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Abstract. The Prague dimension of a graph G is defined as the minimum number of

complete graphs whose direct product contains G as an induced subgraph. Introduced

in the 1970s by Nešetřil, Pultr, and Rödl – and motivated by the work of Dushnik and

Miller, as well as by the induced Ramsey theorem – determining the Prague dimension

of a graph is a notoriously hard problem. In this paper, we show that for all ε > 0 and

p such that n−1+ε ≤ p ≤ n−ε, with high probability the Prague dimension of Gn,p is

Θε(pn), which improves upon a recent result by Molnar, Rödl, Sales and Schacht.

Inspired by the work of Bennett and Bohman, our approach centres on analysing a

random greedy process that builds an independent set of size Ω(p−1 log pn) by iteratively

selecting vertices uniformly at random from the common non-neighbourhood of those

already chosen. Using the differential equation method, we show that every non-edge is

essentially equally likely to be covered by this process, which is key to establishing our

bound.

1. Introduction

Motivated by the work of Dushnik and Miller, as well as by the induced Ramsey

theorem [6, 8, 27], Nešetřil, Pultr and Rödl [22, 23] introduced the notion of the Prague

dimension of a graph in the 1970s. For a graph G, the Prague dimension pdim(G) is

defined as the minimum number of complete graphs whose direct product contains G as

an induced subgraph. This is closely related to idim(G), defined as the minimum number

of partial clique factors whose union equals G, the complement of G. In fact, Nešetřil

and Rödl [23] showed that for every graph G, we have

idim(G) ≤ pdim(G) ≤ idim(G) + 1.(1)

In 1977, Lovász, Nešetřil, and Pultr [18] showed that a graph on n ≥ 2 vertices has

Prague dimension at most n − 1 and classified all graphs which achieve this bound.

General upper and lower bounds were obtained by Alon [1], who proved that if G is

a graph on n vertices with minimum degree at least 1 and maximum degree ∆, then

log(n/∆)/ log 2 ≤ pdim(G) = O(∆2 log n); all our asymptotic expressions are meant as

n → ∞, and all logarithms are natural. The upper bound was later improved by Eaton

and Rödl [7], who showed that

pdim(G) = O(∆ log n).

Moreover, they proved that this is best possible up to a factor of 1/(log∆+log log(n/2∆)).

When ∆ is a constant, these results provide the order of magnitude of pdim(G). Precise
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asymptotics are known for matchings, trees and cycles [1, 18, 25], hypercubes [17] and

Kneser graphs K(n, k) for constant values of k [26]. For more details, we refer the reader

to [14].

Nešetřil and Rödl [21] pioneered the study of the Prague dimension of random graphs

by showing that the Prague dimension of Gn,p is Ωp(n/ log n) with high probability for

constant values of p. Many years later, Guo, Patton and Warnke [13] managed to obtain

a matching upper bound by using a Pippenger–Spencer [24] type edge-colouring result

for random hypergraphs with large uniformities. More recently, Molnar, Rödl, Sales

and Schacht [20] studied the Prague dimension of sparse random graphs. Via a double

counting argument, they showed that for p ≫ n−2, we have1

pdim(Gn,p) ≥
pn log 1

p

5 log n
(2)

with high probability. Furthermore, by analysing the distribution of independent sets

in Gn,p, they showed that for all ε > 0 and p such that n−1/3 log4/3 n ≪ p ≪ n−ε, we have

pdim(Gn,p) = Θε(pn) with high probability. In our first main result, we prove an upper

bound that is valid for almost the entire range of p.

Theorem 1.1. Let2 ε ∈ (0, 1) and (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p < n−ε. Then, with high probability

we have

pdim(Gn,p) = Oε

(
pn log n

log pn

)
.

In particular, by combining our result with the lower bound in (2), we obtain that for

all ε > 0 and p such that n−1+ε ≤ p ≤ n−ε, with high probability the Prague dimension

of Gn,p is Θε(pn). As it is crucial for our analysis to have concentration on the degrees

of all vertices in Gn,p, we note that n−1 log n is a natural barrier for the range of p our

method can handle.

To prove Theorem 1.1, instead of working directly with the Prague dimension, we

use (1) and upper bound idim(Gn,p). Our main idea is to select independent sets with

size proportional to α(Gn,p) via a random greedy process which takes one vertex at a

time uniformly at random from the common non-neighbourhood of the vertices already

chosen. We then control the probability that a given vertex and a given non-edge are

covered by an independent set generated by our process.

Our strategy is inspired by the work of Bennett and Bohman [2], who use a random

greedy independent set process to lower bound the independence number of regular hy-

pergraphs under certain degree and codegree conditions. For graphs, we also improve on

their work by handling pseudorandom graphs with logarithmic degrees rather than regu-

lar graphs with degrees growing polynomially with the number of vertices. Our analysis

is done via the differential equation method, which was popularised in the combinatorial

community by Wormald [28, 29]. As can be seen in the references given in [29], the roots

1For any two functions f and g, we write f ≪ g to mean f = o(g).
2In all our statements, ε is a fixed constant and n tends to infinity.
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of the method may be traced back further, see for example the works of Kurtz [16] and

Karp and Sipser [15].

Our methods also allow us to bound the minimum number of independent sets needed

to cover all the non-edges of G = Gn,p, denoted by θ1(G). Initially, one may conjecture

that with high probability θ1(G) should be of order n2/α(G)2 for all values of p, which

corresponds to the size of a ‘near’ optimal clique cover of G. Frieze and Reed [10],

by improving the results of Bollobás, Erdős, Spencer, and West [4], showed that this is

indeed the case for constant values of p. Surprisingly, this is not true for the sparse range.

In [13], Guo, Patton and Warnke proved that for any fixed ε > 0 and n−1 ≪ p ≤ 1− ε,

with high probability we have

θ1(Gn,p) = Ω

(
n2 log 1

p

α2(Gn,p)

)
.

It is worth mentioning that due to the work of Matula [19], Bollobás and Erdős [3],

Grimmett and McDiarmid [12], and Frieze [11], we know that the size of the largest

independent set in Gn,p is of order Θ(p−1 log pn) for n−1 ≪ p ≤ 1− ε, for any fixed ε > 0.

Also note that log 1
p
= Θε(log n) for n

−1 ≪ p ≪ n−ε.

Recently, Molnar, Rödl, Sales and Schacht [20] obtained a matching upper bound for

every ε > 0 and p such that n−1/2 log5/4 n ≪ p ≪ n−ε. Their argument heavily relies on

the fact that the number of independent sets inGn,p is concentrated around its expectation

with high probability. As this no longer holds for p ≪ n−1/2 (see Corollary 19 in [5]),

there is a barrier at n−1/2 for the range of p their method can handle. Our second main

theorem overcomes this natural barrier and extends their result to a much wide range

of p.

