∆(S) + ∆(T ) ≤ 2α/λ. With the choice
α = 1/(96e3), λ ≤ 1/(4e∆(S � T )) and so the hard-core model on S � T at activity λ is
subcritical in a sense to be made precise below in Lemma 4.1. This allows us to understand
ZS�T (λ) via the cluster expansion and obtain a sequence of refinements of Proposition 3.5.

3.3. Reducing to sparser defect graphs. The first refinement of Proposition 3.5 is a
strengthening of the sparsity condition on the defect graph.

Throughout the paper, given a partition (A,B), we let a, b denote |A|, |B| respectively.

Definition 3.7. Let (A,B) ∈ Π, λ > 0, qA/(1 − qA) = λe−λ
2b, qB/(1 − qB) = λe−λ

2a.
Moreover let q = max{qA, qB}, ∆A,B,λ = 50 max{qn, log n} and KA,B,λ = 50 max{qn2, log n}.
We call a graph H ⊆

(
A
2

)
∪
(
B
2

)
λ-sparse if

(1) H is triangle-free,
(2) ∆(H) ≤ ∆A,B,λ,
(3) max{|HA|, |HB|} ≤ KA,B,λ.

Remark 1. Throughout the paper, we identify the pair (S, T ) ∈ 2(A2) × 2(B2) with the graph
S ∪ T and use them interchangeably. As such, we call a pair (S, T ) λ-sparse if S ∪ T is
λ-sparse.

Let

TA,B,λ := {G ∈ T (n) : (GA, GB) is λ-sparse} ,
the set of G whose defect graph wrt (A,B) is λ-sparse, and let

DA,B,λ := {(GA, GB) : G ∈ TA,B,λ} ,
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the set of λ-sparse defect graphs. Define also

ZA,B(λ) := Z(TA,B,λ, λ) =
∑

G∈TA,B,λ

λ|G| .

We note that for λ ≥ ω√
n

and (A,B) ∈ Πweak we have ∆A,B,λ = oω(1) · α/λ and so when

ω is large, the restriction on the sparsity of the defect graph in the definition of TA,B,λ is
stronger than that of T w

A,B,λ. The following lemma allows us to refine the approximation of

Z(L, λ) in Proposition 3.5.

Proposition 3.8. There exists ω > 0 such that if λ ≥ ω√
n
, and (A,B) ∈ Πweak, then

ZA,B(λ) =
(

1 +O(n2e−∆/2)
)
Zw
A,B(λ) ,

where ∆ = ∆A,B,λ, is as in Definition 3.7.

3.4. Reducing to strongly balanced partitions. Our next refinement of Proposition 3.5
comes from showing that we only need to consider strongly balanced partitions (A,B) (see
Definition 1.5) provided λ is sufficiently large. For this we need an intermediate notion of
balancedness.

Definition 3.9. We call a partition (A,B) ∈ Π λ-moderately balanced if∣∣|A| − |B|
∣∣ ≤Mλ := max{ne−λ2n/2, n1/2}(log n)2 ,

and we let Πmod,λ denote the set of all λ-moderately balanced partitions.

Define the measures µmod,λ and µstrong,λ on T (n) via the following processes.

Algorithm 5 The distribution µmod,λ (resp. µstrong,λ)

(1) Pick (A,B) ∈ Πmod,λ (resp. Πstrong) with probability proportional to ZA,B(λ).

(2) Pick (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ with probability proportional to λ|S|+|T |ZS�T (λ).
(3) Select Ecr ⊆ A×B according to the hard-core model on S � T at activity λ.
(4) Output S ∪ T ∪ Ecr.

Finally let

Zmod(λ) =
∑

(A,B)∈Πmod,λ

ZA,B(λ) and Zstrong(λ) =
∑

(A,B)∈Πstrong

ZA,B(λ) .

We prove the following two propositions covering overlapping ranges of λ.

Proposition 3.10. Fix c > 0 and let λ ≥ c
√

logn
n . Then

Zmod(λ) =
(
1 +O

(
n−3

))
Zweak(λ) ,(3.3)

and

∥µmod,λ − µweak,λ∥TV = O
(
n−3/2

)
.(3.4)

Proposition 3.11. For λ ≥ 13
14

√
logn
n ,

Zstrong(λ) =
(
1 +O

(
n−3

))
Zmod(λ) ,(3.5)
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and

∥µstrong,λ − µmod,λ∥TV = O
(
n−3/2

)
.(3.6)

It will be convenient to record the following immediate corollary of Proposi-
tions 3.4, 3.5, 3.10 and 3.11.

Corollary 3.12. For λ ≥ 13
14

√
logn
n ,

Z(λ) ∼ Zstrong(λ) ,

and

∥µλ − µstrong,λ∥TV = o(1) .

Proving these propositions and understanding Zstrong(λ) will come down to computing
asymptotics of ZA,B(λ) for λ-moderately balanced (A,B), which we will do with the use of
the cluster expansion, described in the next section.

The transfer of these results to results on T (n,m) is done in Section 11 using the following
identity, valid for any λ > 0:

|T (n,m)| =
Z(λ)

λm
· µλ({|G| = m}).

To use this to determine the asymptotics of |T (n,m)|, we will choose a value of λ so that
the mean number of edges in a sample from µλ is close to m. Computing asymptotics of
µλ({|G| = m}) will be made possible again by the fact that the hard-core measures obtained
from Proposition 3.5 are subcritical, which allows the use of a local central limit theorem to
estimate this probability.

3.5. Notation and definitions. Here we collect some key notation and definitions in one
section which the reader can use as a reference sheet.

As our argument evolves, we will consider three increasingly strict notions of a balanced
partition of the vertices of a graph G.

Definition 3.13. We call a partition (A,B) of [n]:

(1) Weakly balanced if
∣∣|A| − |B|

∣∣ ≤ n/10.
(2) λ-moderately balanced if∣∣|A| − |B|

∣∣ ≤Mλ = max
{
ne−λ

2n/2, n1/2
}

(log n)2 ,

(3) Strongly balanced if
∣∣|A| − |B|

∣∣ ≤ 10(n log n)1/4.

Let Πweak,Πmod,λ,Πstrong and Π denote the set of weakly balanced, λ-moderately balanced,
strongly balanced, and all partitions of [n] respectively.

Given (A,B) ∈ Π, we use the convention a = |A|, b = |B|. For λ > 0, we define qA = qA(λ)
and qB = qB(λ) via

qA
1 − qA

= λe−bλ
2

and
qB

1 − qB
= λe−aλ

2
.

Throughout the paper we let q = qA,B,λ = max{qA, qB}. When we use the notation q, the
partition (A,B) and λ will be clear from the context.
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Recall that for a subset R ⊆ T (n) and λ > 0 we let

Z(R, λ) =
∑
G∈R

λ|G| ,

and let µR,λ denote the measure on the set R defined by

µR,λ(G) =
λ|G|

Z(R, λ)
.

We denote Z(T (n), λ), µT (n),λ simply by Z(λ), µλ respectively.

Recall that for (A,B) ∈ Π, and graph G, we let GA, GB denote the respective subgraphs
of G induced by vertex sets A,B. Throughout the paper we fix α = 1/(96e3). Let

T w
A,B,λ = {G ∈ T (n) : ∆(GA ∪GB) ≤ α/λ} ,(3.7)

and

TA,B,λ = {G ∈ T (n) : ∆(GA ∪GB) ≤ ∆A,B,λ, |GA|, |GB| ≤ KA,B,λ} ,

where

∆A,B,λ = 50 max{qn, log n} and KA,B,λ = 50 max{qn2, log n} .
We also let

DA,B,λ := {(GA, GB) : G ∈ TA,B,λ} and Dw
A,B,λ := {(GA, GB) : G ∈ T w

A,B,λ} ,(3.8)

and refer to the edges of GA ∪GB as the defect edges of G (with respect to (A,B)). We will
at times abuse notation and identify the pair (GA, GB) with the graph GA ∪GB.

For G ∈ T , we let cweak,λ(G) denote the number of weakly balanced partitions (A,B) such
that (GA, GB) ∈ Dw

A,B,λ. We let cmod,λ(G), cstrong,λ(G) denote the number of λ-moderately/

strongly balanced partitions (A,B) such that (GA, GB) ∈ DA,B,λ respectively.

For ease of notation we let

ZA,B(λ) = Z(TA,B,λ, λ) and Zw
A,B(λ) = Z(T w

A,B,λ, λ) ,(3.9)

and

µA,B,λ = µTA,B,λ,λ and µwA,B,λ = µT w
A,B,λ,λ

.(3.10)

We also let νA,B,λ denote the measure on DA,B,λ given by

νA,B,λ(S, T ) =
λ|S|+|T |ZS�T (λ)

ZA,B(λ)
,(3.11)

and let νwA,B,λ denote the measure on Dw
A,B,λ given by

νwA,B,λ(S, T ) =
λ|S|+|T |ZS�T (λ)

Zw
A,B(λ)

.(3.12)

We note that µA,B,λ can be described as the measure given by the following two-step
process:

(1) Sample (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ according to νA,B,λ(S, T ).
(2) Sample Ecr ⊆ A×B according to the hard-core model on S � T at activity λ.
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The measure νA,B,λ is therefore the distribution of defect edges in a sample from µA,B,λ
and similarly for µwA,B,λ, ν

w
A,B,λ.

If a partition (A,B) of [n] is clear from the context, we use G� as shorthand for the
Cartesian product GA �GB.

As we will soon see, the quantities qA, qB will serve as a good approximations to the edge
densities within A and B respectively in a sample from νA,B,λ. It will be useful to note that

if λ = c
√

logn
n for some c > 0 and (A,B) is λ-moderately balanced, then

qA, qB = (1 + o(1))λe−nλ
2/2 = Θ̃

(
n−1/2−c2/2

)
.

As we refine our analysis of the defect edges, we require more refined estimates of these
densities. In Section 9, we define q′A and q′B via

q′A
1 − q′A

:= λe−λ
2b+2λ3b and

q′B
1 − q′B

:= λe−λ
2a+2λ3a ,(3.13)

while in Section 10 we require more precision and use the definitions

q′A
1 − q′A

:= λe−λ
2b+2λ3b−7λ4b/2 and

q′B
1 − q′B

:= λe−λ
2a+2λ3a−7λ4b/2 .(3.14)

In Section 10 we also define the following parameters.

µA =

(
a

2

)
q′Ae

2λ3b(aqA+bqB) and µB =

(
b

2

)
q′Be

2λ3a(aqA+bqB) ,

and

q′′A
1 − q′′A

=
q′A

1 − q′A
e4µBλ

3
and

q′′B
1 − q′′B

=
q′B

1 − q′B
e4µAλ

3
.

It will be useful to note that qA ∼ q′A ∼ q′′A and similarly for qB. We note also that
q0, q1, q2, µ defined in the introduction correspond to the parameters qA, q

′
A, q

′′
A, µA in the

special case where a = b = n/2 (a perfectly balanced partition).

Given graphs H,G, we let H(G) denote the number of (not necessarily induced) copies of
H in G. Given graphs H,G1, G2 let H(G1, G2) denote the number of copies of H in G1 ∪G2

with at least one edge in G1.

For V ⊆ [n] q ∈ (0, 1), we write G(V, q) to denote the Erdős-Rényi random graph on a
vertex set V with edge probability q. For ψ ∈ R, we let G(V, q, ψ) denote the random graph
on V with distribution

νq,ψ(G) ∝
(

q

1 − q

)|G|
eψP2(G) ,

conditioned on the event that ∆(G) ≤ 50 max{qn, log n} and G is triangle-free.

4. Tools and preliminaries

Some of our main tools for estimating partitions functions will be the cluster expansion
and bounds on cumulants in conditioned exponential random graph models. We begin with
some background and basic facts about these tools.
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4.1. Cluster expansion and the hard-core model. We defined the hard-core model in
Section 2; the following is a multivariate generalization. Let G be a graph and let I(G) be
the set of all independent sets of G. Let λ : V (G) → C be an assignment of complex weights
to the vertices of G. The (multivariate) hard-core model partition function of G is

ZG(λ) =
∑

I∈I(G)

∏
v∈I

λ(v) .

When λ(v) = λ for all v ∈ V (G) (the univariate case) we write ZG(λ) instead of ZG(λ).

The cluster expansion is a formal power series for logZG(λ); in fact, it is the Taylor series
around λ = 0. Conveniently, the terms of the cluster expansion have a nice combinatorial
interpretation (see e.g. [59, 21]). A cluster Γ = (v1, . . . , vk) is a tuple of vertices from G
such that the induced graph G[{v1, . . . , vk}] is connected. We let C(G) denote the set of all
clusters of G. We call k the size of the cluster and denote it by |Γ|. Given a cluster Γ, the
incompatibility graph HΓ, is the graph on vertex set Γ (considered as a multiset) with an
edge between vi, vj if either vi, vj are adjacent on G or i ̸= j and vi, vj correspond to the
same vertex in G. In particular, by the definition of a cluster, the incompatibility graph HΓ

is connected.

As a formal power series, the cluster expansion is the infinite series

logZG(λ) =
∑

Γ∈C(G)

ϕ(Γ)
∏
v∈Γ

λ(v) ,

where the product is over all coordinates of Γ and

ϕ(Γ) =
1

|Γ|!
∑

A⊆E(HΓ)
spanning, connected

(−1)|A| .

The cluster expansion converges absolutely if λ lies inside a polydisk D ⊂ CV (G) so that
ZG(ξ) ̸= 0 for all ξ ∈ D. We will need the following lemma which gives a sufficient condition
for convergence and bounds the error in truncating the cluster expansion. In fact, we will
require a slightly stronger statement that will allow us to truncate pinned cluster expansions
i.e. restrictions of the cluster expansion to clusters that contain a fixed set of vertices. Given
a set {u1, . . . , uℓ} of vertices of G, we write {u1, . . . , uℓ} ⊆ Γ to mean that each vertex ui
appears in the tuple Γ.

The next lemma follows from a classical approach to cluster expansion convergence based
on a combinatorial inequality due to Penrose [48] (see also [16, 22]). We defer its proof to
Appendix A. For λ : V (G) → C, we let λmax := maxv∈V (G) |λ(v)|.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose G is a graph on n vertices with maximum degree ∆, and suppose
λmax ≤ 1

4e∆ . Then the cluster expansion converges absolutely. Moreover, for any non-empty
vertex set S ⊆ V (G), k ≥ |S|, and t ≥ 0,∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|≥k

|Γ|tϕ(Γ)
∏
v∈Γ

λ(v)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ = Ok,t

(
∆k−|S|λkmax

)
.
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If |S| ∈ {1, 2} then we have the explicit upper bound∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|≥k

ϕ(Γ)
∏
v∈Γ

λ(v)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ (2e)k∆k−|S|λkmax .(4.1)

It will be convenient to think of the cluster expansion of logZG(λ) as an expansion in
terms of subgraph counts in G. By truncating the cluster expansion at clusters of size 3
we obtain the following corollary for the hard-core partition function of triangle-free graphs.
Recall that for a graph G, we let P2(G) denote the number of paths of length 2 in G.

Corollary 4.2. Let G be a triangle-free graph with n vertices, at most n′ non-isolated vertices,
and maximum degree ∆. Then for λ ≤ 1

4e∆ ,

log

(
ZG(λ)

(1 + λ)n

)
= −|G|λ2 + (P2(G) + 2|G|)λ3 +O(n′∆3λ4) .(4.2)

Moreover, if I is a random sample from the hard-core model on G at activity λ, then

E|I| =
λ

1 + λ
n− 2|G|λ2 + 3 (P2(G) + 2|G|)λ3 +O(n′∆3λ4) ,(4.3)

and

var|I| =
λ

(1 + λ)2
n− 4|G|λ2 +O(n′∆2λ3) .(4.4)

Proof. The proof is a routine calculation from the definitions using Lemma 4.1 to bound the
truncation error. We include the details as they will be instructive for later calculations. Let
G = (V,E) and F = (V, ∅) denote the empty graph on the same vertex set as G. Note that
ZF (λ) = (1 + λ)n. We let

C′ = C(G)\C(F ) .

The only clusters of F are precisely those of the form Γ = (v, v, . . . , v) for v ∈ V and these
are also clusters of G. If λ ≤ 1

4e∆ , then by Lemma 4.1, the cluster expansions of logZG(λ)
and logZF (λ) converge absolutely and

log

(
ZG(λ)

(1 + λ)n

)
=
∑
Γ∈C′

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| .(4.5)

Let C′
k denote the set of clusters in C′ of size k. Then C′

1 = ∅,

C′
2 = {(v1, v2) : {v1, v2} ∈ E} ,

and

C′
3 = {(v1, v2, v3) : G[{v1, v2, v3}] ∼= K2 or P2} ,

(here K2 denotes the complete graph on 2 vertices i.e. an edge).

If Γ ∈ C′
2, then HΓ

∼= K2 and so ϕ(Γ) = −1/2. We note that |C′
2| = 2|E|, accounting for

the orderings.

If Γ = (v1, v2, v3) such that G[{v1, v2, v3}] ∼= P2, then HΓ
∼= P2 and so ϕ(Γ) = 1/6. The

number of such clusters is 6P2(G).
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If Γ = (v1, v2, v3) such that G[{v1, v2, v3}] ∼= K2, then HΓ is isomorphic to a triangle and
so ϕ(Γ) = 1/3. The number of such clusters is 6|E|. We conclude from (4.5) that

log

(
ZG(λ)

(1 + λ)n

)
= −|G|λ2 + (P2(G) + 2|G|)λ3 +

∑
Γ∈C′:|Γ|≥4

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| .(4.6)

Next we observe that if Γ ∈ C′ then Γ cannot contain an isolated vertex of G. By applying
Lemma 4.1 with S = {v}, k = 4, t = 0, for each non-isolated vertex v of G and summing the
resulting bounds we deduce that∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
Γ∈C′:|Γ|≥4

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = O
(
n′∆3λ4

)
.(4.7)

To prove (4.3) we note

E|I| =
∑

I∈I(G)

|I| λ|I|

ZG(λ)
= λ

∂

∂λ
logZG(λ) .

By Lemma 4.1, the cluster expansion for logZG(λ) converges uniformly on [0, 1/(4e∆)], and
so we may differentiate termwise, yielding, by (4.6),

E|I| = n
λ

1 + λ
− 2|G|λ2 + 3 (P2(G) + 2|G|)λ3 +

∑
Γ∈C′:|Γ|≥4

|Γ|ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| .

Statement (4.3) now follows by bounding the sum on the RHS exactly as we did for (4.7)
(applying Lemma 4.1 now with t = 1).

Statement (4.4) follows similarly from the observation that

var|I| = λ
∂

∂λ
E|I| . □

We remark that the ratio ZG(λ)
(1+λ)n from Corollary 4.2 is the probability that a subset S ⊆

V (G) is an independent set of G, when S is chosen by including each vertex independently
with probability λ

1+λ .

The following quasirandomness condition for the hard-core model will be useful.

Lemma 4.3. Let G be a graph of maximum degree ∆ and let U ⊆ V (G). Let λ ≤ 1
16e2∆

and
let I be a random sample from the hard-core model on G at activity λ. Then

P (|I ∩ U | ≥ 5λ|U |) ≤ e−λ|U | ,

and
P (|I ∩ U | ≤ λ|U |/10) ≤ e−λ|U |/8 .

We note that the bounds of Lemma 4.3 and the range of λ for which they hold are not
optimal, but they will suffice for our purposes. We defer the proof of Lemma 4.3 to Appen-
dix B.

We will also make use of a local CLT (LCLT) for the low-density hard-core model. We
say that a sequence of integer-valued random variables Xn with mean µn and variance σ2n
satisfies a LCLT if for all integers k

P(Xn = k) =
1√

2πσn
e−(k−µn)2/(2σ2

n) + o(σ−1
n ) ,



ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS 29

as n → ∞. For graphs of maximum degree at most ∆, with ∆ constant, the second author,
Jain, Sah and Sawhney proved a sharp LCLT for the hard-core model [27]. The following is
an analogue for sequences of graphs Gn of maximum degree at most ∆n, with ∆n → ∞. We
do not attempt to optimize the bound on λ here.

Proposition 4.4. Let Gn be a sequence of graphs on n vertices of maximum degree at most
∆n. Let Xn be the size of an independent set drawn from the hard-core model on Gn at
activity λn. Suppose λn∆n → 0, nλn → ∞, and ∆n → ∞ as n → ∞. Then var(Xn) ∼ λn
and Xn obeys a local central limit theorem. That is, for every integer k ≥ 0,

P[Xn = k] =
1√

2πλn
exp

(
−(k − EXn)2

2λn

)
+ o

(
1√
λn

)
.

We prove Proposition 4.4 in Appendix C.

4.2. Cumulants and the cumulant generating function. Let X be a bounded random
variable. The cumulant generating function of X is

KX(t) := logEetX .

The cumulants of X are defined as coefficients of the Taylor series for KX(t) around 0:

κk(X) :=
∂kKX(t)

∂tk

∣∣∣∣∣
t=0

.(4.8)

In particular, κ1(X) = EX and κ2(X) = var(X).

Lemma 4.5. Let µ be a probability measure on a finite set Ω, and let X : Ω → R be a random
variable. Given s ∈ R, let µs denote the tilted measure

µs(x) ∝ µ(x)esX(x) for x ∈ Ω .

For k ∈ N, let κsk(X) denote the kth cumulant of X with respect to µs so that κk(X) = κ0k(X).
Let t > 0 and ℓ ∈ N. We have

logEµ
(
etX
)

=
ℓ−1∑
k=1

κk(X)
tk

k!
+ κsℓ(X)

tℓ

ℓ!

for some s ∈ [0, t].

Proof. Let f(t) := logEµ
(
etX
)
. Since f is ℓ times differentiable, Taylor’s Theorem (with the

Lagrange form of the remainder) shows that there exists s ∈ [0, t] such that

f(t) =

ℓ−1∑
k=1

f (k)(0)
tk

k!
+ f (ℓ)(s)

tℓ

ℓ!
=

ℓ−1∑
k=1

κk(X)
tk

k!
+ f (ℓ)(s)

tℓ

ℓ!
,

where for the second equality we used (4.8), the definition of cumulants. Finally note that
the cumulant generating function of X with respect to µs is

logEµs
(
etX
)

= f(t+ s) − f(s) ,

and so

κsℓ(X) =
∂ℓ

∂tℓ
(f(t+ s) − f(s))

∣∣∣∣∣
t=0

= f (ℓ)(s) . □
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4.3. Other probabilistic tools. We will use Pinsker’s inequality to bound the total varia-
tion distance between two probability measures. Recall that for discrete probability distribu-
tions ν, µ defined on the discrete same sample space Ω, the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence
of ν from µ is defined to be

DKL(ν ∥ µ) =
∑
x∈Ω

ν(x) log

(
ν(x)

µ(x)

)
,

provided ν(x) = 0 whenever µ(x) = 0, else we define DKL(ν ∥ µ) = +∞. (Note that we
interpret 0/0 and 0 log 0 as 0.) Their total variation distance is defined as

∥µ− ν∥TV = sup
A⊆Ω

|µ(A) − ν(A)| =
1

2

∑
x∈Ω

|µ(x) − ν(x)| .

Pinsker’s inequality allows us to bound the total variation distance between measures in
terms of their (KL) divergence which is often more convenient to compute.

Lemma 4.6 (Pinsker’s inequality). If µ, ν are two discrete probability distributions on a
common sample space Ω, then

∥ν − µ∥TV ≤
√

1

2
DKL(ν ∥ µ) .

The total variation distance between two discrete random variables X,Y , denoted ∥X −
Y ∥TV, is the total variation distance between the law of X and the law of Y i.e. ∥X−Y ∥TV =
1
2

∑
x∈R |P(X = x)−P(Y = x)|. We record the following elementary, yet powerful lemma for

bounding the total variation distance between random variables.

Lemma 4.7 (Coupling inequality). If X,Y are random variables with a coupling (X ′, Y ′),
then

∥X − Y ∥TV ≤ P(X ′ ̸= Y ′) .

Finally we note the following form of Chernoff’s inequality (see e.g. [40, Theorem 4.4]).

Lemma 4.8. Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent Bernoulli random variables, let X =
∑

iXi and
let µ = E[X]. For any δ > 0,

P(X > (1 + δ)µ) <

(
eδ

(1 + δ)1+δ

)µ
.

In particular, if 1 + δ ≥ e2, then P(X > (1 + δ)µ) < e−(1+δ)µ.

5. Uniqueness of partitions

The goal of this section is to prove the following lemma, which is a key step towards
the uniqueness statement of Proposition 3.5. Recall the definitions of T w

A,B,λ,Dw
A,B,λ defined

at (3.7), (3.8) respectively. It will also be useful to keep in mind the description of the measure
µR,λ with R = T w

A,B,λ given after (3.12).

Throughout this section we assume that λ ≥ ω/
√
n where ω > 0 is a sufficiently large

absolute constant.

Lemma 5.1. Let (A,B) ∈ Πweak and sample G according to µwA,B,λ. With probability at least

1−e−λn/25 , (A,B) is the unique weakly balanced partition satisfying ∆(GA∪GB) ≤ α/λ and
is the unique max cut of G.
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Lemma 5.1 will be a consequence of Lemma 4.3, the quasirandomness statement for the
hard-core model. Before we turn to the proof, we begin with a definition.

Definition 5.2. Given a graph G and a partition (A,B), we call G an (A,B)-λ-expander if

dG(v,B) ≥ λn/30 for all v ∈ A ,

and

X ⊆ A, |X| ≥ λn/100, Y ⊆ B, |Y | ≥ n/6 =⇒ |E(X,Y )| ≥ λ|X||Y |/10 ,(5.1)

and both statements hold also with A,B swapped. Moreover if λ ≥
√

logn
n , then we require in

addition that

X ⊆ A, Y ⊆ B, |X|, |Y | ≥ 10λn =⇒ |E(X,Y )| ≥ λ|X||Y |/10 .(5.2)

Lemma 5.3. Let (A,B) ∈ Πweak, and (S, T ) ∈ Dw
A,B,λ. Sample Ecr ⊆ A × B according to

the hard-core model on S � T at activity λ. Let G be the graph ([n], Ecr). Then

P(G is an (A,B)-λ-expander) ≥ 1 − e−λn/25 .

Proof. Note that ∆(S ∪ T ) ≤ α/λ so that ∆ := ∆(S � T ) ≤ 2α/λ. Fix v ∈ A and note that
dG(v,B) = |Ecr ∩ ({v} ×B)|. By Lemma 4.31, we have

P(dG(v,B) ≤ λ|B|/10) ≤ e−λ|B|/8 ≤ e−λn/24 ,

where we used that |B| ≥ n/3 (since (A,B) is weakly balanced). By a union bound over
v ∈ A we have

P(dG(v,B) ≥ λn/30 for all v ∈ A) ≥ 1 − ne−λn/24 .(5.3)

We now turn to the second condition in the definition of an (A,B)-λ-expander.

Fix X and Y as in (5.1). Note that

|E(X,Y )| = |Ecr ∩ (X × Y )| .
By Lemma 4.3, we then have

P(|E(X,Y )| ≤ λ|X||Y |/10) ≤ e−λ|X||Y |/8 ≤ e−λ
2n2/5000 .

