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Abstract

We study the cover time of a random walk on the largest component of the random
graph Gy, ,. We determine its value up to a factor 1+ o(1) whenever np = ¢ > 1, ¢ =
O(Inn). In particular we show that the cover time is not monotone for ¢ = O(lnn). We
also determine the cover time of the k-cores, k > 2.

1 Introduction

Let G = (V, E) be a connected graph, let |V| = n, and |E| = m. For v € V let C, be the
expected time taken for a simple random walk W on G starting at v, to visit every vertex of
G. The vertex cover time Cg of G is defined as Cg = max,ey C,. The (vertex) cover time
of connected graphs has been extensively studied. It is a classic result of Aleliunas, Karp,
Lipton, Lovasz and Rackoff [2] that Cs < 2m(n — 1). It was shown by Feige [13], [14], that
for any connected graph G, the cover time satisfies (1 —o(1))nlnn < Cg < (14 o(1))5:n?.
As an example of a graph achieving the lower bound, the complete graph K, has cover time
determined by the Coupon Collector problem. The lollipop graph consisting of a path of
length n/3 joined to a clique of size 2n/3 gives the asymptotic upper bound for the cover

time.
We say that a sequence of events &, occurs with high probability, whp, if lim,, ., Pr(&,) = 1.

In an earlier paper [7] we studied the cover time of the random graph G, , when np = dlnn
where d is (asymptotic to some fixed) constant and (d — 1) Inn — oo. This sharpened a result
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of Jonasson, who proved in [18] that when the expected average degree (n — 1)p grows faster
than Inn, whpa random graph has asymptotically the same cover time as the complete graph
K, whereas, when np = Q(Inn) this is not the case. The paper [7] established the following
result: (The notation A, ~ B, means that lim, .., A,/B, = 1)

Theorem 1. Suppose that np = dlnn =1Inn + w where w = (d — 1)Inn — oo and d > 1. If

G € G, p, then whp
d
CG ~ (dln <m)) nlnn.

The function f(d) = dIn(d/(d — 1)) is monotone decreasing for d > 1, tending to 1 as d — oo
in agreement with [18]. As d — 17, f(d) is unbounded and the cover time is no longer of
order nlnn. As an example,

o(lnlnn)

np=1Inn-+e implies Cg ~ (nlnn)Inlnn. (1)

The threshold for connectivity in G, is at np = Inn and thus Theorem 1 gives the cover time
once the graph is connected whp. At np = Inn, the number of isolated vertices is approxi-
mately Poisson distributed with parameter 1. Below np = Inn the graph is disconnected whp.
In this paper we discuss the cover time of the largest component of G,, ,. In particular we let
¢ = np and assume that that ¢ — 1 is at least a positive constant and that ¢ < Inn 4+ o(Inn).
Thus our assumption implies that whp the largest component is a giant i.e. of linear size.

We have avoided the phase transition where ¢ = 1+ o(1). Determining the asymptotic cover
time in this range is an interesting open question.

Let C1(G) = (Vi(G), E1(G)) denote the largest component of G € G,,,. When np =c¢ > 1, ¢
constant, C(G) is whp a unique component with ~ nx vertices [12], where x is the solution
in (0,1) of z =1—e"".

Theorem 2. Let np = ¢, and let x denote the solution in (0,1) of z = 1 — e~ . If C¢,
denotes the cover time of the giant component of G, ,. then whp
(a) If1+9Q(1) <c<Inn/w, where w — oco. then

cr(2 —x)

~ t* =
Cor ~ i 4(cx —Inc)

n(lnn)?.

(b) Suppose that ¢ = Blnn where 3 =a+0, 0 < a <1 is a constant and 6 — 0. Then
Co, ~ t7 = yn(Inn)?

where
v =v(a) = max{al(l —al) : { is a positive integer} . (2)



(c) Suppose that ¢ = (1 + d)Inn where § = o(1). Let §* = max {—09,0}, then

Co, ~t; =nlnn(lnlnn + 5" lnn).