Theorem 1.2. Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p < n−ε. Then, with high probability

we have

θ1(Gn,p) = Θε

(
n2 log n

α2(Gn,p)

)
.

It is worth noting we were only able to overcome the previous obstacles because for

many host graphs the independent set generated by our random greedy process is not

uniformly distributed. As an example, let 1 ≪ k ≪ n and take a complete bipartite

graph K[A,B] with |A| = n/3 and |B| = 2n/3. Now let I be a uniformly-chosen random

independent k-set and let J be the independent set generated by our random greedy

process. One can check that if u, v ∈ A, then P [u, v ∈ I] ≪ P [u, v ∈ J ].

Now let us mention some of the historic background related to θ1. In the 1960s, Erdős,

Goodman and Pósa [9] introduced the parameter θ1(G), defined as the minimum number

of cliques required to cover all the edges of G. Notice that θ1(G) = θ1(G), and hence one

may think of θ1(G) and θ1(G) as the dual versions of each other. In [9], the authors showed

that θ1(G) ≤ ⌊n2/4⌋ for every n-vertex graph G, which is attained by balanced complete

bipartite graphs. In 1994, Alon [1] showed that if G is a n-vertex graph with maximum

degree ∆, then θ1(G) = O(∆2 log n). Eaton and Rödl [7] showed that this bound is close

to best possible, as there are n-vertex graphs G with θ1(G) = Ω(∆2 log n/ log∆).
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Frieze and Reed [10] showed that with high probability θ1(Gn,p) = Θp(n
2/ log n) for

constant values of p. Guo, Patton and Warnke [13] extended these results much further

by showing that for every fixed γ ∈ (0, 1) and p such that n−2 ≤ p ≤ 1 − γ, with high

probability, we have θ1(Gn,p) = Θ(n2p/ log21/p n). As results in [13] left the range where p

tends to 1 open, it is more convenient to just consider θ1(Gn,p) for p tending to 0.

The rest of the paper is divided as follows. In Section 2, we present the proofs of

our main theorems; in Section 3, we analyse our random greedy independent set process

using the differential equation method; in Section 4, we prove the main technical result

of the paper, namely Theorem 3.1; and in Section 5, we present some tools and standard

lemmas that will be used in the analysis of our random process.

2. Proofs of the main theorems

We consider the following random process, which we call the random greedy independent

set process. Given a graph G, we select vertices at random from its vertex set as follows.

We choose v1 uniformly at random in V (G). For i ≥ 2, we choose vi uniformly at random

from the common non-neighbourhood of v1, . . . , vi−1 in G, which is defined as

N c
G({v1, . . . , vi−1}) := V (G) \

i−1⋃
j=1

(
{vj} ∪NG(vj)

)
.(3)

If such a vertex does not exist, we stop the process. For each step i before stopping, we

denote by Ii(G) the random independent set {v1, . . . , vi} built by this process.

Here we are mainly interested in analysing this random process for (ε, p)-typical graphs.

To this end, for p ∈ (0, 1) and n, i positive integers, we set

f0(n, p) := 4 log n

√
log pn

pn
+ p and fi(n, p) :=

(
1 + 16p

1− p

)i

f0(n, p).

We write fi(n, p) = fi whenever the parameters n and p are clear from the context. We

choose the growth rate of fi so that, up to an appropriate stopping time, the process(
di(v)− (1 + fi)(1− p)ipn

)
i
is a supermartingale for all v; see Lemma 3.2 and (19). The

initial value f0 is determined by an application of Freedman’s inequality in this analysis;

see Theorem 3.1 and (24).

We say that a graph G on n vertices is (ε, p)-typical if it satisfies the following three

properties:

(P1) For every set S ⊆ V (G) of size at most εp−1 log pn, we have3

|N c
G(S)| =

(
1± f|S|

)
(1− p)|S|n.

(P2) For every vertex v ∈ V (G), we have

dG(v) =

(
1± f0

2

)
pn.

3We use the notation x = a± b for x ∈ [a− b, a+ b].
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(P3) For all pairs of distinct vertices u, v ∈ V (G), we have

|NG(u) ∩NG(v)| ≤ ∆2 := 4p2n+ 27 log n.

We omit G from the notation when it is clear from the context.

Our next lemma states that, for the range of p we are interested in, Gn,p is (ε, p)-typical

with high probability.

Lemma 2.1. Let ε ∈ (0, 2−10) and (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p < n−ε. Then, Gn,p is (ε, p)-typical

with probability at least 1−O(n−3).

The proof of Lemma 2.1 is somewhat standard, and hence we postpone it to the end of

the paper (Section 5). Our next theorem gives the asymptotic value for the probability

that a given vertex and a given non-edge of an (ε, p)-typical graph G is covered by Ik(G),

that is, the independent set generated by our random greedy process, for p in the range

of interest and k = ε2−10p−1 log pn (throughout the article, we omit roundings if they

do not affect the argument). This is a key ingredient in the proof of both Theorems 1.1

and 1.2.

Theorem 2.2. Let ε ∈ (0, 2−10) and (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p < n−ε. Let G be an n-vertex

(ε, p)-typical graph and k = ε2−10p−1 log pn. Then, for all distinct u, v ∈ V (G) such that

uv /∈ E(G), we have

P [v ∈ Ik] =
(
1 + oε(1)

)k
n

and P [u, v ∈ Ik] =
(
1 + oε(1)

)(k

n

)2

.

In Theorem 2.2, showing that P [v ∈ Ik] = Θε(k/n) is essentially equivalent to proving

that for every i ∈ [k] := {1, . . . , k} we have P [vi = v] = Θε(1/n) (similarly for the

probability that u, v ∈ Ik). For the event {vi = v} to occur, it is necessary that none

of the vertices v1, . . . , vi−1 is adjacent to v. By invoking property (P1) of (ε, p)-typical

graphs, one can show that for each j, the probability that vj is not a neighbour of v

given that {v1, . . . , vj−1} ⊆ N c(v), is of order (1± 2fj)(1− p). Unfortunately, this rough

estimate is insufficient to deduce that P [vi = v] = Θε(1/n) for all i ∈ [k], since the error

terms accumulate and the sum f1 + . . . + fk = eΘ(pk)p−1f0 does not tend to zero as n

grows.