By a union bound over all choices of X,Y we conclude that

P(G satisfies (5.1)) ≥ 1 − 2ne−λ
2n2/5000 ≥ 1 − e−n ,(5.4)

since λ ≥ ω/
√
n. Finally if λ ≥

√
logn
n then we fix X,Y as in (5.2). As above we have

P(|E(X,Y )| ≤ λ|X||Y |/10) ≤ e−λ|X||Y |/8 ≤ e−12λ3n2

By a union bound over all choices of X,Y we conclude that

P(G satisfies (5.2)) ≥ 1 −
(

n

10λn

)2

e−12λ3n2 ≥ 1 − e−λ
3n2

.

The result follows by combining this with (5.4), (5.3), and the analogous statements with
A,B swapped. □

Lemma 5.1 follows immediately from Lemma 5.3 and the following consequence of expan-
sion.

1Noting that λ < 1
4e2∆

since ∆ ≤ 2α
λ

and α = 1
96e3

.
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Lemma 5.4. Let (A,B) ∈ Πweak and let G be an (A,B)-λ-expander such that ∆(GA∪GB) ≤
α/λ . If (A′, B′) ∈ Π such that (A′, B′) ̸= (A,B), then ∆(GA′ ∪GB′) > α/λ . Moreover (A,B)
is the unique max cut of G.

Proof. Suppose that (A′, B′) is a partition distinct from (A,B). Since the partitions are
distinct, either A ∩B′ ̸= ∅ or B ∩A′ ̸= ∅. Assume wlog that B ∩A′ ̸= ∅.

Suppose first that |A ∩ B′| < λn/100. By assumption there exists v ∈ B ∩ A′. Since G is
an (A,B)-λ-expander we then have

dG(v,A′) ≥ dG(v,A) − dG(v,A ∩B′) ≥ λn/30 − |A ∩B′| ≥ λn/50 .

It follows that ∆(GA′ ∪GB′) ≥ λn/50 > α/λ. Moreover, we note that

dG(v,B′) = dG(v,B ∩B′) + dG(v,A ∩B′) ≤ α/λ+ |A ∩B′| < λn/50 ,

and so dG(v,B′) < dG(v,A′). In particular (A′, B′) is not a max cut since (A′\{v}, B′ ∪ {v})
is a larger cut.

We may therefore assume that |A ∩B′| ≥ λn/100. In particular A ∩B′ ̸= ∅, and so by an
identical argument, we may assume that |A′ ∩ B| ≥ λn/100 also. By symmetry (swapping
the roles of A and B) we may also assume that |A ∩A′| ≥ λn/100 and |B ∩B′| ≥ λn/100.

Since (A,B) is weakly balanced we have |B| ≥ n/3. Suppose wlog that |B ∩B′| ≥ |B ∩A′|
so that in particular |B ∩B′| ≥ n/6. Since G is an (A,B)-λ-expander we then have

|E(A ∩B′, B ∩B′)| ≥ λ|A ∩B′||B ∩B′|/10 ,(5.5)

and so there exists v ∈ A ∩ B′ such that dG(v,B ∩ B′) ≥ λ|B ∩ B′|/10 = λn/40. It follows
that ∆(GA′ ∪GB′) ≥ λn/40 > α/λ.

We conclude by showing that again (A′, B′) is not a max cut. First note that

(5.6) |E(A,B)| − |E(A′, B′)| =

|E(A ∩A′, B ∩A′)| + |E(A ∩B′, B ∩B′)| − |E(A ∩A′, A ∩B′)| − |E(B ∩A′, B ∩B′)| .

Since ∆(GA) ≤ α/λ, we have

|E(A ∩A′, A ∩B′)| ≤ α

λ
|A ∩B′| .

It follows from (5.5) and the bound |B ∩B′| ≥ n/6 that

|E(A ∩A′, A ∩B′)| < 1

2
|E(A ∩B′, B ∩B′)| .(5.7)

Since (A,B) is weakly balanced, |A| ≥ n/3 and so either |A ∩ A′| ≥ n/6, |A ∩ B′| ≥ n/6.
Suppose first that |A ∩A′| ≥ n/6, then an argument identical to the above shows that

|E(B ∩A′, B ∩B′)| < 1

2
|E(A ∩A′, B ∩A′)| .

Similarly, if |A ∩B′| ≥ n/6 then

|E(B ∩A′, B ∩B′)| < 1

2
|E(A ∩B′, B ∩B′)| .

In either case, when combined with (5.7) and (5.6), we see that |E(A,B)|−|E(A′, B′)| > 0. □
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6. Strengthening the max degree bound on the defect graph

In this section we prove Proposition 3.8. Throughout this section we fix (A,B) ∈ Πweak.
As in the previous section, we assume that λ ≥ ω/

√
n where ω > 0 is a sufficiently large

absolute constant. The main step toward Proposition 3.8, is to prove a large deviation bound
on the maximum degree of a sample from νwA,B,λ (defined at (3.12)). Since we will need it

later, we do the same for the measure νA,B,λ (defined at (3.11)). For r = (rA, rB) ∈ [0, 1)2,

let νr denote the measure on graphs G ⊆
(
A
2

)
∪
(
B
2

)
given by

νr(G) ∝
(

rA
1 − rA

)|GA|( rB
1 − rB

)|GB |
,(6.1)

i.e. the distribution of the union of the two independent Erdős-Rényi random graphs

G(A, rA), G(B, rB). Given a family of graphs E ⊆ 2(A2)∪(B2), let νr,E denote the measure
νr conditioned on the event E that is,

νr,E(G) ∝ νr(G)1G∈E .

Our strategy will be to approximate νA,B,λ, ν
w
A,B,λ by a perturbation of a measure of the form

νr,E for some choice of r = (rA, rB) 2 and a family of graphs E 3. Throughout the paper, we
will study various perturbations of measures of the form νr,E and so the results of this section
are stated in greater generality than that needed for our immediate task of understanding
νwA,B,λ. In general, we consider perturbations of the form

νfr,E(G) ∝ νr,E(G)ef(G) ,(6.2)

for some f : E → R. We highlight that if the function f is a linear combination of subgraph

counts of G then νfr,E(G) is a (conditioned) exponential random graph model.

We will always require f to satisfy a condition of the following type to ensure that the effect
of the perturbation can be controlled. We say that a family of graphs E is downward-closed
if G ∈ E and F ⊆ G implies F ∈ E .

Definition 6.1. Let E be a downward-closed family of graphs and let δ > 0.

• We call a function f : E → R δ-local if for all G ∈ E and F ⊆ G, we have

|f(G) − f(G\F )| ≤ δ|F | · max
H∈E

∆(H) .

• We call a function f : E → R strongly δ-local if for all G ∈ E and F ⊆ G, we have

|f(G) − f(G\F )| ≤ δ|F | · ∆(G) .

Recall the definition of qA, qB from Definition 3.7 and the definitions of Dw
A,B,λ,DA,B,λ

from (3.8).

Lemma 6.2.

(1) Let E = Dw
A,B,λ. There exists a strongly (16e3nλ3)-local f : E → R such that νwA,B,λ =

νfr,E with rA = qA, rB = qB.

(2) Let E = DA,B,λ. There exists a strongly (16e3nλ3)-local f : E → R such that νA,B,λ =

νfr,E with rA = qA, rB = qB.

2It will always be the case that rA = (1 + o(1))qA, rB = (1 + o(1))qB but the precise choice will vary.
3Typically we will take E = DA,B,λ or E = Dw

A,B,λ, but later in the paper we consider other choices of E .
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Proof. We prove (1). The proof of (2) is identical. Recall that we let G� = GA � GB and
that νwA,B,λ is the measure on Dw

A,B,λ given by

νwA,B,λ(G) ∝ λ|G|ZG�(λ) .

For G ∈ Dw
A,B,λ we have ∆(G) ≤ α/λ by definition, and so ∆(G�) ≤ 2α/λ. Since α =

1/(96e3), we may apply Lemma 4.1 and cluster expand

log

(
ZG�(λ)

(1 + λ)ab

)
= −λ2|G| + f(G) ,

where

f(G) =
∑

Γ∈C′(G�):
|Γ|≥3

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| ,

and C′(G�) denotes the set of non-constant clusters of G�. Suppose F ⊆ G, then

f(G) − f(G\F ) =
∑

Γ∈C′′:|Γ|≥3

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|(6.3)

where

C′′ = C′(G�)\C′((G\F )�) .

Now, if Γ ∈ C′′ then Γ must contain a pair S = {(v1, w), (v2, w)} (a pair of vertices of G�)
such that {v1, v2} ∈ FA or a pair S = {(v, w1), (v, w2)} such that {w1, w2} ∈ FB. Since there
are at most b|FA| + a|FB| ≤ n|F | such pairs of vertices and ∆(G�) ≤ 2∆(G), we have by
Lemma 4.1 (applied with k = 3, t = 0 and S, for each of the aforementioned pairs S),∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
Γ∈C′′:|Γ|≥3

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ n|F | · (2e)3 · 2∆(G) · λ3 .(6.4)

We conclude from (6.3) and (6.4) that f is strongly (16e3nλ3)-local. □

In what follows, given a probability measure µ, we write G ∼ µ to denote that G is a
random sample from µ.

Lemma 6.3. Let E ⊆ 2(A2)∪(B2) be downward closed such that

max
H∈E

∆(H) ≤ α/λ .

Let δ ≤ nλ3/(6α) and let f : E → R be strongly δ-local. Let rA, rB ∈ [0, 1) be such that

rA ≤ 2qA, rB ≤ 2qB. If G ∼ νfr,E , then

P(∆(G) ≥ ∆/2) ≤ n2e−∆/2 ,(6.5)

and

P(|G| ≥ K/2) ≤ 2n2e−∆/2 ,(6.6)

where ∆ = ∆A,B,λ and K = KA,B,λ are as in Definition 3.7. Moreover (6.5) and (6.6) hold
if instead maxH∈E ∆(H) ≤ ∆ and f is δ-local.
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Proof. For v ∈ A ∪ B and j ∈ N, let E(v, j) denote the event {dG(v) = j = ∆(G)}. Since
G ∈ E by definition, ∆(G) ≤ α/λ and so we may assume that j ≤ α/λ. We will show that

for j ≥ ∆/2 we have P(E(v, j)) ≤ e−∆/2 and so (6.5) follows by a union bound over v and j.

Suppose that v ∈ A and let E[v] ⊆
(
A
2

)
denote the set of pairs in A containing v. Let

Gv = G− E[v]. Suppose that G is such that P(Gv = G) > 0. We then have

(6.7)

P(E(v, j)|Gv = G) ≤
∑

J⊆E[v]:|J |=j,
G∪J∈E(v,j)

(
rA

1 − rA

)j
ef(G∪J)−f(G) ≤

∑
J⊆E[v]:|J |=j

(
rA

1 − rA

)j
eδj

2

where for the second inequality we used that f is strongly δ-local.

Suppose first that

δj2 ≤ j/10 .

Letting

r̃A =

(
rA

1 − rA

)
e1/10 ,

we conclude that

P(E(v, j)|Gv = G) ≤
(
a

j

)
r̃jA ≤

(
ear̃A
j

)j
.(6.8)

Since rA ≤ 2qA we have ∆ ≥ e2ar̃A. Moreover, j ≥ ∆/2 by assumption so the RHS of (6.8)

is at most e−∆/2 as desired.

Suppose now that δj2 > j/10. Since j ≤ α/λ we have by the assumption on δ that

δj2 ≤ δjα/λ ≤ jnλ2/6 ≤ jbλ2/2 ,

where for the final inequality we used that (A,B) is weakly balanced. Returning to (6.7) and

using that rA/(1 − rA) ≤ 2qA/(1 − 2qA) ≤ 3λe−bλ
2
, we have

P(E(v, j)|Gv = G) ≤
(
a

j

)(
3λe−bλ

2/2
)j

≤

(
3eaλe−bλ

2/2

j

)j
.(6.9)

Recall that by assumption

j >
1

10δ
≥ 3α

5nλ3
≥ 3e2aλe−bλ

2/2 ,

where the final inequality holds by taking ω a sufficiently large constant. By assumption we
also have that j ≥ ∆/2 and so the RHS of (6.9) is at most e−∆/2 as desired. This concludes
the proof of (6.5).

We now turn our attention to (6.6). Note that

P(|G| ≥ K) ≤ P(∆(G) ≥ ∆) + P(∆(G) ≤ ∆, |G| ≥ K) .(6.10)

Inequality (6.5) bounds the first probability on the RHS. We now bound the second proba-
bility. Suppose first that qn ≥ log n where we recall that q = max{qA, qB}. Then ∆(G) ≤ ∆
implies that |G| ≤ n∆/2 = 25n2q < K so that P(∆(G) ≤ ∆, |G| ≥ K) = 0. We may
therefore assume that qn < log n.
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Fix G such that ∆(G) ≤ ∆. By (6.2), the definition of νfr,E , we have

νfr,E(G) ≤
νr,E(G)ef(G)

νr,E(∅)ef(∅)
≤
(

rA
1 − rA

)|GA|( rB
1 − rB

)|GB |
eδ|G|∆ ,

where for the final inequality we used that f is strongly δ-local. We conclude that

P(∆(G) ≤ ∆, |G| ≥ K) ≤
∑

G:|G|≥K

(
rAe

δ∆

1 − rA

)|GA|( rBeδ∆
1 − rB

)|GB |

.(6.11)

Let
r̂A

1 − r̂A
=
rAe

δ∆

1 − rA
and

r̂B
1 − r̂B

=
rBe

δ∆

1 − rB
,

and note that r̂A = (1 + o(1))rA, r̂B = (1 + o(1))rB. Let G1 ∼ G(A, r̂A) and G2 ∼ G(B, r̂B),
then the RHS of (6.11) is equal to∑

G:|G|≥K

(
r̂A

1 − r̂A

)|GA|( r̂B
1 − r̂B

)|GB |
= (1 − r̂A)−(a2)(1 − r̂B)−(b2) · P(|G1| + |G2| ≥ K) ,

≤ en
2q · P(|G1| + |G2| ≥ K) .

We now apply the Chernoff bound. Note that E(|G1| + |G2|) ≤ n2q and K ≥ 50n2q so by
Lemma 4.8

P(|G1| + |G2| ≥ K) ≤ e−K .

Putting everything together we have

P(∆(G) < ∆, |G| ≥ K) ≤ exp
{
n2q −K

}
≤ e−K/2 ≤ e−∆/2.

Inequality (6.6) now follows from (6.10) and (6.5).

If instead maxH∈E ∆(H) ≤ ∆ and f is δ-local (rather than strongly δ-local) then returning
to (6.7) we have

P(E(v, j)|Gv = G) ≤
∑

J⊆E[v]:|J |=j

(
rA

1 − rA

)j
eδj∆ ≤

(
a

j

)(
2rA

1 − rA

)j
≤ e−∆/2 ,

where for the second inequality we used that δ∆ ≤ 2 for ω sufficiently large and for the final
inequality we used that j ≥ ∆/2 by assumption. This establishes (6.5). The proof of (6.6) is
identical to the one given above. □

Proposition 3.8 now follows. Recall the definitions of µwA,B,λ and TA,B,λ from (3.10) and

(3.7) respectively.

Proof of Proposition 3.8. Fix (A,B) ∈ Πweak, let G ∼ µwA,B,λ so that (GA,GB) is the defect

graph of G. Then (GA,GB) ∼ νwA,B,λ and so by Lemma 6.2 and Lemma 6.3 with E = Dw
A,B,λ

(recalling that α = 1/(96e3))

P(G ∈ TA,B,λ) = P((GA,GB) ∈ DA,B,λ) ≥ (1 − 3n2e−∆/2) .

By the definition of µwA,B,λ we then have

1 > P(G ∈ TA,B,λ) =
ZA,B(λ)

Zw
A,B(λ)

≥ (1 − 3n2e−∆/2)

as desired. □
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7. Subgraph probabilities in the defect graph

Given Proposition 3.8, we now turn to the task of understanding the partition function
ZA,B(λ) defined in (3.9). To this end it will be useful to first study the defect measure νA,B,λ
defined in (3.11). As in the previous section, we take a more general view and study measures

of the form νfr,E defined in (6.2).

Given G ∼ νfr,E , our first goal will be to estimate probabilities of the form P(F ⊆ G)
for some fixed, small graph F . We will use these estimates to bound statistics related to
subgraph counts of G, such as the variance of the number of edges or P2’s in G.

Throughout this section we fix (A,B) ∈ Πweak and let ∆ = ∆A,B,λ, K = KA,B,λ, and
D = DA,B,λ as in Definition 3.7 and (3.8). Since the calculations of in this section are
somewhat technical, we begin with a special case as a warm-up.

7.1. Warm-up. Recall from (1.4) that for r ∈ (0, 1), ψ ∈ R, and a vertex set V ⊆ [n], we
let G(V, r, ψ) denote the random graph on V with distribution

νr,ψ(G) ∝
(

r

1 − r

)|G|
eψP2(G) ,

conditioned on the event that ∆(G) ≤ d := 50 max{rn, log n} and G is triangle-free.

Lemma 7.1. Let V ⊆ [n]. Let G ∼ G(V, r, ψ) where r = o(1) and ψd = o(1). Let e ∈
(
V
2

)
and let H = G\e. Let H be a graph such that H ∪ e is triangle-free and ∆(H ∪ e) ≤ d. Then

P(e ∈ G | H = H) = (1 +O(r + ψd))r

In particular, for any S ⊆
(
V
2

)
and any event E defined by the presence or absence of edges

in S, G(V, r, ψ) conditioned on E is stochastically dominated by G(V, r′) conditioned on E for
some r′ = (1 +O(r + ψd))r.

Proof. Let ν = νA,r,ψ.

P(e ∈ G | H = H) =
ν(H ∪ e)

ν(H) + ν(H ∪ e)
=

(
r

1−r

)
eψP2(H∪e)−ψP2(H)

1 +
(

r
1−r

)
eψP2(H∪e)−ψP2(H)

.(7.1)

Since H has maximum degree d, ψP2(H ∪ e) − ψP2(H) = O(ψd) = o(1). The result follows
by observing that the denominator on the RHS of (7.1) is 1 + O(r) and the numerator is
(1 +O(r + ψd))r. □

7.2. Master subgraph probability estimate. In this section we prove a generalisation of
Lemma 7.1 which we later use to derive subgraph probability estimates in νA,B,λ as well as
other consequences.

Given a collection of triangles and edges X ⊆
(
A
2

)
∪
(
B
2

)
∪
(
A
3

)
∪
(
B
3

)
, let

DX :=

{
G ⊆

(
A

2

)
∪
(
B

2

)
: G contains no triangle or edge from X and ∆(G) ≤ ∆, |GA|, |GB | ≤ K

}
.

Note that if X =
(
A
3

)
∪
(
B
3

)
then D = DX . The reason for considering DX is that in certain

probability estimates, we will successively condition on the absence of edges/triangles (see
e.g. Lemma 7.7 below).
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As in the previous section, throughout this section we assume that λ ≥ ω/
√
n where ω > 0

is a sufficiently large absolute constant. It will be useful to note that in this regime,

q = max{qA, qB} ≤ ωe−ω
2/3n−1/2 .(7.2)

Lemma 7.2. Let X ⊆
(
A
2

)
∪
(
B
2

)
∪
(
A
3

)
∪
(
B
3

)
. Let F ∈ DX , |F | = O(1), δ ≤ nλ3/(6α) and

let f : DX → R be δ-local. Let r be such that r := max{rA, rB} = O(q). If G ∼ νfr,DX , and

H = G\F then

P(F ⊆ G) =
(
1 +O

(
n2∆2λ6

))
eE[f(H∪F )−f(H)]r

|FA|
A r

|FB |
B .(7.3)

In particular,

P(F ⊆ G) =
(
1 +O

(
n∆λ3

))
r
|FA|
A r

|FB |
B .(7.4)

Proof. Let HF denote the set of all graphs H ⊆
(
A
2

)
∪
(
B
2

)
that are edge-disjoint from F and

H ∪ F ∈ DX . For H ∈ HF , we have

P(F ⊆ G | H = H) =
νfr,DX (H ∪ F )∑
J⊆F ν

f
r,DX (H ∪ J)

=

(
rA

1−rA

)|FA| ( rB
1−rB

)|FB |
ef(H∪F )−f(H)

∑
J⊆F

(
rA

1−rA

)|JA| ( rB
1−rB

)|JB |
ef(H∪J)−f(H)

.

Since f is δ-local, f(H ∪ J) − f(H) = O(∆δ) = O(n∆λ3) = O(1) for all J ⊆ F . Considering
the contribution to the sum in the denominator from J = ∅ and J ̸= ∅ we see that the
denominator is 1 +O(r). Letting g(H,F ) = f(H ∪ F ) − f(H) we then have

P(F ⊆ G | H = H) = (1 +O(r))r
|FA|
A r

|FB |
B eg(H,F ) .

If H /∈ HF , then P(F ⊆ G | H = H) = 0 4 so that for all H ⊆
(
A
2

)
∪
(
B
2

)
,

P(F ⊆ G | H = H) = (1 +O(r))r
|FA|
A r

|FB |
B eg(H,F ) · 1H∈HF

,

and so

P(F ⊆ G) = (1 +O(r))r
|FA|
A r

|FB |
B · E

[
eg(H,F ) · 1H∈HF

]
.(7.5)

Now since g(H, F ) = O(∆δ) = O(n∆λ3) = O(1) we have

E
[
eg(H,F )1H∈HF

]
= E

[
eg(H,F )

]
+O (P(H /∈ HF )) .(7.6)

Moreover,

(7.7) E
[
eg(H,F )

]
=

E [1 + g(H, F )] +O(n2∆2λ6) = eE[g(H,F )] +O(n2∆2λ6) =
(
1 +O(n2∆2λ6)

)
eE[g(H,F )] .

We now turn to estimating P(H /∈ HF ). Let A1,A2 denote the collections of all possible
edges, copies of P2 in G respectively and let

p1 = max
e∈A1

P(e ⊆ G) ,(7.8)

4If P(H = H) = 0 then we define P(F ⊆ G | H = H) to be 0.
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and

p2 = max
f∈A2

P(f ⊆ G) .(7.9)

Let t(F ) denote the number of edges in e ∈ A1 such that e∪F contains a triangle. Now, H∪F
contains a triangle in X only if H contains one of at most t(F ) edges or O(n) copies of P2. By
a union bound this occurs with probability at most O(np2) + t(F )p1. If ∆(H∪F ) > ∆ then

∆(G) > ∆ − O(1) > ∆/2 which, by Lemma 6.3, occurs with probability at most n2e−∆/2.
If |H ∪ F | > K = KA,B,λ then |G| > K − O(1) > K/2 which, by Lemma 6.3, occurs with

probability at most 2n2e−∆/2. Finally note that G deterministically contains no edge in X
and so the same is true of H. We conclude that

P(H /∈ HF ) ≤ 3n2e−∆/2 +O(np2) + t(F )p1 .

Combining this with (7.5) (7.6) and (7.7) we have

(7.10) P(F ⊆ G) =
(

1 +O
(
n2∆2λ6 + r + n2e−∆/2 + np2 + t(F )p1

))
r
|FA|
A r

|FB |
B eE[g(H,F )] .

To conclude the proof we will need a rough estimate on p1, p2. First note that eE[g(H,F )] =
O(1). Taking F ∈ A1 to be an edge that witnesses the maximum in (7.8), and noting that
t(F ) = 0, we have by (7.10)

p1 = O(1 + np2)r .(7.11)

Taking F ∈ A2 to be a copy of P2 that witnesses the maximum in (7.9) we have

p2 = O(1 + np2 + p1)r
2 = O(1 + np2)r

2 ,

where for the second equality we used (7.11). Since r = O(q) we have nr2 = oω(1) by (7.2)
and so we conclude that for ω sufficiently large, p2 = O(r2). Returning to (7.11) we then
have p1 = O(r). Using the previous two estimates in (7.10), noting that t(F ) = O(1), and

moreover, n2e−∆/2 + nr2 + r = O(n2∆2λ6) gives (7.3).

For (7.4) we note that eE[g(H,F )] = 1 +O(n∆λ3). □

We have the following immediate corollary of Lemmas 6.2 and 7.2 (recalling that α =
1/(96e3)).

Corollary 7.3. Let F ∈ D with |F | = O(1) and let G ∼ νA,B,λ. Then

P(F ⊆ G) = (1 +O(n∆λ3))q
|FA|
A q

|FB |
B .

In the following two subsections we record some further consequences of Lemma 7.2.

7.3. A refined subgraph probability estimate for νA,B,λ. Our next goal will be to
bootstrap Corollary 7.3 to give a more refined estimate on the probability that F is contained
in a sample from νA,B,λ. First we give a slightly more detailed description of νA,B,λ than that
given by Lemma 6.2. Recall the definition of q′A, q

′
B from (3.13).

Lemma 7.4. There exists an (11nλ3)-local f : D → R such that νA,B,λ = νfr,D with rA =

q′A, rB = q′B. Moreover

f(G) = P2(G�)λ3 + f ′(G)

where for F ⊆ G,

|f ′(G) − f ′(G\F )| = O(n|F |∆2λ4) .(7.12)
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Proof. Recall that νA,B,λ is the measure on D given by

νA,B,λ(G) ∝ λ|G|ZG�(λ) .

By cluster expansion (Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2)

log

(
ZG�(λ)

(1 + λ)ab

)
= |G�|(−λ2 + 2λ3) + P2(G�)λ3 +

∑
Γ∈C′(G�):

|Γ|≥4

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| ,(7.13)

where C′(G�) denotes the set of non-constant clusters of G�. Let

f ′(G) =
∑

Γ∈C′(G�):
|Γ|≥4

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| .

Let F ⊆ G and let H = G\F , then

f ′(G) − f ′(H) =
∑

Γ∈C′′:|Γ|≥4

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| ,

where C′′ = C′(G�)\C′(H�).

Now if Γ ∈ C′′ then Γ must contain a pair S = {(v1, w), (v2, w)} (a pair of vertices of
G�) such that {v1, v2} ∈ FA or a pair S = {(v, w1), (v, w2)} such that {w1, w2} ∈ FB. Since
there are at most b|FA| + a|FB| ≤ n|F | such pairs of vertices and ∆(G�) ≤ 2∆, we have by
Lemma 4.1 (applied with k = 4, t = 0 and S, for each of the aforementioned pairs S),

|f ′(G) − f ′(H)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

Γ∈C′′:|Γ|≥4

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ (2e)4n|F |(2∆)2λ4 ≤ n|F |∆λ3

where for the last inequality we used that λ∆ = oω(1). The first inequality above estab-
lishes (7.12). Next note that

|G�| = a|GB| + b|GA|(7.14)

and

P2(G�) = bP2(GA) + aP2(GB) + 4|GA||GB| .

Given graphs H1, H2, let P2(H1, H2) denote the number of copies of P2 in H1 ∪H2 with at
least one edge in H1. Then

(7.15) P2(G�) − P2(H�) =

bP2(FA, HA) + aP2(FB, HB) + 4(|HA||FB| + |HB||FA| + |FA||FB|) ≤ 10n∆|F | .

