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Abstract

In the standard random graph process, edges are added to an initially empty graph one by one
uniformly at random. A classic result by Ajtai, Komlós, and Szemerédi, and independently by Bollobás,
states that in the standard random graph process, with high probability, the graph becomes Hamiltonian
exactly when its minimum degree becomes 2; this is known as a hitting time result. Johansson extended
this result by showing the following: For a graph G with δ(G) ≥ (1/2+ ε)n, in the random graph process
constrained to the host graph G, the hitting times for minimum degree 2 and Hamiltonicity still coincide
with high probability.

In this paper, we extend Johansson’s result to Berge Hamilton cycles in hypergraphs. We prove
that if an r-uniform hypergraph H satisfies either δ1(H) ≥ ( 1

2r−1 + ε)
(
n−1
r−1

)
or δ2(H) ≥ εnr−2, then in

the random process generated by the edges of H, the time at which the hypergraph reaches minimum
degree 2 coincides with the time at which it contains a Berge Hamilton cycle with high probability. This
generalizes the work of Bal, Berkowitz, Devlin, and Schacht, who established the result for the case where
H is a complete r-uniform hypergraph.

1 Introduction

The Erdős-Rényi random graph model G(n, p) is a probability space of n-vertex graphs where each edge
is chosen independently with probability p. The problem of Hamiltonicity of G(n, p) is one of the oldest
problems in random graph theory. Pósa [19], and independently Koršunov [13], proved that if p = ω(log n/n),
then G(n, p) is Hamiltonian with high probability (w.h.p.)1. Komlós and Szemerédi [12] improved this
result by showing that if p = (logn + log logn + ω(1))/n, then G(n, p) is Hamiltonian w.h.p., while if p =
(log n+log logn−ω(1))/n, then w.h.p. G(n, p) is not Hamiltonian. Indeed, the threshold for Hamiltonicity in
G(n, p) coincides with the threshold for having minimum degree at least two. Bollobás [4], and independently
Ajtai, Komlós, and Szemerédi [1], proved that this minimum degree condition is an essential barrier to
Hamiltonicity in the random graph by showing the ‘hitting time’ result.

For a graph G and an edge ordering σ of E(G), the subgraph process (Gt(σ))
|E(G)|
t=0 is defined as Gt(σ) =

(V (G), {σ(1), σ(2), . . . , σ(t)}) for each 0 ≤ t ≤ |E(G)|. A random subgraph process (Gt)
|E(G)|
t=0 on G is

a subgraph process where the edge ordering σ is chosen uniformly at random among all |E(G)|! possible
orderings. For a graph property P, the hitting time τP := τP(G) is the smallest integer t such that Gt ∈ P.
When P is the property of having minimum degree at least k, we simply denote it by τk. Let H be the
property of containing a Hamilton cycle. Then the hitting time result by Ajtai, Komlós, and Szemerédi [1],
and Bollobás [4] can be stated as follows.

Theorem 1 ([1, 4]). If G = Kn, then w.h.p. τ2(G) = τH(G).
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1We say that a sequence of events En holds with high probability if limn→∞ P(En) = 1.
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Afterwards, the case where G is not complete was studied. Bollobás and Kohayakawa [5] proved that the
hitting time statement holds when G is the complete bipartite graph Kn,n. Frieze and Krivelevich [8] and
Alon and Krivelevich [2] considered the case where G is a pseudorandom graph. Johansson [11] proved that
the hitting time statement holds when δ(G) ≥ (12 + ε)n for some fixed ε > 0.

In the context of hypergraphs, several different notions of Hamilton cycles have been studied. For in-
stance, Narayanan and Schacht [17] determined the sharp threshold for a Hamiltonian ℓ-cycle in an r-uniform
hypergraph for every r > ℓ ≥ 2, and recently, Frieze and Pérez-Giménez [9] confirmed the case where ℓ = 1.
See [6, Section 8] for more results. However, the corresponding hitting time result is still unknown.

In the case of (weak) Berge Hamilton cycles, more results are known. For an r-uniform hypergraph (or
an r-graph) H, a Berge cycle is a sequence (v1, e1, v2, e2, . . . , vk, ek, vk+1) where v1, v2, . . . , vk are distinct
vertices with v1 = vk+1, e1, e2, . . . , ek are distinct edges, and vi, vi+1 ∈ ei for each 1 ≤ i ≤ k. A Berge cycle is
called a Berge Hamilton cycle if {v1, . . . , vk} = V (H). If we drop the condition that all the edges are distinct,
then it is called a weak Berge cycle. A Berge path and a weak Berge path are defined similarly except that
v1 ̸= vk+1. Poole [18] proved a sharp threshold result for the existence of a weak Berge Hamilton cycle in a
random hypergraph. Bal, Berkowitz, Devlin, and Schacht [3] proved a corresponding hitting time result for
both the weak Berge Hamilton cycle and the Berge Hamilton cycle. For an r-graph H, we define the random

subgraph process (Ht)
|E(H)|
t=0 and the hitting time τP(H) similarly to the graph case. Let BH be the property

of having a Berge Hamilton cycle.

Theorem 2 ([3]). If H is the complete r-graph on n vertices, then w.h.p., τ2(H) = τBH(H).

One natural direction is to consider the case where H is not a complete hypergraph. In this paper, we
extend Theorem 2 in the same spirit as Johansson’s result [11] in the graph case.

Theorem 3. Let ε > 0 be a fixed constant and r ≥ 3. Let H be an n-vertex r-graph such that for every
v ∈ V (H), there exist at least ( 12 + ε)n vertices u such that the codegree dH(u, v) ≥ εnr−2. Then w.h.p.
τ2(H) = τBH(H).

This implies the minimum degree condition for the hitting time statement. Let δℓ(H) be the minimum
ℓ-degree of H, which is the minimum codegree among all ℓ-subsets of V (H).

Corollary 1.1. Let ε > 0 be a fixed constant and r ≥ 3. Let H be an n-vertex r-graph satisfying one of the
following two conditions.

• δ1(H) ≥ ( 1
2r−1 + ε)

(
n−1
r−1

)
or

• δ2(H) ≥ εnr−2.

Then w.h.p., τ2(H) = τBH(H).

Proof. The second condition clearly implies the condition in Theorem 3, so we only prove that the first
condition implies the condition in Theorem 3. Let ε′ = ε/(10r!). Suppose that δ1(H) ≥ ( 1

2r−1 + ε)
(
n−1
r−1

)
. We

choose an arbitrary vertex v ∈ V (H) and partition V (H)\{v} into X = {u ∈ V (H) : dH(u, v) ≥ ε′nr−2} and
Y = V (H) \ (X ∪ {v}). Suppose that |X| < ( 12 + ε′)n. Then the number of edges containing v and meeting
Y is at most |Y | · ε′nr−2 ≤ ε′nr−1. All the other edges containing v are contained in X ∪ {v}, so the number

of such edges is at most
( |X|
r−1

)
. Thus, the degree of v is at most(

|X|
r − 1

)
+ ε′nr−1 ≤

(
( 12 + ε′)n

r − 1

)
+ ε′nr−1 < (

1

2r−1
+ ε)

(
n− 1

r − 1

)
,

a contradiction. Thus, |X| ≥ ( 12 + ε′)n. As v is arbitrary, H satisfies the condition in Theorem 3.