Note that  — 1 as ¢ — oo and so the expression for ¢} in (a) tends to n(Inn)? If o — 0 then
v(a) — 1/4 and so (a),(b) are consistent. When « € (1/3,1) the cover time is asymptotically
~ a(l —a)n(Inn)? Thus choosing a = 1 — 6T, we see that (b),(c) are consistent for suitable
0. Finally, the formula in (c) is consistent with the value given in (1).

In case (b), let ¢, be the value(s) of ¢ attaining the maximum ~. For £ > 1, when « lies in
the interval [1/(2k+1),1/(2k —1)] then ¢, = k. For k > 2, when a = 1/(2k — 1), both k and
k —1 are solutions to ¢,. The function ak(1l — ak) has a maximum at a = 1/2k, and thus the
cover time is not monotone in the interval [1/(2k + 1),1/(2k — 1)]. Curiously, v(1/2k) =1/4
forall k = ¢, = 1,2, ..., and thus the (asymptotic) cover time given in (a) for ¢ — oo re-occurs
at every a = 1/2k. Thus the formula in case (b) has curious properties and can be attributed
to the need to cover all vertices whose distance from the 2-core of G,,,, is ¢ =1,2,...,. There
is a trade-off between the number of such vertices and the distance ¢. Given «, the expression
al(1 — al)n(Inn)? is the time required to cover all such vertices. As « increases, the number
of each type of vertex decreases, but the expected time to cover each of them increases and
so the cover time does not always decrease monotonically.

The edge cover time of a graph G is defined similarly to the vertex cover time. It is the
expected time to cover all edges. It is certainly bounded below by the vertex cover time; and
the star is an example of a graph which achieves the nlnn lower bound for edge cover time.
The upper bound is not so clear, but Zuckerman [22] shows that the 2mn bound of [2] is
sufficient.

It will be seen in the proofs that for ¢ = o(Inn) or ¢ ~ alnn, (a < 1) the vertices of degree
1 are the last to be covered whp; whereas when ¢ ~ Inn vertices of degree 1 vie with other
vertices of low degree to be last to be covered. Up to some (unknown) value of ¢ < Inn, whp
all edges of the 2-core are covered before the last vertex of degree 1. In this case the time to
cover all vertices of degree 1 precisely determines the edge cover time of the giant. In general
we have

Theorem 3. Under the same conditions as those of Theorem 2, whp the edge cover time of
the giant component of Gy, ,, is asymptotically equal to the vertex cover time.

We also establish the cover time of the 2-core, and any non-empty k-cores, k > 3. For k > 2,
the k-core is defined as the (possibly empty) sub-graph of C'; obtained by recursively removing
any vertices of degree at most & — 1. Thus the k-core is the largest sub-graph of C1(G) with
minimum degree k.

Theorem 4. Let C¢, denote the cover time of the 2-core of G, then



(a) If1 <c<lnn/w, where w — oo, then

cr?

~ty=—————n(lnn)”.
Cor ~ 1y 16(cx—lnc)n(nn)

(b) Suppose that ¢ = f1lnn where f =a+ 9,0 < a <1 is a constant and § — 0. Then

CC2 ~ t§ = 7”(111 n)27

where
7 = max (MM@ —a(l —1)): (s a positive integer, 2 < £ < (o™ + 1)) :
(3)

(c) Suppose that ¢ = (1 +6)Inn where § = o(1). Let §* = max {—0,0}, then

+
Co, ~t5 =nlnn(Inlnn + - Inn).

Whereas the results for the 2-core have marked similarities with those for the giant component,
the results for the k-cores, x > 3, are rather different.

Theorem 5.

k—2
_ 1 _ ,—c€ . (Cg)
frle, ) =1—e (1+c§+ +(l{:—2)! :
For k > 3 let ¢, be the smallest ¢ for which & = fr(c, &) has a solution xy, > 0, and for ¢ > ¢,
let xy be the largest solution in (0,1) of & = fir(¢,§). Then for ¢ > ¢k, ¢ constant and np = c,

whp
k—1

s _ (_NMTL 2
Ce, tk—<k(k_2)cxk)nlnn.