Letting f(G) = P2(G�)λ3 + f ′(G), we conclude that f is (11nλ3)-local. Moreover, by (7.13)

and (7.14) we conclude that νA,B,λ = νfr,D with rA = q′A, rB = q′B. □

We can now prove the following refinement of Corollary 7.3.

Corollary 7.5. Let F ∈ D with |F | = O(1) and let G ∼ νA,B,λ. Then

P(F ⊆ G) =

(1 +O(λ6n2∆2))
(
q′Ae

2bλ3(aqA+bqB)
)|FA| (

q′Be
2aλ3(aqA+bqB)

)|FB |
eλ

3(bP2(FA)+aP2(FB)) .
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Proof. By Lemmas 7.2 and 7.4 we have

P(F ⊆ G) =
(
1 +O

(
n2∆2λ6

))
eE[f(H∪F )−f(H)](q′A)|FA|(q′B)|FB | ,(7.16)

where f is as in Lemma 7.4 and H = G\F . We turn to estimating the expectation in the
exponent.

By (7.15) and the definition of f ,

f(H ∪ F ) − f(H) =

λ3 [bP2(FA,HA) + aP2(FB,HB) + 4(|HA||FB| + |HB||FA| + |FA||FB|)] +O(n∆2λ4) .

By Corollary 7.3 we have

E(|HA|) = (1 +O(n∆λ3))qA

((
a

2

)
− |FA|

)
= qAa

2/2 +O(n∆λ3 · qn2) .

Suppose now that {u, v} ∈ FA. Each edge of H which is incident to either u or v contributes
one P2 to the count P2(FA,HA). Applying Corollary 7.3 and summing these contributions
over the edges of FA yields

E (P2(FA,HA)) = 2|FA|(1 +O(n∆λ3))qA(a−O(1)) + P2(FA)

= 2|FA|qAa+ P2(FA) +O(n∆λ3 · nq) .
It follows that

E(f(H ∪ F ) − f(H)) =2λ3(b|FA| + a|FB|)(aqA + bqB) + bλ3P2(FA) + aλ3P2(FB)

+O(λ3 + n3∆λ6q + n∆2λ4) .

The result follows from (7.16), since λ3 + n3∆λ6q + n∆2λ4 = O(λ6n2∆2).

□

We state one further corollary that will prove useful in Section 11.

Corollary 7.6. Let G ∼ νA,B,λ. Then

var(|G|) = O(n2q + λ6n6∆2q2) .

In particular, if q = O(n−7/8−ε) for some ε > 0, then

var(|G|) = O(n3/2−ε) .

Proof. For e ∈
(
A
2

)
, f ∈

(
B
2

)
, let Xe, Yf denote the indicators of the events that e, f respec-

tively are edges of G. By Corollary 7.3,

var(Xe) = O(q) .

If e, f ∈
(
A
2

)
are such that e ∪ f forms a copy of P2, then by Corollary 7.5

cov(Xe, Xf ) = (1 +O(λ6n2∆2))
(
q′Ae

2bλ3(aqA+bqB)
)2
ebλ

3−

(1 +O(λ6n2∆2))
(
q′Ae

2bλ3(aqA+bqB)
)2

= O(nλ3q2 + λ6n2∆2q2) .

If e, f ∈
(
A
2

)
are vertex-disjoint then

cov(Xe, Xf ) = (1 +O(λ6n2∆2))
(
q′Ae

2bλ3(aqA+bqB)
)2

− (1 +O(λ6n2∆2))
(
q′Ae

2bλ3(aqA+bqB)
)2
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= O(λ6n2∆2q2) .

Similarly, if e ∈
(
A
2

)
, f ∈

(
B
2

)
, then cov(Xe, Yf ) = O(λ6n2∆2q2). We conclude that

var(|G|) = O(n2q + n3(nλ3q2 + λ6n2∆2q2) + n4 · λ6n2∆2q2) = O(n2q + λ6n6∆2q2) . □

7.4. Janson’s inequality for perturbed measures. A canonical application of Janson’s
inequality [28] is to estimate the probability that the Erdős-Rényi random graph is triangle-
free. As a final application of Lemma 7.2, we prove an analogous estimate in our setting of
locally perturbed measures.

Lemma 7.7. Let δ ≤ nλ3/(6α) and let f : D∅ → R be δ-local. Let r be such that r :=

max{rA, rB} = O(q). If G ∼ νfr,D∅
, then

P(G is triangle-free) = exp

(
−r3A

(
a

3

)
− r3B

(
b

3

)
+O(n4∆λ3q3)

)
.

Proof. Let N =
(
a
3

)
+
(
b
3

)
and let {T1, T2, . . . , TN} =

(
A
3

)
∪
(
B
3

)
. Let Ai denote the event that

the triangle Ti is contained in G. Then

P(G is triangle-free) = P

(
N⋂
i=1

Aci

)
=

N∏
i=1

P

Aci ∣∣∣∣ ⋂
j<i

Acj

 =

N∏
i=1

1 − P

Ai ∣∣∣∣ ⋂
j<i

Acj

 .
Fix i ∈ [N ], let X = {T1, T2, . . . , Ti−1}, and let G′ ∼ νfr,DX . Then by Lemma 7.2

P

Ai ∣∣∣∣ ⋂
j<i

Acj

 = P(Ti ⊆ G′) =

{(
1 +O

(
n∆λ3

))
r3A if Ti ∈

(
A
3

)
,(

1 +O
(
n∆λ3

))
r3B if Ti ∈

(
B
3

)
.

It follows that

P(G is triangle-free) =
[
1 − r3A +O(n∆λ3q3))

](a3) [1 − r3B +O(n∆λ3q3))
](b3)

= exp

{
−(r3A +O(n∆λ3q3))

(
a

3

)
− (r3B +O(n∆λ3q3))

(
b

3

)}
.

□

We will apply Lemma 7.7 in Section 10. For now it will be useful to note the following
corollary which could also be proved using a combination of Janson’s inequality and the
Harris-FKG inequality. Recall the definition of νr from (6.1).

Corollary 7.8. Let rA, rB ∈ (0, 1) be such that max{rA, rB} = O(q) and let G ∼ νr. Then

P(G ∈ D∅) = 1 + o(1).(7.17)

Moreover,

P(G ∈ D) = exp

(
−r3A

(
a

3

)
− r3B

(
b

3

)
+O(n4∆λ3q3)

)
,(7.18)

and ∑
(S,T )∈D

(
rA

1 − rA

)|S|( rB
1 − rB

)|T |
= exp

{
1

2
a2rA +

1

2
b2rB +O(nq + n3q3)

}
.
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Proof. By the definition of D and D∅ we have

P(G ∈ D) = P(G ∈ D∅) · P(G is triangle-free | G ∈ D∅) .

We estimate the probabilities separately starting with P(G ∈ D∅). Note that E(|G|) =(
a
2

)
rA +

(
b
2

)
rB ≤ n2q ≤ K/50 so that by Chernoff’s inequality (Lemma 4.8)

P(|G| > K) ≤ e−K ≤ e−∆ .

For v ∈ A ∪ B we have E(dG(v)) = qn ≤ ∆/50 and so by Chernoff’s inequality and a union
bound we have

P(∆(G) > ∆) ≤ ne−∆ .

We conclude that

P(G ∈ D∅) = 1 −O(ne−∆)

and so (7.17) follows. Letting G′ ∼ νr,D∅ where r = (rA, rB) we have, by Lemma 7.7,

P(G is triangle-free | G ∈ D∅) = P(G′ is triangle-free)

= exp

(
−r3A

(
a

3

)
− r3B

(
b

3

)
+O(n4∆λ3q3)

)
.

We note that ne−∆ ≤ n−49. On the other hand since λ ≤ 2
√

logn
n (by our assumption

at (3.1)), we have q/(1 − q) ≥ λe−nλ
2

= Ω(n−5), so that n4∆λ3q3 = Ω(n−15), in particular
ne−∆ = O(n4∆λ3q3). Statement (7.18) follows.

Finally, note that∑
(S,T )∈D

(
rA

1 − rA

)|S|( rB
1 − rB

)|T |
= (1 − rA)−(a2)(1 − rB)−(b2) · P(G ∈ D)

= exp

{
1

2
a2rA +

1

2
b2rB +O(nq + n2q2)

}
· P(G ∈ D) ,

and P(G ∈ D) = exp{O(n3q3)} by (7.18). □

8. From weak to moderately balanced partitions

In this section we prove Proposition 3.10 which allows us to ignore partitions that are
not moderately balanced. Recall from Definition 3.9 that we call a partition (A,B) ∈ Π
λ-moderately balanced if∣∣|A| − |B|

∣∣ ≤Mλ := max{ne−λ2n/2, n1/2}(log n)2 ,

and we let Πmod,λ denote the set of all λ-moderately balanced partitions.

We say a graph G ∈ T is captured by (A,B) if (GA, GB) ∈ DA,B,λ. We let cmod,λ(G)
denote the number of λ-moderately balanced partitions that capture G. Note that

µmod,λ(G) =
λ|G|

Zmod(λ)
· cmod,λ(G) ,(8.1)

where we recall the definition of µmod,λ from Algorithm 5.

For G ∈ T , we let cweak,λ(G) denote the number of weakly balanced partitions (A,B) such
that (GA, GB) ∈ Dw

A,B,λ.

The following lemma is a minor variant of Lemma 5.1 and the proof is the same.
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Lemma 8.1. There exists ω > 0 such that if λ ≥ ω/
√
n and G ∼ µmod,λ, then

P(cweak,λ(G) = cmod,λ(G) = 1) ≥ 1 − e−λn/25 .

Proof. Clearly cweak,λ(G) ≥ cmod,λ(G) ≥ 1 with probability 1. Suppose that (A,B) is chosen
at Step 1 in Algorithm 5 and (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ is chosen at Step 2. Since DA,B,λ ⊆ Dw

A,B,λ,

Lemma 5.3 shows that G is an (A,B)-λ-expander with probability at least 1 − e−λn/25. We

conclude from Lemma 5.4 that cweak,λ(G) ≤ 1 with probability at least 1 − e−λn/25. □

Proof of Proposition 3.10. Let

Ẑweak(λ) =
∑

(A,B)∈Πweak

ZA,B(λ) ,

and note that by Proposition 3.8 and the fact that ∆A,B,λ ≥ 50 log n for all (A,B) ∈ Πweak,

Ẑweak(λ) =
(
1 +O

(
n−3

))
Zweak(λ) .

To establish (3.3) it therefore suffices to show that

Ẑweak(λ) =
(
1 +O

(
n−3

))
Zmod(λ) ,

We fix (A,B) ∈ Πweak. For (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ we apply cluster expansion (Corollary 4.2) to
conclude that

log

(
ZS�T (λ)

(1 + λ)ab

)
= −|S � T |λ2 +O(NS,T∆2λ3) ,(8.2)

where ∆ = ∆A,B,λ and NS,T denotes the number of non-isolated vertices in the graph S�T .
Since (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ, S and T are both of size at most KA,B,λ = 50 max{n2q, log n} by
definition, where q = max{qA, qB}. It follows that |S � T | = b|S| + a|T | ≤ nK and so S � T
has at most

N := min{n2, 2nK}
non-isolated vertices (recall that V (S � T ) = A×B which has size ab < n2).

We conclude from (8.2) and Corollary 7.8 that

(8.3)
ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
=

eO(N∆2λ3)
∑

(S,T )∈DA,B,λ

(
qA

1 − qA

)|S|( qB
1 − qB

)|T |
= eO(N∆2λ3) exp

{
1

2
a2qA +

1

2
b2qB

}
,

where for the final equality we used that nq + n3q3 = O(N∆2λ3).

Next we study how the expression in (8.3) depends on the degree of imbalance of (A,B).

Let a = n/2 − k and b = n/2 + k, where k ≤ n/20 since (A,B) is weakly balanced (note
that k may be half integral). We first consider the case where λ2k = o(1). In this case we

note that qA = (1 +O(q))λe−bλ
2
, and similarly for qB so that

qAa
2 + qBb

2 = λe−λ
2ba2 + λe−λ

2ab2 +O(n2q2)

= λe−λ
2n/2(n/2)2

[
e−λ

2k (n/2 − k)2

(n/2)2
+ eλ

2k (n/2 + k)2

(n/2)2

]
+O(n2q2)

= λe−λ
2n/2(n/2)2

[
2 +O(λ4k2)

]
+O(n2q2) ,(8.4)
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where we used that k/n < λ2k. It follows from (8.3) that

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
= eO(N∆2λ3) exp

{
λe−λ

2n/2n2/4 +O(λ5k2n2e−λ
2n/2)

}
.

For general k (no longer assuming λ2k = o(1)), we note that

qAa
2 + qBb

2 = O(n2q) ,

and so
ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
= eO(n2q) .

We then have∣∣∣∣∣ Ẑweak(λ)

Zmod(λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∑
1/(λ2 logn)≤k≤n/20

eO(n2q)

(
n

n/2+k

)(
n
n/2

) (1 + λ)−k
2

(8.5)

+
∑

Mλ≤k<1/(λ2 logn)

eO(N∆2λ3)

(
n

n/2+k

)(
n
n/2

) eO(λ5k2n2e−λ
2n/2)(1 + λ)−k

2
,

where we note that N,∆, q all implicitly depend on k.

To bound the first sum, we first note that
(

n
n/2+k

)
≤
(
n
n/2

)
. Moreover for weakly balanced

(A,B), q = max{qA, qB} = O(n−1/2−ε) for some ε > 0 since λ ≥ c
√

logn
n . It follows that

for 1/(λ2 log n) ≤ k ≤ n/20 we have n2q = o(λk2) and so the first sum is bounded above by

ne−Ω̃(n3/2).

For the second sum we note that λ5k2n2e−λ
2n/2 = o(λk2). We claim that N∆2λ3 = o(λk2)

also. In fact, the definition of Mλ has been chosen so that this is the case. To see this we
first note that if k < 1/(λ2 log n) = O(n/(log n)2), then

q = max{qA, qB} = O(λe−λ
2n/2) = O

(√
log n

n
e−λ

2n/2

)
.

We consider two cases depending on the size of q. If nq ≤ log n then ∆ = 50 log n and
N ≤ n2. It follows that N∆2λ3 = o(λk2) for k ≥ Mλ ≥ n1/2(log n)2. If nq > log n, then

∆ = 50nq and so N∆2λ3 = o(λk2) for k ≥Mλ ≥ ne−λ
2n/2(log n)2. It follows that the second

sum in (8.5) is bounded above by ne−λM
2
λ/2 = O(n−3). Statement (3.3) follows.

For (3.4) we apply Pinsker’s inequality (Lemma 4.6). Let G ∼ µmod,λ, then by (8.1),

DKL(µmod,λ ∥ µweak,λ) = Eµmod,λ
log

(
µmod,λ(G)

µweak,λ(G)

)
(8.6)

= Eµmod,λ
log

(
Zweak(λ)

Zmod(λ)
·
cmod,λ(G)

cweak,λ(G)

)
= Eµmod,λ

log

(
cmod,λ(G)

cweak,λ(G)

)
+O

(
n−3

)
,

where for the final equality we used (3.3).

To conclude the proof we note that log
(
cmod,λ(G)
cweak,λ(G)

)
= O(n) deterministically and by

Lemma 8.1
Pµmod,λ

(cmod,λ(G) = cweak,λ(G) = 1) ≥ 1 − e−λn/25 ,
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and so

Eµmod,λ
log

(
cmod,λ(G)

cweak,λ(G)

)
= O

(
ne−λn/25

)
= O(n−3) ,

the result follows. □

9. The subcritical defect regime

In this section we prove our main results in the subcritical defect regime: Theorem 2.1,
Theorem 2.2 and Theorem 2.3.

We begin with Theorem 2.1. The asymptotics for the probability G(n, p) is triangle-free
claimed in Theorem 2.1 will be an immediate consequence of the following asymptotics for

the partition function Z(λ) and the identity Pn,p(T ) = (1 − p)(
n
2)Z(λ) with λ = p/(1 − p).

Lemma 9.1. Fix ε > 0 and let λ ≥ (1 + ε)
√

logn
n . Then

Z(λ) ∼ 1

2

√
π

λ

(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
(1 + λ)n

2/4 exp

{
λe−λ

2n/2+λ3nn
2

4
+ λ5e−λ

2nn
4

8

}
.

For this entire section we fix ε > 0 and assume λ ≥ (1 + ε)
√

logn
n .

To begin with, we fix a λ-moderately balanced partition (A,B) (see Definition 3.13) with
a = |A| and b = |B| and study the partition function ZA,B(λ) and defect distribution νA,B,λ
(defined in (3.9), (3.11) respectively). We will show that the defect distribution νA,B,λ is
within o(1) total variation distance of a suitable Erdős-Rényi measure which will be the main
step to proving the approximation to µλ in Theorem 2.1.

Recall from (2.2) that we define q0/(1 − q0) = λe−λ
2n/2. Let q = (q0, q0) and recall the

definition of νq from (6.1) i.e. the distribution of two independent Erdős-Rényi random graphs
on A and B with edge probability q0.

The next lemma provides an asymptotic formula for ZA,B(λ)/(1+λ)ab for moderately bal-
anced (A,B). To prove Lemma 9.1 we sum this formula over partitions (A,B). Importantly,
the asymptotic formula does not depend on the imbalance of the sizes of A,B.

Lemma 9.2. If (A,B) ∈ Πmod,λ, then

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
∼ exp

{
λe−λ

2n/2+λ3nn
2

4
+ λ5e−λ

2nn
4

8

}
.(9.1)

Moreover,

∥νA,B,λ − νq∥TV = o(1) .(9.2)

9.1. A first approximation to ZA,B. A key step toward proving Lemma 9.2 is the following
approximation of ZA,B(λ) which we turn to now. Recall the definitions of qA, qB, q

′
A, q

′
B from

Definition 3.7 and (3.13).

Lemma 9.3. If (A,B) ∈ Πmod,λ,

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
∼ exp

{
1

2
q′Aa

2 +
1

2
q′Bb

2 +
λ3

2
ab (aqA + bqB)2

}
.
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Proof. Note that since (A,B) is λ-moderately balanced, we have q = max{qA, qB} =

O(n−(1+ε)). Let D = DA,B,λ,∆ = ∆A,B,λ, K = KA,B,λ as in Definition 3.7 and recall
that

ZA,B(λ) =
∑

(S,T )∈D

λ|S|+|T |ZS�T (λ) .

In order to estimate ZA,B(λ), we begin by estimating the hard-core partition function
ZS�T (λ) via the cluster expansion. First, since (S, T ) ∈ D, the graphs S, T each have
maximum degree at most ∆ = 50 max{qn, log n} = 50 log n, and so the graph S � T has
maximum degree at most 2∆. Moreover, as before (see the argument after (8.2)), S � T has
at most 2nK non-isolated vertices. Since λ ≤ 1

4e∆ , we conclude from Corollary 4.2 that

log

(
ZS�T (λ)

(1 + λ)ab

)
= −|S � T | · λ2 + (2|S � T | + P2(S � T ))λ3 +O(nK∆3λ4) .(9.3)

Recalling that K = 50 max{qn2, log n}, we have nK∆3λ4 = o(1) and so it follows that

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
∼

∑
(S,T )∈D

λ|S|+|T |e−|S�T |·λ2+(2|S�T |+P2(S�T ))λ3 .(9.4)

Let q′ = (q′A, q
′
B) and recall that νq′,D denotes the measure νq′ conditioned on the event that

(S, T ) ∈ D. Since |S � T | = b|S| + a|T |, we may rewrite (9.4) as

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
∼ Eνq′,D

(
eP2(S�T )λ3

)
· Z ′ ,(9.5)

where

Z ′ =
∑

(S,T )∈D

(
q′A

1 − q′A

)|S|( q′B
1 − q′B

)|T |
∼ exp

{
1

2
q′Aa

2 +
1

2
q′Bb

2

}
,(9.6)

where we used Corollary 7.8 and the fact that nq = o(1) for the asymptotics .

We now turn to estimating the expectation in (9.5). We apply Lemma 4.5 to deduce that

logEνq′,D
(
eP2(S�T )λ3

)
= λ3E

νf
q′,D

(P2(S � T )) ,(9.7)

where

f(S, T ) = θλ3P2(S � T ) , 5

for some θ ∈ [0, 1]. It is easy to verify that f is nλ3/(6α)-local (in fact, we have already
verified this at (7.15)). We may therefore apply Lemma 7.2 to calculate the expectation on

the RHS of (9.7). Indeed if (S, T ) ∼ νfq′,D, then by Lemma 7.2, if e1 ∈
(
A
2

)
and e2 ∈

(
B
2

)
,

P(e1 ∈ S, e2 ∈ T ) = q′Aq
′
B(1 +O(n∆λ3)) = qAqB(1 +O(n∆λ3)) .

Similarly, if F ⊆
(
A
2

)
is a copy of P2,

P(F ⊆ S) = q2A(1 +O(n∆λ3)) ,

and similarly for F ⊆
(
B
2

)
a copy of P2 . Recalling that P2(S�T ) = bP2(S)+aP2(T )+4|S||T |

we conclude that

(9.8)

5As usual we identify the pair (S, T ) with the graph S ∪T and similarly we use f(S, T ) to denote f(S ∪T ).
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λ3E
νf
q′,D

(P2(S � T )) = (1 +O(n∆λ3))λ3
[
3b

(
a

3

)
q2A + 3a

(
b

3

)
q2B + 4

(
a

2

)(
b

2

)
qAqB

]
= λ3

[
3b

(
a

3

)
q2A + 3a

(
b

3

)
q2B + 4

(
a

2

)(
b

2

)
qAqB

]
+ o(1)

= λ3
[
b
a3

2
q2A + a

b3

2
q2B +

a2b2

2
qAqB

]
+ o(1)

= λ3
ab

2
(aqA + bqB)2 + o(1) .

The final expression can be arrived at heuristically by noting that the expected degree of a
vertex in S � T is approximately aqA + bqB. The result follows by combining the above with
equation with (9.7), (9.6) and (9.5). □

9.2. The dependence of ZA,B on the imbalance of (A,B). We now turn to the proof of
Lemma 9.2, the first step of which is to analyze to what extent the expression in Lemma 9.3
depends on the imbalance of the partition (A,B).

Proof of Lemma 9.2. We note that

qA = λe−λ
2b(1 +O(q)) and qB = λe−λ

2a(1 +O(q)) ,

and

q′A = λe−λ
2b+2λ3b(1 +O(q)) and q′B = λe−λ

2a+2λ3a(1 +O(q)) .

Let a = n/2−k and b = n/2+k. Note that λ2k = o(1) since (A,B) is λ-moderately balanced.
Then

q′Aa
2 + q′Bb

2 = λe−λ
2b+2λ3ba2 + λe−λ

2a+2λ3ab2 + o(1)

= λe−λ
2n/2+λ3n(n/2)2

[
e−λ

2k+2λ3k (n/2 − k)2

(n/2)2
+ eλ

2k−2λ3k (n/2 + k)2

(n/2)2

]
+ o(1)

= λe−λ
2n/2+λ3n(n/2)2

[
2 +O(λ4k2)

]
+ o(1)

= n2λe−λ
2n/2+λ3n/2 + o(1) ,

where for the final equality we used that k = Õ(n1/2) since (A,B) is λ-moderately balanced.
We also have

λ3ab(aqA + bqB)2

= λ3(n/2)2
(

1 − k2

(n/2)2

)
·
[
(n/2)λe−λ

2n/2

(
n/2 − k

n/2
e−kλ

2
+
n/2 + k

n/2
ekλ

2

)]2
+ o(λ3n4q3)

= (n/2)4λ5e−λ
2n(4 +O(k2λ4)) + o(1)

= n4λ5e−λ
2n/4 + o(1) .

We therefore have by Lemma 9.3,

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
∼ exp

{
λe−λ

2n/2+λ3nn
2

4
+ λ5e−λ

2nn
4

8

}
.(9.9)

This concludes the proof of (9.1). We now prove (9.2).



ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS 49

First we show that DKL(νq′,D ∥ νA,B,λ) = o(1). For (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ we have, by (9.3)
and (3.13), the definition of q′A, q

′
B,

νq′,D(S, T )

νA,B,λ(S, T )
∼

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)abZ ′ e
−λ3P2(S�T ) .

We then have

DKL(νq′,D ∥ νA,B,λ) = log

(
ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)abZ ′

)
− λ3Eνq′,D(P2(S � T )) + o(1)

=
λ3

2
ab (aqA + bqB)2 − λ3Eνq′,D(P2(S � T )) + o(1)

= o(1) ,

where for the penultimate equality we used Lemma 9.3 and (9.6). The final equality follows
by (9.8) (applied with f = 0).

We conclude from Pinsker’s inequality (Lemma 4.6) that ∥νq′,D − νA,B,λ∥TV = o(1).

Letting G ∼ νq′ , we have

∥νq′,D − νq′∥TV = P(G /∈ D) = o(1) ,

where for the final equality we used Corollary 7.8. Finally we note that

∥νq′ − νq∥TV ≤ ∥G(A, q′A) −G(A, q)∥TV + ∥G(B, q′B) −G(B, q)∥TV .
To show ∥G(A, q′A) − G(A, q)∥TV = o(1) we note that conditioned on the number of edges,
the distributions of G(A, q′A), G(A, q) are identical and so it suffices to show that the total
variation distance between the number of edges in G(A, q′A), G(A, q) is o(1). This follows by
observing that the distributions of the number of edges are binomial and the difference in
their means is (q−q′A)

(
a
2

)
which is o(1) times the standard deviation (q(1−q)

(
a
2

)
)1/2. Similarly

∥G(B, q′B) −G(B, q)∥TV = o(1). Statement (9.2) now follows by the triangle inequality. □

We can now prove Lemma 9.1. Recall that we call a partition (A,B) strongly balanced

if
∣∣|A| − |B|

∣∣ ≤ 10(n log n)1/4. Recall the definition of µstrong,λ from Algorithm 5. Recall
that a graph G ∈ T is captured by (A,B) if (GA, GB) ∈ DA,B,λ and we let cmod,λ(G) denote
the number of λ-moderately balanced partitions that capture G. Let cstrong,λ(G) denote the
number of strongly balanced partitions that capture G and note that

µstrong,λ(G) =
λ|G|

Zstrong(λ)
· cstrong,λ(G) .

We record the following lemma whose proof is identical to that of Lemma 8.1.

Lemma 9.4. Let G ∼ µstrong,λ. We have,

P(cstrong,λ(G) = cmod,λ(G) = 1) ≥ 1 − e−λn/25 .

We now prove Proposition 3.11 in the subcritical defect regime.

Lemma 9.5. Fix ε > 0 and let λ ≥ (1 + ε)
√

logn
n . Then

Zmod(λ) ∼ Zstrong(λ)(9.10)

and

∥µmod,λ − µstrong,λ∥TV = O(n−3/2) .(9.11)
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Proof. Let M = 5(n log n)1/4. By (9.9) and the fact that Πstrong ⊂ Πmod,λ, we have∣∣∣∣ Zmod(λ)

Zstrong(λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (1 + o(1))
∑
k≥M

(
n

⌊n/2⌋+k
)(

n
⌊n/2⌋

) (1 + λ)−k
2
.