In order to overcome this difficulty, we use the differential equation method to have

a refined control on the degrees of all vertices in the subgraph Gj induced by Vj =

N c(v1, . . . , vj) for every j ∈ [k]. Roughly speaking, in Theorem 3.1 we show that with

high probability for every j ∈ [k], every vertex in Vj has degree (1 ± fj)p|Vj| in Gj. In

particular, one can show that for each j, the probability that vj is not a neighbour of v

given that {v1, . . . , vj−1} ⊆ N c(v), is of order 1−(1±2fj)p. As f1+ . . .+fk = o(p−1), this

new estimate plus some careful analysis allows us to derive Theorem 2.2. See Section 4

for more details.

Before proceeding with the proof of Theorem 1.1, we review the necessary background

on the Prague dimension, which is closely related to the parameter idim. For a graph G,
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idim(G) is the smallest integer t such that there are collections of vertex-disjoint subsets

Ij = (Ij,1, . . . , Ij,rj) of V (G) for j ∈ [t] so that

E(G) =

(
V (G)

2

)
\
⋃
j∈[t]

⋃
i∈[rj ]

(
Ij,i
2

)
.

Here, we denote by
(
A
2

)
the set of all pairs of elements of a set A.

Proof of Theorem 1.1, assuming Lemma 2.1 and Theorem 2.2. Let G be an (ε, p)-typical

graph on n vertices. We set

k := ε2−10p−1 log pn, s := nk−1 and t := Cεnk
−1 log n,

where Cε > 0 is some large constant to be chosen later. We aim to use (1) and, in order to

do so, we use many independent instances of the random greedy independent set process

described above. As every non-edge is essentially equally likely to be covered, a log n

factor overhead is sufficient to cover all non-edges with high probability.

Let
(
Ji,j : i ∈ [t], j ∈ [s]

)
be a collection of ts independent copies of Ik = Ik(G). For

each i ∈ [t], define Ii to be the collection of vertex-disjoint subsets of V (G) given by

Ii,j := Ji,j \
(
Ji,1 ∪ · · · ∪ Ji,j−1

)
for all j ∈ [s]. By (1), it suffices to show that with high probability every non-edge of G

is covered by some Ii,j. For i ∈ [t], the probability that a given non-edge uv is covered

by an independent set in the partition Ii is equal to

s∑
j=1

P [u, v ∈ Ii,j] =
s∑

j=1

P [u, v ∈ Ji,j]
∏

ℓ≤j−1

P [{u, v} ∩ Ji,ℓ = ∅]

=
s∑

j=1

P [u, v ∈ Ik]P [{u, v} ∩ Ik = ∅]j−1 .(4)

By the inclusion-exclusion principle, the probability that neither u nor v is covered by Ik

is

P [{u, v} ∩ Ik = ∅] = 1− P [u ∈ Ik]− P [v ∈ Ik] + P [u, v ∈ Ik]

= 1−Θε

(
k

n

)
= 1−Θε(s

−1).(5)

Here we use Theorem 2.2 and the bound k = o(n), which follows from the fact that

p ≫ n−1 log n.

By combining (4), (5) and Theorem 2.2, we obtain that the probability that a given

non-edge uv is covered by some Ii,j in Ii is of order

Θε

(
k2

n2

) s∑
j=1

(
1−Θε

(
s−1
))j−1

= Θε

(
k

n

)(
1−

(
1−Θε

(
s−1
))s)

= Θε

(
k

n

)
.(6)

In the first inequality, we use that
∑s−1

j=0(1− q)j = q−1(1− (1− q)s) for all q ∈ (0, 1); in

the last equality, we use that s = n/k, and hence (1− (1−Θε(s
−1))s) = Θε(1).
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It follows from (6) that

P [{u, v} ̸⊆ Ii,j for all j ∈ [t]] =

(
1−Θε

(
k

n

))t

≤ n−3.(7)

In the last inequality, we choose Cε large enough so that the corresponding probability is

at most n−3.

By the union bound, we conclude that for any (ε, p)-typical graph G, the probability

that some non-edge of G is not covered by any Ii,j with i ∈ [t] and j ∈ [s] is at most

n−1. As Gn,p is (ε, p)-typical with probability at least 1 − O(n−3) by Lemma 2.1, this

concludes the proof. □

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2, assuming Lemma 2.1 and Theorem 2.2. Since α(Gn,p) is of order

p−1 log pn (see [3, 11, 12, 19]), it suffices to show that with high probability we can find

a collection of Oε(n
2p2 log n log−2 pn) independent sets covering all non-edges of Gn,p.

Let G be an (ε, p)-typical graph on n vertices and set k = ε2−10p−1 log pn. By Theo-

rem 2.2, for all uv /∈ E(Gn,p), we have P [u, v ∈ Ik] ≥ k2n−2/2, where Ik = Ik(G) is the

random independent as defined at the beginning of Section 2.

Set t = 6k−2n2 log n and let I
(1)
k , . . . , I

(t)
k be independent copies of Ik. We have

P
[
{u, v} ̸⊆ I

(j)
k for all j ∈ [t]

]
=

t∏
j=1

P
[
{u, v} ̸⊆ I

(j)
k

]
≤
(
1− k2

2n2

)t

≤ e−3 logn

for every non-edge uv of an (ε, p)-typical graphG. AsGn,p is (ε, p)-typical with probability

at least 1−O(n−3) by Lemma 2.1, this together with the union bound over all non-edges

of Gn,p shows that with high probability at most t independent sets are needed to cover

all non-edges of Gn,p. □

3. The random greedy independent set process

In this section, we analyse the random greedy independent set process described in

Section 2 and show that, with high probability, the degrees of the vertices which are

active at step i are close to their expected trajectories.

Let ε ∈ (0, 2−10) be a fixed constant, n be sufficiently large, (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p < n−ε,

G an (ε, p)-typical graph on n vertices and set

k =
ε log pn

210p
.

To simplify notation in our analysis, we set G0 = G, I0 = ∅ and V0 = V (G0). For i ≥ 1,

we set

Vi := N c({v1, . . . , vi}), Ii := {v1, . . . , vi} and Gi = G[Vi].

Note that Ii is the independent set built until step i, Vi is the set of available (or active)

vertices at step i and Gi is the subgraph of G0 induced by Vi. In addition, Vi ∩ Ii = ∅ for

all i.
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For i ≥ 0 and u, v ∈ Vi, we denote by Ni(v) the neighbourhood of v in Gi and we set

di(v) = |Ni(v)| and di(u, v) =
∣∣Ni(u) ∩Ni(v)

∣∣.
We would like to track the evolution of di(v) for every vertex in V0 and show that it is

well-behaved. For this to be possible, the first step is to define an expected trajectory.

