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Abstract

Chung and Graham [J. London Math. Soc. 1983] claimed to prove that there exists an n-
vertex graph G with 5

2n log2 n+O(n) edges that contains every n-vertex tree as a subgraph.
Frati, Hoffmann and Tóth [Combin. Probab. Comput. 2023] discovered an error in the proof.
By adding more edges to G the error can be corrected, bringing the number of edges in G to
7
2n log2 n+O(n).

We make the first improvement to Chung and Graham’s bound in over four decades by
showing that there exists an n-vertex graph with 14

5 n log2 n+O(n) edges that contains every
n-vertex tree as a subgraph.

Furthermore, we generalise this bound for treewidth-k graphs by showing that there exists
a graph with O(kn logn) edges that contains every n-vertex treewidth-k graph as a subgraph.
This is best possible in the sense that Ω(kn log n) edges are required.

1 Introduction

A graph G is F-universal for a graph family F if G contains1 every graph in F . The minimum
number of edges in an F -universal graph has been extensively studied for various graph families
F . For example, families of trees [6, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22], families of separable bounded degree
graphs [11], families of bounded degree graphs [2, 3, 4, 10], families of m-edge graphs [1, 5, 8], and
families of planar graphs with certain restrictions [7, 9, 16].

Let Tn be the family of n-vertex trees. Chung and Graham [12, 13] considered the natural
problem of determining the minimum number of edges in a Tn-universal graph, denoted by s∗(n).
They further defined a more restrictive parameter, s(n), as the minimum number of edges in an
n-vertex Tn-universal graph. Naturally, s∗(n) ⩽ s(n). Chung and Graham [12] proved the lower
bound s∗(n) ⩾ 1

2n lnn. Furthermore, they claim to prove the upper bound s(n) ⩽ 5
2n log2 n+O(n)

in [13], implying that s∗(n) and s(n) are Θ(n logn).
Frati et al. [17] discovered an error in the proof of the upper bound in [13] and provided a fix

at the cost of a slightly weaker bound. The same error was later independently rediscovered by
the authors of this paper.2 In Section 3, we explain the error in Chung and Graham’s original
paper and describe how to patch the error to obtain the bound,3

s(n) ⩽ 7
2n log2 n+O(n) . (1)
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as 7
2
n log2 n+O(n).
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Recently, Győri et al. [18] improved the lower bound to s∗(n) ⩾ n lnn − O(n). So the best
previously known bounds for s∗(n) and s(n) are:

n lnn−O(n) ⩽ s∗(n) ⩽ s(n) ⩽ 7
2n log2 n+O(n) . (2)

Note that the multiplicative gap between the two bounds is 7
2 ln 2 + o(1) ≈ 5.04. In Section 5, we

prove a new upper bound.

Theorem 1. s(n) ⩽ 14
5 n log2 n+O(n).

This bound yields a new multiplicative gap between the lower and upper bounds of 14
5 ln 2 ≈ 4.04.

This is the first improvement to the upper bound in (1) in over four decades. It is an interesting
open problem to determine the optimal constant in the n log n term; we know

n lnn−O(n) ⩽ s∗(n) ⩽ s(n) ⩽ 14
5 ln 2n lnn+O(n) .

We generalise these results to tree-like graphs through the notion of treewidth, which is a graph
parameter that measures how close a given graph is to being a tree, and is of particular importance
in graph minor theory and in algorithmic graph theory. See Theorem 6 for the definition.

Let T k
n be the family of n-vertex treewidth-k graphs. Let s∗k(n) be the minimum number of

edges in a T k
n -universal graph. The best previously known upper bound for s∗k(n) is O(kn log2 n)

as explained by Joret [19]. We determine s∗k(n) up to a constant factor.

Theorem 2. s∗k(n) = O(kn log n). Moreover, s∗k(n) = Ω(kn logn) if k ⩽ n
logn .

In particular, we show that there exists a T k
n -universal graph with O(kn logn) edges, (3+o(1))n

vertices and treewidth O(k log n); the treewidth of the universal graph is optimal in the sense that
every T k

n -universal graph with O(n) vertices has treewidth Ω(k log n) assuming k ⩽ O( n
logn).

2 Preliminaries

The number of vertices in a graph G is denoted by |G|. The neighbourhood of a vertex u in G
is denoted by NG(u). A graph H embeds into a graph G if there is an injective homomorphism
ϕ : V (H) → V (G) (called an embedding).

Consider an n-vertex tree T rooted at a vertex v. For a vertex u of T , consider the unique path
(u0, u1, . . . , ut) where u0 = u and ut = v. The level of u in T , denoted by LT (u), is the number t.
A cousin of u is a vertex with the same level as u. The level of T , denoted L(T ), is the maximum
level of a vertex of T . The i-th ancestor of u is ui, and u is an i-th descendant of ui. Note that u
is the 0-th ancestor and 0-th descendant of itself. For i > t, we define the i-th ancestor of u to be
the root of T . The parent of u, denoted by u∗, is the vertex u1 (provided u is not the root of T ),
and u is a child of u∗. A sibling of u is a vertex with the same parent as u. The closest common
ancestor of two vertices u and w of T is the unique common ancestor of u and w with maximum
level in T . Let DT [u] be the set of all vertices w of T such that w is an i-th descendant of u for
some i ⩾ 0. Note that u ∈ DT [u]. Let νT (u) := |DT [u]| and let DT (u) := DT [u] \ {u}. We omit
the subscript T from the notation when it is clear from the context.

Further assume that for each vertex u of T , its children are ordered from left to right. Then
we obtain a linear order on V (T ) by DFS preorder traversal4, say w1, w2, . . . , wn. A rooted tree
is DFS-ordered if its vertices are ordered by DFS preorder traversal w1, w2, . . . , wn from left to
right. A subset S of V (T ) is T -admissible if S = {w1, . . . , wt} for some t ⩽ n. Note that ∅ and
{w1} are T -admissible. A left-sibling/left-cousin of a vertex u of T is a sibling/cousin of u that
comes before u in the DFS-order. A right-sibling/right-cousin of u is a sibling/cousin of u that

4Starting at the root of T , visit the left-most unvisited child of the current vertex w. If every child of w has
been visited, backtrack to the parent of w. This gives a walk in T that starts and ends at the root; the vertices of
T are ordered by their first appearance.
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comes after u in the DFS-order. The nearest left-cousin of u, denoted by l(u), is the right-most
left-cousin of u in the DFS-order (provided u has a left-cousin). Note that if u is not the left-most
child of its parent, then l(u) is a left-sibling of u, otherwise, u is the left-most child of its parent
and l(u) is the right-most child of l(u∗). The nearest right-cousin of u, denoted by r(u), is the
left-most right-cousin of u in the DFS-order (provided u has a right-cousin).

For a DFS-ordered tree T , we define a directed (multi)graph on the vertex set V (T ) as follows.
For integers g and h, let [g, h] := {g, . . . , h} when g ⩽ h, and let [h] := {1, . . . , h}.

Definition 3. For a DFS-ordered tree T and an integer h ⩾ 0, define the directed graph
−→
Gh

T on
the vertex set V (T ) with the following arcs (see Figure 1). For every vertex u of T , add to

−→
Gh

T

the arcs:

G1 −→uw for all w ∈ DT (u).

G2 −→uw for all left-siblings w of u, and
−−→
uw′ for all w′ ∈ DT (w).

G3 −→uw for the nearest-left cousin w = l(u∗) of the parent u∗ of u, and
−−→
uw′ for all w′ ∈ DT (w).

G4
−→
uu′ for the h-th ancestor u′ of u, −→uw for each w ∈ {l(u′), r(u′)}, and −→uw for all w ∈
DT (l(u

′)) ∪DT (u
′) ∪DT (r(u

′)) such that L(w) ⩽ L(u).

G1

u

G2

u
l(u∗)

u∗

G3

u

G4

u

u′l(u′) r(u′)

Figure 1: Types of edges in
−→
Gh

T .

The graph h-generated by T , denoted by Gh
T , is the underlying undirected simple graph of

−→
Gh

T . For h = 0, we omit the superscript h and say that GT is generated by T (in which case, rule
G4 adds no edges).

An induced subgraph Gh
T [S] ⊆ Gh

T is T -admissible if S is a T -admissible set. An embedding
ϕ : V (T ′) → V (Gh

T ) of a tree T ′ is T -admissible if V (Gh
T ) \ ϕ(V (T ′)) is a T -admissible set.

A component of a graph G is the vertex set of a maximal connected subgraph of G. For a
forest T and a vertex w ∈ V (T ), a w-component of T is a component of T − w. We make use of
the following lemma about w-components. For a collection of sets {C1, . . . , Ct} and any subset I
of [t], define CI :=

⋃
i∈I Ci.

Lemma 4. For all integers x ⩾ 1, for every forest T with |T | ⩾ x+1, for every vertex u ∈ V (T ),
there exists a vertex w ∈ V (T ) and a set {C1, . . . , Ct} of w-components of T such that u /∈ C[t]

and x ⩽ |C[t]| ⩽ 2x− 1.