Noting that
(

n
⌊n/2⌋+k

)
≤
(

n
⌊n/2⌋

)
, the RHS is bounded above by∑

k≥M
e−λk

2/2 ≤
∫ ∞

M−1
e−λx

2/2 dx ≤ 1

λ(M − 1)
e−(M−1)2λ/2 = O(n−3) ,(9.12)

where for the second inequality we used the standard integral estimate
∫∞
t e−ax

2
dx ≤

e−at
2
/(2at) for a, t > 0. Statement (9.10) follows. The proof of (9.11) is identical to the

proof of (3.4) (carried out at (8.6)) except that we use Lemma 9.4 in place of Lemma 8.1. □

We note that by Proposition 3.4, and Propositions 3.5, 3.10, we obtain Corollary 3.12 in
the subcritical defect regime.

Corollary 9.6. Fix ε > 0 and let λ ≥ (1 + ε)
√

logn
n ,

Z(λ) ∼ Zstrong(λ) ,

and

∥µλ − µstrong,λ∥TV = o(1) .

We now prove Lemma 9.1.

Proof of Lemma 9.1. Returning to (9.9), we see that for (A,B) strongly balanced we have

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
∼ exp

{
λe−λ

2n/2+λ3nn
2

4
+ λ5e−λ

2nn
4

8

}
=: f(λ, n) .(9.13)

Letting M = 5(n log n)1/4 as before, it follows from Corollary 9.6 that

Z(λ) ∼ (1 + λ)n
2/4f(λ, n)

∑
−M≤k≤M

1

2

(
n

⌊n/2⌋ + k

)
(1 + λ)−k

2
(9.14)

∼ 1

2

(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
(1 + λ)n

2/4f(λ, n)
∑

−M≤k≤M
(1 + λ)−k

2
.

We note that ∑
−M≤k≤M

(1 + λ)−k
2

=

∫ M

−M
(1 + λ)−x

2
dx+O(1) ,

and estimating as in (9.12) we have

(9.15)

∫ M

−M
(1 + λ)−x

2
=

∫ ∞

−∞
(1 + λ)−x

2
+ o(1) =

√
π

log(1 + λ)
+ o(1) = (1 + o(1))

√
π

λ
.

Returning to (9.14) we conclude that

Z(λ) ∼ 1

2

√
π

λ

(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
(1 + λ)n

2/4f(λ, n) .(9.16)

□
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We now prove Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We recall the identity (2.1):

Pn,p(T ) = (1 − p)(
n
2)Z

(
p

1 − p

)
.

We note that p
1−p ≥ p ≥ (1 + ε)

√
logn
n . The first statement Theorem 2.1 now follows from

Lemma 9.1 (with λ = p/(1 − p)).

It remains to show that ∥µλ − µλ,1∥TV = o(1) . By Corollary 9.6 it suffices to show that
∥µstrong,λ − µλ,1∥TV = o(1). Let π0,π1 denote the partitions selected at Step 1 in Algo-
rithms 5 and 2 respectively. Given π ∈ Π, let µπstrong,λ, µ

π
λ,1 denote the measures µstrong,λ, µλ,1

conditioned on the events π0 = π,π1 = π respectively.

Claim 9.7. With π ∼ π0,

∥µstrong,λ − µλ,1∥TV ≤ Eπ∥µπstrong,λ − µπλ,1∥TV + ∥π0 − π1∥TV .

Proof. For G ∈ T we have

|µstrong,λ(G) − µλ,1(G)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∑
π∈Π

[
µπstrong,λ(G)P(π0 = π) − µπλ,1(G)P(π1 = π)

]∣∣∣∣∣ ,(9.17)

where we set µπstrong,λ(G) = 0 if π is not strongly balanced. The RHS of (9.17) is at most∑
π∈Π

∣∣µπstrong,λ(G) − µπλ,1(G)
∣∣P(π0 = π) +

∑
π∈Π

µπλ,1(G)|P(π1 = π) − P(π0 = π)| .

Summing over G ∈ T proves the claim. □

First we show

∥π0 − π1∥TV = o(1) .(9.18)

If π = (A,B) is strongly balanced with a = ⌊n/2⌋ + t, b = ⌈n/2⌉ − t, (so in particular

t = O((n log n)1/4)) we have by Corollary 9.6, (9.13) and (9.16) that

P(π0 = π) =
ZA,B(λ)

Zstrong(λ)
∼ (1 + λ)−t

2

1
2

√
π
λ

(
n

⌊n/2⌋
) .(9.19)

Moreover, using (9.12) and (9.15),

P(π1 = π) =
(1 + λ)−t

2

1
2

√
π
λ

(
n

⌊n/2⌋+t
) ∼ (1 + λ)−t

2

1
2

√
π
λ

(
n

⌊n/2⌋
) .(9.20)

Again estimating as in (9.12), the probability that π1 is not strongly balanced is o(1). State-
ment (9.18) now follows. Finally we fix π = (A,B) strongly balanced and show that

∥µπstrong,λ − µπλ,1∥TV = o(1) ,

which will complete the proof by Claim 9.7. Given (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ, let µπ,S,Tstrong,λ, µ
π,S,T
λ,1

denote the measures µstrong,λ, µλ,1 conditioned on the event that π is chosen at Step 1 and

(S, T ) is chosen at Step 2 in Algorithms 5 and 2 respectively. First note that µπ,S,Tstrong,λ, µ
π,S,T
λ,1

are identically distributed (they are both the union of S ∪ T with a crossing graph whose
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distribution is the hard-core model on S�T at λ). Let ν ′A,B,λ denote the measure associated
to the random graph in Step 2 of Algorithm 2 i.e. the union of two independent samples
from G(A, q0), G(B, q0) where we output the empty graph if the graph contains a triangle.

It follows, by an argument identical to the proof of Claim 9.7, that

∥µπstrong,λ − µπλ,1∥TV ≤ ∥νA,B,λ − ν ′A,B,λ∥TV .

By Lemma 9.2, ∥νA,B,λ − νq∥TV = o(1) and

∥νq − ν ′A,B,λ∥TV =
1

2
νq(G contains a triangle) = o(1)

by a union bound. We conclude that ∥νA,B,λ − ν ′A,B,λ∥TV = o(1) completing the proof. □

We can now deduce Theorem 2.2 from Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Set λ = p/(1 − p), let G ∼ µλ,1 and let X1 be the minimum number

of edges whose removal makes G bipartite. Recall that q0/(1 − q0) = λe−λ
2n/2 and note

that q0 = O(n−1−ε). By Theorem 2.1, it suffices to show that ∥X1 − X̂∥TV = o(1) where

X̂ ∼ Bin(⌊n2/4⌋, q0). Let (A,B) denote the partition chosen at Step 1 in Algorithm 2 and
let (S, T ) denote the set of edges chosen at Step 2. By Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4, (A,B) is the
unique max cut of G whp. In particular, X1 = |S| + |T | whp. It follows that

∥X1 − (|S| + |T |)∥TV = o(1) .

Let N =
(
a
2

)
+
(
b
2

)
and recall that S, T are two independent G(A, q), G(B, q) random graphs

where we output the empty graph if S or T contains a triangle. Letting X2 ∼ Bin(N, q), it
follows that

∥|S| + |T | −X2∥TV =
1

2
P(S ∪ T contains a triangle) = o(1)

by a union bound. It therefore suffices to show that ∥X2 − X̂∥TV = o(1).

Since (A,B) is strongly balanced we have N = n2/4−k where k = Õ(n1/2). We couple X2

and X̂ via the natural coupling of Bin(N, q) and Bin(⌊n2/4⌋, q) and write X̂ = |S| + |T | +Z
where Z ∼ Bin(k, q). By the coupling inequality Lemma 4.7 we then have

∥X̂ − (|S| + |T |)∥TV ≤ P(Z > 0) ≤ q0k = o(1) .

For the second part of the theorem, fix t ∈ R and let p =
√

3 + log logn
logn − t

logn

√
logn
n . By

the above, it is enough to show that

lim
n→∞

P
[
X̂ = 0

]
= exp

(
−
√

3

4
et/2

)
.

In this regime, n2q0 = Θ(1) and q0 ∼ pe−p
2n/2, and so X̂ converges in distribution to a Poisson

with mean τ = limn→∞
n2pe−p

2n/2

4 . From here a calculation shows that limn→∞
n2pe−p

2n/2

4 =
√
3
4 e

t/2. □

Next we prove Theorem 2.3 on the chromatic number.
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Proof of Theorem 2.3. Given a partition π ∈ Π, let µπλ,1 denote the measure µλ,1 conditioned
on the event that π is chosen at Step 1 in Algorithm 2. By Theorem 2.1 it suffices to fix
a strongly balanced partition π = (A,B) and prove the result for G ∼ µπλ,1. Let S, T,Ecr

denote the edges in A, in B, and across the partition respectively.

The fact that χ(G) ≥ 3 if (1 + ε)
√

logn
n ≤ λ ≤ (

√
3 − ε)

√
logn
n follows from Theorem 2.2.

Next we show that if λ ≥ (1 + ε)
√

logn
n then χ(G) ≤ 4 whp. Since q0 = o(n−1) in this

regime and S, T are distributed as Erdős-Rényi random graphs G(A, q0), G(B, q0), whp the
graphs (A,S) and (B, T ) are forests and thus 2-colorable. We can then color G with 4 colors
by assigning disjoint sets of 2 colors to the vertices of A and B respectively.

Next we show that when λ ≥ (
√

2+ε)
√

logn
n , χ(G) ≤ 3 whp. To use only 3 colors, we want

to assign, say, colors red and green to A and blue and green to B. In this regime q0 = o(n−3/2)
and so whp all edges of S and T are isolated edges. To color the graph, we assign red to all
isolated vertices of (A,S), blue to all isolated vertices of (B, T ), and color edges in S red and
green and edges in T blue and green. We call such a coloring a ‘green edge coloring’. Note
that for each edge there is a choice of two colorings based on which endpoint receives green.
Fix some canonical ordering on all n vertices to determine an anchor for each edge (the earlier
vertex), and then call a red-green or blue-green coloring of an edge ‘positive’ if the anchor is
green and ‘negative’ otherwise. If there were no crossing edges, any assignment of positive or
negative colorings to the edges in S, T would result in a proper green edge coloring, but there
may be crossing edges connecting edges in S to edges in T , and edges between green vertices
are not allowed. We create a graph Gcol in which the edges of S, T are nodes and two nodes
are connected by an edge in Gcol for each crossing edge joining the corresponding edges. We
claim that if Gcol has no cycles or multiple edges, then there is a proper green edge coloring
of G. To see this, choose a green edge coloring as follows: for each component of Gcol, pick an
arbitrary node (edge of S, T ) and color it with (say) its positive coloring; since there are no
multiple edges, any node it is connected to can still be colored either positively or negatively
(or perhaps both). We can continue coloring the edges by exploring the components of Gcol

in this way and will not reach a contradiction since there are no cycles. Finally, to see that
whp Gcol contains no multiple edges or cycles, note that whp |S|+ |T | = O(n1/2−δ) for some

fixed δ = δ(ε) > 0. Therefore the expected number of multiples edges is O(λ2n1/2−δ) = o(1).
Further, given S, T the graph Gcol is stochastically dominated by an Erdős-Rényi random
graph on the node set with edge probability 4λ (4 for the possible crossing edges connected
an edge in S with an edge in T ). Since the number of nodes times the edge probability is
o(1), whp there are no cycles.

Finally we show that when (1+ε)
√

logn
n ≤ λ ≤ (

√
2−ε)

√
logn
n , χ(G) ≥ 4 whp. Lemma 5.3

shows that whp over the choice of crossing edges Ecr, G is an (A,B)-λ-expander. In particular,
for all pairs of sets of vertices X ⊂ A, Y ⊂ B so that |X|, |Y | = 10λn, we have Ecr∩(X×Y ) ̸=
∅. In this regime whp both S and T have size at least n1/2+ε. In particular in a proper 3-
coloring, each side must have at least two colors appearing on at least n1/2+ε/2 vertices.

Therefore there must be a common color appearing on at least n1/2+ε/2 ≥ 10λn vertices on
each side. But by the expansion property whp there is an edge between these sets of vertices
and so the coloring cannot be proper. □



54 ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS

Remark 2. The arguments in the proof of Theorem 2.3 are rough, and a much more precise
understanding of the transition between 3- and 4-colorability can likely be obtained. In par-
ticular, we conjecture that the threshold for the existence of a ‘green tree coloring’ (in which
tree components of S, T are properly colored red-green and blue-green respectively) marks the
threshold for 3-colorability and that the scaling window for the existence of a green tree color-
ing can be completely determined by analyzing a random (bipartite) 2-SAT formula obtained
by the constraints imposed on the tree colorings by crossing edges. The analysis of the scaling
window then could be done by adapting the methods from [12].

10. Critical and supercritical defect regimes

In this section we prove our main results in the critical and supercritical defect regimes:
Theorems 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and 2.9.

We begin with Theorem 2.4. As in Section 9 we reformulate an asymptotic formula for
Pn,p(T ) in terms of an asymptotic formula for the partition function Z(λ). Recall the defini-
tions of q0, q1, q2 from (1.3), (1.5) and (1.6) now considered. as functions of λ. Let

f(λ, n) := (1 − q2)
−n2/4+n/2 exp

{
1

64
λ6n5q20 −

1

64
λ6n6q30 −

1

24
n3q30

}
×

exp

{
1

64
λ4n4q20 −

1

6
λ4n5q30 −

1

2
λ4n4q20

}
.

Lemma 10.1. If λ ≥ 13
14

√
logn
n , then

Z(λ) ∼ 1

2

√
π

λ

(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
(1 + λ)n

2/4f(λ, n) .

For the remainder of this section, we assume that λ ≥ 13
14

√
logn
n .

Our strategy for proving Lemma 10.1 will follow similar lines to the arguments of Section 9,
only now the calculations are significantly more involved. The source of the additional com-
plication stems from the fact that we now need to take into account further terms in the
cluster expansion (see Corollary 10.8 below) at the step of equation (9.3) in order to obtain
an asymptotic formula for the partition function ZA,B(λ) and to obtain an accurate enough
approximation of the measures µA,B,λ and νA,B,λ (defined at (3.10), (3.11)).

To begin with, we fix a λ-moderately balanced partition (see Definition 3.13) (A,B) with
a = |A| and b = |B|. We will show that the defect distribution νA,B,λ is within o(1) total
variation distance of a suitable conditioned exponential random graph measure which will be
the main step to proving the approximation to µλ in Theorem 2.4. Recall the definition of
the exponential random graph G(V, q, ψ) from (1.4).

Lemma 10.2. If (A,B) ∈ Πmod,λ, then

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
∼ f(λ, n) · exp

{
n2qλ4(a− b)2

}
,(10.1)

Moreover, if (A,B) ∈ Πstrong, then

∥νA,B,λ −G(A, q2, ψ) ×G(B, q2, ψ)∥TV = o(1) .(10.2)
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10.1. A first approximation to ZA,B. A key step toward proving Lemma 10.2 is an inter-
mediate approximation of ZA,B(λ) analogous to Lemma 9.3. To state the result we need a
few more definitions. Recall the definitions of q′A and q′B from (3.14). Then define

µA =

(
a

2

)
q′Ae

2λ3b(aqA+bqB) and µB =

(
b

2

)
q′Be

2λ3a(aqA+bqB) .

The quantities µA, µB will serve as approximations to the expected number of edges appearing
inside A,B (respectively) in a sample from νA,B,λ. We then let

q′′A
1 − q′′A

=
q′A

1 − q′A
e4µBλ

3
and

q′′B
1 − q′′B

=
q′B

1 − q′B
e4µAλ

3
.(10.3)

We highlight that qA ∼ q′A ∼ q′′A ∼ qB ∼ q′B ∼ q′′B, and that since λ ≥ 13
14

√
logn
n and

(A,B) ∈ Πmod,λ we have

q = max{qA, qB} = o(n−13/14) .

Lemma 10.3. If (A,B) ∈ Πmod,λ,

ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
∼(1 − q′′A)−(a

2) exp

{
1

2
λ3a3bq′′2A +

1

4
λ6a3b2q2A +

3

2
λ6a4b2q3A − 1

6
a3q3A

}
×

(1 − q′′B)−(b
2) exp

{
1

2
λ3b3aq′′2B +

1

4
λ6b3a2q2B +

3

2
λ6b4a2q3B − 1

6
b3q3A

}
×

exp

{
−4λ3µAµB + λ4ab

(
1

4
abqAqB − 2

3
(aqA + bqB)3 − 2(aqA + bqB)2

)}
.

The derivation of Lemma 10.2 from Lemma 10.3 is very similar to the derivation of
Lemma 9.2 from Lemma 9.3. In particular, we show that we can replace all instances of
a, b (both implicit and explicit) with n/2 on the RHS of the above asymptotic formula whilst
incurring only a 1+o(1) multiplicative error. Since the calculations are similar to those of the
previous section (only now more tedious), we defer the proof of Lemma 10.2 to Appendix E.

As usual we let D = DA,B,λ. As in the proof of Lemma 9.3, a key step toward proving
Lemma 10.3 is to estimate an expectation E = Eνq′,D exp

{
λ3P2(S � T )

}
. In the previous

section, we approximated logE (via 4.5) by the expectation of λ3P2(S � T ) (with respect
to a tilted measure). In our regime of λ this is no longer possible since now the variance of
P2(S � T ) can also make a significant contribution to E. This makes the estimation of E
more delicate, and we isolate this estimate in the following lemma. We let

Z ′ =
∑

(S,T )∈D

(
q′A

1 − q′A

)|S|( q′B
1 − q′B

)|T |
,(10.4)

the normalising constant associated to the measure νq′,D.

Lemma 10.4.

Z ′ · Eνq′,D
(
eλ

3P2(S�T )
)
∼ (1 − q′′A)−(a2) exp

{
1

2
λ3a3bq′′2A +

1

4
λ6a3b2q2A +

3

2
λ6a4b2q3A − 1

6
a3q3A

}
× (1 − q′′B)−(b2) exp

{
1

2
λ3b3aq′′2B +

1

4
λ6b3a2q2B +

3

2
λ6b4a2q3B − 1

6
b3q3A

}
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× exp{−4λ3µAµB} .

Proof. Define the ‘centered’ random variables

s = |S| − µA, t = |T | − µB .(10.5)

We then have P2(S � T ) = bP2(S) + aP2(T ) + 4(st+ |S|µB + |T |µA − µAµB). Letting

h(S, T ) = λ3(bP2(S) + aP2(T ) + 4|S|µB + 4|T |µA) ,

we have

Eνq′,D
(
eλ

3P2(S�T )
)

= e−4λ3µAµBEνh
q′,D

(
e4λ

3st
)
· Eνq′,D

(
eh(S,T )

)
.(10.6)

We now estimate the two expectations in the expression on the RHS. The advantage of
centering S and T as in (10.5) is that Eνq′,D

(
eh(S,T )

)
factorizes as a product of expectations

of independent random variables that depend on S and T respectively. Moreover we will
show that

Eνh
q′,D

(
e4λ

3st
)

= 1 + o(1) .(10.7)

Let us first establish (10.7).

By Lemma 4.5 there exists θ ∈ [0, 1] such that

logEνh
q′,D

(
e4λ

3st
)

= 4λ3E
νj
q′,D

(st) ,(10.8)

where

j(S, T ) = h(S, T ) + 4θλ3st .

Claim 10.5. Let F ∈ D such that |F | = O(1). If G ∼ νjq′,D, then

P(F ⊆ G) =(1 +O(n2∆2λ6))
(
q′Ae

2λ3b(aqA+bqB)
)|FA| (

q′Be
2λ3a(aqA+bqB)

)|FB |
×

exp
{
λ3(bP2(FA) + aP2(FB))

}
.

Note that the probability estimate of Claim 10.5 is independent of θ. We defer the proof
of Claim 10.5 to Appendix D since it follows similar lines to the proof of Corollary 7.5.

With G ∼ νjq′,D, we note that by Claim 10.5, if e1 ∈
(
A
2

)
, e2 ∈

(
B
2

)
, then

P(e1, e2 ∈ G) = (1 +O(n2∆2λ6))q′Ae
2λ3b(aqA+bqB) · q′Be2λ

3a(aqA+bqB) .

It follows that

E
νj
q′,D

(st) = E
νj
q′,D

(|S||T |) − E
νj
q′,D

(|S|)µB − E
νj
q′,D

(|T |)µA + µAµB

=

(
a

2

)(
b

2

)
q′Ae

2λ3b(aqA+bqB) · q′Be2λ
3a(aqA+bqB) ·O(n2∆2λ6) = o(λ−3) ,

and so, returning to (10.8), we see that (10.7) holds.

Returning to (10.6) we now estimate Eνq′,D
(
eh(S,T )

)
. Recall the definition of q′′A, q

′′
B

at (10.3) and let q′′A = (q′′A, 0), q′′B = (0, q′′B). Let

Z ′′
A =

∑
S⊆(A2):S∈D

(
q′′A

1 − q′′A

)|S|
(10.9)
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denote the normalizing constant associated to νq′′
A,D and define Z ′′

B similarly. We then have

Z ′ · Eνq′,D
(
eh(S,T )

)
= Z ′′

AZ
′′
B · Eνq′′

A
,D

(
eλ

3bP2(S)
)
· Eνq′′

B
,D

(
eλ

3aP2(T )
)
.

Combining this with (10.7) and (10.6) we conclude that

(10.10)

Z ′ · Eνq′,D
(
eλ

3P2(S�T )
)
∼ e−4λ3µAµB · Z ′′

AZ
′′
B · Eνq′′

A
,D

(
eλ

3bP2(S)
)
· Eνq′′

B
,D

(
eλ

3aP2(T )
)
.

Next we estimate Z ′′
A · Eνq′′

A
,D

(
eλ

3bP2(S)
)

.

Claim 10.6. With ψ = λ3b,

Z ′′
A · Eνq′′

A
,D

(
eψP2(S)

)
∼ (1 − q′′A)−(a2) exp

{
1

2
ψa3q′′2A +

1

4
ψ2a3q2A +

3

2
ψ2a4q3A − 1

6
a3q3A

}
.

Proof. Recall that

D∅ :=

{
G ⊆

(
A

2

)
∪
(
B

2

)
: ∆(G) ≤ ∆, |GA|, |GB| ≤ K

}
,

where ∆ = ∆A,B,λ,K = KA,B,λ are as in Definition 3.7. In particular D is the set of triangle-
free graphs in D∅. By no longer conditioning on triangle-freeness, we are able to get a more
precise understanding of the measure νq′′

A,D∅ than that of νq′′
A,D (see Claim 10.7 below). We

therefore relate Eνq′′
A
,D

(
eψP2(S)

)
to the expectation Eνq′′

A
,D∅

(
eψP2(S)

)
by using our version of

Janson’s inequality (Lemma 7.7). To this end we consider the tilted measure νkq′′
A,D∅

where

k(S) = ψP2(S) and let G ∼ νkq′′
A,D∅

. We then have

Z ′′
A · Eνq′′

A
,D

(
eψP2(S)

)
= Z ′′

A,∅ · Eνq′′
A
,D∅

(
eψP2(S)

)
P(G triangle-free) ,(10.11)

where

Z ′′
A,∅ =

∑
S⊆(A2):S∈D∅

(
q′′A

1 − q′′A

)|S|
.

Since ψ ≤ nλ3, k is (2nλ3)-local, and so we may apply Lemma 7.7, obtaining

P(G triangle-free) ∼ exp

{
−
(
a

3

)
q′′3A +O(n4∆λ3q3)

}
∼ exp

{
−1

6
a3q3A

}
.(10.12)

Moreover, by (7.17) of Corollary 7.8,

Z ′′
A,∅ ∼ (1 − q′′A)−(a2) .(10.13)

We now turn to estimating Eνq′′
A
,D∅

(
eψP2(S)

)
. Given θ > 0, we abuse notation slightly and

define the measure νθq′′
A,D∅

via

νθq′′
A,D∅

(S) ∝ νq′′
A,D∅(S)eθψP2(S) .

We apply Lemma 4.5 to deduce that

logEνq′′
A
,D∅
eψP2(S) = ψ · Eνq′′

A
,D∅

(P2(S)) +
ψ2

2
varνθ

q′′
A
,D∅

(P2(S))(10.14)
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for some θ ∈ [0, 1].

Claim 10.7. Let θ ∈ [0, 1] and let G ∼ νθq′′
A,D∅

. Let F ⊆
(
A
2

)
such that |F | = O(1), then

P(F ⊆ G) = (1 +O(ψ3∆3))q
′′|F |
A

(
1 + θψE(P2(G, F )) +

θ2ψ2

2
E(P2(G, F )2)

)
.

In particular,

P(F ⊆ G) = (1 +O(ψ∆))q
′′|F |
A .

Again, as the proof of this claim follows similar lines as those of Corollary 7.5 and
Claim 10.5, we defer it to Appendix D.

Returning to (10.14), we estimate Eνq′′
A
,D∅

(P2(S)). Let G ∼ νq′′
A,D∅ . Let F ⊆

(
A
2

)
be a copy

of P2 then by the above claim with θ = 0,

P(F ⊆ G) = (1 +O(ψ3∆3))q′′2A .

Noting that ψ = Õ(n−1/2), qA = o(n−13/14), it follows that

ψEνq′′
A
,D∅

(P2(S)) = 3ψ

(
a

3

)
(1 +O(ψ3∆3))q′′2A =

1

2
ψa3q′′2A + o(1) .(10.15)

We now estimate varνθ
q′′
A
,D∅

(P2(S)). Let G ∼ νθq′′
A,D∅

. Let {F1, . . . , Fm}, m = 3
(
a
3

)
, be the

collection of potential copies of P2 in G. We have

var(P2(S)) =
∑
i

var(1Fi⊆G) + 2
∑

{Fi,Fj}:
Fi ̸=Fj

cov(1Fi⊆G,1Fj⊆G) ,

where the variances and covariances are with respect to the measure νθq′′
A,D∅

. By Claim 10.7,

ψ2
∑
i

var(1Fi⊆G) = (1 +O(ψ∆)) · 3ψ2

(
a

3

)
q′′2A = 3ψ2

(
a

3

)
q′′2A + o(1) .

By Claim 10.7 we also have

ψ2
∑

{Fi,Fj}:
|Fi∩Fj |=1

cov(1Fi⊆G,1Fj⊆G) = (1 +O(ψ∆)) · 36ψ2

(
a

4

)
q′′3A = 36ψ2

(
a

4

)
q′′3A + o(1)

and

ψ2
∑

{Fi,Fj}:
|V (Fi)∩V (Fj)|=1

cov(1Fi⊆G,1Fj⊆G) = ψ2 ·O(n5q4 · ψ∆) = o(1) .

It remains to estimate the contribution to the variance of P2(S) from vertex-disjoint pairs
Fi, Fj .

Let F1, F2 ⊆
(
A
2

)
be two vertex-disjoint copies of P2 in

(
A
2

)
then

P2(G, F1 ∪ F2) = P2(G, F1) + P2(G, F2) .