For i ≥ 0, we set

d̃i := (1− p)ipn.(8)

Let us also recall the definition of the error terms that we use to control the deviation

of the actual degrees from the expected trajectory. For i ≥ 0, we set

f0 := 4 log n

√
log pn

pn
+ p and fi :=

(
1 + 16p

1− p

)i

f0.(9)

Note that the error is increasing, yet we have

fi−1 < fi ≤ fk ≤ (pn)2
−5εf0 = o(1) and

1

1± fi
= 1± 3

2
fi(10)

for all i ∈ [k] and (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p < n−ε. To derive the inequality fk ≤ (pn)2
−5εf0, we

simply use that (1 + 16p)(1− p)−1 ≤ 1 + 25p ≤ e2
5p. It follows from (P1) that

|Vi| = (1± fi)(1− p)in.(11)

for all i ∈ [k]. Other useful estimates are

(1− 3p)k ≥ e−8pk ≥ (np)−2−7ε ≥ n−2−7(ε−ε2) ≥ n−2−7ε and fi > f0 ≥ n−1/2(12)

for all i ∈ [k]. Above we use that 1− x ≥ e−2x for all x ∈ (0, 1/2).

We also recall that ∆2 = 4p2n + 27 log n is the error function used to control the size

of the common neighbourhood of any two distinct vertices in V0, see (P3). By our choice

of p and fi, note that

∆2 = O(1)max{p2n, log n} ≪ 4pn log n

√
log pn

pn
+ p = f0d̃0.

To see this, note that p < p1/2 and (pn)−1 ≪ (pn)−1/2. Thus,

1 ≤ ∆2 ≪ f0d̃0 < fid̃i(13)

for all i ≥ 1. The estimate

(1± fi)d̃i ± 1 =

(
1± 4

3
fi

)
d̃i(14)

for all i ≥ 0 shall also be useful in our analysis.

Our ultimate goal in this section is to show the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Let ε ∈ (0, 2−10) and (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p < n−ε. Let G be an n-vertex

(ε, p)-typical graph and k = ε2−10p−1 log pn. Then, the following holds for all sufficiently

large n. With probability at least 1 − n−2−11 log pn, in the random greedy independent set

process, we have

di(v) = (1± fi)d̃i
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for all v ∈ Vi and all i ∈ [k − 1].

If v ∈ Vi, then di(v) = |N(v) ∩ N c({v1, . . . , vi})|. When G = Gn,p and the vertices v

and v1, . . . , vi are fixed, di(v) is a binomial random variable with parameters n− i−1 and

(1 − p)ip. Thus, one may hope to combine Chernoff’s inequality with the union bound

to prove Theorem 3.1 in the case where G = Gn,p. However, by doing so, one would

obtain an upper bound which decays at least as exp(−pn + i log n) for the probability

that di(v) ̸= (1± fi)d̃i for some v. For i = k, this tends to 0 only if p ≥ n−1/2+o(1).

The random greedy independent set process helps to overcome the limitations of the

union bound when p is significantly smaller than n−1/2. A ‘typical’ selection of v1, . . . , vi
allows us to use the differential equation method to show that, with high probability, the

degrees of vertices in Vi remain close to their expected values. Notably, n−1 log n emerges

as a natural threshold for the range of p where our method applies. This threshold ensures

that the degrees in the host graph, such as Gn,p, remain close to the average degree – an

essential condition for our approach.

Let τ be the minimum between k and the first time i that di(v) ̸= (1± fi)d̃i for some

v ∈ Vi. For a vertex v ∈ V0, we set

σv = min{i : v /∈ Vi} and ρv = min{τ, σv − 1}.(15)

For each v ∈ V0, we define the random processes (X−
v,i)i≥0 and (X+

v,i)i≥0 as follows: for

⊕ ∈ {−1, 1}, let

X⊕
v,i =

{
di(v)− d̃i ⊕ fid̃i, if i ≤ ρv

dρv(v)− d̃ρv ⊕ fρv d̃ρv , if i > ρv.

We set (Fi)i≥0 to be its natural filtration, that is, Fi is the σ-algebra generated by the

random variables X0, . . . , Xi.

For every sequence (hi)i≥0 and every i ≥ 1, define ∆hi = hi − hi−1 to be the increment

of h (sometimes also called discrete derivative). Our next lemma shows that the random

processes (X−
v,i)i≥0 and (−X+

v,i)i≥0 are supermartingales. We also provide upper bounds

for the absolute value of the increment and the expected increment of both processes.

Recall that a discrete random process (Zi,Fi)i≥0 in a probability space (Ω,F ,P) is a

supermartingale if E [Zi | Fi−1] ≤ Zi−1 for every i ≥ 1.

Lemma 3.2. For every i ≥ 1 and v ∈ V0, we have

(i) E
[
∆X−

v,i|Fi−1

]
≤ 0 and E

[
∆X+

v,i|Fi−1

]
≥ 0;

(ii) E
[
|∆X⊕

v,i|
∣∣Fi−1

]
≤ 3pd̃i−1;

(iii) maxi |∆X⊕
v,i| ≤ 6p2n+ 27 log n.

Proof. We have ∆(X⊕
v,i) = 0 if i ≥ ρv + 1 = min{τ, σv − 1}+ 1. In other words, if either

i ≥ τ + 1 or i ≥ σv, then ∆(X⊕
v,i) = 0. Therefore,

∆(X⊕
v,i) = ∆(X⊕

v,i)1{τ≥i, σv>i} and E
[
∆X⊕

v,i|Fi−1

]
= E

[
∆(X⊕

v,i)1{σv>i}|Fi−1

]
1{τ≥i}.

In the second equality we use that the event {τ ≥ i} is Fi−1-measurable.
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The event {σv > i} occurs if and only if v ∈ Vi. Moreover, v ∈ Vi if and only if v ∈ Vi−1

and vi /∈ Ni−1[v] := Ni−1(v) ∪ {v}. Thus, we can write

∆(X⊕
v,i)1{σv>i} =

(
− di−1(vi, v)−∆d̃i ⊕∆(fid̃i)

)
1{σv>i}

=
∑

u∈Vi−1\Ni−1[v]

(
− di−1(u, v)−∆d̃i⊕∆(fid̃i)

)
1{vi=u}1{v∈Vi−1}.(16)

For simplicity, for every non-negative j and v ∈ Vj, we set

Mv,j :=
∑

u∈Vj\Nj [v]

dj(u, v) and qv,j := P [vj+1 /∈ Nj[v]] = 1− dj(v) + 1

|Vj|
.