Proof. By adding more edges if necessary, we can assume that T is a tree. Let w0 := u. Let
C1, . . . , Cp be the w0-components of T . If |Ci| ⩽ 2x−1 for all i, then it is easy to see that one can
pick a desired collection of w0-components from {C1, . . . , Cp}. Otherwise, assume that |C1| ⩾ 2x.
Let w1 be the unique neighbour of w0 contained in C1. Let D1, . . . , Dq be the w1-components
of T that do not contain w0. If |Di| ⩽ 2x − 1 for all i, then one can pick a desired collection

3



of w1-components from {D1, . . . , Dq}. Otherwise, assume that |D1| ⩾ 2x. Let w2 be the unique
neighbour of w1 contained in D1. Since T is a finite graph, repeating this process gives a sequence
of vertices w2, w3, . . . , wℓ, such that each of the wℓ-components of T not containing wℓ−1 have at
most 2x− 1 vertices. Let E1, . . . , Er be the wℓ-components of T that do not contain wℓ−1. Then
one can pick a desired collection of wℓ-components from {E1, . . . , Er}.

A collection {C1, . . . , Ct} of w-components of a forest T is (x, y)-feasible if x ⩽ |C[t] ∪ {w}| ⩽
x + y − 2. The collection is (x, y)-critical if t ⩾ 2, x + y − 2 ⩽ |C[t]| ⩽ 2x − 3, and |CI | ⩽ x − 2
for all I ⊊ [t]. Note that an (x, y)-critical collection satisfies |Ci| ⩾ y for all i ∈ [t]. Furthermore,
Theorem 4 ensures that if |T | ⩾ x + 1, then an (x + 1, x + 1)-feasible collection always exists
in T whenever x ⩾ 1. The following lemma guarantees the existence of either an (x, y)-feasible
collection or an (x, y)-critical collection.

Lemma 5. For all integers x > y ⩾ 2, for any forest T with |T | ⩾ x and a vertex u ∈ V (T ),
there exists a vertex w ∈ V (T ) and a set {C1, . . . , Ct} of w-components of T such that u /∈ C[t]

and {C1, . . . , Ct} is either (x, y)-feasible or (x, y)-critical.

Proof. Since |T | ⩾ x, by Theorem 4, there exists a vertex w0 ∈ V (T ) and a set {C1, . . . , Ct} of
w0-components of T such that u /∈ C[t] and x− 1 ⩽ |C[t]| ⩽ 2x− 3.

We are done if {C1, . . . , Ct} is (x, y)-feasible, so assume that x+ y − 2 ⩽ |C[t]| ⩽ 2x− 3. Let
{D1, . . . , Dq} be a minimal subset of C[t] such that |D[q]| ⩾ x+ y − 2. Note that |D[q]| ⩽ |C[t]| ⩽
2x−3. Assume q ⩾ 2. If there exists I ⊊ [q] such that |DI | ⩾ x−1, then by the minimality of D[q],
x ⩽ |DI ∪ {w0}| ⩽ x+ y − 2, implying {Di}i∈I is (x, y)-feasible. Otherwise, D[q] is (x, y)-critical
by definition.

Now assume q = 1. Let w1 be the unique neighbour of w0 in D1. Let E1, . . . , Er be the w1-
components of T [D1]. Since E[r] = D1\{w1} and y ⩾ 2, u ̸∈ E[r] and x−1 ⩽ |E[r]| ⩽ 2x−3. Since
T is a finite graph, repeating this process with {E1, . . . , Er} playing the role of {C1, . . . , Ct} gives
a sequence of vertices w1, w2, . . . , wℓ, such that some set of wℓ-components of T not containing u
is either (x, y)-feasible or (x, y)-critical as desired.

Definition 6. A tree-decomposition of a graph G is a collection of sets (Bx ⊆ V (G) : x ∈ V (T ))
(called bags) indexed by the vertices of a tree T , such that each of the following hold:

D1 for all u ∈ V (G), Tu := T [{x ∈ V (T ) : u ∈ Bx}] is a nonempty subtree of T , and

D2 for all uv ∈ E(G), there exists x ∈ V (T ) such that {u, v} ⊆ Bx.

The width of the tree-decomposition (Bx : x ∈ V (T )) equals maxx∈V (T ) |Bx| − 1. The treewidth
of G, denoted by tw(G), is the minimum width of a tree-decomposition of G.

We use the following theorem of Wood [23] to prove Theorem 2.

Theorem 7. Every graph H with tw(H) ⩽ k has a tree-decomposition (Bx : x ∈ V (T )) with
|T | ⩽ 1

k |H|+ 1 and |Bx| ⩽ 3k for all x ∈ V (T ).

3 The Chung–Graham Error

This section explains the error by Chung and Graham [13], and provides a fix that implies the
bound in (1). Our fix is similar but not the same as that of Frati et al. [17]. We first introduce
some definitions from [13]. Let B(k) denote the (rooted) perfect binary tree with level k that is
DFS-ordered.

Definition 8. For any integer k ⩾ 0, define the graph G(k) on the vertex set of B(k) by adding
the following edges. For each u ∈ V (B(k)), add the edges:

(i) uw for all w ∈ DB(k)(u),
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(ii) uw for all left-siblings w of u, and uw′ for all w′ ∈ DB(k)(w), and

(iii) uw for the left-sibling w of the parent u∗ of u (if they exist), and uw′ for all w′ ∈ DB(k)(w).

Note that the graph G(k) of Theorem 8 is not the same as the graph GB(k) of Theorem 3. In
particular, w in (iii) of Theorem 8 is the left-sibling of u∗, instead of the nearest-left cousin of u∗

like in G3 of Theorem 3.
A subgraph G of G(k) that is induced by a B(k)-admissible set is called G(k)-admissible.

Furthermore, for any vertex v ∈ V (B(k)), define DG(v) := V (G)∩DB(k)(v). The following is the
main lemma in [13].

Lemma 9 (labelled (∗) in [13, page 205]). For any B(k)-admissible graph G, for any tree T
with |T | ⩽ |G|, for any vertex v ∈ V (T ), there exists an embedding λ : V (T ) → V (G) such that
V (G) \ λ(V (T )) is B(k)-admissible, and the location of λ(v) can be determined as follows:

• if |T | = |G|, then λ(v) is the root of B(k), and

• if |T | < |G|, then λ(v) is the last vertex in λ(V (T )) (as per the DFS order) such that

|DG(λ(v))| < |T | ⩽ |DG(λ(v)
∗)| ,

where the last inequality need only hold when λ(v)∗ exists.

The error in the proof of Theorem 9 occurs in Part II, Case (ii), Subcase (b), as illustrated in
Figure 2(a) (which is the same as Figure 7 in [13, page 207]). Chung and Graham [13] claimed
that the graph G2 in Figure 2(a) is isomorphic to a G(k)-admissible graph. However, this claim
is false. We now construct a small counterexample. Consider the G(3)-admissible graph on 11
vertices with the DFS preorder traversal x1, . . . , x11 as shown in Figure 2(b). In this case, G2

corresponds to the subgraph induced by the last six vertices x6, . . . , x11. Since x6 is not the
left-sibling of x10 (the parent of x11), (iii) does not add the edges x6x11, x7x11 and x8x11. Thus,
G2 is isomorphic to a non-complete graph. It is routine to check that for any ℓ, every 6-vertex
G(ℓ)-admissible graph is isomorphic to the complete graph K6, implying G2 is not admissible in
the given example.

v

l(u∗) u∗

l(l(u))
l(u)

u

y

G2

(a)

x1

x2

x3

x4 x5

x6

x7 x8

x9

x10

x11

(b)

Figure 2: (a) Defining G2. (b) The 11-vertex G(3)-admissible graph.

Nonetheless, the proof can be corrected. By replacing G(k) with the graph GB(k) (defined
in Theorem 3), the induction argument for Theorem 9 works without additional modifications.
Therefore, it can be shown that every n-vertex GB(k)-admissible graph is Tn-universal as desired.
Moreover, one may check that this correction increases the number of edges in the resulting
n-vertex universal graph by at most nk +O(n). Hence, (1) holds.
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4 Universality for Treewidth-k Graphs

In this section we prove Theorem 2 for treewidth k graphs. We first show the lower bound.

Proof of lower bound in Theorem 2. Let U be a T k
n -universal graph. Note that U contains the

disjoint union of j copies of the complete bipartite graph Kk,⌊n
j
⌋−k for each j ⩽ ⌊n/k⌋. Thus,

there are at least jk vertices of degree at least ⌊nj ⌋ − k in U for each j ⩽ ⌊n/k⌋. So the number
of edges in U is at least

1

2

⌊n
k
⌋∑

j=1

k
(⌊n
j

⌋
− k

)
⩾

1

2

⌊n
k
⌋∑

j=1

k
(n
j
− k − 1

)
⩾
k

2

⌊n
k
⌋∑

j=1

n

j
− (k + 1)n = Ω(kn logn) .

To prove the upper bound in Theorem 2, we begin by making some crucial observations about
the proof of Theorem 9 in [13] when applied to GB(k) as described in Section 3. This proof
inductively embeds a given tree T on at most n vertices into an n-vertex B(k)-admissible graph
G. Several cases are considered in [13], but in general, the strategy is to find a vertex u of T and a
collection C1, . . . , Ct of u-components of T satisfying certain size conditions, and then embedding
the forests T1 := T [{u} ∪C[t]] and T2 := T − V (T1) into G by induction. In some cases, T1 might
consist of a single vertex, or T2 might be the empty tree. In each of the induction applications,
the proof repeatedly divides the given tree into two.

Let λ : V (T ) → V (G) be the final embedding obtained from Theorem 9. Then we can define
the recursion tree Taux (for λ) as follows. It is rooted at u, the left child of u is the vertex u1
found in T1 (for the induction application in T1), the right child of u is the vertex u2 found in T2,
and so on. Note that V (Taux) = V (T ).

Observation 10. For any vertex w of Taux, the proof of Theorem 9 guarantees that λ(w) is
adjacent to every vertex in λ (DTaux(w)) in G.