1.1 Structure of the paper

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we prove a general lemma, the first
visit time lemma, on which our results are based. We use generating functions to give a good
estimate of the probability that a random walk starting at a vertex u, has not visited vertex v
after t steps. Given that this walk is rapidly mixing, the probability of no visit to v depends
mainly on the local structure at v. In particular, it depends on R,, the expected number of
returns that the random walk W, makes to v within a short amount of time. Most of the
technical work in the paper involves estimating upper and lower bounds for R, for various
types of vertex. Armed with information about the values R, it is relatively easy to estimate
the expected number of unvisited vertices at time ¢ and we can obtain an upper bound for



the cover time directly. A lower bound is obtained by applying the Chebyshev inequality to
the number of unvisited vertices at a given time.

Section 2 discusses the first visit time lemma. Section 3 establishes the cover time of the giant
component for all the ranges of Theorem 2 and also proves Theorem 3. We feel that it is
better to do all cases of Theorem 2 together, rather than ask the reader to re-do the proof
three times, albeit with small twists to the argument. In Section 4 we give outline proofs of
Theorems 4, 5.

2 Estimating first visit probabilities

2.1 Convergence of the random walk

In this section G denotes a fixed connected graph with n vertices and m edges. A random
walk W, is started from a vertex u. Let W, (t) be the vertex reached at step t, let P be the

matrix of transition probabilities of the walk and let P.” (v) = PrOW,(t) = v). We assume
that the random walk W, on G is ergodic i.e. GG is not bipartite. Thus, the random walk W,
has the steady state distribution 7, where m, = d(v)/(2m). Here d(v) is the degree of vertex
v.

2.2 Generating function formulation

We use the approach of [8], [9]. We have found some simplifications in the arguments given
there and so we will give a detailed proof.

Let d(t) = max, zev |P£t) (x) — 7|, and let T" be such that, for ¢t > T

PO(g) — 7| < n3. 4
Hi%%' L (2) — | <n (4)

It follows from e.g. Aldous and Fill [1] that d(s +t) < 2d(s)d(t) and so for k > 1,

PED) (3) — | < =—.
max [P (@) —m| < — ()

Fix two vertices u,v. Let hy = Pr(W,(t) = v) be the probability that the walk W, visits v at
step t. Let

H(z) =Y h?' (6)



generate h; for t > T'. This changes the definition of H(z) from that used in [8], [9] where we
included the coefficients hg, hy, ..., hp_1 in the definition of H(z) which gave rise to technical
problems.

Next, considering the walk W,, starting at v, let , = Pr(W,(t) = v) be the probability that
this walk returns to v at step t = 0,1, .... Let

[e.e]

R(z) = Z 2t

t=0

generate r;. Our definition of return involves ry = 1.

For t > T let f, = f;(u—v) be the probability that the first visit of the walk W, to v in the
period [T, T +1,...] occurs at step t. Let

F(z) = Z fi2'
t=T
generate f;. Then we have
H(z) = F(z)R(z) (7)
Finally, for R(z) let
T-1
Rr(z) = ) r;# (8)
=0

Let
A= — 9)

for some sufficiently large constant K.

The following lemma should be viewed in the context that GG is an n vertex graph which is
part of a sequence of graphs with n growing to infinity. An almost identical lemma was first
proved in [8].

Lemma 6. Suppose that

(a) For some constant 0 > 0, we have

min |Rp(z)| > 0.
|| <1+

(b) T'r, =0(1) and Tw, = Q(n2).



There exists

Ty
o = , 10
P Re((1 1 O(Tm) (10)
where Rr(1) is from (8), such that for allt > T,
_ Py —\t/2
ft(u—w) = (]. + O(Tﬂ'v))m + 0(6 t/ ) (11)
Proof Write
~ ezt
R(z) = Rr(z) + Ryr(2) + T (12)
where Rr(z) is given by (8) and
Ry(z) = Z(’f‘t —7) 2"
t>T
generates the error in using the stationary distribution m, for r, when ¢ > T". Similarly,
T
~ T2
H(z) = Hr(s) + 7 (13)

Equation (5) implies that the radii of convergence of both ET and ]?IT exceed 14+2\. Moreover,
for Z=H, R and |z| <1+ ),

|Z(2)] = o(n”?). (14)

Using (12), (13) we rewrite F\(z) = H(z)/R(z) from (7) as F/(z) = B(z)/A(z) where
Alz) = m"+(1- 2)(Rr(2) + Ry(z)), (15)
B(z) = w2’ + (1 —2)Hp(2). (16)

