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Abstract

A recent breakthrough of Behnezhad and Ghafari [BG24] and subsequent work of Assadi,
Khanna, and Kiss [AKK25] gave algorithms for the fully dynamic (1−ε)-approximate maximum
matching problem whose runtimes are determined by a purely combinatorial quantity: the
maximum density of Ordered Ruzsa-Szemerédi (ORS) graphs. We say a graph G is an (r, t)-
ORS graph if its edges can be partitioned into t matchings M1,M2, . . . ,Mt each of size r, such
that for every i, Mi is an induced matching in the subgraph Mi ∪Mi+1 ∪ ⋯ ∪Mt. This is a
relaxation of the extensively-studied notion of a Ruzsa-Szemerédi (RS) graph, the difference
being that in an RS graph each Mi must be an induced matching in G.

In this note, we show that these two notions are roughly equivalent. Specifically, let ORS(n)
be the largest t such that there exists an n-vertex ORS-(Ω(n), t) graph, and define RS(n)
analogously. We show that if ORS(n) ≥ Ω(nc), then for any fixed δ > 0, RS(n) ≥ Ω(nc(1−δ)).
This resolves a question of [BG24].

1 Introduction

In the fully dynamic approximate matching problem, we are given an n-vertex graph G which is
undergoing edge insertions and deletions, and we seek to maintain a (1−ε)-approximate maximum
matching after each update. Despite much work, the update complexity of this problem remains
poorly understood. It is known that for ε = 1/2 one needs only constant update time [Sol16], and
for ε > 1/3 one can achieve n1/2+o(1) update time [BS16]. However, for any ε ≤ 1/3, it is only known
that one can achieve n1−o(1) update time [Liu24].

In [BG24], the following notion was introduced in the context of this problem:

Definition 1.1. A graph G is an (r, t)-ordered Ruzsa-Szemerédi (ORS) graph if its edge set can

be partitioned into t edge-disjoint matchings M1,M2, . . . ,Mt each of size r, such that the subgraph

of G induced by Mi does not include any edges from Mj for any j > i.
We let ORS(n, r) denote the maximum t for which there exists an n-vertex (r, t)-ORS graph.

The relevance of this quantity is due to an algorithm of [BG24] with update time

√
n1+ε ⋅ORS(n,Θε(n).

Currently it is only known that for fixed ε < 1/4
no(1) < ORS(n, εn) < n1−o(1),
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with the upper bound due to [BG24] and the lower bound due to [FLN+02]. Importantly, note
that if the lower bound is optimal, then [BG24] gives an n1/2+O(ε)-time algorithm, significantly
improving on the current record for small ε. In follow-up work [AKK25], this was improved to
no(1)

⋅ORS(n,Θε(n)) update time [AKK25], thereby giving an algorithm whose complexity entirely
rests on ORS(n,Θε(n)).

A closely related but much older (see [RS78]) notion is that of a Ruzsa-Szemerédi graph:

Definition 1.2. A graph G is an (r, t) Ruzsa-Szemerédi (RS) graph if its edge set can be partitioned

into t edge-disjoint matchings M1,M2, . . . ,Mt each of size r, such that the subgraph of G induced

by Mi is a matching.

We let RS(n, r) denote the maximum t for which there exists an n-vertex (r, t)-RS graph.

As for ORS graphs, it is only known that no(1) ≤ RS(n, εn) ≤ n1−o(1) for ε < 1/4 [FLN+02, Fox11].
Clearly we have that RS(n, r) ≤ ORS(n, r); could it be that ORS is significantly larger than

RS? We show that the answer is no:

Theorem 1.3. If ORS(n, εn) ≥ Ω(nc), then for any fixed δ > 0, RS(n,Θ(ε1/δn)) ≥ Ω(nc(1−δ)).
Thus, understanding the maximum density of ORS graphs with linear-sized matchings is roughly

equivalent to understanding the density of RS graphs with linear-sized matchings. While previously
it was conceivable that RS = no(1) while ORS = n1−o(1), our result shows that this not possible. In
the context of the dynamic matching problem, this means that the result of [AKK25] can be stated
instead as an algorithm with update time of

no(1)
⋅RS(n,Θε(n)).

Looking at this differently, if the update time of the algorithm of [AKK25] turns out to be polyno-
mial, then not only are current constructions of ORS graphs far from optimal, but so are current
constructions of RS graphs.

2 A lower bound on RS via ORS

Lemma 2.1. For all n, r, k, RS(nk, rk) ≥ ORS(n, r)k−1/k.
Proof. Let G = M1 ∪ ⋯ ∪Mt be an n-vertex ORS-(r, t) graph. For an edge (u, v) ∈ E(G), we let
f(u, v) denote the index of the matching to which (u, v) belongs.

For s ∈ N, consider the graph Hs with V (Hs) = V (G)k and

E(Hs) = {((u1, u2, . . . , uk), (v1, v2, . . . , vk)) ∈ V (Hs)2 ∶ ∀i ∈ [k] (ui, vi) ∈ E(G),
k

∑
i=1

f(ui, vi) = s}.

First, Hs is a graph on nk vertices. For a ∈ [t]k with ∑ai = s, let Ma be the set of edges
(U,V ) = ((u1, . . . , uk), (v1, . . . vk)) in Hs for which f(ui, vi) = ai. Then the sets Ma partition the
edges of Hs, and ∣Ma∣ = ∏i ∣Mai ∣ = rk.

We claim that the subgraph of Hs induced by each Ma is a matching. First note that Ma is
a matching, since if any vertex U ∈ Ma had two distinct neighbors V,W ∈ Ma, there would exist
some i with Vi ≠Wi, and then (Ui, Vi) and (Ui,Wi) would be edges in G both belonging to Mai , a
contradiction. To see why it is an induced matching, let (U,V ) be an edge in the induced subgraph.
We know that for all i it must be the case that f(Ui, Vi) ≤ ai, since otherwise the subgraph of G
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induced by Mai would violate the ORS property. Also, ∑f(Ui, Vi) = s = ∑ai. Together these imply
that f(Ui, Vi) = ai for all i, and hence (U,V ) ∈Ma.

The number of matchings in Hs equals the number of solutions to a1 +⋯+ ak = s with ai ∈ [t].
By the pigeonhole principle, for some choice of s this is at least tk/(kt) = tk−1/k.
Proof of Theorem 1.3. By Lemma 2.1 and the assumption,

RS(nk, (εn)k) ≥ ORS(n, εn)k−1/k ≥ Ωk(n
c(k−1)).

For all N = nk, this shows that RS(N,εkN) ≥ Ωk(N
c(k−1)/k). By choosing k = ⌈1/δ⌉ the statement

holds for all sufficiently large such N . For N that is not a kth power, we can apply the construction
for ⌈N1/k⌉k and then delete an arbitrary subset of ⌈N1/k⌉k −N vertices, which will only shrink the
size of a matching by Ok(N

(k−1)/k).

We remark that the idea of Lemma 2.1 is motivated by a trick used in the context of fast
matrix multiplication which converts a relaxed notion of an induced matching in a hypergraph
into a legitimate induced matching in its tensor powers; see for example [BCC+17, Lemma 3.4],
[CFTZ22, Theorem 23].
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