The next observation follows from the definition of Taux.

Observation 11. If two vertices x, x′ ∈ V (Taux) have a closest common ancestor y in Taux such
that y /∈ {x, x′}, then x and x′ belong to distinct y-components of T .

Let T ∗
aux be the graph obtained from Taux by adding edges from each vertex x of Taux to every

vertex in DTaux(x). Theorem 10 implies that λ is an embedding of T ∗
aux into G. Furthermore, by

Theorem 11, for any edge xy ∈ E(T ), one of x, y is a Taux-ancestor of the other, implying T is a
subgraph of T ∗

aux. We apply these observations in the following argument.

Proof of upper bound in Theorem 2. Let m := ⌊nk + 1⌋ and consider the m-vertex B(⌈log2m⌉)-
admissible graph G. Then G is Tm-universal by Theorem 9, and e(G) ⩽ O(m logm). Let G′

be the graph obtained from G by replacing each vertex x of G with a clique Cx of size 3k.
Observe that each edge of G becomes a copy of the complete bipartite graph K3k,3k in G′. Thus,
e(G′) = 9k2e(G) +

(
3k
2

)
|G| ⩽ O(kn log n). We claim that G′ is T k

n -universal.
Let H be an n-vertex treewidth-k graph. By Theorem 7, H has a tree-decomposition (Bx :

x ∈ V (T )) with width at most 3k − 1 and |T | ⩽ m. Let λ : V (T ) → V (G) be the embedding
from Theorem 9. Define Taux and T ∗

aux (for this λ) as above. For each vertex v ∈ V (H), define
f(v) to be the unique vertex of Tv = T [{x ∈ V (T ) : v ∈ Bx}] with minimum level in Taux; f(v)
is well-defined, since if v ∈ Bx ∩ Bx′ and LTaux(x) = LTaux(x

′), then Theorem 11 and D1 in
Theorem 6 together imply that the closest common ancestor of x and x′ in Taux is contained in
Tv.

Since each bag Bx of T contains at most 3k vertices, there is an injection π : V (H) →
V (G′) that sends each vertex v of V (H) to a vertex in Cλ(f(v)). It remains to show that π is a
homomorphism. Let uv ∈ E(H). Let y be the closest common ancestor of f(u) and f(v) in Taux.
Then By separates u and v in H. Since uv ∈ E(H), it must be that u or v is in By, implying
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f(u) or f(v) equals y. Therefore, f(u)f(v) ∈ E(T ∗
aux). Since λ is an embedding of T ∗

aux into G, it
follows that π(u)π(v) ∈ E(G′). Hence, π embeds H into G′ as desired.

Note that the graph G′ above has 3n + O(k) vertices. Moreover, we now show that any
universal graph for n-vertex treewidth-k graphs that has O(n) vertices has treewidth Ω(k log n),
whenever k = O( n

logn). This lower bound follows immediately from the fact that every n-vertex
graph of treewidth t has at most tn−

(
t+1
2

)
edges.

On the other hand, we now show that the treewidth of G′ is O(k log n). For this upper bound,
we first construct a tree-decomposition of GB(ℓ) indexed by the path T = (1, 2, . . . , 2ℓ), where
ℓ := ⌈log2m⌉. Note that B(ℓ) has exactly 2ℓ leaves x1, . . . , x2ℓ ordered from left to right. For
each i ∈ [2ℓ], let Bi = NGB(ℓ)

(xi) ∪ {xi} be the set consisting of xi and all its neighbours. We
claim (B1, B2, . . . , B2ℓ) is a tree-decomposition of GB(ℓ). For each level d ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ}, consider
the unique ancestor y of xi such that y has level d. Then the vertices at level d in Bi are the
children of y∗ or the children of the nearest-right cousin of y∗ if d < ℓ− 1. If d ∈ {ℓ− 1, ℓ}, then
vertices at level d in Bi may additionally be the children of the nearest left-cousin of y∗ or left
siblings of y. Hence, at most four vertices at level d belong to Bi if d < ℓ − 1 and at most six
vertices at level d belong to Bi if d ∈ {ℓ − 1, ℓ} so such a tree-decomposition has width at most
4ℓ + 8. Indeed, for any vertex u in GB(ℓ), its neighbours in {x1, . . . , x2ℓ} are either descendants
of u by G1, descendants of left siblings of u by G2, descendants of the nearest left-cousin of u∗,
children of r(u) (if u has level ℓ − 1), and right siblings of u (if u has level ℓ) by G3. These
correspond to consecutive vertices {xi, xi+1, . . . , xi+j} for some i and j, which form a subpath
of T . Thus D1 holds. Moreover, if −→uw is an arc in

−→
GB(ℓ), then

−−→
uw′ is also an arc for every

descendant w′ of w. Hence, there exists a leaf-descendant xi of w adjacent to both u and w in
GB(ℓ), verifying that D2 holds, and thus (Bi : i ∈ V (T )) is indeed a valid tree-decomposition.
Once we have this tree-decomposition, blowing up each vertex into a clique of size 3k naturally
yields another tree-decomposition of the blown-up graph G′′. The new decomposition has width
O(kℓ)+3k− 1 = O(k logn). Since the graph G′ in the above proof is a subgraph of G′′, it follows
that G′ has treewidth O(k logn), as desired.

5 Universality for Trees

5.1 Idea and Outline of the Proof

As explained in Section 3, Chung and Graham [13] considered a graph generated by a perfect
binary tree B(k), leading (after applying our fix) to a universal graph with 7

2n log2 n+O(n) edges.
A natural direction for further improvement is to replace B(k) with more general underlying tree
T . There are, however, two separate aspects to this approach. First, we need to understand
which choices of T still guarantee universality. Second, among those choices, we would like to
identify trees that lead to fewer edges in the resulting graph. In what follows, we examine these
two aspects in turn.

To reiterate the rough idea in [13], suppose that we want to embed a tree T ′ into GT , where
GT looks like Figure 2(a). Then we can use Theorem 4 to find a vertex w and some w-components
C1, . . . , Ct of T ′ such that C[t] has a size between νT (u) and 2νT (u). Take a subgraph G2 induced
by DT [l(u)] ∪ DT [u] ∪ {u∗} as in Figure 2(a). By showing this is isomorphic to a T -admissible
graph, by induction we can find a T -admissible embedding ϕ of T ′

0 = T ′[{w} ∪ C[t]] into G2

as desired. Furthermore, we ensure that w maps to u. Once again, by induction we find an
embedding ϕ′ of T ′

1 = T ′ − V (T ′
0) into GT − ϕ(V (T ′

0)). Since all the edges between T ′
0 and T ′

1 are
incident to w, and u = ϕ(w) is adjacent to every vertex in GT , we can concatenate ϕ and ϕ′ to
obtain a desired embedding. One crucial condition for this argument to work is that T ′

0 has fewer
than |G2| vertices. This condition is implied by νT (l(u)) ⩾ νT (u). Thus, this argument requires
l(u) to have at least as many descendants as u for every vertex u.
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On the other hand, νT (l(u)) being smaller than νT (u) helps to obtain a construction with fewer
edges. Roughly speaking, this is because the number of edges we obtain from Theorem 3 G2 and
G3 becomes smaller if the left-siblings (or the nearest left-cousin) of u has a smaller number of
descendants. If we allow the ratio between νT (l(u)) and νT (u) to be as large as K = Ω(ε−3), then
we can construct a tree T with e(GT ) ⩽ (52 + ε)n log2 n. However, we were not able to prove that
such a graph contains all possible spanning trees, as the imbalance imposes additional difficulty
in embedding an arbitrary tree T ′ into Gh

T .
The crucial point is that, in the induction process, C[t] ∪ {w} might be too large to embed

into the union of two trees induced by DT [l(u)] and DT [u]. So, we sometimes have to merge three
trees DT [l(l(u))], DT [l(u)], DT [u] (instead of two) into one tree to invoke the induction hypothesis.
However, as some edges between DT [u] and DT [l(l(u))] might not be present, embedding the tree
becomes much more difficult, if not impossible. In fact, for large imbalance K, we are able to find
a desired embedding only by adding additional edges to GT . In addition to Theorem 3, if we add
edges from each vertex u to its nearest-right cousin and all of its descendants in GT , a technical
analysis yields that such additions produce a universal graph. Moreover, we can construct such
a tree T with e(GT ) ⩽ (3 + ε)n log2 n. Although this is a significant improvement from the
7
2n log2 n+O(n) bound by Chung and Graham, we do not present this construction. Instead, we
present a better construction.

In this section, we show how to obtain a better upper bound by taking K = 4. The
main issue for embedding the subtree T ′

0 = T ′[{w} ∪ C[t]] into the union of three trees
DT [l(l(u))], DT [l(u)], DT [u] is that the edges ww1, ww2, . . . , wwt between the vertex w and the w-
components C1, . . . , Ct, respectively, are problematic if w is mapped into DT [l(u)] or DT [l(l(u))]
since some wi must be mapped into DT [u]. In order to ensure that ϕ(w) and ϕ(wi) are adjacent,
we map each vertex wi such that LT (ϕ(w)) is small and LT (ϕ(wi)) is less than LT (ϕ(w)) + 2.
Then the additional condition G4 in Theorem 3 for h = 2 will guarantee that ϕ(w) is adjacent
to ϕ(wi) as desired. Furthermore, we utilise Theorem 5 to obtain a more sophisticated partition
of T ′

0 = T ′[{w} ∪ C[t]] that is useful for obtaining a desired embedding. In order to obtain such
a partition, we crucially use the fact that the ratio between νT (l(u)) and νT (u) is at most four.
These arguments are encapsulated in Theorem 16, which shows that one can embed a tree T ′

into G2
T so that certain vertices x1, x2 are guaranteed to be embedded such that LT (ϕ(x1)) and

LT (ϕ(x2)) are small (provided that certain conditions are met). Theorem 16 is then used in the
construction of the desired universal graph with 14

5 n log2 n+O(n) edges.