It follows from Claim 10.7 that

cov(1F1⊆G,1F2⊆G) = q′′4A
θ2ψ2

2
· cov(P2(G, F1), P2(G, F2)) +O(ψ3∆3q4) .(10.16)
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Suppose now that e1, e2 ∈
(
A
2

)
\(F1 ∪ F2) are such that ei forms a copy of P2 with an edge of

Fi for i = 1, 2. If e1 ̸= e2, by Claim 10.7

cov(1e1⊆G,1e2⊆G) = O(ψ∆q2)

and there are O(n2) such pairs {e1, e2}. If e1 = e2 then

cov(1e1⊆G,1e2⊆G) = O(q)

and there are O(1) choices for e1 since it has to join a vertex in F1 to a vertex in F2. We
conclude that

cov(P2(G, F1), P2(G, F2)) = O(n2ψ∆q2 + q) = O(n2ψ∆q2) .

Returning to (10.16), we conclude that

cov(1F1⊆G,1F2⊆G) = O(ψ3∆3q4 + n2ψ3∆q6) = O(ψ3∆3q4) ,

and so

ψ2
∑

{Fi,Fj}:
V (Fi)∩V (Fj)=∅

cov(1Fi⊆G,1Fj⊆G) = ψ2n6 ·O(ψ3∆3q4) = o(1).6

Putting everything together we have

ψ2varνθ
q′′
A
,D∅

(P2(S)) = ψ2
∑
i

var(1Fi⊆G) + 2ψ2
∑

{Fi,Fj}:
Fi ̸=Fj

cov(1Fi⊆G,1Fj⊆G)

= 3ψ2

(
a

3

)
q′′2A + 72ψ2

(
a

4

)
q′′3A + o(1)

=
1

2
ψ2a3q2A + 3ψ2a4q3A + o(1) .

Returning to (10.14) and recalling (10.15), we conclude that

Eνq′′
A
,D∅
eψP2(S) ∼ exp

{
1

2
ψa3q′′2A +

1

4
ψ2a3q2A +

3

2
ψ2a4q3A

}
.

Combining this with (10.11), (10.12) and (10.13) completes the proof of Claim 10.6. □

Lemma 10.4 now follows from Claims 10.6 and (10.10) □

We now turn to the proof of Lemma 10.3. We will need the following refinement of
Corollary 4.2 whose proof we defer to Appendix A. We let P3, S3, C4 denote the path, star
and cycle on 4 vertices respectively. Recall that given graphs H,G, we let H(G) denote the
number of (not necessarily induced) copies of H in G.

Corollary 10.8. Let G be a triangle-free graph with n vertices, and maximum degree ∆.
Then for λ ≤ 1

4e∆ ,

log

(
ZG(λ)

(1 + λ)n

)
= −|G|λ2+(P2(G) + 2|G|)λ3−(P3(G)+S3(G)−C4(G)+4P2(G)+7|G|/2)λ4

+O(n∆4λ5) .

6It is here that we need the assumption λ ≥ 13
14

√
logn
n

.
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In addition to the relations |S � T | = b|S| = a|T |, P2(S � T ) = bP2(S) + aP2(T ) + 4|S||T |
which we have already encountered, we will also need the following relations and include a
proof in Appendix A.

Lemma 10.9. For S ⊆
(
A
2

)
, T ⊆

(
B
2

)
,

P3(S � T ) = bP3(S) + aP3(T ) + 6P2(S)|T | + 6|S|P2(T ) ,

S3(S � T ) = bS3(S) + aS3(T ) + 2P2(S)|T | + 2|S|P2(T ) ,

C4(S � T ) = bC4(S) + aC4(T ) + |S||T | .

With these preliminaries in hand, we prove Lemma 10.3.

Proof of Lemma 10.3. In order to estimate ZA,B(λ), we begin by estimating the hard-core
partition function ZS�T (λ) via the cluster expansion. First we note that since (S, T ) ∈ D,
both S and T have maximum degree at most

∆ = 50 max{qn, log n} = o(n1/14) ,

and so the graph S � T has maximum degree at most 2∆ = o(n1/14). Since λ ≤ 1
8e∆ , we

conclude from Corollary 10.8 that

(10.17) log

(
ZS�T (λ)

(1 + λ)ab

)
= −|S � T | · λ2 + (2|S � T | + P2(S � T ))λ3

− (P3(S � T ) + S3(S � T ) − C4(S � T ) + 4P2(S � T ) + 7|S � T |/2)λ4 + o(1) .

We note that |S � T | = b|S| + a|T |, and so
(10.18)
ZA,B(λ)

(1 + λ)ab
=

∑
(S,T )∈D

ZS�T (λ)

(1 + λ)ab
∼ Z ′·Eνq′,D

(
eP2(S�T )λ3−(P3(S�T )+S3(S�T )−C4(S�T )+4P2(S�T ))λ4

)
,

where q′ = (q′A, q
′
B) and Z ′ is as in (10.4). We turn our attention to understanding the

expectation on the RHS of (10.18). Letting

f(S, T ) = λ3P2(S � T ) ,

the expectation on the RHS of (10.18) is equal to

E
νf
q′,D

(
e−(P3(S�T )+S3(S�T )−C4(S�T )+4P2(S�T ))λ4

)
· Eνq′,D

(
eλ

3P2(S�T )
)
.(10.19)

We estimated the rightmost expectation in Lemma 10.4. We now estimate the leftmost
expectation.

Claim 10.10.

E
νf
q′,D

(
e−(P3(S�T )+S3(S�T )−C4(S�T )+4P2(S�T ))λ4

)
∼ exp

[
λ4ab

(
1

4
abqAqB − 2

3
(aqA + bqB)3 − 2(aqA + bqB)2

)]
.

Proof. By Lemma 4.5

log E
νf
q′,D

(
e−(P3(S�T )+S3(S�T )−C4(S�T )+4P2(S�T ))λ4

)
= −λ4Eνg

q′,D
(P3(S � T ) + S3(S � T ) − C4(S � T ) + 4P2(S � T )) ,
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where

g(S, T ) = f(S, T ) − θ · (P3(S � T ) + S3(S � T ) − C4(S � T ) + 4P2(S � T ))λ4 ,

and θ ∈ [0, 1]. We calculate the expectation on the RHS of the above. One easily verifies
that g is nλ3/(6α)-local and so by Lemma 10.9 and (7.4) of Lemma 7.2,

λ4Eνg
q′,D

(P3(S � T ))

= λ4(1 + O(n∆λ3))

[
b · 12

(
a

4

)
q′3A + a · 12

(
b

4

)
q′3B + 6 · 3

(
a

3

)(
b

2

)
q′2Aq

′
B + 6 · 3

(
b

3

)(
a

2

)
q′2Bq

′
A

]

= λ4

[
1

2
ba4q3A +

1

2
ab4q3B +

3

2
a3b2q2AqB +

3

2
b3a2q2BqA

]
+ o(1)

=
1

2
λ4ab(aqA + bqB)3 + o(1) .

The final expression can be arrived at heuristically by noting that the product graph S � T
has ab vertices and the expected degree of any vertex is approximately aqA + bqB. Similarly

λ4Eνg
q′,D

(S3(S � T )) =
1

6
λ4ab(aqA + bqB)3 + o(1) ,

λ4Eνg
q′,D

(C4(S � T )) =
1

4
λ4a2b2qAqB + o(1) ,

4λ4Eνg
q′,D

(P2(S � T )) = 2ab(aqA + bqB)2 + o(1) .

The claim follows. □

Lemma 10.3 follows by combining (10.18) and (10.19) with Lemma 10.4 and Claim 10.10.
□

As mentioned at the start of this section, the proof of Lemma 10.2 is deferred to Appen-
dix E.

We now prove Proposition 3.11. The proof is a minor variant of that of Lemma 9.5.

Proof of Proposition 3.11. Let M := 5(n log n)1/4. By Lemma 10.2,∣∣∣∣ Zmod(λ)

Zstrong(λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (1 + o(1))
∑
k≥M

(
n

⌊n/2⌋+k
)(

n
⌊n/2⌋

) eO(n2qλ4k2)(1 + λ)−k
2
.

Noting that n2qλ4k2 = o(λk2) the RHS is bounded above by∑
k≥M

e−λk
2/2 ≤

∫ ∞

M−1
e−λx

2/2 dx ≤ 1

λ(M − 1)
e−(M−1)2λ/2 = O(n−3) ,

where for the second inequality we used the standard integral estimate
∫∞
t e−ax

2
dx ≤

e−at
2
/(2at) for a, t > 0. This proves (3.5). The proof of (3.6) is identical to the proof of

(3.4) except that we use Lemma 9.4 in place of Lemma 8.1. □

Recall that Corollary 3.12 now follows from Proposition 3.4 and Propositions 3.5, 3.10
and 3.11. Lemma 10.1 then follows from Corollary 3.12 in precisely the same way that
Lemma 9.1 followed from Corollary 9.6.

The proof of Theorem 2.4 is now identical to the proof of Theorem 2.1 in Section 9.2.
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10.2. Chromatic number. In this section we prove Theorem 2.5 which states that for

ε ∈ (0, 1/14] and p ∼ (1 − ε)
√

logn
n , if G is sampled from G(n, p) conditioned on T , then the

independence number of G is o(n) whp. In particular, the chromatic number of G is ω(n)
whp.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Set λ = p/(1−p) ∼ (1−ε)
√

logn
n and fix π = (A,B) strongly balanced.

Let µπλ,2 denote the measure µλ,2 conditioned on the event that π is chosen at Step 1 in

Algorithm 3. Let G ∼ µπλ,2. By Theorem 2.4 it suffices to show that P[α(G) = o(n)] =

1 − o(1). For this, it will suffice to show that P[α(GA) = o(n)] = 1 − o(1) and P[α(GB) =
o(n)] = 1 − o(1).

Note that GA is distributed according to the random graph G(A, q2, ψ). We fix U ⊆ A

and estimate the probability that U is an independent set in GA. Let
(
U
2

)
= {e1, . . . , eN}

where N =
(|U |

2

)
. Let Ei denote the event that ei is an edge of GA, then

P(U is an independent set in G) = P

(
N⋂
i=1

Ec
i

)
=

N∏
i=1

P

Ec
i

∣∣∣∣ ⋂
j<i

Ec
j

 =

N∏
i=1

1 − P

Ei

∣∣∣∣ ⋂
j<i

Ec
j

 .
Fix i ∈ [N ]. Then by Lemma 7.1

P

Ei ∣∣∣∣ ⋂
j<i

Ecj

 =
(
1 +O

(
n∆λ3

))
q2 ≥ q2/2 .

It follows that

P(U is an independent set in GA) ≤ (1 − q2/2)(
|U|
2 ) ≤ exp

{
−q2

2

(
|U |
2

)}
.

Note that since λ ∼ (1 − ε)
√

logn
n we have q2 ≥ n−1+ε/2. Let k = n1−ε/4. We conclude by a

union bound that

P[α(GA) ≥ k] ≤
(
a

k

)
exp

{
−q2

2

(
k

2

)}
≤ exp

{
k log(ea/k) − q2

2

(
k

2

)}
= o(1) .

We conclude that P(α(GA) < n1−ε/4) = 1 − o(1) and similarly for GB concluding the
proof. □

10.3. A sandwiching theorem. Although the distribution of the defect edges is not that
of a pair of Erdős-Rényi random graphs in the supercrtical defect regime, the distribution
of edges is sandwiched between two Erdős-Rényi random graphs (conditioned on triangle-
freeness) with edge probabilities that differ by a small amount. Recall the definitions of q2, ψ
from (1.6) and(1.7). For A ⊆ [n] and q ∈ (0, 1) we let G(A, q|T ) denote the Erdős-Rényi
graph G(A, q) conditioned on triangle-freeness.

Proposition 10.11. Suppose λ ≥ 13
14

√
logn
n . Let qℓ = q2(1 − n−2/5) and qu =

q2(1 + n−2/5). Then for a vertex set A ⊆ [n], there is a coupling of the distributions
G(A, qℓ|T ), G(A, q2, ψ), G(A, qu|T ) so that with probability 1 − o(1),

G(A, qℓ|T ) ⊆ G(A, q2, ψ) ⊆ G(A, qu|T ) .
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Proof. Let a = |A|. We construct the coupling as follows. Order the
(
a
2

)
possible edges

arbitrarily e1, . . . , e(a2)
. Let Xℓ

i , Xi, X
u
i be the indicator random variables that ei is present

in G(A, qℓ|T ), G(A, q2, ψ), G(A, qu|T ) respectively.

Let Ei = {ej : Xj = 1, j ≤ i} and define Eℓi , E
u
i similarly. Select iid U [0, 1] random

variables U1, . . . , U(a2)
. For i = 1, . . . ,

(
n
2

)
, we set Xi+1 = 1 if Ui+1 ≤ P[ei+1 ∈ G(A, q2, ψ)|Ei]

and 0 otherwise; and likewise with Xℓ
i+1 and Xu

i+1; in particular, we use the same uniform
random variable for each of the three processes. Clearly the coupling produces faithful copies
of G(A, qℓ|T ), G(A, q2, ψ), G(A, qu|T ).

We now argue about containment. We will show that G(A, q2, ψ) ⊆ G(A, qu|T ) whp; the
proof that G(A, qℓ|T ) ⊆ G(A, q2, ψ) whp is similar and we omit it. By a union bound it
suffices to show that P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu

i = 0) = o(n−2).

We say that an edge ei is blocked by a set E of edges if ei∪E contains a triangle. Let Bi, B
u
i

denote the event that ei is blocked by the final graphs E := E(a2)
, Eu := Eu

(a2)
respectively.

Noting that Xi = 1 only if ei is not blocked by E we write

P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0) = P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu

i = 0 | B̄i ∧ B̄u
i )P(B̄i ∧ B̄u

i )(10.20)

+ P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0 | B̄i ∧Bu

i )P(B̄i ∧Bu
i ) ,

where B̄i denotes the complement of the event Bi.

Claim 10.12.

P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0 | B̄i ∧ B̄u

i ) ≤ 2ne−d/3 ,

where d := 50 max{qun, log n}.

Proof. Let Ei denote the event that neither Ei−1 nor Eui−1 block ei, and
max{∆(Eui−1),∆(Ei−1)} ≤ d/3. Note that

(10.21) P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0 | B̄i ∧ B̄u

i ) = P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0 | B̄i ∧ B̄u

i ∧ Ei)P(Ei | B̄i ∧ B̄u
i )

+ P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0 | B̄i ∧ B̄u

i ∧ Ēi)P(Ēi | B̄i ∧ B̄u
i ) .

Observe that

P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0 | B̄i ∧ B̄u

i ∧ Ei) ≤
P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu

i = 0 | Ei)
P(B̄i ∧ B̄u

i | Ei)
.

We will show that the numerator on the RHS is 0. By the definition of the coupling it suffices
to show that for F, F u such that P(Ei−1 = F | Ei) > 0 and P(Eui−1 = F u | Ei) > 0 we have

P(Xi = 1 | Ei−1 = F ) < P(Xu
i = 1 | Eui−1 = F u) .(10.22)

We begin by estimating the LHS.

P(Xi = 1 | Ei−1 = F ) = P(Xi = 1 | Ei−1 = F, B̄i)P(B̄i | Ei−1 = F ) .(10.23)

We estimate the two probabilities on the RHS. First note that since P(Ei−1 = F | Ei) > 0
by assumption, F does not block ei and ∆(F ) ≤ d/3. There are therefore at most d/3 single
edges and at most n pairs of edges whose addition to F could block ei. We conclude from
Lemma 7.1 that

P(B̄i | Ei−1 = F ) ≥ 1 − (nq2u + qud/3) ≥ 1 − qud .(10.24)
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Let Hi denote the set of all possible realisations H of E\ei that do not block ei. Let H′
i ⊆ Hi

denote the subset of graphs that satisfy ∆(H) ≤ 2d/3.

P(Xi = 1 | Ei−1 = F, B̄i) =
∑
H∈Hi

P(Xi = 1 | E\ei = H)P(E\ei = H | Ei−1 = F, B̄i) .

We will split the above sum according to whether H ∈ H′
i or not. If H ∈ H′

i, then by
Lemma 7.1, noting that q2 = o(ψd),

P(Xi = 1 | E\ei = H) = (1 +O(ψd))q2(10.25)

Suppose now that H ∈ Hi\H′
i so that in particular ∆(H) > 2d/3. We have

(10.26)

P(E\ei = H | Ei−1 = F, B̄i) =
P(E\ei = H, B̄i | Ei−1 = F )

P(B̄i | Ei−1 = F )
≤ P(∆(E) > 2d/3 | Ei−1 = F )

P(B̄i | Ei−1 = F )
.

If ∆(E) > 2d/3 then since ∆(F ) ≤ d/3 there exists a vertex v ∈ V with at least 2d/3 −
d/3 = d/3 incident edges that do not belong to F . By Lemma 7.1, the probability of this
occurring is at most the probability a binomial Bin(n, qu) random variable is at least d/3 =
(50/3) max{qun, log n}. By Chernoff’s inequality (Lemma 4.8), this occurs with probability

at most e−d/3. By a union bound over v ∈ V we have

P(∆(E) > 2d/3 | Ei−1 = F ) ≤ ne−d/3 .

Recalling (10.24) and returning to (10.26), we conclude that

P(E\ei = H | Ei−1 = F, B̄i) ≤ 2ne−d/3 .

Combining this fact, with (10.25) and splitting the sum according to whether H ∈ H′
i or not

we have

P(Xi = 1 | Ei−1 = F, B̄i) = (1 +O(ψd))q2(1 −O(ne−d/3)) +O(ne−d/3) = (1 +O(ψd))q2 .

Recalling (10.24) again and returning to (10.23) we have

P(Xi = 1 | Ei−1 = F ) = (1 +O(ψd))q2 .

An identical argument shows that

P(Xu
i = 1 | Eui−1 = F ) = (1 +O(ψd))qu .

Recalling that qu = q2(1 + n−2/5) and ψd = o(n−2/5), we see that the inequality at (10.22)
holds. We conclude that

P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0 | B̄i ∧ B̄u

i ∧ Ei) = 0 .(10.27)

Returning to (10.21) we turn to estimating P(Ēi | B̄i ∧ B̄u
i ). For this, we note that under

the event B̄i∧ B̄u
i , the only way for the event Ēi to occur is if max{∆(Eui−1),∆(Ei−1)} ≥ d/3.

Arguing as above (i.e. applying Lemma 7.1, Chernoff’s inequality and a union bound) this

occurs with probability at most 2ne−d/3. Therefore

P(Ēi | B̄i ∧ B̄u
i ) ≤ 2ne−d/3 .

Combining this with (10.21) and (10.27) completes the proof of the claim. □
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We now return to (10.20) and bound P(B̄i ∧ Bu
i ). For the event B̄i ∧ Bu

i to occur, there
must exist j, k such that ei, ej , ek forms a triangle, Xu

j = 1, Xu
k = 1 and {Xj = 0 or Xk = 0}.

By a union bound

P(B̄i ∧Bu
i ) ≤ 2n · P(Xu

j = 1, Xu
k = 1, Xj = 0).

Let Ej denote the event that neither Ej−1 nor Euj−1 block ej and max{∆(Euj−1),∆(Ej−1)} ≤
d/3.

P(Xu
j = 1, Xu

k = 1, Xj = 0) ≤ P(Xu
j = 1, Xu

k = 1, Xj = 0 | Ej)P(Ej)
+ P(Xu

j = 1, Xu
k = 1, Xj = 0 | Ēj)P(Ēj) .

It is simple to bound the terms on the RHS by Lemma 7.1. We bound P(Ēj) = O(nq2u),
P(Xu

j = 1, Xu
k = 1, Xj = 0 | Ēj) = O(q2u), P(Xu

j = 1, Xu
k = 1, Xj = 0 | Ej) = O(q2uψd) so that

P(Xu
j = 1, Xu

k = 1, Xj = 0) ≤ O(nq4u + q2uψd) = O(q2uψd) .

It follows that

P(B̄i ∧Bu
i ) = O(nq2uψd)

Finally note that P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0 | B̄i ∧Bu

i ) = O(qu) and so by (10.20) and Claim 10.12

P(Xi = 1 ∧Xu
i = 0) = O(2ne−d/3 + nq3uψd) = o(n−2) . □

10.4. Emergence of the giant defect component and connectivity. We now prove
Theorem 2.6. Note that from (1.3),(1.5),(1.6), we have

q0 = q2(1 +O(µλ3 + λ3n)) = q2(1 + o(n−2/5)) .

Let qu and qℓ be as in Proposition 10.11. If λ is such that q0 = 2
n ±

ω(n)

n4/3 with ω(n) ≫ 1, then

we have, with a = |A|, and using the fact that a = n/2 + Õ(n1/4) since (A,B) is strongly
balanced,

qu =

(
2

n
± ω(n)

n4/3

)
(1 + o(n−2/5)) =

1

a
± (2−4/3 + o(1))

ω(n)

a4/3

qℓ =

(
2

n
± ω(n)

n4/3

)
(1 + o(n−2/5)) =

1

a
± (2−4/3 + o(1))

ω(n)

a4/3
.

Similarly, when q0 = 2
n + ω

n4/3 with ω ∈ R constant, then we have

qu =

(
2

n
+

ω

n4/3

)
(1 + o(n−2/5)) =

1

a
+

2−4/3ω + o(1)

a4/3

qℓ =

(
2

n
+

ω

n4/3

)
(1 + o(n−2/5)) =

1

a
+

2−4/3ω + o(1)

a4/3
.

For an Erdős-Rényi random graph of constant average degree, the probability of having
a triangle is bounded away from 1, and so any property that holds with probability 1 −
o(1) continues to hold with probability 1 − o(1) after conditioning on triangle-freeness. In
particular, classic results on the giant component phase transition in random graphs from
e.g. [11] and the estimates on qℓ, qu above tell us that:

• If q0 = 2
n − ω(n)

n4/3 with 1 ≪ ω(n) ≪ n1/3 then whp over both G(A, qu) and of G(A, qℓ)

the size largest connected component is of size Θ(n2/3ω−2 logω).
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• If q0 = 2
n + ω

n4/3 with ω constant (positive or negative) then whp over both G(A, qu)

and of G(A, qℓ) the size largest connected component is of size Θ(n2/3).

• If q0 = 2
n + ω(n)

n4/3 with 1 ≪ ω(n) ≪ n1/3 then whp over both G(A, qu) and of G(A, qℓ)

the size largest connected component is of size (2+o(1))·ω·a2/3 = (2+o(1))·ω·(n/2)2/3.

Under the coupling of Proposition 10.11, whp the size of the largest component of G(A, q2, ψ)
is bounded between the size of the largest component of G(A, qℓ|T ) and that of G(A, qu|T ).
The first three statements of Theorem 2.6 then follow.

Now fix ε > 0 and suppose λ is such that q0 = (1 + ε)2 lognn . By the same argument as

above, we have that qℓ = (1 + ε+ o(1)) log aa . Via Proposition 10.11, to show that G(A, q2, ψ)
is connected whp it suffices to show that G(A, qℓ|T ) is connected whp. In this range of qℓ the
probability of triangle-freeness in G(A, qℓ) is o(1) and so we need to be a little careful about
the conditioning.

To prove G(A, qℓ|T ) is connected whp when qℓ = (1 + ε+o(1)) log aa we bound the expected
number of non-trivial cuts with no edges (if the graph is disconnected there must be at least
one such cut). Call this expectation EY .

We will use the fact that for any set of edges B, and any edge e /∈ B, P(e ∈ G|B ∩ G =
∅) = qℓ(1 +O(nq2ℓ )). Let G be distributed as G(A, qℓ|T ) conditioned on B ∩G = ∅, and let
H = G\ e. Then if H ∪ e contains no triangles, P(e ∈ G|H = H) = qℓ; on the other hand, by
stochastic domination of G by G(A, qℓ), P(H ∪ e triangle-free) = 1 + O(n2qℓ), and the fact
follows.

We then have

EY ≤
⌈a/2⌉∑
k=1

(
a

k

)(
1 − qℓ +O(nq3ℓ )

)k(a−k)

≤
⌈a/2⌉∑
k=1

(
a

k

)(
1 − (1 + ε′) log a

a

)k(a−k)

for some fixed ε′ > 0

≤
⌊
√
n/ logn⌋∑
k=1

(ae
k

)k (
1 − (1 + ε′) log a

a

)ka−n/(logn)2

+ 2

∞∑
k=⌊

√
n/ logn⌋

(ea
k

)k (
1 − (1 + ε′) log a

a

)ka/2

≤ 2

∞∑
k=1

(ae
k

)k
a−(1+ε′)k + 2

∞∑
k=⌊

√
n/ logn⌋

(6
√
a log n)ka−(1+ε′)k/2

= o(1) .

Thus whp G(A, qℓ|T ) is connected and thus so is G(A, q2, ψ).

For the other side, G(A, qu|T ) is stochastically dominated by G(A, qu); when q0 = (1 −
ε)2 lognn and so qu = (1 − ε+ o(1)) log aa , G(A, qu) is disconnected whp; thus so is G(A, qu|T ).
Then by Proposition 10.11, G(A, q2, ψ) is disconnected whp. This proves the last statement
of Theorem 2.6.

11. Results for T (n,m)

In this section we transfer our results from G(n, p) conditioned on triangle-freeness to the
uniform distribution on T (n,m) and prove the results of Section 1.
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Recall the identity

|T (n,m)| =
Z(λ)

λm
· µλ({|G| = m}) .

This reduces the determination of the asymptotics of |T (n,m)| to the asymptotics of Z(λ)
and µλ({|G| = m}) for some choice of λ. Our main tool will be to apply a local central limit
theorem for the hard-core model after conditioning on (A,B) and (S, T ). Recall from (3.1)

that we assume throughout that m ≤ 1
2n

3/2
√

log n since larger densities are covered by [44].

Let us recall the parameters defined at (1.1) and (1.2) in the introduction, λ0 = 4m
n2 and

λ = λ(m) = λ0 + λ20 + (nλ20 − 1)λ0e
−λ20n/2 .(11.1)

Throughout this section λ = λ(m) as above. As we will see below, λ is chosen so that the
typical number of edges in a sample from µλ is close to m.

We begin by recalling Algorithm 1 from Section 1. Recall also that q0/(1−q0) = λe−λ
2n/2.

Algorithm 6 The distribution µm,1

(1) Choose a random partition (A,B) according to θλ.

(2) Choose defect edges S ⊆
(
A
2

)
, T ⊆

(
B
2

)
according to independent realizations of G(A, q0)

and G(B, q0) respectively. If S ∪ T contains a triangle or if |S| + |T | > m, output an
arbitrary graph G0 ∈ T (n,m). Otherwise proceed to the next step.

(3) Choose Ecr ⊆ A × B as a uniformly random independent set of size m − |S| − |T | from
the graph S � T .

(4) Output S ∪ T ∪ Ecr.

Recall that Theorem 1.7 states that for m ≥ 1+ε
4 n3/2

√
log n, the distribution µm,1 is at

total variation distance o(1) to the uniform distribution on T (n,m). This is a convenient
restatement of Theorem 1.6. Similarly, it will be convenient to restate Theorem 1.11 algo-
rithmically. To this end, we define the measure µm,2 below. Recall first the definitions of
q2, ψ from (1.6) and(1.7).

Algorithm 7 The distribution µm,2

(1) Choose a random partition (A,B) according to θλ.