The constant 1
2r−1 is best possible since if H consists of two disjoint complete r-graphs of size n/2, then

H does not contain a Berge Hamilton cycle and has minimum degree
(⌊(n−1)/2⌋

r−1

)
= ( 1

2r−1 + o(1))
(
n−1
r−1

)
. Note

that Kostochka, Luo, and McCourt [14] proved that if n ≥ 2r + 1 and δ1(H) ≥
(⌊(n−1)/2⌋

r−1

)
+ 1, then H

contains a Berge Hamilton cycle. However, this minimum degree condition is not sufficient to guarantee the
hitting time statement, as the following construction shows. Assume that n is divisible by 6 and let H be a

2



3-graph on the vertex set V1 ∪ V2 where |V1| = |V2| = n/2. The edge set consists of complete 3-graphs on V1

and V2 together with a perfect matching M such that each edge of M meets both V1 and V2 in at least one
vertex. Note that M contains exactly n/3 edges and τ2(H) = Θ(logn/n2) · |E(H)| w.h.p. (see Section 2.4
for details). Thus, Hτ2 does not contain any edge of M w.h.p., and consequently does not contain a Berge
Hamilton cycle. Therefore, the ε term in the minimum degree condition is necessary for the hitting time
statement.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we collect the definitions and the theoretical background used for the proof. For an r-graph H
and S ⊆ V (H), we denote the neighborhood of S in H by NH(S) := {v ∈ V (H)\S | ∃e ∈ E(H) such that v ∈
e and e ∩ S ̸= ∅}. We denote the degree of S in H by dH(S), which is the number of edges containing S. If
S = {v} or S = {u, v}, we simply write dH(v) or dH(u, v), respectively.

We now define a booster pair, which was introduced by Montgomery [16] and has been previously used
for the study of hitting time by Alon and Krivelevich [2]. Let H be an r-graph without a Berge Hamilton

cycle. A pair (e1, e2) of non-edges e1, e2 ∈
(
V (H)

r

)
\E(H) is called a booster pair, or simply a BP, if the graph

H ′ with edge set E(H ′) = E(H) ∪ {e1, e2} is either Berge Hamiltonian or has a longer Berge path than H
does.

2.1 The Chernoff bound

Let X ∼ Bin(n, p) be a binomial random variable and µ = np be the expectation of X. Then the Chernoff
bound gives an upper bound on the probability that X deviates far from µ. We state the standard forms of
the Chernoff inequality (see, for example, [15, Theorem 4.4]).

Theorem 4. For every δ > 0, the upper tail satisfies

P[X ≥ µ(1 + δ)] ≤ exp (−µ((1 + δ) log (1 + δ)− δ)) , (1)

or simply

P[X ≥ µ(1 + δ)] ≤ exp

(
− δ2µ

2 + δ

)
. (2)

For every 0 < δ < 1, the lower tail satisfies

P[X ≤ µ(1− δ)] ≤ exp

(
−δ2µ

2

)
. (3)

2.2 Pósa rotation

Pósa rotation [19] is a powerful tool to find a Hamilton cycle in various graphs. We collect its hypergraph
version which was introduced by Bal, Berkowitz, Devlin, and Schacht [3].

Let P = (v1, e1, v2, . . . , eℓ−1, vℓ) be a longest Berge path in a hypergraph H. Let e be an edge containing
vℓ. If e ∈ P , let e = ei. As P is a Berge path, vi, vi+1 ∈ e. Thus, P ′ defined below is a Berge path.

P ′ = (v1, e1, . . . , vi, e, vℓ, eℓ−1, vℓ−1, . . . , ei+1, vi+1).

We now assume that e /∈ P . If e does not contain any vertex of P except vℓ, this contradicts the assumption
that P is a longest (weak) Berge path in H. Thus, e must contain some vertex vi ∈ P with i ̸= ℓ. Then the
P ′ defined below is a (weak) Berge path.

P ′ = (v1, e1, . . . , vi, e, vℓ, eℓ−1, vℓ−1, . . . , ei+1, vi+1).

In both cases, P ′ is a longest Berge path in H with one endpoint v1. We call such operations path rotation
fixing v1 or simply path rotation.
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We now define an expander notion for hypergraphs and see the connection with Pósa rotation. An r-graph
H is a (k, α)-expander if for all disjoint sets of vertices X and Y satisfying |Y | < α|X| and |X| ≤ k, there
exists an edge e, such that |e ∩X| = 1 and |e ∩ Y | = 0. The following lemma is not explicitly stated in [3],
but proved in the proof of Lemma 7 of [3].

Lemma 2.1 ([3]). Let r ≥ 3 and let H be an r-graph which is a (k, 2)-expander. Let P = (v1, e1, v2, . . . , eℓ−1, vℓ)
be a longest Berge path with one end point v1 = x. Then at least k distinct longest paths with distinct endpoints
can be obtained from a sequence of path rotations fixing x.

2.3 Asymptotic equivalence of random models

Let Hp be the space of random subgraphs of H in which each edge of H is included with probability p,
independently. Let Ht be the space of random subgraphs of H with exactly t edges from E(H), chosen

uniformly from the
(|E(H)|

t

)
possibilities. In this paper, we need to bound the probability that certain

properties hold in Ht. But using model Hp is easier for some proofs than dealing with Ht. The following
lemma gives a relation between the probabilities in the two models. In [7], they only mentions the case where
H is a complete graph, but the proof works for a general hypergraph (see also [11]).

Lemma 2.2 ([7, Lemma 1.2, 1.3]). Let H be a hypergraph on n vertices and m edges. Let P be a graph
property, 0 ≤ t ≤ m and p = t/m. If t,m− t → ∞ as n → ∞,

P[Ht /∈ P] ≤ 10
√
m · P[Hp /∈ P].

If P is a monotone increasing property, p = o(1) and mp,m(1− p)/
√
mp → ∞ whenever n → ∞,

P[Ht /∈ P] ≤ 3 · P[Hp /∈ P].

Lemma 2.3 ([10, Corollary 1.16]). Let P be a monotone increasing or decreasing property, and let t =
t(n) → ∞. Then P[Hp ∈ P] → 1 implies P[Ht ∈ P] → 1.

2.4 Threshold of τ2({Ht})
To prove Theorem 3, we first estimate the value of τ2 to prove the properties of Hτ2 . Let G(r)(n, p) be a
binomial random r-graph on n vertices where each edge is included with probability p, independently.

2.4.1 General bound

We first provide a bound for τ2 independent of the structure of H. Let N = |E(H)|, and let

p1 =
logn

nr−1
, p2 =

2 logn

ε · nr−1
,m1 = N · p1,m2 = N · p2.

Lemma 2.4. With high probability, m1 ≤ τ2 ≤ m2.

Proof. As the property that a hypergraph has minimum degree at least 2 is a monotone increasing property,
by applying Lemma 2.2, it is enough to prove P[δ(Hp1

) ≥ 2] = o(1) and P[δ(Hp2
) < 2] = o(1). For simplicity,

we prove the even stronger result that P[δ(Hp1
) ≥ 1] = o(1).

To prove P[δ(Hp1
) ≥ 1] = o(1), we prove P[δ(G(r)(n, p1)) ≥ 1] = o(1). For each vertex v ∈ V (G(r)(n, p1)),

let Iv be the indicator variable for the event that v is isolated, and let X =
∑

v Iv. The expectation of X is

E[X] =
∑

v∈V (G)

E[Iv] = n(1− p1)
(n−1
r−1).

4



If u ̸= v, E[Iv · Iu] = (1 − p1)
2(n−1

r−1) · (1 − p1)
−(n−2

r−2) = (1 + o(1)) · (1 − p1)
2(n−1

r−1) = (1 + o(1)) · E[Iv] · E[Iv].
Thus, the expectation of X2 is

E[X2] =
∑

v∈V (G)

E[I2v ] +
∑
v ̸=u

E[Iv · Iu] = (1 + o(1))

 ∑
v∈V (G)

E[I2v ] +
∑
v ̸=u

E[Iv] · E[Iu]


= (1 + o(1))

 ∑
v∈V (G)

E[Iv]2 +
∑
v ̸=u

E[Iv] · E[Iu]

 = (1 + o(1))

 ∑
v∈V (G)

E[Iv]

2

= (1 + o(1))E[X]2,

where the third equality holds because
∑

v∈V (G) E[I2v ] = O(n) and
∑

v ̸=u E[Iv] ·E[Iu] = ω(n). Therefore, the

variance of X is o(E(X)2). By Chebyshev’s inequality, P[δ(Hp1
) ≥ 1] = o(1).