5.2 (K, s)-Trees

In this section, we define a tree with a controlled imbalance between ν(u) and ν(l(u)). Moreover,
we prove that the graph 2-generated by such an n-vertex tree is a universal graph for Tn in the
next section.

Definition 12. A DFS-ordered tree T is a (K, s)-tree if for every vertex u ∈ V (T ),

T1 if l(l(u)) exists, then ν(l(l(u))) + ν(l(u)) ⩾ ν(u),

T2 if l(u) exists, then ν(l(u)) ⩾ 1
K ν(u),

T3 if u is not the right-most (in the sense of DFS-order) vertex on its level, then for every
vertex u′ ∈ V (T ) with L(u′) ⩾ L(u) + s, ν(u) ⩾ ν(u′), and

T4 if u has a child, then l(u) has a child.

In other words, T resembles a perfect binary tree in the sense that each vertex u at level ℓ has
roughly the same number of descendants (up to some multiplicative constant), and a vertex on a
lower level has more descendants than a vertex on a higher level if the level difference is at least
s. Moreover, T1 ensures that if ν(l(u)) is smaller than ν(u), then ν(l(l(u))) must be somewhat
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large, so that for any two consecutive vertices in level ℓ at least one of the ν-values is large. We
observe that the notion of (K, s)-tree is compatible with admissible sets.

Observation 13. For any (K, s)-tree T , for any T -admissible set U , T [U ] is a (K, s)-tree.

The following lemma gives another way to obtain a (K, s)-tree from a (K, s)-tree.

Lemma 14. For any (K, s)-tree T and any set {u1, . . . , ut} of vertices of T such that for each
i, ui+1 = r(ui), let Q = DT [u1] ∪ · · · ∪DT [ut] and let T ∗ be the new tree obtained from T [Q] by
adding a new root vertex v adjacent to u1, . . . , ut. Then

(1) T ∗ is a (K, s)-tree, and

(2) if u∗1 = u∗t or u∗1 = l(u∗t ), then for all h ⩾ 0, Gh
T ∗ is isomorphic to a subgraph of Gh

T [Q∪{u∗t }],
where v is mapped to u∗t .

Proof. From left to right, the children of v in T ∗ are u1, u2, . . . , ut. Then DFS preorder traversal
yields a linear order on V (T ∗) in which v comes first, followed by the remaining vertices in the
same relative order as they appear in the linear order of V (T ).

Observe that for every non-root vertex u of T ∗, DT ∗ [u] = DT [u], LT ∗(u) = LT (u) − LT (u
∗
1)

and the nearest left-cousin of u in T ∗ is the nearest left-cousin of u in T . It follows that T1, T2
and T4 hold in T ∗, since they hold in T . Now, suppose u is not the right-most vertex in its level in
T ∗. Then for any vertex u′ ∈ V (T ∗) such that LT ∗(u′) ⩾ LT ∗(u)+s, we have LT (u

′) ⩾ LT (u)+s,
which implies νT ∗(u′) = νT (u

′) ⩾ νT (u) = νT ∗(u). Thus, T3 holds in T ∗, and therefore T ∗ is a
(K, s)-tree.

Now suppose that u∗1 = u∗t or u∗1 = l(u∗t ). It is easy to see that the edges of type G1–G3 in
Gh

T ∗ map to edges of type G1–G3 in Gh
T [Q ∪ {u∗t }]. Consider an edge uw in Gh

T ∗ added by G4.
Without loss of generality, we can assume that LT ∗(w) ⩽ LT ∗(u), so −→uw ∈

−→
Gh

T ∗ . Let ua be the
h-th ancestor of u in T ∗. Let ul := l(ua) and let ur := r(ua) in T ∗.

Suppose ua = v. Since u∗1 = u∗t or u∗1 = l(u∗t ), DT ∗(ua) ⊆ DT (l(u
∗
t )) ∪ DT (u

∗
t ). Since

LT (w) ⩽ LT (u), it follows that −→uw is added to
−→
Gh

T by G4. If LT ∗(ua) > 0, then ua, ul, ur and u
are vertices of T . In particular, ua is the h-th ancestor of u in T , ul is the nearest left-cousin of
ua in T , and ur is the nearest right-cousin of ua in T . Since LT (w) ⩽ LT (u), −→uw is added to

−→
Gh

T

by G4.

5.3 Universality of G2
T

We now prove the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 15. For any n-vertex (4, 1)-tree T , the 2-generated graph G2
T is Tn-universal.

Theorem 15 is immediate from the following stronger lemma.

Lemma 16. Let T be an n-vertex (4, 1)-tree with root vertex v, and let v1, . . . , vt be the children
of v from left to right. Then for any forest T ′ on n′ ⩽ n vertices, for all x1, x2 ∈ V (T ′) (not
necessarily distinct), there exists a T -admissible embedding ϕ : V (T ′) → V (G2

T ) that satisfies each
of the following:

Φ1 ϕ(x1) has the minimum level (in T ) amongst the vertices in ϕ(V (T ′)), and

Φ2 if t = 2 and n− 2 ⩾ n′ ⩾ ν(vt) ⩾ 2, then LT (ϕ(x2)) ⩽ 2.

Let Ak be the assertion that Theorem 16 holds for all trees T with level at most k. Let Ak,t

be the assertion that Theorem 16 holds for all trees with level at most k whose root has at most
t children. We write (k′, t′) < (k, t) if k′ < k, or if k′ = k and t′ < t.
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Proof of Theorem 16. Proceed by induction on (k, t) with the hypothesis that Ak,t holds. When
k ⩽ 2, G2

T is isomorphic to a complete graph; it is easy to check that Ak holds. Assume now that
k ⩾ 3 and that Ak′,t′ holds for all (k′, t′) < (k, t). We may add edges to T ′ to make it a tree.

If ν(vt) = 1, then by Ak,t−1 there is a T -admissible embedding ϕ of T ′ − x1 into G2
T − vt. If

n′ < n, then extend ϕ to a T -admissible embedding of T ′ by mapping x1 to vt. Then Φ1 holds,
and Φ2 is vacuous. Now suppose n′ = n. Let u′ := ϕ−1(v), and modify ϕ by letting ϕ(x1) := v
and ϕ(u′) := vt. Since v and vt each see every other vertex in G2

T , ϕ is a T -admissible embedding
satisfying Φ1. Again, Φ2 is vacuous, implying ϕ is a desired embedding.

We may assume that ν(vt) ⩾ 2 for the remainder of the proof. Importantly, T4 implies that
ν(vi) ⩾ 2 for all i ∈ [t].

If n′ < ν(vt), then by Ak−1 there is a T -admissible embedding ϕ : V (T ′) → DT [vt] satisfying
Φ1. Since Φ2 is vacuous when n′ < ν(vt), ϕ is a desired embedding of T ′ into G2

T . Thus, for the
remainder of the proof, we assume that n′ ⩾ ν(vt).

Case 1 (t = 1). Consider the tree T [DT [v1]] of level k − 1. If n′ < n, then by Ak−1 there
is a T -admissible embedding ϕ : V (T ′) → DT [v1] satisfying Φ1. Since t = 1, Φ2 is vacuous,
implying ϕ is a desired embedding of T ′ into G2

T . If n′ = n, then by Ak−1 there is a T -admissible
embedding ϕ : V (T ′ − x1) → DT [v1]. Extend ϕ to a T -admissible embedding of T ′ into G2

T by
letting ϕ(x1) := v. Then Φ1 holds, and Φ2 is vacuous.

For the remainder of the proof, assume that t ⩾ 2. Observe that if n′ ⩽
∑t

i=2 ν(vi),
then by Ak,t−1 there is a T -admissible embedding ϕ of T ′ into G2

T − DT [v1] satisfying
Φ1 and Φ2. Furthermore, since n′ ⩾ ν(vt), it follows that ϕ is a T -admissible embedding of
T ′ into G2

T satisfying Φ1 and Φ2. Thus, we assume n′ >
∑t

i=2 ν(vi) for the remainder of the proof.

Case 2 (t = 2). Let u1, . . . , ua be the children of v1 from left to right, and let ua+1, . . . , ua+b

be the children of v2 from left to right. Since ν(v1) and ν(v2) are at least 2, a and b are posi-
tive. We further divide the cases according to the value of n′. Since t = 2, we have ν(v2) ⩽ n′ ⩽ n.

Case 2.1 (t = 2 and ν(v2) ⩽ n′ ⩽ n − 2). Consider the new tree T ∗ obtained from
T [DT [u1] ∪ · · · ∪ DT [ua+b]] by adding a new root v′ that has u1, . . . , ua+b as its children
from left to right. By Theorem 14, G2

T ∗ is isomorphic to a subgraph of G2
T − {v, v1}. Since

L(T ∗) = L(T ) − 1 = k − 1, by Ak−1 there is a T ∗-admissible embedding ϕ of T ′ − x1 into
G2

T − {v, v1} such that ϕ(x2) has the minimum level amongst the vertices in ϕ(V (T ′ − x1)).
Since ν(v2) ⩽ n′ ⩽ n − 2, ϕ(x2) corresponds to a vertex of level 1 in T ∗. Thus, LT (ϕ(x2)) = 2.
By the minimality of LT (ϕ(x2)) in ϕ(V (T ′ − x1)), v2 (which corresponds to the root v′ of T ∗)
is not in ϕ(V (T ′ − x1)). Extend ϕ to an embedding of T ′ into G2

T by letting ϕ(x1) := v2. Note
that ϕ is a T -admissible embedding because n′ ⩾ ν(v2). Furthermore, since LT (ϕ(x1)) = 1 and
LT (ϕ(x2)) = 2, Φ1 and Φ2 hold. Therefore, ϕ is a desired embedding of T ′ into G2

T .