As P [vi = u] = |Vi−1|−1 for all u ∈ Vi−1 and the choice of vi is independent from the

σ-algebra Fi−1, it follows from (16) that

E
[
∆(X⊕

v,i)1{σv>i}|Fi−1

]
= −

Mv,i−11{v∈Vi−1}

|Vi−1|
+
(
−∆d̃i ⊕∆(fid̃i)

)
qv,i−11{v∈Vi−1}(17)

and that

E
[
|∆(X⊕

v,i)1{σv>i}|
∣∣Fi−1

]
≤

Mv,i−11{v∈Vi−1}

|Vi−1|
+ |∆d̃i|+ |∆(fid̃i)|.(18)

Note that ∆d̃i = −pd̃i−1, as d̃i = (1− p)ipn (by (8)), and

∆(fid̃i) = fi∆d̃i + d̃i−1∆fi = ((1− p)fi − fi−1)d̃i−1 = 16fi−1pd̃i−1,(19)

as fi =
(
1+16p
1−p

)i
f0 (see (9)). If the event {τ ≥ i, v ∈ Vi−1} occurs, then it follows

from (10), (11) and (14) that

qv,i−1 = 1− (1± fi−1)d̃i−1 + 1

(1± fi−1)(1− p)i−1n
= 1− p± 3fi−1p.(20)

Now, note that if the event {τ ≥ i, v ∈ Vi−1} occurs, then by (19) and (20) we obtain(
−∆d̃i ⊕∆(fid̃i)

)
qv,i−1 = (1⊕ 16fi−1)(1− p± 3fi−1p)pd̃i−1

= (1 + (⊕16± 1)fi−1)pd̃i−1.(21)

Above, we use that p ≪ f0 < fi−1.

Next, we estimate Mv,i−1. Observe that Mv,i−1 equals the number of edges in Gi−1

which have one endpoint in Ni−1(v) and another in Vi−1 \ Ni−1[v]. By double-counting,

we obtain

Mv,i−1 =
∑

u∈Vi−1\Ni−1[v]

di−1(u, v) =
∑

u∈Ni−1(v)

di−1(u)− di−1(v)− 2eGi−1
(Ni−1(v)),(22)

where eGi−1
(Ni−1(v)) denotes the number of edges induced by Gi−1 in the set Ni−1(v). If

the event {τ ≥ i} occurs, then we can replace di−1(u) by (1±fi−1)d̃i−1 for all u ∈ Ni−1[v]
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in (22). By using that 2e(Ni−1(v)) ≤ di−1(v)∆2 by (P3), we obtain that if the event

{τ ≥ i, v ∈ Vi−1} occurs, then it follows from (10)–(14) and (22) that

Mv,i−1

|Vi−1|
=

(1± fi−1)d̃i−1

|Vi−1|

(
(1± fi−1)d̃i−1 − 1±∆2

)
= (1± fi−1)

(
1± 3

2
fi−1

)
p

((
1± 4

3
fi−1

)
d̃i−1 + o(fi−1d̃i−1)

)
= (1± 4fi−1)pd̃i−1.(23)

Next, we combine (17), (21) and (23), and obtain

E
[
∆X⊕

v,i|Fi−1

]
= E

[
∆(X⊕

v,i)1{σv>i}|Fi−1

]
1{τ≥i}

= (⊕16± 5)fi−1pd̃i−11{τ≥i, v∈Vi−1}.

Thus, E
[
∆X−

v,i|Fi−1

]
≤ 0 and E

[
∆X+

v,i|Fi−1

]
≥ 0. Similarly, by combining (18), (19)

and (23), and using that fi−1 = o(1) and ∆d̃i = −pd̃i−1, we obtain

E
[
|∆X⊕

v,i|
∣∣Fi−1

]
≤ 3pd̃i−1.

Now it remains to bound |∆X⊕
v,i| from above. If the event {σv ≤ i} occurs, then

|∆X⊕
v,i| = 0. Otherwise, |∆X⊕

v,i| ≤ maxu∈Vi−1
d0(u, v)+|∆d̃i|+|∆(fid̃i)|. By property (P3)

combined with (19) and the fact that |∆(fid̃i)| ≪ |∆d̃i| = |pd̃i−1| ≤ |pd̃0| = p2n, we have

maxi |∆X⊕
v,i| ≤ 6p2n+ 27 log n, which completes the proof. □

In order to prove Theorem 3.1, we shall use Freedman’s inequality.

Lemma 3.3 (Freedman’s inequality). Let (Xi,Fi)
m
i=0 be a supermartingale in a probability

space (Ω,F ,P), where Fi ⊆ F and Xi is a random variable in (Ω,Fi) for all i. Let R ∈ R
be such that maxi |Xi − Xi−1| ≤ R. Let V (m) be the quadratic variation of the process

until step m, that is,

V (m) :=
m∑
i=1

E
[
(Xi −Xi−1)

2 | Fi−1

]
.

Then, for every t, s > 0, we have

P [Xm −X0 ≥ t and V (m) ≤ s] ≤ exp

(
− t2

2(s+Rt)

)
.

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. For every i ∈ [k − 1], the event {τ = i} occurs if and only if

there exists a vertex v ∈ Vi such that di(v) ̸= (1 ± fi)d̃i. Thus, it suffices to show that

P [τ < k] ≤ n−2−11 log pn.

Let i ∈ [k] and v ∈ Vi. We have di(v) > (1 + fi)d̃i or di(v) < (1 − fi)d̃i if and only if

X−
v,i > 0 or X+

v,i < 0, respectively. Then, we can write

P [τ = i] ≤
∑

v∈V (G)

P
[
{τ ≥ i} ∩ {X−

v,i > 0}
]
+ P

[
{τ ≥ i} ∩ {X+

v,i < 0}
]
.



12 FELIX JOOS AND LETÍCIA MATTOS

By Property (P2), we have d0(v) =
(
1 ± f0

2

)
d̃0, which implies that X−

v,0 ≤ −d̃0f0/2 and

X+
v,0 ≥ d̃0f0/2 for all v ∈ V0. In particular, if either {X−

v,i > 0} or {X+
v,i < 0} occur, then

we must have either

X−
v,i −X−

v,0 ≥
d̃0f0
2

or −X+
v,i +X+

v,0 ≥
d̃0f0
2

,

respectively. By Lemma 3.2, the random processes (X−
v,j)

i
j=0 and (−X+

v,j)
i
j=0 are su-

permartingales. Thus, we can bound the probability of occurence of these events via

Freedman’s inequality (Lemma 3.3).