We now prove P[δ(Hp2
) < 2] = o(1). For each vertex v ∈ V (H), the probability that v has degree less

than 2 in Hp2 is

P[dHp2
(v) < 2] = (1− p2)

dH(v) + dH(v) · p2(1− p2)
dH(v)−1

≤ (1 + dH(v)
p2

1− p2
) · (1− p2)

(1/2+ε)εnr−1

≤ 3

ε
log n · exp

(
−p2(1/2 + ε)εnr−1

)
≤ 3

ε
log n · n−1−2ε

=
o(1)

n
.

By the union bound, P[δ(Hp2
) < 2] = o(1) holds.

2.4.2 Tighter bound

The bound in Lemma 2.4 is sufficient for most of the proofs in this paper. However, we need a tighter bound
for some parts of the proof. We note that the calculations in this section were inspired by [11]. Let p0 be the
unique real root of the following equation:∑

v∈V (H)

(1− p)dH(v) = (logn)−1.

Note that there exists a unique real root as the left hand side is strictly decreasing as p increases. Let
γ = γ(n) be a nonnegative increasing function such that γ = Θ(log log logn). Let

p3 = p0 −
γ

nr−1
, p4 = p0 +

γ

nr−1
,m3 = N · p3,m4 = N · p4.

We note that if we substitute p = (r−1)! logn/nr−1, then
∑

v∈V (H)(1−p)dH(v) ≥ n(1−p)n
r−1/(r−1)! = 1+o(1)

and if we substitute p = 3 log n/εnr−1, then
∑

v∈V (H)(1 − p)dH(v) ≤ n · exp(−0.5pεnr−1) = n−0.5. Thus,

p0 = Θ(logn/nr−1). Moreover, we can deduce

p3 ≥ r! log n

2nr−1
, (4)

and

p4 ≤ 2 logn

εnr−1
, (5)

provided that n is large enough. To prove that m3 ≤ τ2 ≤ m4 w.h.p., we need the following lemma.
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Lemma 2.5. The following inequalities hold:

(L1) log n ·
∑

v∈V (H)(1− p3)
dH(v) ≥ eεγ/4.

(L2) log n ·
∑

v∈V (H)(1− p3)
dH(v) ≤ eγ .

(L3) log n ·
∑

v∈V (H)(1− p4)
dH(v) ≤ e−γ .

Proof. (L1) For each v ∈ V (H), we have

(1− p3)
dH(v) = (1− p0)

dH(v)

(
1 +

p0 − p3
1− p0

)dH(v)

≥ (1− p0)
dH(v)

(
1 +

γ

nr−1

)εnr−1/2

≥ (1− p0)
dH(v) · exp

(εγ
4

)
.

By summing over all v ∈ V (H), we conclude

∑
v∈V (H)

(1− p3)
dH(v) ≥

∑
v∈V (H)

(1− p0)
dH(v) · eεγ/4 ≥ eεγ/4

log n
.

(L2) For each v ∈ V (H), we have

(1− p3)
dH(v) = (1− p0)

dH(v)

(
1 +

p0 − p3
1− p0

)dH(v)

≤ (1− p0)
dH(v) · exp

( γ

nr−1
dH(v)

)
≤ (1− p0)

dH(v) · exp(γ).

By summing over all v ∈ V (H), we conclude∑
v∈V (H)

(1− p3)
dH(v) ≤

∑
v∈V (H)

(1− p0)
dH(v) · eγ ≤ eγ

log n
.

(L3) It can be obtained by following the same calculation as in (L2).

Note that Lemma 2.5 holds for any suitable choice of γ. We now prove that m3 and m4 are the desired
bounds for τ2.

Lemma 2.6. With high probability, m3 ≤ τ2 ≤ m4.

Proof. By Lemma 2.2, it is enough to prove P[δ(Hp3
) ≥ 2] = o(1) and P[δ(Hp4

) < 2] = o(1). For any vertex
v ∈ V (H), the probability that v has degree less than 2 in Hp4 is

P[dHp4
(v) < 2] = (1− p4)

dH(v) + p4 · dH(v)(1− p4)
dH(v)−1

≤ 2p4 · dH(v)(1− p4)
dH(v)

≤ (4/ε)(1− p4)
dH(v) · log n,

where the first inequality holds since 1
1−p4

≤ 1.5 and p4 · dH(v) ≥ 2 for sufficiently large n. By the union

bound and (L3), we have

P[δ(Hp4) < 2] ≤
∑

v∈V (H)

P[dHp4
(v) < 2] ≤ (4/ε) logn ·

∑
v∈V (H)

(1− p4)
dH(v) = o(1).
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We now prove P[δ(Hp3) ≥ 2] = o(1). Let Iv be an indicator variable for the event {dHp3
(v) ≤ 1}, and let

X =
∑

v∈V (H) Iv. Then the expectation of X is at least

E[X] =
∑

v∈V (H)

[
(1− p3)

dH(v) + p3 · dH(v) · (1− p3)
dH(v)−1

]
≥

∑
v∈V (H)

(
1 +

p3 · dH(v)

1− p3

)
· (1− p3)

dH(v)

≥ Ω(logn) ·
∑

v∈V (H)

(1− p3)
dH(v)

≥ Ω(logn) · e
εγ/4

log n

= ω(1),

where the third inequality holds by (L1).
Now we investigate the expectation of X2. If u ̸= v, the expectation of Iu · Iv is

E[Iu · Iv] = (1− p3)
dH(u)+dH(v)−dH(u,v) + p3 · dH(u, v)(1− p3)

dH(u)+dH(v)−dH(u,v)−1

+ (1− p3)
dH(u,v)

[
(1− p3)

dH(u)−dH(u,v) + p3(dH(u)− dH(u, v))(1− p3)
dH(u)−dH(u,v)−1

]
·
[
(1− p3)

dH(v)−dH(u,v) + p3(dH(v)− dH(u, v))(1− p3)
dH(v)−dH(u,v)−1

]
= (1 + o(1)) · (1− p3)

dH(u)+dH(v)−dH(u,v) ·
(
1 +

p3
1− p3

(dH(u)− dH(u, v))

)
·
(
1 +

p3
1− p3

(dH(v)− dH(u, v))

)
= (1 + o(1))(1− p3)

dH(u)+dH(v) · p3
1− p3

(dH(u)− dH(u, v)) · p3
1− p3

(dH(v)− dH(u, v))

= (1 + o(1))(1− p3)
dH(u)+dH(v) · p3

1− p3
dH(u) · p3

1− p3
dH(v)

= (1 + o(1))E[Iu]E[Iv],

where the second and the fourth equalities come from dH(u, v) = o(dH(u)), dH(u, v) = o(dH(v)) and the
third equality holds as dH(u, v) = O(nr−2) and p3 = Θ(log n/nr−1). Moreover, since E[X] → ∞ as n → ∞,
we have E[X] =

∑
v∈V (H) E[I2v ] = o(E[X2]). Therefore, expectation of X2 is equal to

E[X2] =
∑

v∈V (H)

E[I2v ] +
∑
v ̸=u

E[Iv · Iu] = (1 + o(1))

 ∑
v∈V (H)

E[I2v ] +
∑
v ̸=u

E[Iv] · E[Iu]


= (1 + o(1))

 ∑
v∈V (H)

E[Iv]2 +
∑
v ̸=u

E[Iv] · E[Iu]

 = (1 + o(1))

 ∑
v∈V (H)

E[Iv]

2

= (1 + o(1))E[X]2.

It implies Var(X) = o(E[X]2). Chebyshev’s inequality shows that

P[X = 0] ≤ P[|X − E[X]| ≥ E[X]] ≤ Var(X)

E[X]2
= o(1).

It proves P[δ(Hp3) ≥ 2] = o(1).

3 Proof of Theorem 3

We may assume that ε > 0 is a sufficiently small constant throughout this section. If a hypergraph H has a
Berge Hamilton cycle, H has a minimum degree of at least two. Thus, it is sufficient to prove Hτ2 is Berge

7



Hamiltonian w.h.p. The following two lemmas are the key ingredients for the proof.

Lemma 3.1. With high probability, Hτ2 contains a subgraph Γ which is a connected ( εn6 , 2)-expander with at
most ε8n logn+ 6

ε edges.