Case 2.2 (t = 2 and n′ ∈ {n − 1, n}). Again, we consider the new tree T ∗ obtained from
T [DT [u1] ∪ · · · ∪ DT [ua+b]] by adding a new root v′ that has u1, . . . , ua+b as its children from
left to right. By Theorem 14, G2

T ∗ is isomorphic to a subgraph of G2
T − {v, v1}. Pick a leaf w

of T ′ − x1, and let w′ be the unique neighbour of w in T ′ − x1. If T ′ − x1 has no leaves, then
let w and w′ be distinct isolated vertices in T ′ − x1. By Theorem 14, G2

T ∗ is isomorphic to a
subgraph of G2

T − {v, v1}. Since L(T ∗) = L(T ) − 1 = k − 1, by Ak−1 there is a T ∗-admissible
embedding ϕ of T ′ − {x1, w} into G2

T − {v, v1} such that ϕ(w′) has the minimum level amongst
the vertices in ϕ(V (T ′ − {x1, w})). If n′ = n − 1, then ϕ(w′) ∈ {u1, . . . , ua}, in particular,
v2 /∈ ϕ(V (T ′−{x1, w})). If n′ = n, then ϕ(w′) = v2. In both cases, v1 is adjacent to ϕ(w′) in G2

T .
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Extend ϕ to an embedding of T ′ into G2
T by letting

ϕ(w) := v1 and ϕ(x1) :=

{
v2 if n′ = n− 1 ,

v if n′ = n .

Then ϕ is a T -admissible embedding of T ′ into G2
T satisfying Φ1. Note that Φ2 holds vacuously,

so ϕ is a desired embedding.

Case 3 (t ⩾ 3). Note that Φ2 is vacuous in this case. Define

x := ν(vt), y := ν(vt−1) and z := ν(vt−2) .

Recall that x, y, z ⩾ 2 and n′ ⩾ x. If x > y, then by Theorem 5, there exists a vertex w ∈ V (T ′)
and a collection C1, . . . , Cp of w-components of T ′ such that x1 ̸∈ C[p] and one of the following
cases holds:

Case 3.1. C1, . . . , Cp is (x, y)-feasible, or Case 3.2. C1, . . . , Cp is (x, y)-critical.

If x ⩽ y, then an application of Theorem 4 to T ′ with x− 1 playing the role of x yields a (x, y)-
feasible collection, putting us into Case 3.1 again. Note, it is possible that w = x1. For each
i ∈ [p], let wi be the unique neighbour of w in Ci. Let

T ′
0 := T ′[{w} ∪ C[p]] and T ′

1 := T ′ − V (T ′
0) .

Then every edge between T ′
0 and T ′

1 is incident to w.

We give a brief outline of how to proceed with Case 3.1 and Case 3.2. For Case 3.1, (x, y)-
feasibility implies certain size conditions on T ′

0 which allows us to invoke induction to obtain an
embedding of T ′

0 into the graph 2-generated by the subtree induced by DT [vt−1] ∪DT [vt] ∪ {v}.
By appropriately modifying this embedding we show that Φ1 holds. For Case 3.2, (x, y)-
criticality implies certain size conditions on T ′

0 which we use to further find a vertex w′ ∈ C1

and w′-components C ′
1, . . . , C

′
p′ of T ′

0[C1] with appropriate sizes. This divides C1 into two
parts, C ′

[p′] and C1 \ C ′
[p′]. Using these parts, we define a sequence of pairwise-disjoint forests

T ′′
p , T

′′
p−1, . . . , T

′′
1 , T

′′
0 in T ′ which we embed one by one (in the given order) into G2

T by induction.
Again, by induction we embed the remaining part of T ′ into G2

T . These embeddings are chosen
so that the concatenation ϕ is a T -admissible embedding of T ′. In order to guarantee that ϕ is
an embedding of T ′, we make careful choices when assigning the image of the vertices w, w′ and
w1; there are three subcases to consider. In Case I, C ′

[p′] is assigned to a tree T ′′
0 together with

w (see Figure 3). In Case II and III, C1 \ C ′
[p′] is assigned to a tree T ′′

0 (see Figures 4 and 5).
Depending on whether or not w = x1, we carefully choose which vertices of w,w′, w′

1 belong to
T ′′
0 ; this distinguishes Case II and III. When we apply induction to each T ′′

i in the sequence, we
make use of Φ2 to control the image of some special vertices (such as w and w′). Thus, when
embedding each T ′′

i , we keep track of the number of vertices remaining after embedding each
piece into DT [vt] to make sure the conditions to invoke Φ2 are satisfied.

Case 3.1 (C1, . . . , Cp is (x, y)-feasible). Note that x ⩽ |T ′
0| ⩽ x+ y− 2. Let Q := DT [vt−1]∪

DT [vt] and consider the tree T ∗ := T [Q ∪ {v}]. By Theorem 14, G2
T ∗ is a subgraph of G2

T . Since
|T ′

0| ⩽ x + y − 2, by Ak,2 there is a T ∗-admissible embedding ϕ0 of T ′
0 into G2

T ∗ such that ϕ0(w)
has the minimum level amongst the vertices in ϕ0(V (T ′

0)). Since |T ′
0| ⩽ x+y−2 < |Q|+1 = |T ∗|,

v ̸∈ ϕ0(V (T ′
0)). So in fact, ϕ0 is a T -admissible embedding of T ′

0 into G2
T . Moreover, since x ⩽ |T ′

0|,
by the minimality of LT (ϕ0(w)) in ϕ0(V (T ′

0)), we have ϕ0(w) = vt.
Let T1 := T − ϕ0(V (T ′

0)). Since ϕ0(V (T ′
0)) is T -admissible, and x ⩽ |T ′

0| ⩽ x + y − 2, T1 is
a (4, 1)-tree in which the root v has exactly t − 1 children. By Ak,t−1, there is a T1-admissible
embedding ϕ1 of T ′

1 into G2
T −ϕ0(V (T ′

0)) such that if w ̸= x1, then ϕ1(x1) has the minimum level
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amongst the vertices in ϕ1(V (T1)). Since ϕ0(w) = vt sees every other vertex in G2
T , combining ϕ0

and ϕ1 yields a T -admissible embedding ϕ of T ′ into G2
T . It remains to check that Φ1 holds.

If w = x1, then the only way Φ1 does not hold is when n′ = n. In this case, we modify ϕ by
mapping the preimage of v to vt, and mapping x1 to v. Since v and vt each see every other vertex
of G2

T , ϕ is a desired embedding satisfying Φ1.
If w ̸= x1, then ϕ1(x1) has the minimum level amongst the vertices in ϕ1(V (T1)). Since we

are assuming n′ >
∑t

i=2 ν(vi), it follows that LT (ϕ1(x1)) ⩽ 1, implying Φ1 holds.

Case 3.2 (C1, . . . , Cp is (x, y)-critical). In this case, we further partition T ′
0 into several

forests. We may assume that y < x and that |C1| ⩽ · · · ⩽ |Cp|. Consider the following claim.

Claim 17. There exists a vertex w′ ∈ C1 and a collection C ′
1, . . . , C

′
p′ of w′-components of T ′[C1]

such that w1 /∈ C ′
[p′] and

(a) x ⩽ |T ′
0 − (C ′

[p′] ∪ {w})| ⩽ x+ y − 2, or

(b) x ⩽ |C[2,p] ∪ {w,w′} ∪ C ′
[p′]| ⩽ x+ y − 2.

Proof. Let z′ := |T ′
0| − x− y. By T1, y + z ⩾ x. Furthermore, since C1, . . . , Cp is (x, y)-critical,

x+ y − 1 ⩽ |T ′
0| ⩽ 2x− 2. Therefore, −1 ⩽ z′ ⩽ z − 2. We proceed by cases on the value of z′.

First, consider the case when z′ ⩽ y−2. If z′+1 = 0, then choosing any vertex w′ ∈ C1 and the
empty collection of w′-components shows that (a) holds. If z′+1 ⩾ 1, then since |C1| ⩾ y > z′+1,
applying Theorem 4 with z′ + 1 playing the role of x yields a vertex w′ ∈ C1 and collection of
w′-components C ′

1, . . . , C
′
p′ of T ′[C1] with w1 /∈ C ′

[p′] that satisfies:

z′ + 1 ⩽ |C ′
[p′]| ⩽ 2(z′ + 1)− 1 ⩽ y + z′ − 1 .

Since |T ′
0| = x+ y + z′, (a) holds.

Now, consider the case when z′ ⩾ y − 1. Since p ⩾ 2 and |C1| ⩽ |C2|,

2|C[2,p]|+ 1 ⩾ |C1 ∪ C[2,p] ∪ {w}| = |T ′
0| = x+ y + z′ .

Furthermore, since T is a (4, 1)-tree, by T2, x ⩽ 4y. Since z′ ⩾ y− 1, z′ ⩾ x− 3y− 1. Therefore,
|C[2,p]| ⩾ x+y+z′−1

2 ⩾ x− y − 1, implying

2(x− |C[2,p]| − 2) ⩽ x+ y − |C[2,p]| − 3 .