For real z > 1 and Z = H, R, we have
Zp(1) < Zp(z) < Zp(1)27,
Let z =1+ fm,, where = O(1). Since T'm, = o(1) we have
Zp(2) = Zp(1)(1 + O(T,)).
Tr,=o0(1) and Tw, = Q(n~?) and Ry(1) > 1 implies that
A(z) = m,(1 — BRr(1) + O(T'w,))

It follows that A(z) has a real zero at zy, where

Ty

Rr()(1+O(Tm,)) b 1"

20:1+

7



say. We also see that

A'(z) = —Rr(1))(1+O(Tm,)) #0 (18)
and thus 2y is a simple zero (see e.g. [6] p193). The value of B(z) at z is
B(z) =m, (1+O(Tm,)) # 0. (19)
Thus,
B(z)
= —(14+0(T7,))p,. 20
TS (10T (20)
Thus (see e.g. [6] p195) the principal part of the Laurent expansion of F'(z) at z is
f(z) = M. (21)
zZ— 20

To approximate the coefficients of the generating function F'(z), we now use a standard tech-
nique for the asymptotic expansion of power series (see e.g.[21] Th 5.2.1).

We prove below that F\(z) = f(z) + g(z), where g(z) is analytic in C\ = {|z] <1+ A} and
that M = max,ec, |9(2)| = O(T'm,).

Let a; = [2%]g(z), then (see e.g.[6] p143), a;, = g™ (0)/t!. By the Cauchy Inequality (see e.g.
[6] p130) we see that [¢g®(0)] < Mt!/(1 + \)* and thus

< M
(14+ M)t

As [ F(2) = [2']f(2) + [#']g(2) and [2!]1/(z — 20) = —1/25™" we have

= O(Tm,e™?).

21 (z) = 2V | o e, 22)
20
Thus, we obtain
Do

[Z']F(2) = (1+ O(Tm,)) + O(Tﬁve_t)‘p),

(1 + pv)t+1

which completes the proof of (11).

Now M = max.cc, |9(2)| < max|f(z)| + max |F(z)] = O(Tm,) + max |F(z)|, where F(z) =
B(z)/A(z). On C) we have, using (14)-(16),

O(Wv)
< )] - ot

|F(2) =O(Tm,).

We now prove that zy is the only zero of A(z) inside the circle C\ and this implies that
F(z) — f(2) is analytic inside C\. We use Rouché’s Theorem (see e.g. [6]), the statement of

8



which is as follows: Let two functions ¢(z) and v(z) be analytic inside and on a simple closed
contour C'. Suppose that |¢(2)| > |v(2)| at each point of C, then ¢(z) and ¢(z) + v(2) have
the same number of zeroes, counting multiplicities, inside C'.

Let the functions ¢(z), y(z) be given by ¢(z) = (1 — 2)Ry(2) and v(z) = 2T + (1 — 2) Ry (2).
m(1+ N7 | |Br(2)] _
0 + = o(1).

As ¢(z) +v(2) = A(z) we conclude that A(z) has only one zero inside the circle C. This is
the simple zero at z. O

Y (2)I/]6(2)] <

Corollary 7. Fort > T let A;(v) be the event that W, does not visit v in steps T, T+1, ... t.
Then, under the assumptions of Lemma 6,

(1+0(Tm,)) a2
Pr(A ="+ /2y,
r(A)) = S S o)
Proof We use Lemma 6 and
Pr(A,(v)) =Y fr(u—v),
T>t
and note that T?m, = o(1). O

For the rest of the paper u, v will not be fixed and so it is appropriate to replace the notation
Rr(1) by something dependent on v. We use R,.

3 Cover time of the giant component

In this section we prove the three parts of Theorem 2.

3.1 Typical graphs in G,

The giant component C of G consists of a 2-core C'y and a mantle M of edges E(C1)\ E(C5)
consisting of pendant sub-trees. Whp C,(G) consists of a giant 2-connected block Bs, and
a few small unicyclic sub-graphs U, (O(1) edges in expectation) each joined to By at a cut
vertex. These pendant sub-trees and unicyclic sub-graphs are often treated in the same way
in our proofs; we use the term pendicle to denote either of them.