Lemma 3.2. With high probability, for every subgraph Γ of Hτ2 which is a connected, non-Hamiltonian
( εn6 , 2)-expander with at most 2ε8n logn edges, Hτ2 contains a booster pair with respect to Γ.

These two lemmas immediately imply Theorem 3 as follows.

Proof of Theorem 3. By Lemma 3.1, there exists a connected ( εn6 , 2)-expander Γ1 in Hτ2 with high probabil-
ity. If Γ1 is Hamiltonian, then we are done. If Γ1 is not Hamiltonian, by Lemma 3.2, Hτ2 contains a booster
pair with respect to Γ1, and thus we can add a booster pair to Γ1 to make the longest Berge path longer.
Let Γ2 be the hypergraph obtained by adding such a booster pair to Γ1. Then as Γ2 is a connected ( εn6 , 2)-
expander with at most 2ε8n logn edges, either Γ2 has a Berge Hamilton cycle or Hτ2 contains a booster pair
with respect to Γ2. By repeating this process at most n times, we obtain a subgraph Γk for some k ∈ [n] of
Hτ2 which contains a Berge Hamilton cycle. Therefore, Hτ2 is Berge Hamiltonian with high probability.

In the rest of this section, we prove Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.2.

3.1 Proof of Lemma 3.1

To prove Lemma 3.1, we first prove some good properties of Hτ2 (Lemma 3.3), and then prove there exists
an expander using such good properties (Lemma 3.4). For a hypergraph Γ on n vertices, let

d0 := ε8 log n,

and let
SMALL(Γ) := {v ∈ V (Γ) : dΓ(v) ≤ d0}.

Lemma 3.3. The hypergraph G = Hτ2 has the following properties w.h.p.:

(P1) ∆(G) ≤ 10
ε log n.

(P2) |SMALL(G)| ≤ n0.1.

(P3) No edge intersects SMALL(G) at more than one vertex, and no v ∈ V (G) \ SMALL(G) lies in more
than one edge incident to N [SMALL(G)]− {v}.

(P4) For any U ⊆ V (G) with |U | ≤ n√
logn

, there are at most |U |(log n)3/4 edges of G that intersect U at

more than one vertex.

(P5) For any disjoint vertex sets U,W ⊆ V (G) satisfying |U | ≤ n√
logn

and |W | ≤ 3|U |, there are at most

0.5ε logn|U | edges of G that intersect U at exactly one vertex and also intersect W .

(P6) For any disjoint vertex sets U,W ⊆ V (G) satisfying |U | = n√
logn

and |W | =
(
1− ε

2

)
n, there are at

least n(log n)1/3 edges of G that intersect U at exactly one vertex and intersect W at exactly r − 1
vertices.

(P7) Let U,W ⊆ V (G) be disjoint vertex sets whose union is V (G) and which satisfy εn
6 ≤ |U | ≤ |W | ≤

n− εn
6 . Then there exists at least one edge that intersects both U and W .

Proof. For properties which are monotone increasing or decreasing, we can use Lemma 2.3. By Lemma 2.4,
if a property is increasing, it is enough to show that Hp1

or Hp3
has such a property w.h.p., and if a property

is decreasing, it is enough to show that Hp2 or Hp4 has such a property w.h.p.
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(P1) We prove P[Hp2 /∈ (P1)] = o(1). By the union bound, it is enough to show P[dHp2
(v) ≥ (10/ε) log n] =

o(1)
n for every v ∈ V (H). Let M = nr−1/(r − 1)! and note that dH(v) ≤ M for every v ∈ V (H). By

the Chernoff bound, we have

P[dHp2
(v) ≥ 10

ε
log n] ≤ P[Bin(M,p2) ≥ 5M · p2]

(2)

≤ exp

(
−16 logn

3ε

)
=

o(1)

n
,

as n is large enough.

(P2) To prove P[Hp3
/∈ (P2)] = o(1), we first bound P[v ∈ SMALL(Hp3

)] for each v ∈ V (H).

P[dHp3
(v) ≤ ε8 log n] =

ε8 logn∑
i=0

(
dH(v)

i

)
pi3(1− p3)

dH(v)−i.

Since
(
dH(v)
i+1

)
pi+1
3 (1−p3)

dH(v)−i−1/
(
dH(v)

i

)
pi3(1−p3)

dH(v)−i = p3

1−p3
· dH(v)−i

i+1 > 2 for i < ε8 logn, by the
sum of a geometric series, we have

P[dHp3
(v) ≤ ε8 log n] ≤ 2

(
dH(v)

ε8 log n

)
pε

8 logn
3 (1− p3)

dH(v)−ε8 logn

≤ (2 + o(1))

(
e · p3 · dH(v)

ε8 logn

)ε8 logn

(1− p3)
dH(v)

(5)

≤ (2 + o(1))

(
2e

ε9

)ε8 logn

(1− p3)
dH(v)

= (2 + o(1))eε
8 log (2e/ε9)(1− p3)

dH(v)

≤ 2.5e0.01(1− p3)
dH(v)

where the last inequality holds from the fact that ε8 log (2e/ε9) < 0.01 when ε is small enough. Thus,
by Lemma 2.5, the expectation of |SMALL(Hp3)| is

E[|SMALL(Hp3
)|] ≤ 2.5e0.01

∑
v∈V (H)

(1− p3)
dH(v) ≤ 3n0.01.

By the Markov inequality, P[|SMALL(Hp3)| ≥ n0.1] = o(1).

(P3) Since property (P3) is neither an increasing nor decreasing property, we cannot use Lemma 2.3
directly. For hypergraphs J1 ⊆ J2, we say J2 satisfies the property (P3− J1) if no edge of J2 intersects
SMALL(J1) more than once, and no v ∈ V (J2) \ SMALL(J1) lies in more than one edge of J2 incident
to N [SMALL(J1)]− {v}.
We claim that with high probability, Hm4

satisfies (P3−Hm3). As the existence of a path is an
increasing property and the property of a vertex being contained in SMALL is a decreasing property,
together with the fact that m3 ≤ τ2 ≤ m4 w.h.p., this implies Hτ2 satisfies (P3) with high probability.
To prove the claim, we first show that (P3−Hm3) holds for Hm3

, and the second step is to prove that
after adding m4 −m3 edges uniformly at random to Hm3

, (P3−Hm3) still holds w.h.p.

We now prove that Hm3
satisfies (P3). For Hm3

, not satisfying (P3−Hm3) is equivalent to: there
exist u /∈ SMALL(Hm3

), s, t ∈ SMALL(Hm3
), a, b ∈ V (H), and ei ∈ E(Hm3

) for i ∈ [4], satisfying one
of the following:

1. s, u, e1, e2 with s, u ∈ e1 ∩ e2;

2. s, t, e1 with s, t ∈ e1;

3. s, t, u, e1, e2 with s, u ∈ e1 and t, u ∈ e2;

4. s, a, u, e1, e2 with s, a, u ∈ e1 and a, u ∈ e2;

5. s, a, u, e1, e2, e3 with s, u ∈ e1, u, a ∈ e2, and s, a ∈ e3;
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6. s, t, a, u, e1, e2, e3 with s, u ∈ e1, u, a ∈ e2, and t, a ∈ e3;

7. s, a, u, e1, e2, e3 with s, a ∈ e1 and u, a ∈ e2 ∩ e3;

8. s, a, b, u, e1, e2, e3 with s, a, b ∈ e1, a, u ∈ e2, and b, u ∈ e3;

9. s, a, b, u, e1, e2, e3, e4 with s, a ∈ e1, a, u ∈ e2, b, u ∈ e3, and s, b ∈ e4;

10. s, t, a, b, u, e1, e2, e3, e4 with s, a ∈ e1, a, u ∈ e2, u, b ∈ e3, and b, t ∈ e4;

In each case, the listed vertices and edges are assumed to be distinct.