It follows from Lemma 3.2 (ii) and (iii) that

i∑
j=1

E
[
(∆X⊕

v,j)
2 | Fj−1

]
≤ max

j
|∆X⊕

v,j|
i∑

j=1

E
[
|∆X⊕

v,j| | Fj−1

]
≤ 29(p3n+ p log n)

i∑
j=1

d̃j−1

= 29(p4n2 + p2n log n)
i∑

j=1

(1− p)j−1

≤ 29(p3n2 + pn log n).

By Freedman’s inequality, and using that f0 = o(1) and d̃0 = pn, we have

P

[
X−

v,i −X−
v,0 ≥

f0d̃0
2

]
≤ exp

(
− (f0d̃0)

2

212(p2n+ log n)(pn+ f0d̃0)

)

≤ exp

(
− f 2

0 pn

213(p2n+ log n)

)
≤ exp

(
− log2 n log pn+ p2n log2 n

29(p2n+ log n)

)
.(24)

In the last inequality, we use the definition of f0 (see (9)). Let E denote the absolute

value of the exponent in the last term. If p2n ≥ log n, then E ≥ 2−9p2n log2 n(p2n +

log n)−1 ≥ 2−10 log2 n, and hence the right-hand side of (24) is at most exp(−2−10 log2 n);

if p2n < log n, then E ≥ 2−9 log2 n log pn(p2n + log n)−1 ≥ 2−10 log n log pn, and hence

the right-hand side of (24) is at most exp(−2−10 log n log pn). Therefore, in both cases

we have

P

[
X−

v,i −X−
v,0 ≥

f0d̃0
2

]
≤ n−2−10 log pn and P

[
−X+

v,i +X+
v,0 ≥

f0d̃0
2

]
≤ n−2−10 log pn.

Summing over all v ∈ V0 and i ∈ [k − 1], we obtain that P [τ < k] ≤ n−2−11 log pn. □

4. Proof of Theorem 2.2

In this section we prove Theorem 2.2. Recall the random greedy independent set

process described in Section 2 and its analysis in Section 3. We denote G0 = G, V0 =

V (G0), and v1, . . . , vi the vertices selected in the first i steps of the process. For i ≥ 1,

we set Vi = N c({v1, . . . , vi}) to be the common non-neighbourhood of v1, . . . , vi. As in
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Section 3, we denote by τ the minimum between k = ε2−10p−1 log pn and the first time i

that di(v) ̸= (1± fi)d̃i for some v ∈ Vi.

Conditioned on the event {τ ≥ i}, our next lemma yields the probability that a specified

vertex is chosen at step i given that it is in Gi−1, as well as the probability that a vertex

or non-edge of Gi−1 is in Gi.

Lemma 4.1. Let ε ∈ (0, 2−10) and (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p < n−ε. Let G be an n-vertex (ε, p)-

typical graph and k = ε2−10p−1 log pn. Let s ∈ [k] and let J ⊆ V (G) be an independent

set in G with |J | ∈ [2]. If v ∈ J and E ⊆ {J ⊆ Vs−1, τ ≥ s}, with P [E ] > 0, then

(i) P
[
vs = v

∣∣E] = (1± 2fs−1)(1− p)−s+1n−1, and

(ii) P
[
J ⊆ Vs

∣∣E] = 1− |J |
(
1± 35fs−1/12

)
p.

Proof. Let H ⊆ G be an induced subgraph with {Gs−1 = H} ⊆ E and P [Gs−1 = H] > 0.

Observe that E is the disjoint union of such events for different choices of H. Note that

assuming {Gs−1 = H} implies v ∈ V (Gs−1). In addition, vs is chosen uniformly from

V (Gs−1). Hence, P
[
vs = v

∣∣Gs−1 = H
]
= v(H)−1. Note that, by the choice of H and (11),

we have v(H) = (1± fs−1)(1− p)s−1n. By combining this with (10), we obtain

P
[
vs = v

∣∣Gs−1 = H
]
=

1

v(H)
=

1± 2fs−1

(1− p)s−1n
.(25)

By the choice of H, we have dH(u) = (1± fs−1)d̃s−1 for all u ∈ V (H). Thus, it follows

from (P3) and the estimates (10), (13) and (14) that

P
[
J ⊆ Vs

∣∣Gs−1 = H
]
= 1−

∣∣ ∪u∈J NH [u]
∣∣

v(H)
= 1−

|J |
(
(1± fs−1)d̃s−1 + 1

)
±∆2

v(H)

= 1− |J |
(
1±

(
17/6 + o(1)

)
fs−1

)
p

= 1− |J |
(
1± 35fs−1/12

)
p.(26)

In the last inequality, we use that (1± fs−1)d̃s−1 + 1
)
±∆2 =

(
1±

(
4/3 + o(1)

)
fi

)
and

that v(H)−1 = (1±3fs−1/2)(1−p)−(s−1)n−1. Items (i) and (ii) follow from (25) and (26),

respectively, by summing over all induced subgraphs H ⊆ G such that {Gs−1 = H} ⊆ E
and P [Gs−1 = H] > 0. □

For u, v ∈ V0, 0 ≤ i < j ≤ k and 0 ≤ t ≤ j, set

E i,j
t (u, v) :=


{
u, v ∈ Vt, τ > t

}
if 0 ≤ t < i;{

vi = u, v ∈ Vt, τ > t
}

if i ≤ t < j;{
vi = u, vj = v, τ > j

}
if t = j.

Our next lemma is a crucial step towards proving Theorem 2.2, as it yields the asymptotic

behaviour of P
[
E i,j
t (u, v)

∣∣E i,j
t−1(u, v)

]
for all t ∈ [j].

Lemma 4.2. Let ε ∈ (0, 2−10) and (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p < n−ε. Let G be an n-vertex (ε, p)-

typical graph and k = ε2−10p−1 log pn. For all distinct u, v ∈ V0 such that uv /∈ E(G0)
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and 0 ≤ i < j ≤ k, we have

P
[
E i,j
t (u, v)

∣∣E i,j
t−1(u, v)

]
=

1− (1 + 1{t<i})(1± 3ft−1)p if t ∈ [j − 1] \ {i};

(1± 3ft−1)(1− p)−t+1n−1 if t ∈ {i, j}.

Proof. Fix i, j with 0 ≤ i < j ≤ k and distinct u, v ∈ V0 such that uv /∈ E(G0). For

simplicity, write Et = E i,j
t (u, v) for all t.