(2) Choose defect edges S ⊆
(
A
2

)
, T ⊆

(
B
2

)
according to independent realizations of

G(A, q2, ψ) and G(B, q2, ψ) respectively.
(3) Choose Ecr ⊆ A × B as a uniformly random independent set of size m − |S| − |T | from

the graph S � T .
(4) Output S ∪ T ∪ Ecr.

We then have the following reformulation of Theorem 1.11. Recall that µm denotes the
uniform distribution on T (n,m).

Theorem 11.1. If m ≥ 13
56n

3/2
√

log n, then

∥µm − µm,2∥TV = o(1) .

Our first step towards proving Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 11.1 is to approximate µm by the
intermediate measure µstrong,m (the analogue of µstrong,λ from Algorithm 5) defined below.
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Algorithm 8 The distribution µstrong,m

(1) Choose (A,B) ∈ Πstrong with probability proportional to ZA,B(λ).
(2) Choose (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ from the distribution νA,B,λ.
(3) Choose Ecr ⊆ A × B as a uniformly random independent set of size m − |S| − |T | from

the graph S � T .
(4) Output S ∪ T ∪ Ecr.

Our main goal of this section is to prove the following analogue of Corollary 3.12. Define

L(n,m) = {G ∈ L(n, λ) : |G| = m} .

Theorem 11.2. Let m ≥ 13
56n

3/2
√

log n. Then

|T (n,m)| ∼ |L(n,m)| ∼ 1

λmn
√
πλ/2

· Z(λ) .(11.2)

Moreover,

∥µm − µstrong,m∥TV = o(1) .(11.3)

We will then show that µm,1, µm,2 are close to µstrong,m in the relevant ranges of m.

11.1. Proof of Theorem 11.2. Recall that, given a partition (A,B) of [n], we can describe
the measure µA,B,λ (defined at 3.10) via the following process:

Algorithm 9 Alternative description of µA,B,λ

(1) Choose (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ according to νA,B,λ.
(2) Choose Ecr ⊆ A×B according to the hard-core measure on S � T at activity λ.

The proof of Theorem 11.2 will have two main steps. The first is showing that a sample
from the measure µA,B,λ has exactly m edges with good probability; this is done by using the
specific choice of λ at (11.1) and by showing that the variance of the number of defect edges
chosen at Step 1 of Algorithm 9 is small compared to the variance of the number of crossing
edges selected at Step 2. The second step is showing that we do not overcount graphs: a
typical sample from µstrong,m is captured by a single partition (A,B).

The following lemma elucidates the the choice of λ in (11.1).

Lemma 11.3. Let m ≥ 13
56n

3/2
√

log n. Let (A,B) ∈ Πstrong and let G ∼ µA,B,λ. Then∣∣E|G| −m
∣∣ = o(

√
m) .

Proof. Let (S,T) ∼ νA,B,λ be the set of defect edges chosen at Step 1 of Algorithm 9. By
Corollary 7.3

E|S| =

(
a

2

)
qA(1 +O(n∆λ3)) =

(
a

2

)
qA +O(n3q∆λ3) ,

and similarly E|T| =
(
b
2

)
qB +O(n2∆2λ3). Let Ecr denote the set of crossing edges chosen at

Step 2 of Algorithm 9. By Corollary 4.2

E|Ecr| =
λ

1 + λ
ab− 2(bE|S| + aE|T|)λ2 +O(n2∆2λ3) .(11.4)
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Let a = n/2 − k and b = n/2 + k, where k ≤ 5(n log n)1/4 since (A,B) is strongly balanced.
We then have

E|G| = E|S| + E|T| + E|Ecr|

=

(
a

2

)
qA(1 − 2bλ2) +

(
b

2

)
qB(1 − 2aλ2) +

λ

1 + λ
ab+O(n3∆2λ5)

= (1 − nλ2)

[
1

2
a2qA +

1

2
b2qB

]
+

λ

1 + λ

n2

4
+O(n3∆2λ5 + n2qkλ2 + k2λ)

= (1 − nλ2)

[
1

2
a2qA +

1

2
b2qB

]
+

λ

1 + λ

n2

4
+ o(

√
m) .

For the final equality we used that k2λ = o(
√
m) and n2qkλ2 = o(

√
m) since q = o(n−13/14).

As in (8.4) we have

a2qA + b2qB = λe−λ
2n/2(n/2)2

[
2 +O(λ4k2)

]
= λe−λ

2n/2n2/2 + o(
√
m/(nλ2 − 1)) .

It follows that

E|G| = (λ− λ2)
n2

4
− (nλ2 − 1)λe−λ

2n/2n
2

4
+ o(

√
m) .

It therefore suffices to show that

(λ− λ2) − (nλ2 − 1)λe−λ
2n/2 =

4m

n2
+ o(

√
m/n2) .

Let

δ = λ0 + (nλ20 − 1)e−λ
2
0n/2

so that λ = λ0(1 + δ). Our task is then to show that

λ0δ − λ20(1 + δ)2 − (nλ20(1 + δ)2 − 1)λ0(1 + δ)e−λ
2
0(1+δ)

2n/2 = o(
√
m/n2) .

Since δ = o(n−1/2+1/14), the LHS is equal to

λ0δ − λ20 − (nλ20 − 1)λ0e
−λ20n/2 + o(

√
m/n2)

which by the definition of δ is equal to o(
√
m/n2) as desired. □

Using the local CLT for the low-density hard-core model (Proposition 4.4) we prove the
following.

Lemma 11.4. Let m ≥ 13
56n

3/2
√

log n and let (A,B) ∈ Πstrong. Given S ⊆
(
A
2

)
, T ⊆

(
B
2

)
, let

Ecr = Ecr(S, T ) ⊆ A × B denote a random sample from the hard-core measure on S � T at
activity λ. Then

P[|Ecr(S, T )| = m− |S| − |T |] ∼ 1

n
√
πλ/2

(11.5)

for νA,B,λ-almost all (S, T ). Moreover

P [|Ecr(S, T )| = m− |S| − |T |] = O

(
1

n
√
λ

)
(11.6)

uniformly over all (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ.
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Proof. We first note that for (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ, by Corollary 4.2,

E|Ecr(S, T )| =
λ

1 + λ
ab− 2(b|S| + a|T |)λ2 +O(n2∆2λ3) ,(11.7)

and

var|Ecr(S, T )| ∼ abλ ∼ λn2/4 ∼ m.(11.8)

Statement (11.6) follows immediately from (11.8) and Proposition 4.4.

Now suppose (S,T) ∼ νA,B,λ. By Chebyshev’s inequality and Corollary 7.6, noting that

q = o(n−13/14), there exists ε > 0 such that

|S| + |T | = E|S| + E|T| +O(n3/4−ε) ,

for νA,B,λ-almost all (S, T ). Combining this with (11.4) and (11.7) we conclude that

E|Ecr(S, T )| = E|Ecr(S,T)| + o(
√
m)

for νA,B,λ-almost all (S, T ). By Lemma 11.3 we then have

|S| + |T | + E|Ecr(S, T )| = E|S| + E|T| + E|Ecr(S,T)| + o(
√
m) = m+ o(

√
m) ,

for νA,B,λ-almost all (S, T ).

Statement (11.5) now follows from (11.8) and Proposition 4.4. □

We record the following analogue of Lemma 8.1. We recall that for a graph G, cstrong,λ(G)
denotes the number of strongly balanced partitions (A,B) that capture G that is, (GA, GB) ∈
DA,B,λ.

Lemma 11.5. Let m ≥ 13
56n

3/2
√

log n and let G ∼ µstrong,m. We have,

P(cstrong,λ(G) = 1) = 1 − o(1) .

Moreover G is an (A,B)-λ-expander whp where (A,B) is the partition chosen at Step 1 of
Algorithm 8. In particular, (A,B) is the unique max cut of G whp.

Proof. Suppose that (A,B) is chosen at Step 1 of Algorithm 8 and (S, T ) ∈ DA,B,λ is chosen
at Step 2. Let E′

cr ⊆ A×B be a sample from the hard-core measure on S � T at activity λ.

By Lemma 5.3,

P(([n], E′
cr) is not an (A,B)-λ-expander) ≤ e−λn/25 .

Let Ecr ⊆ A×B be the set chosen at Step 3 in Algorithm 8. Then

P(([n], Ecr) is not an (A,B)-λ-expander)

= P
(

([n], E′
cr) is not an (A,B)-λ-expander

∣∣∣|E′
cr| = m− |S| − |T |

)
≤ e−λn/25

P(|E′
cr| = m− |S| − |T |)

.

By Lemma 11.4 we have

P[|E′
cr| = m− |S| − |T |] ∼ 1

n
√
πλ/2

whp over the choice of (S, T ) in Step 2 in Algorithm 8. We conclude that

P(([n], Ecr) is not an (A,B)-λ-expander) = o(1) ,
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whp over the choice of (S, T ). Thus G is an (A,B)-λ-expander whp (wrt µstrong,m). The
result follows from Lemma 5.4. □

Lemma 11.6. Let m ≥ 13
56n

3/2
√

log n. Then for µstrong,m-almost all G ∈ T (n,m),

µstrong,m(G) ∼ λm

Z(λ)
n
√
πλ/2 .(11.9)

Moreover if G ∈ T (n,m) is such that µstrong,m(G) > 0, then

µstrong,m(G) =
λm

Z(λ)
· Ω
(
n
√
λ
)
.(11.10)

Proof. Suppose that (A,B) is strongly balanced and captures G. Given that (A,B) is selected
at Step 1 of Algorithm 8, the probability that we output G is

PA,B :=
λ|GA|+|GB |ZGA�GB (λ)

ZA,B(λ)
· 1

im−|GA|−|GB |(GA �GB)
,

where we use ik(H) to denote the number of independent sets of size k in a graph H. Let
Ecr denote a random sample from the hard-core model on the graph GA �GB at activity λ.
Then

P(|Ecr| = m− |GA| − |GB|) =
λm−|GA|−|GB |im−|GA|−|GB |(GA �GB)

ZGA�GB (λ)
,

so that

PA,B :=
λm

ZA,B(λ)
· 1

P(|Ecr| = m− |GA| − |GB|)
.

Letting Cstrong,λ(G) denote the set of strongly balanced (A,B) that capture G, we then have

µstrong,m(G) =
λm

Zstrong(λ)

∑
(A,B)∈Cstrong,λ(G)

1

P(|Ecr| = m− |GA| − |GB|)
.

Lemma 11.5 tells us that cstrong,λ(G) = |Cstrong,λ(G)| = 1 for µstrong,m-almost all G. State-
ment (11.9) now follows from (11.5) and Corollary 3.12 which states that Z(λ) ∼ Zstrong(λ).
Statement (11.10) follows from (11.6) and Corollary 3.12. □

For (A,B) ∈ Πstrong, define

TA,B(n,m) := {G ∈ T (n,m) : (GA, GB) ∈ DA,B,λ} ,

where λ is as in (11.1).

Theorem 11.7. Let m ≥ 13
56n

3/2
√

log n and let (A,B) ∈ Πstrong. Then

|TA,B(n,m)| ∼
ZA,B(λ)

λmn
√
πλ/2

.

Proof. Let G ∼ µA,B,λ. We have

|TA,B(n,m)| =
ZA,B(λ)

λm
P(|G| = m) .

It therefore suffices to show that

P(|G| = m) ∼ 1

n
√
πλ/2

.(11.11)
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Let (S,T) ∼ νA,B,λ denote the random sets of edges selected at Step 1 in Algorithm 9 and
let Ecr denote the random set of edges selected at Step 2. Then

P(|G| = m) =
∑

(S,T )∈DA,B,λ

P((S,T) = (S, T )) · P [|Ecr| = m− |S| − |T |]

Statement (11.11) now follows from Lemma 11.4. □

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 11.2.

Proof of Theorem 11.2. We begin by showing that |T (n,m)| ∼ |L(n,m)|. By definition,
L(n,m) is the set of G ∈ T (n,m) such that G admits a weakly balanced, dominating cut (see
Definition 3.2) of size ≥ m− 2δλn2. Since λ ≥ λ0 = 4m/n2, we have m− 2δλn2 ≤ (1 − δ)m.
The fact that |T (n,m)| ∼ |L(n,m)| now follows from Theorem 3.3 which asserts that almost
all G ∈ T (n,m) admit a weakly balanced, dominating cut of size at least (1 − δ)m.

Our next goal is to show that

|L(n,m)| ∼
∑

(A,B)∈Πstrong

|TA,B(n,m)| .(11.12)

Statement (11.2) will then follow from Theorem 11.7 and Corollary 3.12.

Let L = L(n, λ). Then

µL,λ(|G| = m) =
λm|L(n,m)|
Z(L, λ)

.

On the other hand by (8.1),

µstrong,λ(|G| = m) =
λm

Zstrong(λ)
·

∑
G∈T (n,m)

cstrong,λ(G)

=
λm

Zstrong(λ)
·

∑
(A,B)∈Πstrong

|TA,B(n,m)| .

We note also that by (11.11)

µstrong,λ(|G| = m) ∼ 1

n
√
πλ/2

.(11.13)

By Propositions 3.5, 3.10 and 3.11,

|µL,λ(|G| = m) − µstrong,λ(|G| = m)| = O
(
n−3/2

)
and so∣∣∣∣∣Zstrong(λ)

Z(L, λ)
· |L(n,m)|∑

(A,B)∈Πstrong
|TA,B(n,m)|

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ =
1

µstrong,λ(|G| = m)
·O
(
n−3/2

)
= o(1) ,

where for the last equality we used (11.13). Statement (11.12) follows since Zstrong(λ) ∼
Z(L, λ) (again by Propositions 3.5, 3.10 and 3.11). We now turn our attention to (11.3).
By (11.2)

∥µm − µstrong,m∥TV =
∑

G:µstrong,m(G)>µm(G)

µstrong,m(G) − µm(G)
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=
∑

G:µstrong,m(G)>µm(G)

µstrong,m(G)

(
1 − 1

|T (n,m)| · µstrong,m(G)

)

=
∑

G:µstrong,m(G)>µm(G)

µstrong,m(G)

(
1 −

(1 + o(1))λmn
√
πλ/2

Z(λ) · µstrong,m(G)

)
.

Statement (11.3) now follows from Lemma 11.6. □

11.2. Proof of theorems from Section 1. Theorems 1.6 1.7, 1.10, 1.11 and 1.12 now
follow easily.

Proof of Theorems 1.10 and 1.12. First fix ε > 0 and let m ≥ 1+ε
4 n3/2

√
log n. Let λ = λ(m)

be as in (11.1). Since λ ≥ (1+ε)
√

log n/n, Theorem 1.10 follows from (11.2) and Theorem 9.1.

Next let m ≥ 13
56n

3/2
√

log n and let λ = λ(m) be as in (11.1). Since λ ≥ 13
14

√
log n/n,

Theorem 1.12 follows from (11.2) and Lemma 10.1. □

Proof of Theorems 1.6, 1.7 and 1.11. First we prove Theorem 1.7 (and therefore also Theo-
rem 1.6). By Theorem 11.2 it suffices to show that

∥µm,1 − µstrong,m∥TV = o(1) .(11.14)

Let π0,π1 denote the partitions selected at Step 1 in Algorithms 1 and 8 respectively. Given
π ∈ Π, let µπstrong,m, µ

π
m,1 denote the measures µstrong,m, µm,1 conditioned on the events π0 =

π,π1 = π respectively. By the proof of Claim 9.7, if π ∼ π0, then

∥µm,1 − µstrong,m∥TV ≤ Eπ∥µπm,1 − µπstrong,m∥TV + ∥π0 − π1∥TV .(11.15)

The proof that ∥π0 − π1∥TV = o(1) follows from (9.19), (9.20) which hold equally well in
this context. Let ν ′A,B,λ denote the measure associated to the random graph in Step 2 of

Algorithm 1 i.e. the union of two independent samples from G(A, q0), G(B, q0) where we
output the empty graph if the graph contains a triangle or has more than m edges. Note
that if π is strongly balanced, then

∥µπm,1 − µπstrong,m∥TV ≤ ∥νA,B,λ − ν ′A,B,λ∥TV .(11.16)

By Lemma 9.2, ∥νA,B,λ − νq∥TV = o(1) and

∥νq − ν ′A,B,λ∥TV =
1

2
νq({G : |G| > m or G contains a triangle}) = o(1)

by Markov’s inequality and a union bound. We conclude that ∥νA,B,λ − ν ′A,B,λ∥TV = o(1)

and so (11.16) and (11.15) give (11.14). This concludes the proof of Theorem 1.7 and hence
also Theorem 1.6. The proof of Theorem 1.11 follows the same lines. □

Finally, we prove the structural results of Theorems 1.8, 1.9, 1.13, 1.14. Any structural
result that just involves defect edges will follow immediately from the corresponding result
in Section 2 on G(n, p) since Theorem 11.2 shows that for the choice of λ = λ(m) the
distribution of defect edges in µλ and µm coincide up to o(1) total variation distance. For
structural results involving crossing edges, we note that the relevant property of crossing
edges, namely the expansion property captured in Lemma 11.5, holds whp in µm as well.
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Proof of Theorems 1.8, 1.9. The proof of Theorem 1.8 is the same as the proof of Theorem 2.2
where now we apply Lemma 11.5 in place of Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4.

The proof of Theorem 1.9 is the same as the proof of Theorem 2.3 where we apply
Lemma 11.5 in place of Lemma 5.3. □

Proof of Theorems 1.13 and 1.14. These theorems only concern properties of the defect edges
and so follow from Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 2.6. □

12. The first approximation

In this section we prove Proposition 3.5. The proof will follow a modification of the strategy
of [6] specialized to triangle-free graphs.

Recall that we call a partition (A,B) of the set [n] weakly balanced if
∣∣|A| − |B|

∣∣ ≤ n/10.
Moreover, we call a cut (A,B) of a graph G dominating if

dG(v,B) ≥ dG(v,A) for all v ∈ A ,

and similarly with A,B swapped.

Recall that α = 1/(96e3). Before we proceed, we fix some constants that obey the following
chain of dependencies:

1

ω
≪ 1

C
≪ δ ≪ τ ≪ θ ≪ β ≪ α .(12.1)

Here we use the ≪ notation informally. For concreteness, we note that the following choices
suffice: β satisfies β log(e/β) = α/11 and θ = e−100/β, τ = (θ/10)8, 60δ log(e/δ) = τ . We

then choose C = C(δ) as in Theorem 3.3. Finally we pick ω = max{
√
α/(4δ), 20β−2/3, 50C}.

Throughout this section we assume

λ ≥ ω√
n
,

and set L = L(n, λ) (as defined at (3.2)). We begin with a proof of Proposition 3.4 which
states that Z(λ) ∼ Z(L, λ), and ∥µλ − µL,λ∥ = o(1).

Proof of Proposition 3.4. We first aim to show that the dominant contribution to Z(λ) comes
from graphs G ∈ T such that |G| is within a constant factor of λn2. We will then use
Theorem 3.3 to conclude that almost all of these graphs belong to L.

We begin by noting the crude estimate

(12.2) Z(L, λ) ≥ (1 + λ)⌊n
2/4⌋ ≥ exp

{
λn2

8

}
obtained by counting just the bipartite graphs with a fixed bipartition (A,B) such that
|A| = ⌈n2 ⌉ and |B| = ⌊n2 ⌋.

With this estimate in hand, let us account for the weight of all graphs having fewer than
λ
(
n
2

)
/15 edges. Letting T1 = {G ∈ T : |G| ≤ λ

(
n
2

)
/15}, we have

Z(T1, λ) ≤
λ(n2)/15∑
j=0

((n
2

)
j

)
λj ≤

λ(n2)/15∑
j=0

(
e

(
n

2

)
λ/j

)j
.
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The largest term in the above sum is at j = λ
(
n
2

)
/15 and so the RHS is at most

n2 · (15e)λ(
n
2)/15 ≤ exp{0.124 · λn2} .

Using (12.2), we get

Z(T1, λ) ≤ exp
{
−0.01λn2

}
· Z(L, λ).

Now let us estimate the weight from all graphs with many edges. Let T2 = {G ∈ T : |G| ≥
3λ
(
n
2

)
}. We have

Z(T2, λ) ≤
∑

j≥3λ(n2)

((n
2

)
j

)
λj ≤

∑
j≥3λ(n2)

(
e

(
n

2

)
λ/j

)j
.

The largest term in the above sum is at j = 3λ
(
n
2

)
and so the RHS is at most

n2 · (e/3)3λ(
n
2) = o(1) .

Now let L(t) denote the set of all G ∈ T with t edges that admit a weakly balanced, dominat-

ing cut of size at least (1 − δ)t. Since ω ≥ 50C we have λ
(
n
2

)
/15 ≥ Cn3/2. By Theorem 3.3,

we have that if t ≥ λ
(
n
2

)
/15, then |T (n, t)| ∼ |L(t)|. Moreover, if t ≤ 3λ

(
n
2

)
, then δt ≤ 2δλn2

so that L(t) ⊆ L. It follows that

Z(λ) = (1 + o(1))

3λ(n2)∑
t=λ(n2)/15

|T (n, t)|λt = (1 + o(1))

3λ(n2)∑
t=λ(n2)/15

|L(t)|λt ≤ (1 + o(1))Z(L, λ) .

Since also Z(L, λ) ≤ Z(λ), we have Z(λ) ∼ Z(L, λ) as desired. To conclude the proof note
that

∥µλ − µL,λ∥TV =
∑

G:µL,λ(G)>µλ(G)

µL,λ(G) − µλ(G) =
∑
G∈L

λ|G|

Z(L, λ)

(
1 − Z(L, λ)

Z(λ)

)
= o(1) .

□

Henceforth we fix a weakly balanced partition (A,B) and let

LA,B :=
{
G ∈ L : (A,B) is a dominating cut of G with ≤ 2δλn2 defect edges

}
.

We can now state the main step toward the proof of Proposition 3.5. Recall that Zw
A,B(λ) =

Z(T w
A,B,λ, λ).

Lemma 12.1.

Z(LA,B, λ) =
(

1 +O
(
e−

√
n
))

Zw
A,B(λ) .

We prove the lemma in two parts: first we show that Z(LA,B, λ) ≥
(

1 +O
(
e−

√
n
))

Zw
A,B(λ),

which we refer to as the ‘lower bound’ of Lemma 12.1.

Proof of the lower bound of Lemma 12.1. Let G ∼ µwA,B,λ. Suppose that G ∈ T w
A,B,λ\LA,B.

Since ∆(GA ∪GB) ≤ α/λ, the number of defect edges of G wrt (A,B) is at most nα/(2λ) ≤
2δλn2 (since ω2 ≥ α/(4δ)). Since G /∈ LA,B we conclude that (A,B) is not a dominating cut
of G. We may therefore assume wlog that there exists v ∈ A such that

dG(v,B) < dG(v,A) ≤ α/λ < λn/30 .
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We conclude that G is not an (A,B)-λ-expander (see Definition 5.2). It follows from
Lemma 5.3 that

P(G ∈ T w
A,B,λ\LA,B) ≤ e−λn/25 ,

or in other words
Z(T w

A,B,λ\LA,B, λ) = e−λn/25 · Zw
A,B(λ) .

The result follows. □

12.1. The upper bound of Lemma 12.1. Before we proceed let us set up some notation.
Recall that

D = Dw
A,B,λ = {(GA, GB) : G ∈ T w

A,B,λ} .
For F ∈ D, let

T (F ) = TA,B(F ) := {G ∈ T : GA ∪GB = F} .
In particular

T w
A,B,λ =

⋃
F∈D

T (F ) .7

Let F ⊇ D denote the set of all graphs F ⊆
(
A
2

)
∪
(
B
2

)
such that |F | ≤ 2δλn2. Given

F ∈ F , let
L(F ) = LA,B(F ) = {G ∈ LA,B : GA ∪GB = F} .

Let D = α
λ .

Given a graph F ⊆
(
A
2

)
∪
(
B
2

)
,

• Let U(F ) be some (arbitrarily chosen) edge-maximal subgraph of F (on the same
vertex set as F ) with maximum degree at most D.

• Let X(F ) be the set of all v whose degree in U(F ) is D.
• Let H(F ) ⊆ X(F ) denote the set of vertices v in X(F ) whose degree in F is at least
βλn.

• Let T (F ) denote the graph F with all edges incident to X(F ) removed.

We note that βλn is significantly larger than D and so we think of vertices in H(F ) as vertices
of ‘high degree’. Note also that if {u, v} is an edge of T (F ), then the degrees of both u and
v in U(F ) are less than D, otherwise one of u, v would belong to X. By edge maximality of
U(F ), we then have {u, v} ∈ U(F ) and so

T (F ) ⊆ U(F ) ∈ D .(12.3)

It will also be useful to note that by the above definitions we have

|U(F )| ≥ |T (F )| + |X(F )|D/2 ,(12.4)

and

|F | ≥ |H(F )| · βλn/2 .(12.5)

Now, for an integer t, let Ft be the subfamily of F consisting of graphs with exactly t
edges. Let T ∈ D be a fixed graph with at most t edges. For integers x and h, let Ft(T, x, h)
be the set of F ∈ Ft such that there exists sets H,X ⊂ [n] with |H| = h, |X| = x and H ⊆ X
such that:

(1) Deleting all edges incident to X from F results in the graph T .

7Recall that we identify the pair (GA, GB) with the graph GA ∪GB .
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(2) degF (v) < βλn for every v ∈ X\H.

Moreover let F ′
t(T, x, h) be the set of F ∈ Ft such that T (F ) = T , |X(F )| = x,

|H(F )| = h. We note that F ′
t(T, x, h) ⊆ Ft(T, x, h) and that for any F ∈ Ft, we have

F ∈ F ′
t(T (F ), |X(F )|, |H(F )|).

Lemma 12.2. For T ∈ D and non-negative integers t, x and h,

λt|Ft(T, x, h)| ≤ λ|T |exω
2D/10e2λnh .(12.6)

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on x. For the base case suppose that x = 0. Then
if F ∈ Ft(T, x, h) we must have F = T and t = |T | by item (1) in the definition of Ft(T, x, h)
and so |Ft(T, x, h)| ≤ 1 and (12.6) is easily seen to hold.

Assume now that x ≥ 1. Given F ∈ Ft(T, x, h), we fix X and H as in the definition of
Ft(T, x, h) and pick an arbitrary v ∈ X. Let d = degF (v) and let F ′ denote the graph F with
all edges incident to v deleted. Note that F ′ lies in Ft−d(T, x− 1, h) ∪ Ft−d(T, x− 1, h− 1).
Moreover, if d ≥ βλn then we must have that v ∈ H and so F ′ ∈ Ft−d(T, x − 1, h − 1). It
follows that

(12.7) λt|Ft(T, x, h)|

≤
βλn∑
d=0

n

(
n

d

)
λd · λt−d|Ft−d(T, x− 1, h)| +

n∑
d=0

n

(
n

d

)
λd · λt−d|Ft−d(T, x− 1, h− 1)| .

Note that
βλn∑
d=0

n

(
n

d

)
λd ≤ n2

(
e

β

)βλn
≤ n2eβ log(e/β)λn ≤ 1

2
eω

2D/10 ,

since β log(e/β) ≤ α/11. Note also that
n∑
d=0

n

(
n

d

)
λd = n(1 + λ)n ≤ 1

2
e2nλ .

The lemma now follows from (12.7) and the inductive hypothesis. □

Recall that for a graph F ⊆
(
A
2

)
∪
(
B
2

)
, we write F� to denote FA � FB.