We first fix a tuple T = (s, t, u, a, b, e1, e2, e3, e4) ∈ V (H)5 ×E(H)4 that satisfies one of the above con-
ditions. For each i ∈ [10], if T satisfies condition i, let Ti be a subtuple of T consisting of the elements
that are used in condition i. For instance, T1 = (s, u, e1, e2) and T10 = T . If T does not satisfy the
condition i, we do not define Ti. Let V (Ti) be the set of vertices contained in Ti, and let E(Ti) be the
set of edges contained in Ti. We aim to bound the probability P[s ∈ SMALL(Hm3), E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)]
for each i ∈ [10]. We separate the proof into two cases depending on whether Ti contains one or two
vertices in SMALL(Hm3

).

1. Cases i ∈ {1,4,5,7,8,9}.

Let H1 be a spanning subgraph of H with E(H1) = E(H)\E(Ti), and let p′3 := m3−|E(Ti)|
N . We observe

that the conditional event {s ∈ SMALL(Hm3
) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

)} can be viewed as the event that the
degree of s is at most d0−|E(Ti)∩e(s)| in the random hypergraph H1

m3−|E(Ti)|, where e(s) is the set of

edges in H that are incident to s. Thus, by Lemma 2.2, the probability P[s ∈ SMALL(Hm3), E(Ti) ⊆
E(Hm3

)] is at most

P[s ∈ SMALL(Hm3
), E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

)] = P[s ∈ SMALL(Hm3
) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

)]

· P[E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3
)]

= P[s ∈ SMALL(Hm3
) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

)] ·

(
N−|E(Ti)|
m3−|E(Ti)|

)(
N
m3

)
≤ 3 · P[s ∈ SMALL(H1

p′
3
)] ·

(
N−|E(Ti)|
m3−|E(Ti)|

)(
N
m3

)
≤ 3 · P[Bin

(ε
3
nr−1, p′3

)
≤ ε8 log n] ·

(m3

N

)|E(Ti)|

(3)

≤ 3 · exp
(
−(0.99)2ε logn/6

)
· p|E(Ti)|

3

≤ 3 · n−ε/12 · p|E(Ti)|
3 ,

where the second inequality holds since degH1(s) ≥ degH(s) − |E(Ti)| ≥ ε
2n

r−1 − 4 ≥ ε
3n

r−1 and the

third inequality comes from p′3 ≥ logn
nr−1 .

The number of ways to choose Ti in H is at most n|E(Ti)|(r−1) for each i ∈ {1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9}. Since

p3 = O
(

logn
nr−1

)
, the probability that case i occurs is at most 3n−ε/12 ·O

(
(log n)|E(Ti)|

)
= o(1).

2. Cases i ∈ {2,3,6,10}.
For a subset of edges F ⊆ E(H), let Σ(F, k) be the event that |F ∩ E(Hm3)| = k. Similarly, let
Σ(F,≥ k) be the event that |F ∩ E(Hm3)| ≥ k and let Σ(F,≤ k) be the event that |F ∩ E(Hm3)| ≤ k.
For a pair of distinct vertices v1, v2 ∈ V (H), let e(v1, v2) = eH(v1, v2) be the set of edges in H that are
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incident to both v1 and v2. The probability of {s, t ∈ SMALL(Hm3), E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)} is

P[s, t ∈ SMALL(Hm3
), E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

)] =

m3∑
k=0

P[s, t ∈ SMALL(Hm3
) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

· P[E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3
),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

=

m3∑
k=0

P[s ∈ SMALL(Hm3) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

· P[t ∈ SMALL(Hm3) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

· P[E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3),Σ(e(s, t), k)],

where the last equality holds since the events {s ∈ SMALL(Hm3
)} and {t ∈ SMALL(Hm3

)} are
independent conditioned on the event {E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3),Σ(e(s, t), k)}.
We now prove that the codegree of s and t in Hm3 is at most 10r with high probability. As |e(s, t) ∩
E(Ti)|, |E(Ti) \ e(s, t)| ≤ |E(Ti)| ≤ 4, we have

P[Σ(e(s, t),≥ 10r + 1) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)] ≤
m3∑

k=10r+1

(|e(s,t)|−|e(s,t)∩E(Ti)|
k−|e(s,t)∩E(Ti)|

)(
N−|e(s,t)|−|E(Ti)\e(s,t)|

m3−k−|E(Ti)\e(s,t)|
)(

N−|E(Ti)|
m3−|E(Ti)|

)
≤

m3∑
k=10r+1

(
|e(s, t)|

k

) (
N−k
m3−k

)(
N−|E(Ti)|
m3−|E(Ti)|

)
≤

m3∑
k=10r+1

(
|e(s, t)|

k

)(m3

N

)k−|E(Ti)|

= o
(
n(r−1)|E(Ti)|

) m3∑
k=10r+1

(
e · p3 · |e(s, t)|

k

)k

≤ o
(
n4(r−1)

) m3∑
k=10r+1

(
2e logn

εkn

)k

≤ o
(
n4(r−1)

)
·
(
2e logn

10εrn

)10r

= o(n−10)

where the sixth inequality holds since if we define f(k) =
(

2e logn
εkn

)k
, then f(k)/f(k+1) > 2 for k ≤ m3,

and we use the sum of a geometric series. This result yields

P[s, t ∈ SMALL(Hm3), E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)] ≤
10r∑
k=0

P[s ∈ SMALL(Hm3) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

· P[t ∈ SMALL(Hm3
) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

· P[E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3
),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

+ P[E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)] · o(n−10). (6)

Since {s ∈ SMALL(Hm3) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)} and {t ∈ SMALL(Hm3) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)} are decreasing
properties, we can use lemma 2.2 to bound the probability. We fix 0 ≤ k ≤ 10r and let p = (m3 − k −
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|E(Ti) \ e(s, t)|)/N . Then we have

P[s ∈ SMALL(Hm3
) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

≤ 3 ·
ε8 logn∑
a=0

(
dH(s)− |e(s, t)|

a

)
pa(1− p)dH(s)−|e(s,t)|−a

≤ (3 + o(1)) ·

1 +

ε8 logn∑
a=1

(
e · p · dH(s)

a

)a
 · (1− p)dH(s) (∗)

as |e(s, t)|+ ε8 log n = O(nr−2). Let f(i) =
(

e·p·dH(s)
i

)i
. If i ≤ ε8 logn, then f(i+1)

f(i) > 2 whenever ε is

small enough. Thus, the sum of a geometric series yields:

(∗) ≤

(
4 + (6 + o(1))

(
e · p · dH(s)

ε8 logn

)ε8 logn
)

· (1− p)dH(s)

≤

(
4 + (6 + o(1))

(
2e

ε9

)ε8 logn
)

· (1− p)dH(s)

≤
(
4 + (6 + o(1))nε8 log (2e/ε9)

)
· (1− p)dH(s)

≤ n0.01 · (1− p)dH(s), (7)

where the second inequality comes from the facts that p ≤ 2 logn
εnr−1 and dH(s) ≤ nr−1 and the last

inequality holds since ε8 log (2e/ε9) is sufficiently small whenever ε is small. By symmetry, we deduce

P[t ∈ SMALL(Hm3
) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

),Σ(e(s, t), k)] ≤ n0.01 · (1− p)dH(t). (8)

On the other hand, the probability of the event {E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3
)} is at most

P[E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)] ≤

(
N−|E(Ti)|
m3−|E(Ti)|

)(
N
m3

) ≤
(m3

N

)|E(Ti)|
. (9)

By combining (6), (7), (8), and (9), we have

P[s, t ∈ SMALL(Hm3
), E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

)] =

10r∑
k=0

P[s ∈ SMALL(Hm3
) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3

),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

· P[t ∈ SMALL(Hm3) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3),Σ(e(s, t), k)]

· P[Σ(e(s, t), k) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)] · P[E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)]

+ o(n−10) · P[E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3
)]

≤

(
10r∑
k=0

P[Σ(e(s, t), k) |Σ(E(Ti))]

)
· n0.02(1− p)dH(s)+dH(t) · p|E(Ti)|

3

+ o(n−10) · p|E(Ti)|
3

≤
(
n0.02(1− p)dH(s)+dH(t) + o(n−10)

)
· p|E(Ti)|

3 .