Moreover, since |C1| ⩾ y > x − |C[2,p]| − 2, applying Theorem 4 with x − |C[2,p]| − 2 playing the
role of x yields a vertex w′ ∈ C1 and a collection C ′

1, . . . , C
′
p′ of w′-components of T ′[C1] with

w1 /∈ C ′
[p′] that satisfies:

x− |C[2,p]| − 2 ⩽ |C ′
[p′]| ⩽ 2(x− |C[2,p]| − 2)− 1 ⩽ x+ y − |C[2,p]| − 4 .

Since |C[2,p] ∪ {w,w′} ∪ C ′
[p′]| = |C[2,p]| + 2 + |C ′

[p′]|, the extremes of the above inequality implies
that (b) holds. This proves the claim.

Let w′ and C ′
1, . . . , C

′
p′ be as in the above claim. Then either (a) or (b) holds. Let C ′ := C ′

[p′]
and define

C0 :=

{
{w} if |T ′| ⩾ x+ y + z ,

V (T ′) \ C[p] if |T ′| ⩽ x+ y + z − 1 .

Note that w ∈ C0. We now define a sequence of pairwise-disjoint forests T ′′
0 , T

′′
1 , . . . , T

′′
p depending

on the following cases.
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Case I. If (a) holds, then let

T ′′
0 := T ′[C ′ ∪ C0], T ′′

1 := T ′
0[C1]− C ′ and T ′′

j := T ′[Cj ] for j ⩾ 2 .

Case II. If (b) holds and w ̸= x1, then let

T ′′
0 := T ′[C1 ∪ C0]− (C ′ ∪ {w,w′}), T ′′

1 := T ′
0[C

′ ∪ {w,w′}] and T ′′
j := T ′[Cj ] for j ⩾ 2 .

Case III. If (b) holds and w = x1, then pick a leaf z of T ′[C1 ∪ C0]− (C ′ ∪ {w,w′}), and let
z′ be the unique neighbour of z. If T ′[C1 ∪ C0] − (C ′ ∪ {w,w′}) has no leaves, then let z and z′

be distinct isolated vertices in T ′[C1 ∪ C0]− (C ′ ∪ {w,w′}). Let

T ′′
0 := T ′[C1 ∪ C0]− (C ′ ∪ {z, w′}), T ′′

1 := T ′
0[C

′ ∪ {z, w′}] and T ′′
j := T ′[Cj ] for j ⩾ 2 .

T ′′
2 T ′′

p

C1 C2 Cp

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·

T ′′
1

C ′

C ′
1 C ′

p′

w

w′
w1

w2 wp

Figure 3: Structures of T ′
0 in Case I.

T ′′
2 T ′′

p

C1 C2 Cp

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·
T ′′
1

C ′

C ′
1 C ′

p′

w

w′

w1
w2 wp

Figure 4: Structures of T ′
0 in Case II.

Then in each of the cases, {V (T ′′
0 ), V (T ′′

1 ), . . . , V (T ′′
p ), V (T ′

1) \ C0} is a partition of V (T ′).
Note that T ′

1 − C0 = T ′
1 when |T ′| ⩾ x+ y + z, and T ′

1 − C0 is empty when |T ′| ⩽ x+ y + z − 1.
Furthermore, w′, w1 ∈ T ′′

1 in Case I, w ∈ T ′′
1 in Case II, and either w1 = w′ or w1 /∈ T ′′

1 in Case
III. Moreover, Theorem 17 implies that in each of the three cases we have:

x ⩽ |T ′′
1 |+ |T ′′

[2,p]| ⩽ x+ y − 2 . (3)
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T ′′
2 T ′′

p

C1 C2 Cp

· · ·

· · ·

· · ·
T ′′
1

C ′

C ′
1 C ′

p′

w

w′

w1
w2 wpz′ z

Figure 5: Structures of T ′
0 in Case III.

We proceed by embedding T ′′
p , . . . , T

′′
2 , T

′′
1 , T

′′
0 and T ′

1 − C0 in the given order. First, we embed
T ′′
p , . . . , T

′′
2 recursively. Let T p := T and let ϕj : V (T ′′

j ) → V (T j) be a T j-admissible embedding
such that ϕj(wj) has the minimum level amongst the vertices in ϕj(V (T ′′

j )), where T j = T −⋃p
j′=j+1 ϕj′(V (T ′′

j′)). We explain how to obtain such a sequence of embeddings.
By (x, y)-criticality, |C[2,p]| ⩽ x−2, which implies that the image of a T -admissible embedding

C[2,p] → V (G2
T ) is contained entirely in DT [vt]. Suppose that for a given j ⩾ 2, T ′′

j′ is already
embedded for all j′ > j. Let u′1, . . . , u′a be the children of vt in T j and consider the subtree induced
by DT j [vt]. Since T is a (4, 1)-tree and νT (vt−1) = y, T3 implies that νT j (u′j) ⩽ νT (u

′
j) ⩽ y for

all i ∈ [a]. Furthermore, by (x, y)-criticality, |T ′′
j | ⩾ y. Hence, by the induction hypothesis Ak−1,

we obtain a T j-admissible embedding ϕj : V (T ′′
j ) → DT j [vt] such that ϕj(wj) has the minimum

level amongst the vertices in ϕj(V (T ′′
j )). Moreover, since |T ′′

j | ⩾ νT j (u′a), ϕj(wj) is a child of vt.

Second, we embed T ′′
1 . Let T ∗ be the tree obtained from T [DT [vt−1]∪DT [vt]]−

⋃p
i=2 ϕi(V (T ′′

i ))
by adding a new root v′. By the definition of (x, y)-critical collection, |C[2,p]| ⩽ x−2 = νT (xt)−2,
which implies νT ∗(vt) ⩾ 2. Let Q1 := (DT [vt−1] ∪ DT [vt]) \

⋃p
i=2 ϕi(V (T ′′

i )). Then Theorem 14
says that G2

T ∗ is isomorphic to a subgraph of G2
T [Q1 ∪ {v}]. Furthermore, (3) implies

νT ∗(vt) = x− |T ′′
[2,p]| ⩽ |T ′′

[p]| − |T ′′
[2,p]| = |T ′′

1 | ⩽ x+ y − 2− |T ′′
[2,p]| = νT ∗(vt) + νT ∗(vt−1)− 2 .

Thus, |T ∗| − 2 ⩾ |T ′′
1 | ⩾ νT ∗(vt) ⩾ 2. We apply the induction hypothesis Ak,2 to obtain a T -

admissible embedding ϕ1 of T ′′
1 into G2

T −
⋃p

i=2 ϕi(V (T ′′
i )) where w′ plays the role of x1, and

depending on the cases, the following vertex plays the role of x2.

Case I Case II Case III
Role of x2 w1 w z

Therefore, ϕ1(w′) = vt, and depending on the cases, ϕ1(w1) or ϕ1(w) or ϕ1(z) has level most 2.

Third, we embed T ′′
0 . Let T ∗∗ be the tree obtained from T [DT [vt−2] ∪ DT [vt−1]] −⋃p

i=1 ϕi(V (T ′′
i )) by adding a new root v′. Since |T ′′

1 | ⩽ νT ∗(vt) + νT ∗(vt−1) − 2, νT ∗∗(vt−1) ⩾ 2.
Let Q0 := (DT [vt−2] ∪DT [vt−1]) \

⋃p
i=1 ϕi(T

′′
i ). Then Theorem 14 says that G2

T ∗∗ is isomorphic
to a subgraph of G2

T [Q0 ∪ {v}]. Furthermore, by the definition of C0 and by (x, y)-criticality,

|T ′′
0 |+ |T ′′

1 |+ |T ′′
[2,p]| ⩽ |T ′

0|+ |C0| − 1 ⩽ max{2x− 2, x+ y + z − 1} = x+ y + z − 1

where the last equality holds since x ⩽ y + z. Thus, |T ∗∗| − 2 ⩾ |T ′′
0 | ⩾ νT ∗∗(vt−1) ⩾ 2. We apply

the induction hypothesis Ak,2 to embed T ′′
0 into G2

T [Q0 ∪ {v}] by considering the following cases.
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• If x1 ∈ C0 \ {w}, then Case III does not occur, since x1 ̸= w. We apply the induction
hypothesis Ak,2 to obtain a T -admissible embedding ϕ0 of T ′′

0 into G2
T [Q0 ∪ {v}] with the

following vertices playing the roles of x1 and x2 respectively.

Case I Case II
Role of x1 x1 x1
Role of x2 w w1

Therefore, ϕ0(x1) = vt−1, and depending on the cases, ϕ0(w) or ϕ0(w1) has level at most 2.

• If x1 /∈ C0 \ {w}, then either x1 ∈ V (T ′
1) \ C0 or w = x1. In both cases, we apply the

induction hypothesis Ak,2 to obtain a T -admissible embedding ϕ0 of T ′′
0 into G2

T [Q0 ∪ {v}]
with the following vertices playing the roles of x1 and x2 respectively.

Case I Case II Case III
Role of x1 w w1 w

Role of x2 z′

Therefore, ϕ0(w) = vt−1 or ϕ0(w1) = vt−1, and in Case III, the level of ϕ0(z′) is at most 2.