The following technical lemma, proved in Appendix A, shows that if ¢ > 1 then cz —Inc¢ > 0,
so that the values of t* in Theorems 2, 4 are well defined.

9



Lemma 8. (a) For c > 1 the equation x = 1 — e~ has a unique solution x € (0,1). This
solution x satisfies ce™** < 1 and cx —Inc > In(2 — 1/¢).

(b) Let 0(c) = cx(2 — z)/(cx — Inc), then O(c) is monotone decreasing for ¢ > 1 and
lim. 1+ 0(c) =4, lim. o 0(c) = 1.

As previously remarked, the theorems of Section 1 have several cases which require slightly
different definitions. The cases (a)-(d) below refer to Theorem 2.

Definitions

For the proof we split Case (a) into 2 sub-cases: In Case (al), we have w > (Inlnn)* and in
Case (a2) we see w < (Inlnn)*. Let

1 Case (al)
o1 = w(lnl?nnn)lo Case (0,2) (23)
1= nn :
(ln}nn)lo Case (b)
Inn Case (c)

We will say that a vertex of degree at most oy is small, and a vertex of degree greater than
oy is large.

A path P is s-attached to the 2-core C'o(G) if at least s internal vertices of the path have at least
o1 edges to vertices of the 2-core other than P. A vertex v has an s-attached k-neighbourhood
if all paths of length k starting at vertex v are s-attached. We define a particular value s = sy
by
_ J64Ilnlnn  Case (al)
R Y Case (a2)

The k-neighbourhood of w is the set of vertices at distance at most k from w. Define k = ky
by
ko= Aplnlnn Case (a).

Here Ag = Ap(c) is a sufficiently large constant.

Let
lnn—i-Zj;)lI}rllncn-l—csg CCLSQ (CLl)
I 2w Case (a2) ‘ (24)
a7t +1 Case (b)
2 Case (c)

10



Special vertices

To get a precise lower bound on the cover time we construct a set of vertices which are hard
to cover. For a vertex v in a pendant sub-tree T' of the mantle there is a unique path vPw
from v joining the 2-core at the root vertex w of T'; which in this context we denote by w(v).
A vertex v is special if the following properties hold:

S1.
d(v) {1 Cases (a), (b) ‘

<lInlnn Case (c)

S2. Cases (a),(b) only. The distance from v to its closest vertex w(v) in Cy is

[Inn/(2(cx —Inc))| Case (al)
by = < [w/2] Case (a2) .
argmax,{al(1 — al)} Case (b)

S3. Cases (a),(b) only. If w = w(v) is the root of the sub-tree containing v, then w(v) has
no neighbours outside the 2-core other than the vertex x on the path vPzxw from v to w. In
Case (b), we also require that w is a large vertex.

S4. Case (a) only. The k¢-neighbourhood Ny, (Cs,w) of w = w(v) in the 2-core is a tree
(contains no induced cycles) and is an sg-attached ko-neighbourhood for w.

Typical properties

A random graph G € G, , (np = ¢, ¢ > 1) is typical if it has the properties listed below.
We first explain our notation. Some properties are only valid in certain cases of Theorem 2,
others in all cases. Thus PO is valid in all cases and whereas P3a will only be used in Case
(a) of Theorem 2.

PoO.

[V(Cy)| ~ zn |E(CY)| ~ cx(2 —x)n/2

V(Cy)| ~ (x — cx + cx®)n |E(C3)| ~ cx’n/2

\V(CL)| ~ frlc,zx)n |E(CY)| ~ cxpn/2, k>3,¢c>c
Furthermore

1/4

Pr(|[V(Cy)| —an| > n**) <e™

P1. (i) The maximum size of a pendicle of C; is ©(Inn) and altogether, there are O(lnn)
vertices of Cy in unicyclic pendicles.
(ii) The maximum degree of Cy is A = O(lnn).