We now take the union bound over all choices of Ti. We first sum over all choices of s, t ∈ V (H), and
then sum over all choices of the remaining vertices and edges in Ti. By summing over all choices of
s, t ∈ V (H), we have

∑
s,t∈V (H)

P[s, t ∈ SMALL(Hm3) |E(Ti) ⊆ E(Hm3)] ≤ n0.02

 ∑
v∈V (H)

(1− p)dH(v)

2

· p|E(Ti)|
3 + o(n−8) · p|E(Ti)|

3

(∗∗)
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Since p = p3 − O(1)
nr−1 , by applying (L2) with γ′ = γ −O(1), we have∑

v∈V (H)

(1− p)dH(v) ≤ n0.01.

Thus,

(∗∗) ≤ n0.05 · p|E(Ti)|
3 .

For each case i = 2, 3, 6, 10, the number of ways to choose Ti, except the choice of s, t, is at most
n|E(Ti)|(r−1)−1. Thus, by the union bound, the probability that case i occurs is at most n|E(Ti)|(r−1)−1 ·
n0.05 · p|E(Ti)|

3 ≤ o(1).

It now suffices to show that after adding m4 − m3 edges uniformly at random to Hm3
, (P3−Hm3)

still holds. Conditioning on (P1) and (P2), the number of vertices that have distance at most 4 from

SMALL(Hm3) is at most n0.1 ·
(
10r
ε log n

)4
< n0.2. The probability that at least one edge in this set

among the m4 −m3 added edges is at most

(m4 −m3)

(
n0.2

2

)
· nr−2

0.9N
= o(1),

by the union bound. Thus, after adding them4−m3 edges, (P3−Hm3) still holds with high probability.

(P4) For a fixed U , there are at most nr−2|U |2 edges in H that intersect U at more than one vertex. Thus,
we have

P[Hp2
/∈ (P4)] ≤

n/
√
logn∑

u=1

(
n

u

)
· P[Bin(nr−2u2, p2) ≥ u(log n)3/4]

(1)

≤
n/

√
logn∑

u=1

(
n

u

)
· exp

(
−
(
2u2 log n

εn

)
·
(

εn

2u(logn)1/4

)
log

(
εn

6u(logn)1/4

))

≤
n/

√
logn∑

u=1

(en
u

)u
· exp

(
−u(logn)3/4 log

(
εn

6u(log n)1/4

))

≤
n/

√
logn∑

u=1

exp

(
u log (en/u)− u(log n)3/4 log

(
εn

6u(log n)1/4

))

≤
n/

√
logn∑

u=1

exp

(
u(1 + log(n/u))− u(logn)3/4 log n+ u(logn)3/4 log

(
6u(logn)1/4

ε

))

≤
n/

√
logn∑

u=1

exp

(
u(logn)3/4

(
−0.9 logn+ log

(
6(log n)1/4

ε

)))

≤
n/

√
logn∑

u=1

exp
(
−0.1u(logn)3/4 · log n

)
≤ 2 · exp

(
−0.1(logn)7/4

)
= o(1),

where the last inequality holds by the sum of a geometric series.

(P5) For a fixed U,W , there are at most nr−2|U ||W | edges in H that intersect U at exactly one vertex and
also intersect W . Without loss of generality, we may assume |W | = 3|U |. Then the probability that
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Hp2 /∈ (P5) can be bounded by

P[Hp2
/∈ (P5)] ≤

n√
log n∑
u=1

(
n

u

)(
n

3u

)
· P[Bin(3nr−2u2, p2) ≥ 0.5εu log n]

(1)

≤

n√
log n∑
u=1

(
n

u

)(
n

3u

)
· exp

(
−
(
6u2 log n

εn

)
·
(
ε2n

12u

)
log

(
ε2n

36u

))

≤

n√
log n∑
u=1

(en
u

)u (en
3u

)3u
· exp

(
−0.5εu logn · log

(
ε2n

36u

))

≤

n√
log n∑
u=1

exp

(
u log

(en
u

)
+ 3u log

(en
3u

)
− 0.5εu logn · log

(
ε2n

36u

))

≤

n√
log n∑
u=1

exp (−u · 0.01ε logn log log n)

≤ 2 · exp(−0.01ε logn log logn) = o(1),

where the last inequality holds by the sum of a geometric series.

(P6) For a fixed U,W , and any u ∈ U , the number of edges in H that are incident to u and intersect W at
fewer than r − 1 vertices is at most ε

2n
r−1 in H. Since the degree of u in H is at least

(
1
2 + ε

)
εnr−1,

the number of edges in H that contain u and intersect W at exactly r− 1 vertices is at least ε2nr−1 in

H. Thus, there are at least ε2nr−1|U | = ε2nr
√
logn

edges that intersect U at exactly one vertex and W at

exactly r − 1 vertices. Therefore, the probability that Hp1
/∈ (P6) can be bounded by

P[Hp1
/∈ (P6)] ≤

(
n
n√
logn

)(
n

(1− ε
2 )n

)
P[Bin

(
ε2nr

√
log n

, p1

)
≤ n(logn)1/3]

(3)

≤
(

n
n√
logn

)(
n

(1− ε
2 )n

)
· exp

(
−ε2

3
n
√
log n

)

≤ (e
√
log n)n/

√
logn

(
e

1− ε
2

)(1− ε
2 )n

· exp
(
−ε2

3
n
√

log n

)
= o(1).

(P7) For fixed U , W , and u ∈ U , since |U | ≤ n
2 , there are at least εn vertices w ∈ W such that dH(u,w) >

εnr−2. Thus, there are at least ε2nr−1 edges in H that contain u and intersect W . Therefore, there are

at least ε3

6rn
r edges that intersect both U and W in H (each edge can be counted at most r− 1 times).

By taking the union bound over all choices of U , we have

P[Hp1 /∈ (P7)] ≤ 2n · P[Bin
(
ε3

6r
nr, p1

)
= 0]

≤ 2n · exp
(
− ε3

6r
n logn

)
= o(1),

We now define a random spanning subgraph Γ0 of G = Hτ2 . Let Ev be the set of edges incident to
v in G and let Fv ⊆ Ev be a random variable defined as follows: If v ∈ SMALL(G), then Fv = Ev. If
v /∈ SMALL(G), Fv is a subset of Ev of size exactly ε8 log n, chosen uniformly at random from all such
subsets. We set the edge set of Γ0 to be E(Γ0) =

⋃
v∈V (G) Fv.

Lemma 3.4. With high probability, Γ0 is an ( εn6 , 2)-expander with at most ε8n logn edges.
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Proof. By the definition of Γ0, it has at most ε8n logn edges deterministically. Thus, it suffices to check
whether Γ0 is an (εn/6, 2)-expander. We assume that (P1)-(P7) hold for G. Let U be a subset of V (Γ0)
and let Y be a set disjoint from U that covers U (that is, every edge with exactly one endpoint in U also has
an endpoint in Y ). We will show that |Y | ≥ 2|U | holds by considering two cases depending on the size of U .

1. n√
logn

≤ |U | ≤ εn
6 .

Let W = V (G)−(U ∪Y ). Assume |Y | < 2|U |. Then |W | ≥
(
1− ε

2

)
n. For a vertex u ∈ U , let Wu ⊆ Eu

be the set of edges which contain u and intersect W in exactly r− 1 vertices. If there exists u ∈ U with
|Eu| ≤ ε8 logn and Wu ̸= ∅, then Fu ∩Wu ̸= ∅ deterministically. Thus, this contradicts the fact that
Y covers U . Let u be a vertex with |Eu| ≥ ε8 log n. Note that by (P1), |Eu| ≤ 10

ε log n. Thus, the
probability that Fu ∩Wu = ∅ is at most

P[Fu ∩Wu = ∅] ≤
(|Eu|−|Wu|

ε8 logn

)( |Eu|
ε8 logn

) ≤
(
|Eu| − |Wu|

|Eu|

)ε8 logn

≤ exp
(
−10ε7(log n)2|Wu|

)
.