Lemma 12.3. For T ∈ D, non-negative integers t, x and h and F ∈ F ′
t(T, x, h) we have

ZF� ≤ ZT� · e−xDnλ2/10 .

Proof. Recall that we let U = U(F ) denote an edge-maximal subgraph of F with maximum
degree at most D. Since U ⊆ F we trivially have that

ZF� ≤ ZU� .(12.8)

Now, since U has maximum degree D, U� has maximum degree at most 2D. Moreover,
λ ≤ 1/(8eD) (since α = 1/(96e3)) and so we may apply Lemma 4.1 and cluster expand

logZU�(λ) =
∑

Γ∈C(U�)

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| .

Now, by the definition of F ′
t(T, x, h) we have T = T (F ) and so by (12.3) we have T� ⊆ U�.

We may therefore cluster expand logZT� similarly. Letting

C′ = C(U�)\C(T�)
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we deduce that

logZU� − logZT� =
∑
Γ∈C′

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| = −(|U�| − |T�|)λ2 +
∑

Γ∈C′:|Γ|≥3

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|.

First we note that by (12.4),

|U | ≥ |T | + xD/2 ,

and so

|U�| − |T�| ≥
xD

2
min{a, b} ≥ xDn

5
since A,B is weakly balanced. Now, if Γ ∈ C′ then Γ must contain a vertex of (u,w) ∈
V (U�) = A× B such that either u ∈ X or w ∈ X. Since there are at most xn such vertices
we have by Lemma 4.1 8,∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
Γ∈C′:|Γ|≥3

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ xn · (2e)3D2λ3 ≤ xnDλ2/10

where for the final inequality we recalled that α = Dλ = 1/(96e3). We conclude, using (12.8),
that

log(ZF�/ZT�) ≤ log(ZU�/ZT�) ≤ −xDnλ2/10 ,

completing the proof. □

12.1.1. The low-degree case. Let

FL = {F : F ∈ F ′
t(T, x, h) for some t, x, h ≥ 0 and T ∈ D where h ≤ αx/16 and x ≥ 1}

and let

LL = {G : G ∈ L(F ) for some F ∈ FL}.

Lemma 12.4.

Z(LL, λ) ≤ e−2
√
n · Zw

A,B(λ) .

Proof. By the definition of FL we have

Z(LL, λ) =
∑
F∈FL

λ|F |ZF� ≤
∑
T∈D

∑
t,x,h:

x≥1, h≤αx/16

∑
F∈F ′

t(T,x,h)

λtZF�

≤
∑
T∈D

∑
t,x,h:

x≥1, h≤αx/16

∑
F∈Ft(T,x,h)

λtZT� · e−xDnλ2/3

≤
∑
T∈D

λ|T |ZT�

∑
t,x,h:

x≥1, h≤αx/16

exDω
2/10e2λnhe−xDnλ

2/3 ,

where for the second inequality we used Lemma 12.3 and for the final inequality we used
Lemma 12.2. Finally we note that∑

t,x,h:
x≥1, h≤αx/16

exDω
2/10e2λnhe−xDnλ

2/3 ≤
∑
t,x,h:

x≥1, h≤αx/16

e−xαω
√
n/8 ≤ e−2

√
n

8applied with k = 3, |S| = 1, ∆ = D = α
λ

, noting that λ < 1
4e∆

since α = 1
96e3

.
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and ∑
T∈D

λ|T |ZT� = Zw
A,B(λ)

completing the lemma. □

12.1.2. The high-degree case. Let

FH = {F ∈ F : F ∈ F ′
t(T, x, h) for some T ∈ D and t, x, h ≥ 0 where h > αx/16} ,

and let

LH = {G : G ∈ L(F ) for some F ∈ FH}.
Let G ∈ LH , and recall that (A,B) is a dominating vertex partition for G. We begin with
the following observation. Fix F ∈ FH such that G ∈ L(F ). Since G is a dominating cut, if
v ∈ A satisfies degF (v) = degG(v,A) ≥ d for some d, then we must have degG(v,B) ≥ d also.

Let

BG(v) = (NG(v) ∩A) × (NG(v) ∩B), and BG =
⋃

v∈V (G)

BG(v) .

Since G is triangle-free, G cannot contain any edge from the ‘blocked’ set BG.

Let

D∗ =
βλn

2
.

We borrow the following lemma from [6] (see [6, Claim 7.6]). Since our notation is a little
different, we include the short proof for completeness.

Lemma 12.5. Let F ∈ F ′
t(T, x, h). There is a subset H ′(F ) ⊆ H(F ) such that H ′ ⊆ C

where C ∈ {A,B},

|H ′(F )| = k :=

⌈
h

4

⌉
,

and

degF (v, C\H ′) ≥ D∗ for every v ∈ H ′ .

Proof. Since F has h vertices of degree at least βλn, we may assume wlog that A contains at
least h/2 such vertices. A can then be partitioned into two sets A1, A2 so that degF (v,A1) ≥
degF (v,A2) for each v ∈ A2 and degF (v,A2) ≥ degF (v,A1) for each v ∈ A1 (e.g. by taking
(A1, A2) to be a max cut in F [A]). Either A1 or A2 contains a set A′ of at least h/4 vertices
with degree at least βλn in F . Let H ′ be an arbitrary k-element subset of A′. □

Now, for each F ∈ F ′
t(T, x, h), we pick an arbitrary H ′(F ) as in the above lemma. Next,

given a graph G ∈ L(F ), for every v ∈ H ′(F ), let WA(v),WB(v) be a canonically chosen
D∗-element subset of NG(v) ∩ A,NG(v) ∩ B respectively. Given such choice, consider the
graph B′

G = B′ defined by

B′ =
⋃
v∈H′

WA(v) ×WB(v) .(12.9)

Note that B′ ⊆ BG.

First, we take care of the case when |B′| ≥ τ · ab where τ is as in (12.1). Let

L0
H =

{
G ∈ LH : |B′

G| ≥ τ · ab
}
.
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Lemma 12.6.
Z(L0

H , λ) ≤ e−2
√
n · Zw

A,B(λ) .

Proof. Fix t, h ≥ 0. We first bound the contribution to the sum from those G belonging to
the set

Qt,h = {G ∈ L0
H : there exists F, T, x s.t. F ∈ F ′

t(T, x, h), G ∈ L(F )} .
We do so by first choosing the vertices of H ′(F ) (given by Lemma 12.5) and then choosing
the neighbourhoods WA(v),WB(v) for each v ∈ H ′(F ) in such a way that |B′| ≥ τab (with
B′ as defined at (12.9)). Note that there are at most(

n

(
a

D∗

)(
b

D∗

))k
≤ nk

(
n

2D∗

)k
choices for these vertex sets where k = ⌈h/4⌉. We note that in this process, we we fix 2kD∗

edges of G, kD∗ of which are defect edges (i.e. they belong to GA ∪ GB). The remaining

t′ := t − kD∗ defect edges can then be chosen in at most
(
n2

t′

)
possible ways. We then note

that there are ab− |B′| ≤ (1 − τ)ab available edges to include from A×B. It follows that

Z(Qt,h, λ) ≤ nk
(

n

2D∗

)k
λ2kD

∗
(
n2

t′

)
λt

′
(1 + λ)(1−τ)ab

≤ nk
(
enλ

2D∗

)2kD∗ (
en2λ

t′

)t′
(1 + λ)(1−τ)ab

≤ nk
(
e

β

)kD∗ (
en2λ

3δλn2 − kD∗

)3δλn2−kD∗

(1 + λ)(1−τ)ab ,

where for the final inequality we used that if G ∈ Qt,h ⊆ L, then we must have t ≤ 2δλn2 by
the definition of L so we certainly have t′ ≤ 3δλn2 − kD∗. On the other hand by (12.5) we
have 2δλn2 ≥ t ≥ hD∗ ≥ kD∗ and so 3δλn2 − kD∗ ≥ δλn2. We conclude that

Z(Qt,h, λ) ≤ nk
(
e

β

)kD∗ (e
δ

)3δλn2−kD∗

(1 + λ)(1−τ)ab

= (1 + λ)ab exp
{
k log n− log(β/δ)kD∗ + 3δ log(e/δ)λn2 − τab log(1 + λ)

}
≤ (1 + λ)ab exp

{
−τn2λ/20

}
where for the final inequality we used that δ < β/4, D∗ ≥ log n, ab ≥ n2/5, log(1 + λ) ≥ λ/2
and τ ≥ 60δ log(e/δ).

Summing over all possible values of t and h we conclude that

Z(L0
H , λ) ≤ n3(1 + λ)ab exp

{
−τn2λ/20

}
.

The proof is completed by observing that Zw
A,B(λ) ≥ (1 + λ)ab. □

We consider two further cases depending on the size of B′
G. Let

L1
H =

{
G ∈ LH : |H(G)|(D

∗)2

16
≤ |B′

G| < τab

}
,

and

L2
H =

{
G ∈ LH : |B′

G| < min

{
τab, |H(G)|(D

∗)2

16

}}
,
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and note that LH = L0
H ∪ L1

H ∪ L2
H .

Lemma 12.7.
Z(L1

H , λ) ≤ e−2
√
n · Zw

A,B(λ) .

Proof. In order to construct a graph G ∈ L1
H , we first fix T ∈ D and h, x, t ≥ 0 and construct

a graph G ∈ L1
H ∩ L(F ) where F ∈ F ′

t(T, x, h). As in the proof of Lemma 12.6 we first
choose the set H ′(F ) of k vertices from either A or B and for each v ∈ H ′ choose the sets
WA(v),WB(v) of size D∗ each. The number of ways to choose these sets is at most(

n

(
a

D∗

)(
b

D∗

))k
≤ nk

(
n

2D∗

)k
After these are fixed, we choose the remaining t − kD∗ − |T | edges of F . Let F ′ denote
the graph formed by taking the union of T and these t − kD∗ − |T | edges and note that
F ′ ∈ Ft−kD∗(T, x, h).

We then choose the remaining edges of G from A×B. Suppose without loss of generality
that H ′ ⊆ A. Let

O =
⋃
v∈H′

({v} ×WB(v)) ⊆ A×B ,

and recall that
B′ =

⋃
v∈H′

(WA(v) ×WB(v)) .

Choosing the remaining edges of G from A × B amounts to choosing an independent set in
the subgraph of F� obtained by deleting the vertices of

X := B′ ∪ O ∪NF�(O) .

Indeed, we have already forced the elements of O to be in G and the elements of B′ are
blocked, hence not in G. Letting T ′ denote the subgraph of T� obtained by deleting the
vertices of X we have T ′ ⊆ F ′

� and so

ZF ′
�

(λ) ≤ ZT ′(λ) .

We now compare ZT� and ZT ′ via cluster expansion. Note that since T has maximum degree
D, T� has maximum degree at most 2D. Letting

C′ = C(T�)\C(T ′) ,

we have
logZT� − logZT ′ =

∑
Γ∈C′

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| = |X|λ+
∑

Γ∈C′:|Γ|≥2

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| .

Note that if Γ ∈ C′ then v ∈ Γ for some v ∈ X. It follows by Lemma 4.19 that∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

Γ∈C′:|Γ|≥2

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ (2e)2|X|Dλ2 .

We conclude that
ZT ′

�
/ZT� ≤ e−|X|λ/2 ≤ e−hλ(D

∗)2/32

where we used that α = Dλ = 1/(96e3) for the first inequaltiy and X ⊇ B′, |B′| ≥ h(D∗)2/16
for the second.

9applied with k = 2, |S| = 1, ∆ = 2D = 2α
λ

, noting that λ < 1
4e∆

since α = 1
96e3

.
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Putting everything together we have

Z(L1
H , λ) ≤

∑
T∈D

∑
t,x,h≥0:
h>αx/16

nk
(

n

2D∗

)k
λ2D

∗k
∑

F∈Ft−kD∗ (T,x,h)

λt−kD
∗
ZT�e

−hλ(D∗)2/32

By Lemma 12.2,

λt−kD
∗ |Ft−kD∗(T, x, h)| ≤ λ|T |exω

2D/10e2λnh ≤ λ|T |e4hλn

since that h > αx/16. Note also that

nk
(

n

2D∗

)k
λ2D

∗k ≤ nh
(
enλ

2D∗

)2D∗k

≤ eβ log(e/β)hλn/4+h logn ≤ ehλn ,(12.10)

since β log(e/β) ≤ 3 and log n ≤ λn/4.

It follows that

Z(L1
H , λ) ≤

∑
T∈D

λ|T |ZT�

∑
t,x,h≥0:
h>αx/16

exp{5hλn− hλ(D∗)2/32}

≤ Zw
A,B(λ)

∑
t,x,h≥0:
h>αx/16

exp{−hβ2ω3√n/150}

≤ e−β
2ω3√n/200 · Zw

A,B(λ) .

□

Finally we bound the contribution from L2
H .

Lemma 12.8.

Z(L2
H , λ) ≤ e−2

√
n · Zw

A,B(λ) .

The idea will be that for a random choice of the sets WA(v),WB(v), the resulting set B′

is typically a constant factor larger than |H(G)| (D
∗)2

16 . This is a consequence of the following
lemma which is a special case of [6, Lemma 3.6]

Lemma 12.9. Suppose that B ⊆ A×B satisfies

|B| ≤ τab

and that WA ⊆ A,WB ⊆ B are independent uniformly chosen subsets of size D∗. Then

P
(
|B ∩ (WA ×WB)| > 1

2
(D∗)2

)
≤ θD

∗
,

where θ = 10τ1/8.

We record the following corollary.

Corollary 12.10. For each i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, choose subsets W i
A ⊆ A, W i

B ⊆ B of size D∗

independently and uniformly at random. Let

B :=
k⋃
i=1

W i
A ×W i

B .
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Then

P
(
|B| < min

{
τab,

k(D∗)2

4

})
≤ 2kθkD

∗/2 .

Proof. For ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k}, let

Bℓ =
ℓ⋃
i=1

W i
A ×W i

B ,

so in particular B = Bk. We say index ℓ is useful if∣∣∣Bℓ−1 ∩ (W ℓ
A ×W ℓ

B)
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

2
(D∗)2

or in other words

|Bℓ| − |Bℓ−1| ≥
1

2
(D∗)2 .

If at least half of the indices ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k} are useful then

|B| ≥ k

2
· (D∗)2

2
.

It follows that if |B| < k(D∗)2/4, then at most half of the indices ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k} are useful.
Let E denote the event that ≤ k/2 indices ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k} are useful and that |B| < τab. It
suffices to bound P(E). For I ⊆ [k], let QI denote the event that all the indices in I are not
useful. By a union bound, we then have

P(E) ≤
∑
I⊂[k]:
|I|>k/2

P(QI ∩ {|B| < τab}) .(12.11)

Fix I = {i1, . . . , ij} ⊆ [k] and ℓ ∈ [j]. Note that for any realisation of Biℓ−1 such that

|Biℓ−1| < τab, the probability that index iℓ is not useful is at most θD
∗

by Lemma 12.9. It
follows that

P(QI ∩ {|B| < τab}) ≤ θ|I|D
∗

and so by (12.11),

P(E) ≤ 2kθkD
∗/2 .

□

Proof of Lemma 12.8. As in the proof of Lemma 12.7 in order to construct a graph G ∈ L2
H ,

we first fix T ∈ D and h, x, t ≥ 0 and construct a graph G ∈ L2
H∩L(F ) where F ∈ F ′

t(T, x, h).

First choose the set H ′(F ) of k vertices (there are ≤ nk choices for these) and for each
v ∈ H ′(F ) choose the sets WA(v),WB(v) of size D∗ each in such a way that∣∣∣∣∣ ⋃

v∈H′

WA(v) ×WB(v)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ h
(D∗)2

16
.

By Corollary 12.10, the number of ways to choose sets WA(v),WB(v) for each v ∈ H ′(F ) is
at most ((

a

D∗

)(
b

D∗

))k
2kθD

∗k/2 ≤
(

n

2D∗

)k
2kθD

∗k/2 .

After these are fixed, we choose the remaining t − kD∗ − |T | edges of F . Let F ′ denote
the graph formed by taking the union of T and these t − kD∗ − |T | edges and note that



84 ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS

F ′ ⊆ Ft−kD∗(T, x, h). We then choose the remaining edges of G from A × B. We conclude
that

Z(L2
H , λ) ≤

∑
T∈D

∑
t,x,h≥0:
h>αx/16

nk
(

n

2D∗

)k
2kθD

∗k/2λ2D
∗k

∑
F∈Ft−kD∗ (T,x,h)

λt−kD
∗
ZF� .

Now, by Lemma 12.2 and the bounds ZF� ≤ ZT� and h > αx/16 we have∑
F∈Ft−kD∗ (T,x,h)

λt−kD
∗
ZF� ≤ λ|T |ZT�e

4hλn .

Moreover, bounding as in (12.10) we have

nk
(

n

2D∗

)k
2kθD

∗k/2λ2D
∗k ≤ exp {log(2n)k + β log(e/β)λnk − log(1/θ)βλnk/4}

≤ exp {− log(1/θ)βλnk/5}

≤ e−5hλn

where for the second inequality we used k ≥ h/4 and θ = e−100/β. It follows that

Z(L2
H , λ) ≤

∑
T∈D

λ|T |ZT�

∑
t,x,h≥0:
h>αx/16

exp{−hλn} ≤ e−ω
√
n/2 · Zw

A,B(λ) . □

We have now collected all the necessary ingredients to complete the proof of Lemma 12.1.

Proof of the upper bound of Lemma 12.1. Let G ∈ LA,B\T w
A,B,λ so that ∆(GA ∪GB) > α/λ.

Let F = GA∪GB. Recall that U(F ) is an edge-maximal subgraph of F with maximum degree
at most D, and X(F ) is the set of all vertices whose degree in U(F ) is D. Since ∆(F ) > D,
we must then have |X(F )| ≥ 1, else we could add an edge to U(F ) without violating the
degree bound, contradicting the maximality of U(F ). It follows that F ∈ F ′

t(T, x, h) for some
T ∈ D and t, x, h where x ≥ 1. We therefore have that F ∈ FL ∪ FH i.e.

LA,B\T w
A,B,λ ⊆ LL ∪ LH = LL ∪ L0

H ∪ L2
H ∪ L2

H .

By Lemmas 12.4, 12.6, 12.7, and 12.8,

Z(LA,B\T w
A,B,λ, λ) ≤ Z(LL, λ) + Z(L0

H , λ) + Z(L1
H , λ) + Z(L2

H , λ) ≤ e−
√
nZw

A,B(λ) .

The result follows. □

12.2. Proof of Proposition 3.5. The fact that a graph G drawn according to µweak,λ has
a unique weakly balanced max cut whose defect graph has maximum degree at most α/λ
follows immediately from Lemma 5.1.

We first prove

Z(L, λ) =
(

1 +O
(
e−

√
n
))

Zweak(λ) .(12.12)

First observe that by Lemma 12.1,

Z(L, λ) ≤
∑

(A,B)∈Πweak

Z(LA,B, λ) =
(

1 +O
(
e−

√
n
)) ∑

(A,B)∈Πweak

Zw
A,B(λ) .



ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS 85

Let UA,B,λ denote the set of all G ∈ T such that ∆(GA ∪ GB) ≤ α/λ and (A,B) is the
unique max cut of G. By Lemma 5.1

Z(T w
A,B,λ ∩ UA,B,λ, λ) =

(
1 +O

(
e−

√
n
))

Zw
A,B(λ) .

We note that if G ∈ T w
A,B,λ ∩ UA,B,λ, then (A,B) is a dominating cut for G (since (A,B) is

a max cut) and |GA ∪ GB| ≤ n · α/(2λ) ≤ 2δλn2 and so G ∈ L. By Lemma 5.1, we also
know that G /∈ T w

A′,B′,λ for all weakly balanced partitions (A′, B′) distinct from (A,B). We
conclude that

Z(L, λ) ≥
∑

(A,B)∈Πweak

Z(T w
A,B,λ ∩ UA,B,λ, λ) =

(
1 +O

(
e−

√
n
)) ∑

(A,B)∈Πweak

Zw
A,B(λ) .

The estimate (12.12) follows.

To conclude the proof, note that

∥µL,λ − µweak,λ∥TV =
∑

G:µweak,λ(G)>µL,λ(G)

µweak,λ(G) − µL,λ(G)

=
∑

G:µweak,λ(G)>µL,λ(G)

cweak,λ(G)
λ|G|

Zweak(λ)
− λ|G|

Z(L, λ)
1G∈L

≤ µweak,λ(cweak,λ(G) > 1) + µweak,λ(G /∈ L) +
∑

G∈L:cweak,λ(G)=1

∣∣∣∣ λ|G|

Zweak(λ)
− λ|G|

Z(L, λ)

∣∣∣∣
≤ O

(
e−

√
n
)

+
∑

G∈L:cweak,λ(G)=1

λ|G|

Zweak(λ)

∣∣∣1 −
(

1 +O
(
e−

√
n
))∣∣∣

≤ O
(
e−

√
n
)
.

For the first inequality we used Lemma 5.1 and for the second inequality we used (12.12).
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Appendix A. Pinned cluster expansions

Given a graph H, let T (H) denote the set of labelled spanning trees of H. Moreover we let
Tk denote the set of all labelled trees on vertex set {1, . . . , k} . The following is the tree–graph
bound of Penrose. See [21, Section 4] for a detailed discussion.

Lemma A.1 ([48]). Given a graph H,∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

A⊆E(H)
spanning, connected

(−1)|A|

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |T (H)| .

With this we prove Lemma 4.1.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Fix k ≥ |S|. We will show that∑
Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|=k

|ϕ(Γ)| ≤ ekk|S|−2(∆ + 1)k−|S| .(A.1)

Given a cluster Γ of size k, we identify the vertex set of HΓ with {1, . . . , k}. By Lemma A.1,
we have

∑
Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|=k

|ϕ(Γ)| =
1

k!

∑
Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|=k

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

A⊆E(HΓ)
spanning, connected

(−1)|A|

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

k!

∑
Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|=k

∑
T∈Tk

1T∈T (HΓ)

≤ 1

k!

∑
T∈Tk

∑
Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|=k

1T∈T (HΓ) .(A.2)

Fix T ∈ Tk. We will construct a cluster Γ such that |Γ| = k, S ⊆ Γ and T ∈ T (HΓ) iteratively

as follows. First we select one of the
(
k
|S|
)
|S|! ways to place the elements of S in the tuple

Γ. Now suppose we have filled coordinates i1, . . . , ij of Γ with vertices vi1 , . . . , vij ∈ V (G)
respectively (where j ≥ |S|). There exists r ∈ [k]\{i1, . . . , ij} such that r is adjacent to one
of {i1, . . . , ij} in the graph T . Without loss of generality assume it is i1. We then must
select vr ∈ V (G) such that either vr = vi1 or vr is adjacent to vi1 in G and place it in the
rth coordinate of Γ. There are at most ∆ + 1 choices for such a vr in V (G). Continuing
iteratively we see that ∑

Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|=k

1T∈T (HΓ) ≤
(
k

|S|

)
|S|!(∆ + 1)k−|S| .

By Cayley’s formula |Tk| = kk−2 and so we conclude from (A.2)∑
Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|=k

|ϕ(Γ)| ≤ 1

k!
kk−2

(
k

|S|

)
|S|!(∆ + 1)k−|S| ≤ ekk|S|−2(∆ + 1)k−|S| ,
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where for the final inequality we used that k! ≥ (k/e)k for all k ≥ 1. This establishes (A.1).
Recalling that λmax := maxv∈V (G) |λ(v)|, we conclude that∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|≥k

|Γ|tϕ(Γ)
∏
v∈Γ

λ(v)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ (∆ + 1)−|S|
∑
j≥k

j|S|−2+t (e(∆ + 1)λmax)j = Ok,t

(
∆k−|S|λkmax

)
,

where for the final inequality we used that λmax < 1/(4e∆) ≤ 1/(2e(∆ + 1)). Finally if
|S| ∈ {1, 2} then we may use the explicit upper bound∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
Γ:Γ⊇S,
|Γ|≥k

ϕ(Γ)
∏
v∈Γ

λ(v)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2ek(∆ + 1)k−|S|λkmax ≤ (2e)k∆k−|S|λkmax . □

Proof of Corollary 10.8. The proof is the same as that of (4.2) in Corollary 4.2 with some
additional calculations that we detail now. Recall that C′

k denotes the set of non-constant
clusters of G of size k. Since G is triangle-free we have

C′
4 = {(v1, v2, v3, v4) : G[{v1, v2, v3, v4}] ∼= K2, P2, P3, S3 or C4} .

If Γ = (v1, v2, v3, v4) ∈ C′
4 such that {v1, v2, v3, v4} = {u, v} for some edge {u, v} of G, then

either

(i) Γ has two coordinates equal to u and two coordinates equal to v.
(ii) Γ has one coordinate equal to u and three coordinates equal to v or vice versa.

In either case HΓ
∼= K4, a clique on 4 vertices and so ϕ(Γ) = −1/4. 10 There are

(
4
2

)
|G|

clusters of the type in case (i) and there are 2 · 4|G| clusters of the type in case (ii) and so
14|G| clusters of type (i) and (ii) in total.

If Γ = (v1, v2, v3, v4) ∈ C′
4 such that {v1, v2, v3, v4} = {u, v, w} for some {u, v, w} where

G[{u, v, w}] ∼= P2 and v has degree 2 in G[{u, v, w}] then either

(i) Γ has two coordinates equal to v.
(ii) Γ has two coordinates equal to u or two coordinates equal to w.

In case (i), HΓ is isomorphic to the unique graph on 4 vertices and 5 edges (a cycle of length
4 with a chord) and so ϕ(Γ) = −1/6. In case (ii), HΓ is isomorphic to a triangle with a

pendant edge and so ϕ(Γ) = −1/12. There are 2 ·
(
4
2

)
P2(G) clusters of the type in case (i)

and there are 2 · 2 ·
(
4
2

)
P2(G) clusters of the type in case (ii).

If Γ = (v1, v2, v3, v4) ∈ C′
4 such that G[{v1, v2, v3, v4}] ∼= P3 then HΓ

∼= P3, ϕ(Γ) = −1/4!
and there are 4! ·P ind

3 (G) such clusters, where P ind
3 (G) denotes the number of induced copies

of P3 in G.

If Γ = (v1, v2, v3, v4) ∈ C′
4 such that G[{v1, v2, v3, v4}] ∼= S3 then HΓ

∼= P3, ϕ(Γ) = −1/4!
and there are 4! · S3(G) such clusters.

Finally if Γ = (v1, v2, v3, v4) ∈ C′
4 such that G[{v1, v2, v3, v4}] ∼= C4 then HΓ

∼= C4, ϕ(Γ) =
−1/8 and there are 4! · C4(G) such clusters.

10Note that ϕ(Γ) = 1
|Γ|! (−1)|Γ|+1THΓ(1, 0) where TG is the Tutte polynomial of a graph G.
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Putting everything together, we conclude that∑
Γ∈C′

4

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| = −λ4
(
P ind
3 (G) + S3(G) + 3C4(G) + 4P2(G) + 7|G|/2

)
.

