
ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

09
48

6v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

C
O

] 
 1

5 
M

ay
 2

02
4

SUBGRAPHS OF RANDOM GRAPHS IN HEREDITARY FAMILIES

ALEXANDER CLIFTON, HONG LIU, LETÍCIA MATTOS, AND MICHAEL ZHENG

Abstract. For a graph G and a hereditary property P , let ex(G,P) denote the maximum number

of edges of a subgraph of G that belongs to P . We prove that for every non-trivial hereditary

property P such that L /∈ P for some bipartite graph L and for every fixed p ∈ (0, 1) we have

ex(G(n, p),P) ≤ n2−ε

with high probability, for some constant ε = ε(P) > 0. This answers a question of Alon, Krivelevich

and Samotij.

1. Introduction

Let G(n, p) be the Erdős–Rényi random graph on the vertex set [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}, where each

edge of Kn is included independently with probability p. A hereditary property P is a collection of

graphs closed under taking induced subgraphs. In other words, if G ∈ P, then the subgraph G[S]

induced by G on S belongs to P, for every S ⊆ V (G). In order to avoid having a graph G /∈ P with

chromatic number χ(G) = 1, we also assume that every hereditary property contains all edgeless

graphs.

For a graph G, let ex(G,P) denote the maximum number of edges of a subgraph of G that

belongs to P. Let k(P) be the minimum chromatic number of a graph that does not belong to P.

Recently, Alon, Krivelevich and Samotij [1] showed that for every fixed p ∈ (0, 1), we have

ex(G(n, p),P) =

(

1−
1

k(P) − 1
+ o(1)

)

p

(

n

2

)

with high probability. The same assertion for properties defined by avoiding a single graph is known

in a strong form, and the precise range of the probabilities for which it holds has been determined

by Conlon and Gowers [3] and Schacht [8].

Observe that if P misses a bipartite graph, then this estimate only gives ex(G(n, p),P) = o(n2).

In the same paper [1], the authors asked for a more accurate estimate. More precisely, they asked

whether it is true that ex(G(n, p),P) ≤ n2−ε for some ε = ε(P) > 0 when P misses a bipartite

graph.

In this note, we answer the question of Alon, Krivelevich and Samotij [1] affirmatively.

Theorem 1.1. Let P be a hereditary graph property. Suppose that L /∈ P, for some bipartite graph

L. Then, for every fixed p ∈ (0, 1), with high probability we have

ex(G(n, p),P) ≤ n2−ε,

for some ε = ε(L) > 0.

Our proof combines a Kővári–Sós–Turán [7] type argument with an adaptation of a recent result

of Bourneuf, Bucić, Cook and Davies [2].

A.C. and H.L. were supported by the Institute for Basic Science (IBS-R029-C1 and IBS-R029-C4, respectively).
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First, let us slightly rephrase our problem. Let P be a hereditary graph property and suppose

that L /∈ P, for some bipartite graph L. Let G′ ∈ P be a subgraph of G(n, p) containing the

maximum number of edges. As G′ ∈ P, for every S ⊆ V (G′) the induced graph G′[S] cannot be

isomorphic to L. In particular, this means that G′ has no induced copies of L. Let exI(G(n, p), L)

denote the maximum number of edges of a subgraph of G(n, p) which has no induced copies of L.

Then, we have

ex(G(n, p),P) ≤ exI(G(n, p), L).(1)

It follows from (1) that, in order to prove Theorem 1.1, it suffices to show that exI(G(n, p), L) ≤ n2−ε

with high probability, for some ε = ε(L) > 0.

2. The complete bipartite graph case

In this section we prove a special case of Theorem 1.1 when L is a complete bipartite graph.

Theorem 2.1. For every s, t ∈ N and every fixed p ∈ (0, 1), with high probability we have

exI(G(n, p),Ks,t) = O(n2−1/s(log n)1/s).

In order to prove Theorem 2.1 we need to start with the following lemma.

Lemma 2.2. Let s ∈ N and p ∈ (0, 1) be fixed constants. Then, there exists C > 0 such that the

following holds with high probability. The number of independent sets of size s in G(n, p)[A] is at

least Ω(|A|s) for all subsets A ⊆ [n] of size at least C log n.