Note that for any distinct u, v ∈ U , Wu and Wv are disjoint. Thus, the events {Fu ∩ Wu = ∅}
and {Fv ∩ Wv = ∅} are independent for any distinct u, v ∈ U . In addition, by (P6),

∑
u∈U |Wu| ≥

n(log n)1/3. Therefore, the probability that Y does not cover U is at most

P[
⋃
u∈U

(Fu ∩Wu) = ∅] =
∏
u∈U

P[Fu ∩Wu = ∅] ≤ exp(−10ε7(log n)2
∑
u∈U

|Wu|)

≤ exp(−10ε7(log n)7/3n) = exp(−ω(n)).

There are at most 2n ways to choose U and Y . Therefore, by the union bound, the probability that
there exists a set U with n√

logn
≤ |U | ≤ εn

6 that is covered by a set Y with |Y | ≤ 2|U | is at most

4n · exp(−ω(n)) = o(1).

2. |U | ≤ n√
logn

.

We note that (P4) and (P5) hold for Γ0, because each is a monotonically decreasing property. We
denote U1 := U ∩ SMALL(G) and U2 := U \U1. Let Y1 be the set of vertices in Y adjacent to U1, and
let Y2 := Y \ Y1.

Every edge intersecting U1 in exactly one vertex is a subset of U ∪ Y1, thus U2 ∪ Y1 covers U1. Since
δ(Hτ2) = 2, and by (P3) for Γ0, 2|U1| ≤ |U2| + |Y1| holds. Now, by (P4) for Γ0, there are at least
|U2|(ε8 log n− (logn)3/4) edges intersecting U2 in exactly one vertex. Again, by (P3), there are at least
|U2|(ε8 log n− (log n)3/4 − 1) edges intersecting U2 in exactly one vertex and not intersecting U1 ∪ Y1.
Assume |Y2| ≤ 3|U2|. Then by (P5) for Γ0, there are at most 0.5ε log n|U2| edges intersecting U2 in
exactly one vertex and also intersecting Y2. On the other hand,

|U2|(ε8 log n− (log n)3/4 − 1) < 0.5ε log n|U2|

as ε is sufficiently small. It is a contradiction. Thus, |Y2| ≥ 3|U2|. Therefore, we have

|Y | = |Y1|+ |Y2| ≥ 2|U1| − |U2|+ 3|U2| = 2|U |.

We now prove Lemma 3.1.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. By Lemma 3.4, with high probability, G contains a spanning subgraph Γ0 which is an
( εn6 , 2)-expander with at most 2ε8n logn edges. If Γ0 is connected, then we are done. If Γ0 is not connected,
as Γ0 is an ( εn6 , 2)-expander, the size of each component of Γ0 is at least εn

6 . Thus, Γ0 has at most 6
ε

components. Let C be a component of Γ0. Then by (P7), there is at least one edge intersecting both C and
V (Γ0) \ C. Let Γ1 be the graph obtained from Γ0 by adding that edge. Then the number of components of
Γ1 is strictly smaller than the number of components of Γ0. We repeat this operation at most 6

ε times, and
obtain a connected graph.
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3.2 Proof of Lemma 3.2

We now prove Lemma 3.2. We first prove that any ( εn6 , 2)-expander Γ with at most 2ε8n logn edges has many
booster pairs in H (Lemma 3.5). After proving this, we use the fact that there are sufficiently many BPs of
Γ to prove that G = Hτ2 also has at least one BP for all expanders Γ with few edges w.h.p. (Lemma 3.7).

Lemma 3.5. Let Γ ⊆ H be a non-Hamiltonian ( εn6 , 2)-expander with at most 2ε8n logn edges. Then there
is a set B of booster pairs of Γ, satisfying the following properties:

1. For any e ∈ E(H), there are at most 1
6ε

3nr−1 BPs in B that contain e.

2. |B| ≥ 1
216r5 ε

7n2r−1.

Proof. Let P be a longest Berge path in Γ, and denote P by (s = p0, e0, p1, . . . , eℓ−1, pℓ = t). Let As be
the set of vertices v ∈ V (H) such that dH(s, v) > εnr−2, and define At similarly. By the assumption,
|As|, |At| ≥

(
1
2 + ε

)
n. Let Bs ⊆ As be the set of vertices not contained in P , and similarly define Bt.

Depending on the sizes of Bs and Bt, we consider two cases.

Case 1. |Bs| ≥ 2
3εn or |Bt| ≥ 2

3εn.

Without loss of generality, we may assume |Bs| ≥ 2
3εn. Then there are at least 2

3r ε
2nr−1 edges incident

to s that contain a vertex outside of P . Note that there are at most 2ε8n logn edges in Γ, and there are
at most nr−2 edges incident to both s and t. After removing edges included in Γ or incident to both s
and t, at least 1

2r ε
2nr−1 edges are left. We pick exactly 1

2r ε
2nr−1 of these remaining edges and let such

collection be Es. Note that adding any edge from Es to Γ increases the maximum length of a Berge
path in Γ. Pick exactly |Es| edges incident to t and not contained in Γ ∪ Es, and let the collection of
such edges be Et. Note that Es and Et are disjoint.

A complete bipartite graph Kα,α always has a β-regular spanning subgraph for every β ≤ α. Thus, one
can find a set of booster pairs Bs,t ⊆ Es ×Et such that for each edge e ∈ E(H), the number of BPs in
Bs,t containing e ∈ Es ∪ Et is exactly 1

2r ε
2nr−2. Note that |Bs,t| = 1

4r2 ε
4n2r−3 ≥ 1

6r3 ε
5n2r−3 and for

every (e1, e2) ∈ Bs,t, s ∈ e1 and t ∈ e2.

Case 2. |As \Bs|, |At \Bt| ≥ ( 12 + 1
3ε)n.

Let I be the set of indices i such that pi ∈ At \ Bt, and pi+1 ∈ As \ Bs. By the pigeonhole principle,
|I| ≥ 2

3εn. Let E
′
s,i be the set of edges incident to both s and pi+1, not included in Γ, and not incident

to t or pi. Since Γ has at most 2ε8n logn edges and there are at most 2nr−3 edges incident to both
s and pi+1 and incident to at least one of t, pi, we have |E′

s,i| > 0.5ε2nr−2. Let Es,i be an arbitrary

subset of E′
s,i with size exactly 0.5ε2nr−2. Also, define E′

t,i as the set of edges incident to t and pi, not
included in Γ, and not incident to s or pi+1. Similarly, let Et,i be an arbitrary subset of E′

t,i with size

exactly 0.5ε2nr−2. Then by definition, Es,i, Et,i are disjoint.

For any es ∈ Es,i, et ∈ Et,i, C = P ∪ es ∪ et contains a Berge cycle that covers all the vertices of V (P ).
Thus, any other edge e of Γ that intersects both V (C) and V (H) \ V (C) makes the longest path of
Γ longer by removing e from the Berge cycle if it exists. Since Γ is connected, there exists such an e.
Thus {es, et} is a booster pair.

Let Bs,t,i ⊆ Es,i × Et,i be the set of booster pairs such that for each edge e ∈ E(H), the number
of BPs in Bs,t,i containing e ∈ Es,i ∪ Et,i is exactly 1

2r2 ε
2nr−2. Then |Bs,t,i| = 1

4r2 ε
4n2r−4. Let

Bs,t = ∪i∈IBs,t,i. Note that any booster pair can belong to Bs,t,i for at most r indices i. Since
|I| ≥ 2

3εn, |Bs,t| ≥ 1
6r3 ε

5n2r−3. Note that for each e ∈ E(H), there are at most r indices i such that
there exists a booster pair B containing e and B ∈ Bs,t,i. Thus, the number of booster pairs in Bs,t

that contain e is at most 1
2r ε

2nr−2. We also note that for every (e1, e2) ∈ Bs,t, s ∈ e1 and t ∈ e2.

For a fixed s, by Lemma 2.1, there are at least εn
6 vertices ti such that there exists a longest path from s

to ti. We pick exactly εn
6 of them. For each ti, again by Lemma 2.1, there exist exactly εn

6 vertices si,j such
that there exists a longest path from si,j to ti.