The corollary follows by noting that

P ind
3 (G) = P3(G) − 4C4(G)

since G is triangle-free. □

Proof of Lemma 10.9. Given graphs F1, F2 we say that H ⊆ F1�F2 is a transversal subgraph
if H is connected and for all u ∈ V (F1), there exists w ∈ V (F2) such that (u,w) ∈ V (H) and
for all v ∈ V (F2), there exists w ∈ V (F1) such that (w, v) ∈ V (H). In other words, viewing
V (F1 � F2) = V (F1) × V (F2) as a grid, the vertex set of H hits every row and every column
of the grid.

Given a graph H, we let H∗(F1 � F2) denote the number of transversal copies of H in
F1 � F2 and let

X (H) = {(F1, F2) : F1 � F2 contains a transversal copy of H} .

Since every copy of H in S � T may be uniquely identified with a transversal subgraph of
F1 � F2 for some copy of F1 in S and F2 in T , we have the relation

H(S � T ) =
∑

(F1,F2)∈X (H)

F1(S)F2(T )H∗(F1 � F2) .

The lemma now follows by noting the following (we let · denote the graph consisting of a
single vertex) :

X (P3) = {(P3, ·), (·, P3), (P2,K2), (K2, P2), (K2,K2)} ,
X (S3) = {(S3, ·), (·, S3), (P2,K2), (K2, P2)} ,
X (C4) = {(C4, ·), (·, C4), (K2,K2)} .

Moreover, H∗(H � ·) = 1 for all H and

P ∗
3 (P2 �K2) = 6, P ∗

3 (K2 �K2) = 4, S∗
3(P2 �K2) = 2, C∗

4 (K2 �K2) = 1 . □

Appendix B. Quasirandomness for the hard-core model

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Let t ∈ R and define λt : V (G) → R by setting λt(v) = λet for v ∈ U
and λt(v) = λ for v ∈ U c. Let I be a random sample from the hard-core model on G at
activity λ and note that we can write the moment-generating function of |I ∩ U |

E
[
et|I∩U |

]
=

∑
I∈I(G)

λ|I|

ZG(λ)
et|I∩U | =

ZG(λt)

ZG(λ)
.

Suppose now that t ≤ 1. Since λ ≤ 1/(16e2∆), we have that λt(v) ≤ 1/(16e∆) for all
v ∈ V (G) and so we may analyze the ratio ZG(λt)/ZG(λ) via the cluster expansion (and in
particular apply Lemma 4.1). Indeed we have

log

(
ZG(λt)

ZG(λ)

)
=

∑
Γ∈C(G)

ϕ(Γ)
∏
v∈Γ

λt(v) −
∑

Γ∈C(G)

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|
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=
∑
Γ∼U

ϕ(Γ)
∏
v∈Γ

λt(v) −
∑
Γ∼U

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|

= (et − 1)λ|U | +
∑

Γ∼U,|Γ|≥2

ϕ(Γ)
∏
v∈Γ

λt(v) −
∑

Γ∼U,|Γ|≥2

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| ,

where we write Γ ∼ U to mean that Γ contains at least one element of U . By Lemma 4.1
(applied with k = 2 and S = {u} for each u ∈ U and using the explicit bound of (4.1)) we
have ∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
Γ∼U,|Γ|≥2

ϕ(Γ)
∏
v∈Γ

λt(v)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

Γ∼U,|Γ|≥2

ϕ(Γ)λ|Γ|

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ (2e)2∆λ2(max{e2t, 1} + 1)|U |

≤ 1

4
(max{e2t, 1} + 1)|U |λ ,

where for the last inequality we used that λ ≤ 1/(16e2∆). It follows that

E
[
et|I∩U |

]
≤ exp

{(
et − 1 +

1

4
(max{e2t, 1} + 1)

)
|U |λ

}
.(B.1)

By (B.1) with t = 1 and Markov’s inequality, we then have

P (|I ∩ U | ≥ 5|U |λ) = P
(
e|I∩U | ≥ e5|U |λ

)
≤ E

(
e|I∩U |

)
e−5|U |λ ≤ e−|U |λ .

Similarly, by (B.1) with t = − log(10) we have

P (|I ∩ U | ≤ |U |λ/10)

= P
(
e− log(10)|I∩U | ≥ e− log(10)|U |λ/10

)
≤ E

(
e− log(10)|I∩U |

)
elog(10)|U |λ/10 ≤ e−|U |λ/8 . □

Appendix C. Local Central Limit Theorem for the hard-core model

The proof of Proposition 4.4 is similar to those for CLT’s and local CLT’s in [18, 32, 27, 33],
but here we allow for a growing sequence of maximum degree bounds and use Lemma 4.1 in
a crucial way.

Proof of Proposition 4.4. The condition λn∆n → 0 ensures that the cluster expansion con-
verges and allows us to apply Lemma 4.1. We will use the fact that the cumulants of Xn can
be written as cluster expansions. This allows us to estimate the mean and variance of Xn

and to prove a CLT (as in [32]). Let κk(Xn) denote the kth cumulant of Xn. Then under
the stated conditions we have an expression for κk(Xn) as a convergent cluster expansion:

κk(Xn) =
∑
Γ

|Γ|kϕ(Γ)λ|Γ| .

In particular, using Lemma 4.1, we have for each fixed k ≥ 1,

(C.1) κk(Xn) = λn+O(n∆λ2) = λn(1 +O(λ∆)) = λn(1 + o(1)) .

Applying (C.1) with k = 1, 2 we obtain EXn ∼ λn and var(Xn) ∼ λn. To prove a CLT for

Xn, let Xn = (Xn−EXn)/
√

var(Xn). We must show that for fixed k ≥ 3, κk(Xn) → 0. Since

cumulants for k ≥ 2 satisfy κk(aX+b) = bkκk(X), it is enough to show κk(Xn) = o((λn)k/2).
This follows since κk(Xn) ∼ λn and λn→ ∞ by assumption.
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Next let ϕXn(t) = EeitXn denote the characteristic function of Xn. Then following the
proof of [33, Lemma 22] verbatim, we obtain

|ϕXn(t)| ≤ exp

[
−(1 + o(1))

t2

5
λn

]
.

With this estimate and the CLT for Xn from above, the local CLT follows exactly as in the
proof of [33, Theorem 20]. □

Appendix D. Subgraph probabilities in defect distributions

In this section we prove Claims 10.5 and 10.7 from Section 10.

Proof of Claim 10.5. Recall that

j(S, T ) = λ3(bP2(S) + aP2(T ) + 4|S|µB + 4|T |µA + 4θst) .

One easily verifies that j is (nλ3/(6α))-local and so by Lemma 7.2

P(F ⊆ G) =
(
1 +O

(
n2∆2λ6

))
eE[j(H∪F )−j(H)](q′A)|FA|(q′B)|FB | ,(D.1)

where H = G\F . We now estimate the expectation in the exponent.

j(H ∪ F ) − j(H) =λ3 [bP2(FA,HA) + aP2(FB,HB) + 4(µA|FB| + µB|FA|)]
+ 4λ3θ [|FA|(|HB| − µB) + |FB|(|HA| − µA) + |FA||FB|] ,

where we recall that P2(FA,HA) denotes the number of copies of P2 in FA∪HA with at least
one edge in FA.

By Lemma 7.2,

E(|HA|) = (1 +O(n∆λ3))q′A

((
a

2

)
− |FA|

)
= (1 +O(n∆λ3))q′A

(
a

2

)
,

since |F | = O(1). Recalling that

µA =

(
a

2

)
q′Ae

2λ3b(aqA+bqB) = (1 +O(n∆λ3))q′A

(
a

2

)
we conclude that

E(|HA|) − µA = O(n∆λ3 · qn2) .
Suppose now that {u, v} is an edge of FA. Each edge of H which is incident to either u
or v contributes one P2 to the count P2(FA,HA). Applying Lemma 7.2 and summing these
contributions over the edges of FA yields

E (P2(FA,HA)) = 2|FA|(1 +O(n∆λ3))qA(a−O(1)) + P2(FA)

= 2|FA|qAa+ P2(FA) +O(n∆λ3 · nq) .

It follows, noting µA = (1 +O(n∆λ3))qAa
2/2, that

E(j(H ∪ F ) − j(H)) =2λ3(b|FA| + a|FB|)(aqA + bqB) + bλ3P2(FA) + aλ3P2(FB)

+O(n3∆λ6q + n∆2λ4) .

The result follows from (D.1), noting that n3∆λ6q + n∆2λ4 = O(n2∆2λ6). □
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Proof of Claim 10.7. Let HF denote the set of all graphs H ⊆
(
A
2

)
that are edge-disjoint from

F and ∆(H ∪ F ) ≤ ∆. Let H = G\F . For H ⊆
(
A
2

)
, we have

(D.2)

P(F ⊆ G | H = H) =
νθq′′

A,D∅
(H ∪ F )∑

F ′⊆F ν
θ
q′′
A,D∅

(H ∪ F ′)
=

(
q′′A

1−q′′A

)|F |
eθψP2(F,H)

∑
J⊆F

(
q′′A

1−q′′A

)|J |
eθψP2(J,H)

· 1H∈HF
.

We note that

eθψP2(F,H) = 1 + θψP2(F,H) +
θ2ψ2

2
P2(F,H)2 +O(ψ3∆3) .

Moreover the denominator in (D.2) is equal to

∑
J⊆F

(
q′′A

1 − q′′A

)|J |
(1 +O(ψ∆1J ̸=∅)) = (1 − q′′A)−|F | +O(ψ∆q) = (1 +O(ψ∆q))(1 − q′′A)−|F |

since
∑

J⊆F,J ̸=∅(q
′′
A/(1 − q′′A))|J | = O(q) and P2(J,H) = O(∆) for J ⊆ F .

It follows that

P(F ⊆ G | H = H) = (1+O(ψ3∆3+ψ∆q))q
′′|F |
A

(
1 + θψP2(F,H) +

θ2ψ2

2
P2(F,H)2)

)
·1H∈HF

,

and so, since ψ∆q = O(ψ3∆3),

P(F ⊆ G) = (1 +O(ψ3∆3))q
′′|F |
A E

[(
1 + θψP2(H, F ) +

θ2ψ2

2
P2(H, F )2

)
1H∈H

]
,

= (1 +O(ψ3∆3))q
′′|F |
A

(
E
[
1 + θψP2(H, F ) +

θ2ψ2

2
P2(H, F )2)

]
+O(P(H /∈ HF ))

)
,(D.3)

since θψP2(H, F ) = O(1).

We now turn to bounding P(H /∈ HF ). With a view to apply Lemma 6.3 , first note that

νθq′′
A,D∅

may be identified with the measure νfr,D∅
where r = (q′′A, 0), and we recall that

D∅ =

{
G ⊆

(
A

2

)
∪
(
B

2

)
: ∆(G) ≤ ∆, |GA|, |GB| ≤ K

}
,

and f : D∅ → R is given by f(S) = θψP2(S). Recall from (1.7) that ψ ≤ nλ3 and so
f is (2nλ3)-local. Moreover, rA = q′′A ≤ 2qA. Now note that if ∆(H ∪ F ) > ∆ then

∆(H) > ∆ −O(1) > ∆/2 which, by Lemma 6.3, occurs with probability at most n2e−∆/2.

We deduce that P(H /∈ HF ) = O(n2e−∆/2) = O(ψ3∆3) and so returning to (D.3) we have

P(F ⊆ G) = (1 +O(ψ3∆3)q
′′|F |
A

(
1 + θψE(P2(H, F )) +

θ2ψ2

2
E(P2(H, F )2)

)
.

Finally we note that P2(H, F ) = P2(G, F ). □
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Appendix E. Quantifying the effect of unbalanced partitions

In this section we prove Lemma 10.2. Fixing (A,B) ∈ Πmod,λ, our strategy will be to
consider the expression in Lemma 10.3 to the same expression for a perfectly balanced par-
tition (i.e. the expression with all instances of a, b replaced by n/2). Suppose then than

a = n/2 − k, b = n/2 + k. We have that k = o(n1/2+1/14) since λ ≥ 13
14

√
logn
n and (A,B)

is λ-moderately balanced. We consider the parameters qA, q
′
A, q

′′
A, µA and compare them to

the expressions obtained by replacing a, b by n/2 that is q0, q1, q2, µ. It will be useful to first
record some estimates. Recall that

q ∼ max{qA, qB} = o(n−13/14) .

We note also that

qA = λe−λ
2b(1 +O(q)) ,

and so
qA
q0

= e−λ
2k(1 +O(q)).(E.1)

Similarly, letting

f(λ) := −λ2 + 2λ3 − 7λ4/2 ,

we have

q′A
q1

= ef(λ)k(1 +O(q)).(E.2)

Next we compare µA to µ. First note that for ℓ ∈ {2, 3} we have(
a
ℓ

)(n/2
ℓ

) = (1 +O(1/n))

(
1 − 2k

n

)ℓ
,

and so by (E.2),

(E.3)

µA
µ

=

(
a
2

)
q′Ae

2λ3a(aqA+bqB)(
n/2
2

)
q1eλ

3n2q0
= (1 +O(q))

(
1 − 2k

n

)2

ef(λ)k+2λ3a(aqA+bqB)−λ3n2q0 .

With the exponent of the above expression in mind we note that by (E.1)

2a2qA − n2q0/2 =
n2q0

2

[(
1 − 2k

n

)2

e−λ
2k(1 +O(q)) − 1

]
=
n2q0

2

[
−4k

n
− λ2k +O(λ4k2 + q)

]
where for the second inequality we used that k/n = O(λ2k) and λ2k = o(1). Similarly

2abqB − n2q0/2 =
n2q0

2

[
λ2k +O(λ4k2 + q)

]
.

Returning to (E.3) we conclude that

µA
µ

= (1 +O(q + λ4k2))

(
1 − 2k

n

)2

e(f(λ)−2nq0λ3)k+O(n2qλ7k2+n2q2λ3)(E.4)
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= (1 +O(q + λ4k2))

(
1 − 4k

n

)
e(f(λ)−2nq0λ3)k .

Next we compare q′′A and q2. For this comparison it will be important not to incur a
(1 + O(q)) multiplicative error as we did above since such an error is non-negligible when

considering the expression (1 − q′′A)−(a2) (see Claim E.1 below). Instead we compare rA :=
q′′A/(1 − q′′A) and r = q2/(1 − q2).

rA
r

= exp
{
f(λ)k + 4λ3(µB − µ)

}
.(E.5)

By the analogue of (E.3) for µB we have

µB − µ = µ

(
4k

n
− (f(λ) − 2nq0λ

3)k +O(q + λ4k2)

)
.

Returning to (E.5) we conclude, that

rA
r

= (1 +O(λ3µ(q + λ4k2))) exp

{[
f(λ) + 4λ3µ

(
4

n
− f(λ) + 2nq0λ

3

)]
k

}
.

The precise form of what appears in the exponent will not be important and so, noting that
µ = O(n2q), we write

rA
r

= (1 +O(n2q2λ3 + n2qλ7k2)) exp {g(n, λ)k} ,(E.6)

where we simply record that g(n, λ) = O(λ2). In particular, we have

q′′A
q2

= (1 +O(q + n2qλ7k2)) exp {g(n, λ)k} ,(E.7)

but we reiterate that it will be important to have the added accuracy of the estimate (E.6).

With these estimates in hand, we return to the expression in Lemma 10.3.

Claim E.1.

(1 − q′′A)−(a2)(1 − q′′B)−(b2) ∼ (1 − q2)
−(n/22 ) exp

{
O(n2qλ4k2)

}
.

Proof. First note that

(1 − q′′A)−(a2)(1 − q′′B)−(b2) = (1 + rA)(
a
2)(1 + rB)(

b
2)(E.8)

∼ exp

{
(rA − r2A/2)

(
a

2

)
+ (rB − r2B/2)

(
b

2

)}
.

By (E.6), letting g = g(n, λ),

rA
(
a
2

)
r
(
n/2
2

) = (1 +O(n2q2λ3 + n2qλ7k2))egk
(

1 − 2k

n

)(
1 − 2k

n− 2

)
= (1 +O(n2q2λ3 + k2/n2))egk

(
1 − 2k

n
− 2k

n− 2

)
.

We conclude from the analogous expression for B (obtained by replacing k by −k) that

rA
(
a
2

)
+ rB

(
b
2

)
r
(
n/2
2

) = 2 +O(n2q2λ3 + λ4k2) ,
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since the terms that are linear in k cancel. Similarly

r2A
(
a
2

)
+ r2B

(
b
2

)
r2
(
n/2
2

) = 2 +O(n2q2λ3 + λ4k2) .

Returning to (E.8) we then have

(1 − q′′A)−(a2)(1 − q′′B)−(b2) ∼ exp

{
2(r − r2/2)

(
n/2

2

)
+O(n4q3λ3 + n2qλ4k2)

}
.

The claim follows by noting that n4q3λ3 = o(1). □

Claim E.2.

exp

{
1

2
λ3a3bq′′2A +

1

2
λ3b3aq′′2B

}
∼ exp

{
λ3
(n

2

)4
q21(1 + λ3n2q0) +O(n2qλ4k2)

}
.

Proof. By (E.7) we have

a3bq′′2A(
n
2

)4
q22

= (1 +O(q + λ4k2))

(
1 − 4k

n

)
e2g(n,λ)k .

By the analogous expression with A,B swapped (thus replacing k with −k) and recalling
that g(n, λ) = O(λ2), we conclude that

1
2a

3bq′′2A + 1
2b

3aq′′2B(
n
2

)4
q22

= 1 +O(q + λ4k2).

Noting that λ3n4q3 = o(1) and n4q2λ7k2 = O(n2qλ4k2) we conclude that

exp

{
1

2
λ3a3bq′′2A +

1

2
λ3b3aq′′2B

}
∼ exp

{
λ3
(n

2

)4
q22 +O(n2qλ4k2)

}
.

The claim follows by noting that

λ3
(n

2

)4
q22 = λ3

(n
2

)4
q21e

8λ3µ + o(1)

= λ3
(n

2

)4
q21(1 + 8λ3µ) + o(1)

= λ3
(n

2

)4
q21(1 + λ3n2q0) + o(1) .

□

Claim E.3.

exp
{
−4λ3µAµB

}
∼ exp

{
−λ3

(n
2

)4
q21(1 + 2λ3n2q0) +O(n2qλ4k2)

}
.

Proof. By (E.4)
µAµB
µ2

= (1 +O(q + λ4k2)).

Since λ3µ2q = o(1) (since µ = O(n2q)) and λ7µ2k2 = O(n2qλ4k2) we conclude that

exp
{
−4λ3µAµB

}
∼ exp

{
−4λ3µ2 +O(n2qλ4k2)

}
.

Now,

4λ3µ2 = λ3
(n

2

)4
q21e

2λ3n2q0 + o(1)
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= λ3
(n

2

)4
q21(1 + 2λ3n2q0) + o(1) .

□

By the previous two claims we have

exp

{
1

2
λ3a3bq′′2A +

1

2
λ3b3aq′′2B − 4λ3µAµB

}
∼ exp

{
−λ3

(n
2

)4
q21 · λ3n2q0 +O(n2qλ4k2)

}
∼ exp

{
− 1

16
λ6n6q30 +O(n2qλ4k2)

}
Similar calculations show that if r1, r2, ℓ1, ℓ2 ∈ Z are fixed then

1
2a

r1bℓ1qr2A q
ℓ2
B + 1

2b
r1aℓ1qr2B q

ℓ2
A(

n
2

)r1+ℓ1 qr2+ℓ20

= 1 +O(q + λ4k2) ,

and so

exp

{
1

4
λ6a3b2q2A +

1

4
λ6b3a2q2B

}
∼ exp

{
1

2
λ6
(n

2

)5
q20 +O(n2qλ4k2)

}
.

exp

{
3

2
λ6a4b2q3A +

3

2
λ6b4a2q3B

}
∼ exp

{
3λ6

(n
2

)6
q30 +O(n2qλ4k2)

}
.

exp

{
−1

6
a3q3A − 1

6
b3q3B

}
∼ exp

{
−1

3

(n
2

)3
q30 +O(n2qλ4k2)

}
.

and

exp

{
λ4ab

(
1

4
abqAqB − 2

3
(aqA + bqB)3 − 2(aqA + bqB)2

)}
∼ exp

{
λ4
(n

2

)2(1

4

(n
2

)2
q20 −

2

3
(nq0)

3 − 2(nq0)
2

)
+O(n2qλ4k2)

}
.

Putting everything together yields (10.1).

We now turn to (10.2). Suppose now that (A,B) ∈ Πstrong so that k ≤ 10(n log n)1/4.
Let q′′ = (q′′A, q

′′
B), let ψA = λ3b, ψB = λ3a and Ψ : D → R be such that Ψ(S, T ) =

ψAP2(S) + ψBP2(T ). The measure νΨq′′,D is the measure associated to the random graph

G(A, q′′A, ψA)×G(B, q′′B, ψB). We first show that DKL(νΨq′′,D ∥ νA,B,λ) = o(1). Let (S, T ) ∈ D.
Recall that

νΨq′′,D(S, T ) =

(
q′′A

1−q′′A

)|S| ( q′′A
1−q′′A

)|T |
eψAP2(S)+ψAP2(S)

Z ′′
AEνq′′

A
,D
eψAP2(S) · Z ′′

BEνq′′
B
,D
eψAP2(T )

where Z ′′
A is as in (10.9) and q′′A = (q′′A, 0), q′′B = (0, q′′B).

By (10.17)

log

(
νΨq′′,D(S, T )

νA,B,λ(S, T )

)
= 4λ3µB|S| + 4λ3µA|T | − 4λ3|S||T |

+ (P3(S � T ) + S3(S � T ) − C4(S � T ) + 4P2(S � T ))λ4
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+ log

(
ZA,B

(1 + λ)ab

)
− log

(
Z ′′
AEνq′′

A
,D
eψAP2(S) · Z ′′

BEνq′′
B
,D
eψAP2(T )

)
+ o(1) .

On the other hand, by (10.18), (10.19), Claim 10.10 and (10.10) we have

log

(
ZA,B

(1 + λ)ab

)
= −4λ3µAµB + λ4ab

(
1

4
abqAqB − 2

3
(aqA + bqB)3 − 2(aqA + bqB)2

)
+ log

(
Z ′′
AEνq′′

A
,D
eψAP2(S) · Z ′′

BEνq′′
B
,D
eψAP2(T )

)
+ o(1) .

Thus

log

(
νΨq′′,D(S, T )

νA,B,λ(S, T )

)
= 4λ3µB|S| + 4λ3µA|T | − 4λ3|S||T | − 4λ3µAµB

+ (P3(S � T ) + S3(S � T ) − C4(S � T ) + 4P2(S � T ))λ4

+ λ4ab

(
1

4
abqAqB − 2

3
(aqA + bqB)3 − 2(aqA + bqB)2

)
+ o(1) .

Calculating as in the proof of Claim 10.10, we have

EνΨ
q′′,D

[
(P3(S � T ) + S3(S � T ) − C4(S � T ) + 4P2(S � T ))λ4

]
= −λ4ab

(
1

4
abqAqB − 2

3
(aqA + bqB)3 − 2(aqA + bqB)2

)
+ o(1) .

Moreover, by an application of (7.3) of Lemma 7.2 we have

EνΨ
q′′,D

[
4λ3µB|S| + 4λ3µA|T | − 4λ3|S||T | − 4λ3µAµB

]
= o(1) .

It follows that

DKL(νΨq′′,D ∥ νA,B,λ) = EνΨ
q′′,D

log

(
νΨq′′,D(S, T )

νA,B,λ(S, T )

)
= o(1) .

Let νV,q,ψ denote the measure associated to the random graph G(V, q, ψ) so that νΨq′′,D =
νA,q′′A,ψA × νB,q′′B ,ψB . We note that

DKL(νq′′,D ∥ νA,q2,ψ × νB,q2,ψ) = DKL(νA,q′′A,ψA ∥ νA,q2,ψ) +DKL(νB,q′′B ,ψB ∥ νB,q2,ψ) .

We now show that the RHS is o(1) thereby completing the proof. By symmetry it suffices to
show that DKL(νA,q′′A,ψA ∥ νA,q2,ψ) = o(1). Recall that rA = q′′A/(1 − q′′A), r = q2/(1 − q2) and

ψA = λ3b, ψ = λ3n/2. Let

ΞA =
∑

S⊆A:S∈D
r
|S|
A eψAP2(S) and Ξ =

∑
S⊆A:S∈D

r|S|eψP2(S) .

Then

(E.9)

DKL(νA,q′′A,ψA ∥ νA,q2,ψ) = EνA,q′′
A
,ψA

log

(
r
|S|
A eψAP2(S)

ΞA
· Ξ

r|S|eψP2(S)

)
= log(Ξ/ΞA) + log(rA/r)EνA,q′′

A
,ψA

|S| + (ψA − ψ)EνA,q′′
A
,ψA
P2(S) .



ON THE EVOLUTION OF STRUCTURE IN TRIANGLE-FREE GRAPHS 99

First we estimate log(Ξ/ΞA). By (the proof of) Claim 10.6

ΞA ∼ (1 + rA)(
a
2) exp

{
1

2
ψAa

3q′′2A +
1

4
ψ2
Aa

3q2A +
3

2
ψ2
Aa

4q3A − 1

6
a3q3A

}
,

and

Ξ ∼ (1 + r)(
a
2) exp

{
1

2
ψa3q22 +

1

4
ψ2a3q20 +

3

2
ψ2a4q30 −

1

6
a3q30

}
.

Note that by (E.6),(
a

2

)
log

(
1 + r

1 + rA

)
=

(
a

2

)(
r − rA − r2/2 + r2A/2

)
+ o(1)

=

(
a

2

)(
−rAgk + r2Agk

)
+O(n2qλ4k2) + o(1)

= −
(
a

2

)
rAgk + o(1) ,

where for the last inequality we recall that g = g(n, λ) = O(λ2), k = Õ(n1/4) and r, q =

o(n−13/14). By (E.7)

ψa3q22 − ψAa
3q′′2A = −ψa3q22(2gk +O(q + λ4k2 + k/n)) = o(1) .

Similarly ψ2a3q20 − ψ2
Aa

3q2A = o(1), ψ2a4q30 − ψ2
Aa

4q3A = o(1) and a3q30 − a3q3A = o(1). We
conclude that

log(Ξ/ΞA) = −
(
a

2

)
rAgk + o(1) .(E.10)

Returning to (E.9) we next estimate log(rA/r)EνA,q′′
A
,ψA

|S|. First note that by (E.6),

log(rA/r) = gk +O(λ4k2 + n2q2λ3) .

By Lemma 7.2

EνA,q′′
A
,ψA

|S| =

(
a

2

)
q′′A(1 +O(n∆λ3)) =

(
a

2

)
rA(1 +O(n∆λ3)) ,

where for the last inequality we used that q′′A = rA(1 + O(q)) and q = O(n∆λ3) (recall that
∆ = 50 max{qn, log n}). It follows that

log(rA/r)EνA,q′′
A
,ψA

|S| =

(
a

2

)
rAgk + o(1) .(E.11)

Finally by Lemma 7.2 we have

(ψA − ψ)EνA,q′′
A
,ψA
P2(S) = ψ ·O(k/n) ·O(n3q2) = o(1) .

Combining this with (E.11), (E.10) and (E.9) completes the proof.
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