Let t ∈ [i− 1]. It follows from the bound P [τ = t] ≤ n−2−11 log pn given by Theorem 3.1

and Lemma 4.1(ii) with s = t, J = {u, v} and E = Et−1 that

P [Et|Et−1] = P [u, v ∈ Vt|Et−1]± P [τ = t|Et−1]

= 1− 2
(
1± 35ft−1/12

)
p± n−2−11 log pn

P [Et−1]
.(27)

We shall use (27) to prove by induction that P [Et|Et−1] = 1 − 2(1 ± 3ft−1)p for all

t ∈ [i− 1]. By (P2) we have P [E0] = P [τ ≥ 1] = 1. As n−2−11 log pn ≪ n−3/2 ≤ f0p by (12)

and pn ≫ 1, we obtain from (27) that P [E1|E0] = 1− 2(1± 3f0)p. This settles the base

case.

Suppose that 2 ≤ t ≤ i − 1 and that P [Es|Es−1] = 1 − 2(1 ± 3fs−1)p ≥ 1 − 3p for all

s ∈ [t − 1]. As Es ⊆ Es−1 and P [E0] = 1, it follows from the induction hypothesis that

P [Es] ≥ (1− 3p)s for all s ∈ [t− 1]. By combining (12) and (27), we obtain

P [Et|Et−1] = 1− 2
(
1± 35ft−1/12

)
p± n−2−11 log pn

(1− 3p)t−1

= 1− 2
(
1± 35ft−1/12

)
p± n−2−12 log pn

= 1− 2(1± 3ft−1)p ≥ 1− 3p.(28)

This completes the inductive argument.

Next, we show that P
[
Ei
∣∣Ei−1

]
≈ (1− p)−i+1n−1. Indeed, we have

P [Ei] = P [vi = u, {u, v} ⊆ Vi−1, τ ≥ i]± P [τ = i]

= P [vi = u, Ei−1]± n−2−11 log pn

=
1± 2fi−1

(1− p)i−1n
P [Ei−1]± n−2−11 log pn.

In the second equality, we use Theorem 3.1; and in the third inequality we use (10) and

Lemma 4.1(i) with s = i, J = {u, v} and E = Ei−1. It follows from (12) and (28) that

fi−1P [Ei−1]

(1− p)i−1n
≥ f0(1− 3p)i−1

n
≥ n−2−6ε−3/2 ≫ n−2−11 log pn,

and hence, again by (12) and (28),

P [Ei] =
1± 3fi−1

(1− p)i−1n
P [Ei−1] ≥

1

2n
P [Ei−1] ≥

(1− 3p)i−1

2n
≫ n−2−12 log pn.(29)
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Let t ∈ {i + 1, . . . , j − 1}. Analogously to (27), it follows from Theorem 3.1 and

Lemma 4.1(ii) with s = t, J = {v} and E = Et−1 that

P [Et|Et−1] = P [v ∈ Vt|Et−1]± P [τ = t|Et−1]

= 1−
(
1± 35ft−1/12

)
p± n−2−11 log pn

P [Et−1]
.(30)

Next, we show that P [Et|Et−1] = 1 − (1 ± 3ft−1)p for t ∈ {i + 1, . . . , j − 1}, again by

induction. By combining (29) with (30) we obtain P [Ei+1|Ei] = 1 − (1 ± 3fi)p. This

establishes the base case of the induction.

Suppose that t ∈ {i+1, . . . , j− 1} and that P [Es|Es−1] = 1− (1± 3fs−1)p ≥ 1− 2p for

all s ∈ {i+1, . . . , t− 1}. As Es ⊆ Es−1 and fs−1 = o(1), it follows from (12), (29) and the

induction hypothesis that

P [Et−1] = P [Ei]
t−1∏

s=i+1

P [Es]
P [Es−1]

= P [Ei]
t−1∏

s=i+1

P [Es|Es−1] ≥
(1− 2p)k

2n
≥ n−2−12 log pn.

We complete the inductive argument by combining these bounds with (12) and (30).

Finally, it remains to show that P [Ej|Ej−1] = (1± 3fj−1)(1− p)−j+1n−1. For this, note

that, by Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 4.1(i) with s = j, J = {u, v} and E = Ej−1, we have

P [Ej] = P [vj = v, vi = u, τ ≥ j + 1] = P [vj = v, Ej−1]± P [τ = j]

=
1± 2fj−1

(1− p)j−1n
P [Ej−1]± n−2−11 log pn.(31)

As P [Es|Es−1] ≥ 1− 3p for all s ∈ [j− 1] \ {i} and P [Ei|Ei−1] ≥ (2n)−1 by (29), we obtain

P [Ej−1] = P [E0]
j−1∏
s=1

P [Es]
P [Es−1]

=

j−1∏
s=1

P [Es|Es−1] ≥
(1− 3p)j−2

2n
.(32)

From (9), (12) and (32) we obtain

fj−1P [Ej−1]

(1− p)j−1n
≥ f0(1− 3p)j−2

2n2
≫ n−2−11 log pn,

and hence, by (31) we have

P [Ej] =
1± 3fj−1

(1− p)j−1n
P [Ej−1] .

This concludes the proof. □

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2.2.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Let G be as in the statement and let u, v ∈ V (G) be distinct

vertices such that uv /∈ E(G). Let vi be the vertex selected in the ith step of the random

greedy independent set process. It suffices to show that, for every i, j with 0 ≤ i < j ≤ k,

we have P [vi = u, vj = v] = (1 + o(1))n−2.
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From now on, we fix i, j with 0 ≤ i < j ≤ k. For simplicity, we write Et = E i,j
t (u, v) for

all t. Note that

P [vi = u, vj = v, τ > j] = P [Ej] = P [E0]
j∏

t=1

P [Et]
P [Et−1]

=

j∏
t=1

P [Et|Et−1] .

In the last inequality above, we use that P [E0] = P [τ ≥ 1] = 1 (by (P2)) and that

Et ⊆ Et−1 for all t ∈ [j]. Together with Lemma 4.2, this implies that

P [vi = u, vj = v, τ > j] =
1 + o(1)

(1− p)i+j−2n2
·
i−1∏
t=1

(
1− 2(1± 3ft−1)p

) j−1∏
t=i+1

(
1− (1± 3ft−1)p

)
=

1 + o(1)

(1− p)i+j−2n2
·
(
1− 2(1± 3fk)p

)i−1(
1− (1± 3fk)p

)j−i−1
.