Let

B =
⋃

1≤i,j≤ εn
6

Bsi,j ,ti .
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Since each BP is counted at most r2 times in B, the size of B is |B| ≥ 1
r2 · ε2n2

36 · 1
6r3 ε

5n2r−3 = 1
216r5 ε

7n2r−1.
For an edge e ∈ E(H), let e = {v1, . . . , vr}. Each vi can play the role of s or t, and by path rotation, there
are at most 2r · εn

6 pairs (s′, t′) such that there exists a BP containing e and contained in Bs′,t′ . Thus, the
number of BPs containing e that belong to B is at most 1

6ε
3nr−1. Therefore, B satisfies both properties.

We now prove that G = Hτ2 contains at least one booster pair for any ( εn6 , 2)-expander Γ with at most
2ε8n logn edges w.h.p. Fix an expander Γ ⊆ G. Let X = (V,E) be an auxiliary graph with V (X) = E(H)
and E(X) as the set of booster pairs B with respect to Γ defined as in the above lemma.

Let Xp be the probability space of induced subgraphs of X, where each vertex is retained with probability
p and erased with probability 1− p, independently of all other vertices.

Lemma 3.6. Let p3 ≤ p ≤ p4. Then P[E(Xp) = ∅] ≤ 2 · exp (−0.4αnrp) where α = ε7/
(
216r5

(
1
r! +

ε3

2

))
.

Proof. For a subset S ⊆ V = V (X), let a vertex x ∈ V \ (S ∪NX(S)) be S-useful if |NX(x) \ (S ∪NX(S))| ≥
α · nr−1.

Claim 5. Let S ⊆ V be a subset such that |S| ≤ αnr, |NX(S)| ≤ 2αnr. Then the set A ⊆ V (X) \ S of all
S-useful vertices has size at least αnr.

Proof. Since ∆(X) ≤ 1
6ε

3nr−1, there are at most α
2 ε

3n2r−1 edges of X with at least one end in S ∪NX(S).
Thus

eX(V \ (S ∪NX(S))) ≥ |E(X)| − α

2
ε3n2r−1 ≥ 1

216r5
ε7n2r−1 − α

2
ε3n2r−1.

On the other hand,

eX(V \ (S ∪NX(S))) ≤ ∆(X) · |A|+ αnr−1 · |V | ≤ 1

6
ε3nr−1 · |A|+ α

(
n

r

)
nr−1 ≤ 1

6
ε3nr−1 · |A|+ α · n

2r−1

r!
.

Thus |A| ≥ αnr.

Let v1, . . . , vm be an arbitrary ordering of V (X). Let S0 = T0 = ∅, and we do the following operation
from i = 1 to i = m. For each i, we define Si and Ti as follows:

Si =

{
Si−1 ∪ {vi} if vi is Ti−1-useful

Si−1 otherwise

and

Ti =

{
Ti−1 ∪ {vi} if vi is Ti−1-useful and vi ∈ Xp

Ti−1 otherwise

Equivalently, Ti = Si ∩ V (Xp). We repeat this operation until |Si| ≥ αnr or |NX(Ti)| ≥ 2αnr. If
|Tm| ≤ |Sm| < αnr and |NX(Tm)| < 2αnr, then by Theorem 5, there exist at least αnr Tm-useful vertices.
If a vertex vj is Tm-useful, then it is Tj-useful. Thus, such a vj is contained in Sm. As |Sm| < αnr, this
is a contradiction. Therefore, the process always ends with either |Si| ≥ αnr or |NX(Ti)| ≥ 2αnr for some
i ∈ [m]. Let t be an integer such that the operation terminates at step t, and let S = St, T = Tt. Let Σ
be the event that the operation ends with |NX(T )| ≥ 2αnr. We note that by the definition of Ti-useful,
|NX(Ti)| ≥ |Ti| · αnr−1 for all i ∈ [m]. Thus, if Σ holds, then |T | < 2n. In addition, we observe that in the
i-th step, the event that vi is Ti−1-useful depends on Xp but conditioned on the event that vi is Ti−1-useful,
the event that vi is in Ti is independent of vj ∈ V (Xp) for all j ̸= i. On the other hand, if Σ holds, then
|S| ≥ αnr. Therefore, the probability of Σ is at most

P[Σ] ≤ P [Bin (αnr, p) < 2n]
(3)

≤ exp (−0.4αnrp) .

We now bound the probability that Xp does not contain an edge, conditioned on Σ. We fix a vertex vj /∈ S.
Then either j > t or vj is not Sj−1-useful. Thus, in the construction of the process, the event that vj ∈ V (Xp)
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does not affect the choice of T ∩{vj+1, . . . , vm}. Therefore, the event that vj ∈ V (Xp) occurs with probability
p for any condition on a given T . In addition, all such events are mutually independent under the condition on
a given T . If Σ holds, then |S| ≤ αnr and |NX(T )| ≥ 2αnr. Thus, the probability that NX(T ) ∩ V (Xp) = ∅
is

P[NX(T ) ∩ V (Xp) = ∅ |Σ] ≤ P [Bin (αnr, p) = 0]
(3)

≤ exp (−0.4αnrp) .

Note that E(Xp) = ∅ implies that either Σ or Σ ∧ {NX(T ) ∩ V (Xp) = ∅} holds. Therefore, the probability
of {E(Xp) = ∅} is at most

P[E(Xp) = ∅] ≤ P[Σ] + P[NX(T ) ∩ V (Xp) = ∅ |Σ] · P[Σ]
≤ P[Σ] + P[NX(T ) ∩ V (Xp) = ∅ |Σ]
≤ 2 · exp (−0.4αnrp) .

The next step is proving that Hp has a booster pair for not only a specific expander, but also all ( εn6 , 2)-
expander with at most 2ε8n logn edges.

Lemma 3.7. Let p3 ≤ p ≤ p4. Then Hp has a booster pair for any ( εn6 , 2)- expander with at most 2ε8n logn

edges with probability at least 1− n−ω(1).

Proof. Let E be the event that there exists an ( εn6 , 2)-expander Γ with at most 2ε8 logn edges such that Hp

does not have a booster pair with respect to Γ. Then E occurs when there exists Γ such that Γ ⊆ Hp and
Hp has no booster pair with respect to Γ. By taking the sum over all possible choices of Γ, we have

P[E ] ≤
2ε8n logn∑

i=1

(
N

i

)
pi · 2 exp (−0.4αnrp)

≤
2ε8n logn∑

i=1

(
enrp

r!i

)i

· 2 exp (−0.4αnrp) . (∗ ∗ ∗)

Since
(

enrp
r!(i+1)

)i+1

/
(

enrp
r!i

)i
= enrp

r! · 1
(1+1/i)i(i+1) > 2 for i ≤ 2ε8n logn, (∗ ∗ ∗) can be bounded by

(∗ ∗ ∗) ≤ 4ε8n logn

(
enrp

2r!ε8n logn

)2ε8n logn

· 2 exp(−0.4αnrp)

≤ 8ε8n logn
( e

r!ε9

)2ε8n logn

· exp(−0.4αn log n)

≤ 8ε8n logn · exp
(
(2ε8 log

e

r!ε9
− 0.4α)n logn

)
= n−ω(1),

as α = ε7/
(
216r5

(
1
r! +

2ε3

3

))
and ε is small enough.

We now complete the proof of Lemma 3.2.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Let Em be the event thatHm contains an ( εn6 , 2)-expander with at most 2ε8n logn edges
for which Hm does not have a booster pair. Since m3 ≤ τ2 ≤ m4 with probability 1− o(1) by Lemma 2.6,

P[Eτ2 ] ≤ o(1) +

m4∑
m=m3

P[Em] ≤ o(1) + 3(m4 −m3) · n−ω(1) = o(1).
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[19] L. Pósa. Hamiltonian circuits in random graphs. Discrete Mathematics, 14(4):359–364, 1976.

19


	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	The Chernoff bound
	Pósa rotation
	Asymptotic equivalence of random models
	Threshold of 2({Ht})
	General bound
	Tighter bound


	Proof of theorem: berge
	Proof of lem31
	Proof of lem32