Proof. Let A ⊆ [n] be a set of size |A| ≥ C log n. For simplicity, denote by IA the collection of

independent sets of size s in G(n, p)[A]. We have that the expectation of IA := |IA| is

E [IA] =
∑

S∈(A
s
)

E [1S∈IA ] =

(

|A|

s

)

(1− p)(
s

2) ≥

(

|A|

s

)s

(1− p)(
s

2) = Ω(|A|s).

Note as well that IA can be interpreted as a function of
(|A|

2

)

independent random variables, namely

the indicators of the edges in G(n, p)[A]. Observe that each indicator variable can influence the

value of IA by at most
(|A|−2

s−2

)

. Indeed, each pair of vertices is contained in exactly
(|A|−2

s−2

)

s-element

subsets of A, each of which could potentially be in IA. Hence, Azuma’s inequality [6, Theorem

2.25] implies that

P

(

IA ≤
1

2
E [IA]

)

≤ exp



−
E[IA]2

4

2
(

|A|
2

)(

|A|−2
s−2

)2



 = exp(−Ω(|A|2)).

Therefore, there exists C > 0 sufficiently large such that

P

(

IA ≤
1

2
E [IA]

)

≤ exp

(

−
|A|2

C

)

.

By the union bound, it follows that the probability that there exists a set A of size at least 2C log n

such that IA ≤ 1
2E [IA] is at most

∑

2C logn≤t≤n

(

n

t

)

exp

(

−
t2

C

)

≤
∑

2C logn≤t≤n

(

ne−
t

C

)t
≤ n−C logn.

This completes the proof. �
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Proof of Theorem 2.1. We shall use a Kővári–Sós–Turán [7] type argument. Let H be a maximum

subgraph of G(n, p) (with respect to the number of edges) with no induced copies of Ks,t. Let I

be the collection of all independent sets of size s in H. For a set S, denote by NH(S) the common

neighborhood of S in H, that is, NH(S) =
⋂

v∈S NH(v). For a vertex v, denote by Iv the collection

of all independent sets I ∈ I such that I ⊆ NH(v). The first step is to note that
∑

S∈I

|NH(S)| =
∑

S∈I

∑

v∈[n]

1{v∈NH (S)} =
∑

v∈[n]

∑

S∈I

1{S⊆NH (v)} =
∑

v∈[n]

|Iv|.

How many independent sets of size s do we expect inside the neighbourhood of a vertex? By

Lemma 2.2, there exists a constant C > 0 such that with high probability, every set A of size at

least C log n induces Ω(|A|s) independent sets of size s and Ω(|A|t) independent sets of size t in

G(n, p). As H is a subgraph of G(n, p), the same holds for H. Thus, it follows that
∑

S∈I

|NH(S)| ≥
∑

v: dH (v)≥C logn

|Iv| ≥
∑

v: dH (v)≥C logn

c · dH(v)s,

for some constant c > 0. By convexity, it follows that

∑

S∈I

|NH(S)| ≥ cn−s+1 ·





∑

v: dH (v)≥C logn

dH(v)





s

≥ c · n−s+1
(

2e(H) −Cn log n
)s
.

By averaging over I, we obtain that there must exist a set S ∈ I such that

|NH(S)| ≥ c · n−2s+1
(

2e(H)− Cn log n
)s
.

From the last inequality it follows that if e(H) ≥ C ′n2−1/s(log n)1/s, for some large enough

constant C ′ > 0, then |NH(S)| ≥ C log n. This cannot happen, as this would imply the existence

of an independent set T ⊆ NH(S) of size t, and hence H[S ∪ T ] would be an induced copy of Ks,t

in H. We conclude that with high probability we have e(H) = O(n2−1/s(log n)1/s). �

3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

The following lemma is the key step in our proof. For a graph L and an edge e ∈ L, let Le− be

the graph obtained from L by deleting the edge e, but keeping the vertices.

Lemma 3.1. Let n, k ∈ N and δ, ε ∈
(

0, 12
)

be such that 4kδ < ε and let m ∈ (n2δ/ε, n1/2k) ∩ N.