It is routine to verify that for every x ∈ (0, 1/2), we have 1− x = e−x±2x2
. Consequently,

the right-hand side of the display above equals

(1 + o(1))n−2 exp
(
p(i+ j)− 2(1± 3fk)pi− (1± 3fk)p(j − i)±O(p+ p2(i+ j))

)
,

and hence

P [vi = u, vj = v, τ > j] = (1 + o(1))n−2 exp
(
±O(p+ (p2 + fkp)(i+ j))

)
= (1 + o(1))n−2 exp (±O(fkpk)) .(33)

In the last equality, we simply use that i+ j = O(k) and that p2k = O(p log pn) = o(1).

Now we claim that fkpk = o(1). Indeed, it follows from (10) and k = ε2−10p−1 log pn

that

fkpk ≤ (pn)2
−5εf0 log pn ≤ h := 4(pn)2

−5ε log n

(
log pn

pn
+ p

)1/2

log pn.

Thus, it suffices to show that h2 → 0 as n → ∞. If (pn)−1 log pn ≤ p, then

h2 = O
(
(log n)4n2−4εp1+2−4ε

)
= O

(
n2−3εp

)
= o(1),

because p ≤ n−ε by assumption. If (pn)−1 log pn ≥ p, then

h2 = O
(
(log n)2(log pn)3(pn)−1+2−4ε

)
.

Observe that h2 → 0 if and only if ((log n)2(log pn)3)
1

1−2−4ε ≪ pn. But now note that

((log n)2(log pn)3)
1

1−2−4ε

n
≤ ((log n)2(log pn)3)1+ε/4

n
≪ p.

In the first inequality, we use that (1 − 2−4ε)−1 ≤ 1 + ε/4 for all ε ∈ (0, 1/2). In the

second inequality, we use (log n)2+εn−1 ≤ p by assumption. It follows from (33) that

P [vi = u, vj = v, τ > j] = (1 + o(1))n−2. This together with Theorem 3.1 completes the

proof. □
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5. Proof of Lemma 2.1

In this section, we prove Lemma 2.1. Our main tool is Chernoff’s inequality.

Lemma 5.1 (Chernoff’s inequality). Let Y be a binomial random variable. For every

t ≥ 0, we have

P [|Y − E [Y ] | ≥ t] ≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

2E [Y ] + t

)
.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. Let ε, n and p as in the statement. To simplify notation, for every

set S ⊆ V (Gn,p) of size at most ε2−10p−1 log pn, we set

µ|S| := (1− p)|S|n and E|S| := E [|N c(S)|] = (n− |S|)(1− p)|S|.

We start by first showing that Ei ≥ 4i log n for every i ∈
[
ε2−10p−1 log pn

]
. This will

be useful later when we apply Chernoff’s inequality to prove that (P1) holds with high

probability. Note that pn ≥ (log n)2+ε ≫ (log n)
2

1−2−9ε . By raising both sides to the

power of 1− 2−9ε and using that log n ≥ log np, we obtain (pn)1−2−9ε ≫ log n log np, and

hence

(pn)−2−9ε p

log pn
≫ log n

n
.

As 1 − x ≥ e−2x for all x ∈ (0, 1/2) and i → e−2pi/i is decreasing, for every i ∈[
ε2−10p−1 log pn

]
, we have

(1− p)i

i
≥ e−2pi

i
≥ (pn)−2−9ε 210p

ε log pn
≫ log n

n
.

This implies that

Ei = (1− p)i(n− i) ≥ (8 log n− (1− p)i)i ≥ 4i log n(34)

for every i ∈
[
ε2−10p−1 log pn

]
, which proves our claim.

For i ∈
[
ε2−10p−1 log pn

]
, set t = t(i) = 4

√
iEi log n. Now we claim that t2 ≥

8i(log n)max(2Ei, t). Indeed, we have t2 = 16iEi log n by choice of t. If 2Ei ≥ t, then

the statement is trivial. Otherwise, this is equivalent to t ≥ 8i log n, and (34) proves

this claim. By Chernoff’s inequality combined with the union bound, it follows that the

probability that
∣∣|N c(S)| −E|S|

∣∣ ≥ t for some set S of size i ≤ ε2−10p−1 log pn is at most

ni exp

(
− t2

2Ei + t

)
≤ ni exp

(
− t2

2max(2Ei, t)

)
≤ n−3i.

Since |S| ≤
√

|S|n implies that |S|(1− p)|S| ≤
√

|S|n(1− p)|S| =
√

|S|µ|S|, we conclude

that with probability at least 1−
∑

i n
−3i = 1−O(n−3) for every set S ⊆ V (Gn,p) of size

at most ε2−10p−1 log pn, we have

|N c(S)| = E|S| ± 4
√
|S|E|S| log n

= µ|S| − (1− p)|S||S| ± 4
√

|S|µ|S| log n

= µ|S| ± 5
√

|S|µ|S| log n = µ|S|

(
1± 5

√
|S| log n
µ|S|

)
.
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Thus, (P1) holds with probability at least 1−O(n−3), provided that 25µ−1
s s log n ≤ f 2

s

holds for every s ∈ [ε2−10p−1 log pn]. Indeed, note that

25s log n

n
≤ log n log pn

pn
≤ f 2

0 = 16 log2 n

(
log pn

pn
+ p

)
.

By multiplying both sides by (1− p)−s, we obtain

25s log n

µs

=
25s log n

n(1− p)s
≤ f 2

0

(1− p)s
≤ f 2

0

(1 + 16p)2s

(1− p)2s
= f 2

s ,

and this proves (P1).

Finally, it remains to show that (P2) and (P3) hold with probability at least 1−O(n−3).

Again by Chernoff’s inequality, we obtain

P
[
|d(v)− pn| ≥ f0pn

3

]
≤ 2 exp

(
− (f0pn)

2

9(2pn+ f0pn)

)
≤ exp

(
− Ω(log2 n)

)
for every v ∈ V (Gn,p). Here, we use that f0 ≤ 1 and that log2 n ≤ f 2

0 pn. By taking the

union bound over all vertices in V (Gn,p), we obtain that (P2) holds with probability at

least 1−O(n−3).

For (P3), again by Chernoff’s inequality, for every pair of distinct vertices u, v ∈
V (Gn,p), we obtain

P
[∣∣|N(u) ∩N(v)| − p2n

∣∣ ≥ ∆2

3

]
≤ 2 exp

(
− ∆2

2

9(2p2n+∆2)

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−∆2

18

)
= o(n−5).

Here, we use that ∆2 ≥ 4p2n and ∆2 ≥ 27 log n. By taking the union bound over all pairs

of vertices in V (Gn,p), it follows that (P3) holds with probability at least 1 − O(n−3).

This completes the proof. □
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[3] B. Bollobás and P. Erdős, Cliques in random graphs, Math. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc., 80 (1976),

419–427.
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