Finally, we embed T ′
1 − C0. If T ′

1 − C0 is empty, let ϕ′ be the empty embedding. Otherwise,
consider the tree T# := T −

⋃p
i=0 ϕi(V (T ′′

i )). By the induction hypothesis Ak,t−2, there is a
T -admissible embedding ϕ′ of T ′

1 −C0 into G2
T# = G2

T −
⋃p

i=0 ϕi(V (T ′′
i )) such that ϕ′(x1) has the

minimum level amongst the vertices in ϕ′(V (T ′
1) \ C0) when x1 ∈ V (T ′

1) \ C0. Note that when
T ′
1 − C0 is not empty, |T ′| ⩾ x + y + z, which implies that vt−2 ∈ ϕ′(V (T ′

1) \ C0). So ϕ′(x1) has
level at most 1.

v

vt−2 vt−1 vt

ϕ0(V (T ′′
0 )) ϕ1(V (T ′′

1 ))

⋃p
i=2 ϕi(V (T ′′

i ))

Figure 6: Each tree T ′′
i embeds as above. In addition, vt = ϕ1(w

′) and vt−1 ∈ {ϕ0(x1), ϕ0(w)} in
Cases I and III, and vt−1 ∈ {ϕ0(x1), ϕ0(w1)} in Case II.

The final embedding ϕ : V (T ′) → V (G2
T ) is obtained by concatenating ϕp, . . . , ϕ1, ϕ0 and ϕ′;

we check that ϕ is indeed an embedding. Note that any edge between T ′′
0 , T

′′
1 , . . . , T

′′
p and T ′

1−C0

is incident to one of the three vertices w,w′ and z (where vertex z is only considered in Case III).
Since ϕ(w′) = vt sees every other vertex in G2

T , the edges incident with w′ are mapped to edges
in G2

T .
We check that ϕ(w) and ϕ(wi) are adjacent for each i. In every case, each of the vertices

ϕ(w), ϕ(w2), . . . , ϕ(wp) have level at most 2, implying they are all pairwise-adjacent by Theorem 3.
The only case in which the level of ϕ(w1) is larger than 2 is Case III. In Case III, w and w1 belong
to T ′′

0 , implying they are adjacent since ϕ0 is an embedding. Now consider the edges incident
with z. In Case III, zw, zw′, zz′ are the only such edges possible in T ′. Since each of the vertices
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ϕ(w), ϕ(w′), ϕ(z) and ϕ(z′) have level at most 2, they are all pairwise-adjacent by Theorem 3.
This shows that ϕ is indeed a T -admissible embedding.

It remains to check that ϕ satisfies Φ1. Note, either x1 ∈ V (T ′
1) \ C0 or x1 ∈ C0 \ {w} or

x1 = w. We proceed by cases.

• If x1 ∈ V (T ′
1) \ C0, Φ1 holds by the choice of ϕ′.

• If x1 ∈ C0 \ {w}, then ϕ(x1) = vt−1 has level 1. Since C0 \ {w} ̸= ∅, |T ′| ⩽ x+ y + z − 1,
which implies v /∈ ϕ(V (T ′)). Therefore, Φ1 holds.

• If x1 = w and n′ < n, then either Case I or Case III applies. In both cases, ϕ(w) = vt−1, so
Φ1 holds.

• If x1 = w and n′ = n, then again either Case I or Case III applies. Consider the vertex
u′ := ϕ−1(v). Since u′ ∈ V (T ′

1), all of its neighbours are in V (T ′
1) ∪ {w}, and by our choice

of ϕ0 and ϕ′, ϕ(V (T ′
1)∪{w}) ⊆ NG2

T
(vt−1)∪{vt−1}. We modify ϕ by letting ϕ(x1) := v and

ϕ(u′) := vt−1. Then ϕ is a T -admissible embedding of T ′ into G2
T satisfying Φ1.

This proves Ak,t. The lemma holds by induction.

5.4 Constructing G2
T

We now construct a (4, 1)-tree T on n vertices such that G2
T contains at most 14

5 n log2 n+O(n)
edges. This construction together with Theorem 16 proves Theorem 1. We construct this tree
level by level, and assign a ‘type’ to each vertex.

1

2

1 2 1 2 1 2 1

2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Figure 7: Tk when k = 3.

For a given integer k ⩾ 0, we define a tree Tk of level k as follows. Note that the children
of each vertex will be ordered from left to right. Start with a root vertex v of type 1. For every
vertex x on level ℓ < k of type p ∈ {1, 2}, we add its children as follows.

• If p = 1, then add exactly one child of type 2.

• If p = 2, then add exactly seven children of type 1, 2, 1, 2, 1, 2, 1 from left to right.

Repeating this for all vertices at levels less than k yields our desired tree Tk. For each ℓ ⩽ k, let
xℓ1, . . . , x

ℓ
tℓ

be the vertices on level ℓ ordered from left to right.
From this definition, it is evident that all vertices of the same type on the same level have

the same number of descendants. We define the sequence aℓ,p = akℓ,p to be νTk
(x), the number

of descendants of a vertex x (the vertex itself is also counted) at level ℓ of type p. We will omit
the superscript k as it is clear from the context. Then the above definition yields the following
recursive relation on the sequence aℓ,p.

aℓ,p =


1 if ℓ = k ,

aℓ+1,2 + 1 if ℓ < k and p = 1 ,

4aℓ+1,1 + 3aℓ+1,2 + 1 if ℓ < k and p = 2 .

(4)
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Note that there are no vertices of type 2 at level 0 and no vertices of type 1 at level 1, but the
numbers a1,1 and a0,2 can still be defined by the recurrence relation described above. From this
relation, one can deduce the following properties:

R1 aℓ,2 − 1 = 4(aℓ,1 − 1) if k − ℓ is even and aℓ,2 = 4aℓ,1 if k − ℓ is odd. In particular,
4aℓ,1 − 3 ⩽ aℓ,2 ⩽ 4aℓ,1.

R2 For ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , k}, the types for the vertices xℓ1, . . . , xℓtℓ in level ℓ (from left to right) are
1, 2, . . . , 2, 1 when ℓ is even, and 2, 1, . . . , 1, 2 when ℓ is odd. In particular, tℓ is always odd.

R3 |Tk| = 4|Tk−2| + 3|Tk−1| − 1, which implies 1
2 + 22k−1 ⩽ |Tk| ⩽ 22k+1 − 1 for all k ⩾ 2. In

particular, k ⩽ 1
2 + 1

2 log2 |Tk| holds for all k ⩾ 0.

R4 For each ℓ ∈ [k],
∑

ℓ⩽ℓ′⩽k aℓ′,1 ⩽ 2aℓ,1.

Indeed, R1 and R2 are routine to check. R3 can be seen to hold by the recursive structure of
Tk. R4 is implied by the relations: aℓ,1 = aℓ+1,2 + 1 ⩾ 4aℓ+1,1 − 2 ⩾ 2aℓ+1,1 for all ℓ < k, where
the first relation holds by (4), and the second relation holds by R1.

One can verify that Tk is a (4, 1)-tree: R2 can be used to verify T1 from Theorem 12, R1 can
be used to verify T2. Furthermore, T3 and T4 can be seen to hold by the structure of Tk.

We now estimate the number of edges in G2
Tk

. We begin by first estimating the number of
arcs in the digraph

−→
GTk

which will provide an upper bound on e(GTk
).

Let x ∈ V (Tk) be a vertex of level ℓ ⩾ 2. If x is of type 1, then the child of x sends at most
ν(l(x)) + ν(x) outgoing arcs. If x is of type 2, then each of the seven children of x (from left to
right) sends outgoing arcs to its own descendants and the descendants of its left-siblings. Thus,
each of the seven children of x (from left to right) send at most

aℓ+1,1, aℓ+1,1 + aℓ+1,2, 2aℓ+1,1 + aℓ+1,2, 2aℓ+1,1 + 2aℓ+1,2, . . . , 4aℓ+1,1 + 3aℓ+1,2

outgoing arcs into DTk
[x], which totals to 16aℓ+1,1+12aℓ+1,2 ⩽ 4ν(x) arcs. Additionally, each

of them sends ν(l(x)) outgoing arcs into DT [l(x)]. Therefore, in total, the children of x send at
most 7ν(l(x)) + 4ν(x) arcs. Hence, the number of arcs sent from the vertices of level ℓ + 1 is at
most (where ν(xℓ+1

0 ) := 0)∑
xℓ+1
i is type 2

(
7ν(xℓ+1

i−1) + 4ν(xℓ+1
i )

)
+

∑
xℓ+1
i is type 1

(
ν(xℓ+1

i−1) + ν(xℓ+1
i )

)
<

∑
xℓ+1
i is type 2

5ν(xℓ+1
i ) +

∑
xℓ+1
i is type 1

8ν(xℓ+1
i )

because vertices of type 1 and 2 alternate by R2. Then,∑
xℓ+1
i is type 2

5ν(xℓ+1
i ) +

∑
xℓ+1
i is type 1

8ν(xℓ+1
i ) = 5 ·

∑
i∈[tℓ+1]

ν(xℓ+1
i ) + 3 ·

∑
xℓ+1
i is type 1

aℓ+1,1

<
28

5

∑
i∈[tℓ+1]

ν(xℓ+1
i ) + 3tℓ+1 + 3aℓ+1,1

⩽
28

5
|Tk|+ 3tℓ+1 + 3aℓ+1,1 ,

where the second inequality follows from R1, and the last inequality holds since
∑

i∈[tℓ+1]
ν(xℓ+1

i ) ⩽
|Tk| − 1 when ℓ ⩾ 2. Since Tk has k levels, and the nine vertices of level at most 2 each send at
most |Tk| outgoing arcs,

e(
−→
GTk

) ⩽ 9|Tk|+
28

5
k|Tk|+ 3

k−1∑
ℓ=2

tℓ+1 + 3

k−1∑
ℓ=2

aℓ+1,1 <
14

5
|Tk| log2 |Tk|+ 18|Tk| , (5)
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where the last inequality holds by R3,
∑k−1

ℓ=2 aℓ+1,1 ⩽ 2a3,1 < |Tk| by R4, and because∑k−1
ℓ=2 tℓ+1 ⩽ |Tk|.
Now, for a given sufficiently large n, let k be the integer satisfying |Tk−1| < n ⩽ |Tk|. Note, by

R3 it follows that |Tk| ⩽ 16n. Consider the n-vertex Tk-admissible set U . Let G be the subgraph
of GTk

induced by U . We estimate the number of edges in G.
Let X ⊆ U be the set of vertices x such that DTk

[x] ⊆ U while DTk
[x∗] ̸⊆ U for its parent x∗.