Let L be a bipartite graph on k vertices, e ∈ L and let G be a graph on n vertices with no induced

copies of Le−. If e(G) ≥ n2−δ, then at least one of the following holds for n sufficiently large:

1. There exist at least 3
8

(n
m

)

sets X ∈
(V (G)

m

)

such that e(G[X]) ≥ m2−ε and G[X] has no

induced copies of L;

2. G has a copy of Km,m.

Proof. Let X be a random m-set chosen from V (G). The expected number of edges in G[X] is

E [e(G[X])] =
m(m− 1)

n(n− 1)
· e(G) ≥

m2

2n2
· e(G) ≥

m2n−δ

2
≥ 2m2−ε,

for all n sufficiently large. Now, we apply Azuma’s inequality [6, Theorem 2.25] in the vertex

exposure martingale. The martingale has m steps and one-step change bounded by m. Therefore,

it follows that

P

(

e(G[X]) ≤ m2−ε
)

≤ exp

(

−
(m2−ε)2

2m3

)

= exp

(

−
m1−2ε

2

)

<
1

4
,(2)
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for all n sufficiently large.

Let Xm be the family of m-sets in V (G) such that e(G[X]) ≥ m2−ε. By (2), we have

|Xm| ≥
3

4

(

n

m

)

.

Now, we have two cases to analyse. Either half of the m-sets X ∈ Xm are so that G[X] has an

induced copy of L, or this does not hold. The latter case implies that item 1 holds, so let us assume

that we are in the first case.

If half of the m-sets X ∈ Xm are such that G[X] has an induced copy of L, then in particular

the number of induced copies of L in G is at least

3

8

(

n

m

)(

n− k

m− k

)−1

≥
3

8

( n

m

)k
,

where k is the number of vertices of L. For simplicity, denote e = {u, v} and let L− {u, v} denote

the graph obtained from L by removing vertices u, v. This implies that there exists a set X ′′ of size

k − 2 such that G[X ′′] is isomorphic to L− {u, v} and such that there are at least

3

8

n2

mk
≥ 2mn

ways to extend X ′′ to a set X ′ of size k such that G[X ′] is isomorphic to L.

Let Cu ⊆ V (G) \X ′′ be the set of vertices that can play the role of u in one of these extensions

of X ′′, and define Cv similarly. As the number of edges between Cu and Cv is equal to the number

of extensions, it follows that

|Cu||Cv| ≥ eG(Cu, Cv) ≥ 2mn.

This implies that both Cu and Cv have size at least 2m. Now take two disjoint sets Xu ⊆ Cu and

Xv ⊆ Cv of size m. We cannot have a non-edge in between Xu and Xv; otherwise we would have

an induced copy of Le− in G. Therefore, it follows that G[Xu,Xv ] is isomorphic to Km,m. �

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.1. For a bipartite graph H and x ∈ (0, 1), define

q(H,x, n) := P
(

exI(G(n, p),H) ≥ n2−x
)

.(3)

Now, fix a bipartite graph L and let e ∈ L. Let ε ∈ (0, 12) and set δ = ε
8v(L) and m = ⌊n

1
3v(L) ⌋,

where n is sufficiently large.

Set Xm to be the random variable which counts the number of sets X ∈
([n]
m

)

such that there

exists a subgraph G′ ⊆ G(n, p)[X] with e(G′) ≥ m2−ε and no induced copies of L. By Lemma 3.1,

we have

{

exI(G(n, p), Le−) ≥ n2−δ
}

⊆

{

Xm ≥
3

8

(

n

m

)}

∪ {Km,m ⊆ G(n, p)}(4)

and by Markov’s inequality, we have

P

(

Xm ≥
3

8

(

n

m

))

≤ 3q(L, ε,m) and P (Km,m ⊆ G(n, p)) ≤ pm
2

(

n

m

)2

≤ pm
2/2.(5)

For simplicity, set ℓ = v(L). By combining (4) and (5), and replacing the values of δ and m we

obtain

q
(

Le−,
ε

8ℓ
, n
)

≤ 3q(L, ε,m) + pm
2/2 ≤ 3q(L, ε, ⌊n

1
3ℓ ⌋) + exp(−Ω(n

2
3ℓ )).
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Therefore, it follows that if q(L, ε, ⌊n
1
3ℓ ⌋) = o(1), then q(Le−, ε

8ℓ , n) = o(1). Suppose L has a

bipartition with two partite sets of sizes s and t, respectively. By Theorem 2.1, since q
(

Ks,t,
1
2s , n

)

=

o(1), for all s, t ∈ N, the conclusion of Theorem 1.1 follows by induction on e(Ks,t)− e(L).
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