Define D[X] :=
⋃

x∈X DTk
[x]. The following claim is useful to bound the size of U \D[X].

Lemma 18. The set U \D[X] contains at most one vertex from each level.

Proof. Consider the DFS ordering x1, . . . , x|Tk| of Tk. Since U is Tk-admissible, U = {x1, . . . , xn}.
For a contradiction, assume that there exists xi, xj ̸∈ D[X] with i < j ⩽ n and L(xi) = L(xj).
Observe that the DFS preorder traversal visits xj only after visiting all of the descendants of xi.
Therefore, DTk

[xi] ⊆ U , which implies xi ∈ D[X]; a contradiction. This proves the lemma.

In order to estimate e(G), we begin by counting the arcs in
−→
GTk

[U ]. First, consider the
outgoing arcs from U \ D[X]. For each vertex u ∈ U \ D[X] of level ℓ ⩾ 2, u sends at most
ν(u∗)+ν(l(u∗)) arcs into U . By R2, ν(u∗)+ν(l(u∗)) ⩽ aℓ−1,1+aℓ−1,2. By Theorem 18, U \D[X]
contains at most one vertex from each level ℓ, so the number of outgoing arcs from U \D[X] is
at most

2n+
∑

2⩽ℓ⩽k

(aℓ−1,1 + aℓ−1,2) ⩽ 2n+ 5
∑

2⩽ℓ⩽k

aℓ−1,1 ⩽ 2n+ 10|Tk| ⩽ 162n , (6)

where the 2n term counts the number of arcs from the two vertices at level at most one, the first
inequality follows from R1, and the second inequality follows from R4 since a1,1 ⩽ a1,2 ⩽ |Tk|.

Second, for each x ∈ X, we count the arcs with both ends in D[x] = DTk
[x]. Let ℓ be the level

of x. If x is type 1, then the subgraph induced byD[x] is isomorphic to Tk−ℓ. If x is type 2, then the
subgraph induced by D[x] is isomorphic to a copy of Tk−ℓ+1 minus its root. Thus, (5) implies that
the number of arcs with both ends inD[x] is at most 14

5 (|D[x]|+1) log2(|D[x]|+1)+18(|D[x]|+1) ⩽
14
5 |D[x]| log2 |D[x]|+ 50|D[x]|.

Third, for each x ∈ X, we count the arcs from D[x] to U \ D[x]. Let ℓ be the level of x.
Let w ∈ D[x]. If w = x, then since w has at most 6 left-siblings, by G2 and G3, w sends
at most aℓ−1,2 + 6aℓ,2 arcs. Thus by R1, w sends at most aℓ−1,2 + 6aℓ,2 ⩽ 4aℓ−1,1 + 6aℓ,2 ⩽
4(aℓ,2+1)+6aℓ,2 ⩽ 44aℓ,1 ⩽ 44|D[x]| arcs to U \D[x]. If w ̸= x, then the arcs from w to U \D[x]
must be arcs from w to D[l(w∗)] where l(w∗) /∈ D[x]. This occurs only when w∗ is the left-most
vertex in D[x] of a level ℓ′ ⩾ ℓ. Since w∗ has at most 7 children, w sends at most 7aℓ′,2 arcs.
Thus, the total number of arcs from D[x] to U \D[x] is at most

44|D[x]|+
∑
ℓ′⩾ℓ

7aℓ′,2 ⩽ 44|D[x]|+ 28 ·
∑
ℓ′⩾ℓ

aℓ′,1 ⩽ 44|D[x]|+ 56aℓ,1 ⩽ 100|D[x]| , (7)

where the first inequality holds by R1, the second inequality holds by R4, and the third inequality
holds since aℓ,1 ⩽ |D[x]|. Hence, the total number of arcs in

−→
GTk

[U ] is at most

#(arcs from U \D[X] to G) +
∑
x∈X

[
#(arcs from D[x] to D[x]) + #(arcs from D[x] to U \D[x])

]
⩽ 162n+

∑
x∈X

(
14

5
|D[x]| log2 |D[x]|+ 50|D[x]|

)
+

∑
x∈X

100|D[x]|

<
14

5
n log2 n+ 400n ,

where the first inequality follows from (6) and (7), and the second inequality holds since
|
∑

x∈X |D[x]|| ⩽ n. Therefore, e(G) ⩽ 14
5 n log2 n+ 400n.
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By Theorem 16, G2
Tk
[U ] is an n-vertex Tn-universal graph. Furthermore, G2

Tk
[U ] has at most

3 · 72n ⩽ 200n more edges than G from Theorem 3 G4 (this is because every vertex in Tk has at
most 7 children). Hence, e(G2

Tk
[U ]) ⩽ e(G)+200n ⩽ 14

5 n log2 n+600n. We conclude that G2
Tk
[U ]

is the desired universal graph, which proves Theorem 1.

6 Interval-Universality

For any (4, 1)-tree T , Theorem 16 yields an embedding ϕ of a given tree T ′ with |T ′| ⩽ |T | into the
universal graph G2

T . Moreover, it ensures that V (G2
T )\ϕ(V (T ′)) is a T -admissible set. Therefore,

it follows that for any interval U = {xi, xi+1, . . . , xj} in the DFS preorder traversal x1, . . . , x|T |,
the induced subgraph G2

T [U ] is T|U |-universal. This motivates the following new definition.

Definition 19. An n-vertex graph G is interval-universal (for trees) if there exists an order-
ing x1, . . . , xn of the vertices of G such that for all integers i,m ⩾ 0, the induced subgraph
G[{xi+1, . . . , xi+m}] is Tm-universal.

Define sint(n) to be the minimum number of edges in an n-vertex graph that is interval-
universal for trees. Then, Theorem 16 implies that for any (4, 1)-tree T , the 2-generated graph
G2

T is interval-universal with respect to the DFS preorder traversal. Hence, we have the following
bounds relating sint(n), s∗(n) and s(n).

n lnn−O(n) ⩽ s∗(n) ⩽ s(n) ⩽ sint(n) ⩽
14

5
n log2 n+O(n) . (8)

Improving the lower bounds for s∗(n) and s(n) seems very difficult. However, for sint(n), we can
improve the lower bound.

Theorem 20. sint(n) ⩾ (1− o(1))n log2 n.

Proof. We proceed by induction on n with the hypothesis that sint(n) ⩾ n log2 n − 4n
√

log2 n.
When n = 1, n log2 n − 4n

√
log2 n = 0, so the result holds trivially. Now assume that n > 1

and sint(n′) ⩾ n′ log2 n
′ − 4n′

√
log2 n

′ for all n′ < n. Let ψ(x) = x log2 x− 4x
√

log2 x. Since the
second derivative of ψ(x) is positive when x > 1, ψ(x) is convex.

Let G be an interval-universal graph for trees, and let x1, . . . , xn be the associated ordering of
V (G). Since the n-vertex star is contained in G, there is a vertex xt of degree n− 1 in G. Since
G[{x1, . . . , xt−1}] and G[{xt+1, . . . , xn}] are both interval-universal, by induction,

e(G) ⩾ ψ(t− 1) + ψ(n− t) + n− 1 ⩾ 2ψ
(n− 1

2

)
+ n− 1

= (n− 1) log2

(n− 1

2

)
− 4(n− 1)

√
log2

(n− 1

2

)
+ n− 1

⩾ n log2 n− 4n
√

log2 n ,

where the second inequality holds by Jensen’s inequality, and the last inequality holds since
(n − 1) log2(

n−1
2 ) ⩾ n log2 n − (n − 1) − log2 n − 2, 4(n − 1)

√
log2(

n−1
2 ) ⩽ 4n

√
log2 n − 2n√

log2 n

and 2n√
log2 n

⩾ log2 n+ 2. Hence, sint(n) ⩾ (1− o(1))n log2 n.

Note that the gap between the lower bound in Theorem 20 and the upper bound in (8) is at
most the multiplicative constant 14

5 . A natural problem is to improve the upper bound. One idea
is to increase the imbalance K to a value larger than 4 as explained in Section 5.1 without adding
edges from u to the descendants of its nearest-right cousin. This will reduce the number of edges,
however, proving that such a graph is universal will need new ideas.

Note that the strategy of generating a graph G2
T from a given tree T and using admissibility in

an induction argument yields a bound on sint(n). Thus, just as Theorem 20 distinguishes sint(n)
from s∗(n) or s(n), some new ideas that only apply to s∗(n) or s(n), but not necessarily to sint(n),
might be helpful to further improve upper bounds on s∗(n) and s(n).
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Problem 21. Is there a constant c < 14
5 ln 2 such that s∗(n) ⩽ (c+ o(1))n lnn?
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