11



P2. The conductance ®(C1) = Q(1/lnn), where

B . |E(S:9))
¢ = w(g‘r)lgi/z d(S)

d(v), 7(S) = 23 and E(S : 5) is the edge set between S and V' \ S in

Here d(S) = >, cq N

the graph induced by C.
P3a. (i) For 1027 'sy < ¢ < L, there are at most n, paths in C; of length ¢ that are not

so-attached, where

(2ce=¢)fni+2s0/w Case (a2)

0 {cn(ce‘“‘”)z(ﬁec)s‘)(lnn)2 Case (al)

(ii) All paths in C of length at least L are so-attached.
P3b. (i) A connected sub-graph of size Inlnn contains at most A = [a™!| small vertices.

(ii) Let ny be the number of paths in C; of length ¢ in which all vertices except at most one

are small. Then
nl—aé—i—o(l) 0 < A
ne < -

0 (>A
(iii) All vertices of the mantle are small.
(iv) No cycle of size at most (Inlnn)? contains a small vertex.

P3c. A connected sub-graph of size Inlnn contains at most one small vertex and no cycle of
length < Inlnn contains a small vertex.

P4. There are O((Inn)5*) vertices within distance 2kg of cycles of size at most 2kq in G.

P5a. (i) A path of length at most k3 has at most one shortcut.

(i) A path of length k2 with one endpoint in a cycle C' of length at most 2k, and edges
disjoint from C, is 3sg-attached.

(iii) All paths joining two disjoint cycles of length at most 2ky are 3sg-attached.

P5b. (i) Two cycles of length at most Inlnn are at distance at least InInn from each other.
(i) There are at most (Inn)* triangles.

P6a. Any cycle C' = xPyQx such that xPy,xQy are of length at least ky has internally
disjoint sg-attached sub-paths x Pz, Q) 2y where z; # 2.

P7a. There are ©(n!'/?7°M) special vertices v with pair-wise disjoint neighborhoods

Nio (Co, w(v)).

12



P7b. There is a set of Q(n'~*%—°M)) special vertices such that if vy, v, € S then every path
from v; to vy contains at least two large vertices.

P7c. There are © (W) vertices of degree k for 1 < k < Inlnn.

The following lemma is proved in Appendix B.

Lemma 9. Ifnp=c, 1+ Q(1) < c<Inn+ (Inlnn)/?, then G, is typical, whp.

3.2 Mixing time

It follows from Jerrum and Sinclair [17] that
PO () = o] < (ma/ma)V2(1 — @%/2)". (25)
In our case, we have 7, /m, = O(Inn) and ® = Q(1/Inn) and so we can take
T = (Inn)*Inlnn. (26)

and satisfy all the conditions of Lemma 6. The extra factor Inlnn will come in useful in the
proof of Lemma 14.

We remark that there is a technical point here. The result of [17] assumes that the walk is
lazy, and only makes a move to a neighbour with probability 1/2 at any step. This halves the
conductance but (26) still holds. Using a lazy walk doubles the cover time, as it asymptotically
doubles the value of R,, the value of 7, being unchanged. Otherwise, it has a negligible effect
on the analysis and we will ignore it for the rest of the paper and continue as though there
are no lazy steps.

3.3 R, for typical graphs

We assume the random walk takes place on the giant component C'; of a typical graph G.
Recall that R, is the expected number of returns made to vertex v during time 0 < ¢ < T by
a random walk W, (C) starting at v.

Given a vertex v, let M, be the union of Bj (the giant 2-connected block) and all paths from
v to By. If v is outside By in a pendicle, then there will be one or more such paths, but
usually one and whp at most two. Let R, be the expected number of returns to v in T steps,
of a random walk W, (M,) walking on M,,.

Lemma 10. Let d(v) be the degree of v in C and let b(v) be the degree of v in M, then



Proof Let & = b(v)/d(v). Let Ry > R, be the expected number of returns to v in T’
steps, allowing the walk to enter the parts of the pendicle at v which are not in M,, but
ignoring any time lost in walking them. Then Ry = %Rv. This is because every visit to v in
the walk on M, gives rise, in expectation, to 1& 4+ 2(1 —&)€ +3(1 — €)%+ ... = 1/¢ visits from
neighbours not in M,,. O

Let v be a vertex of the giant component. We construct a sub-graph I', of M, rooted at v as
follows: Let L be given by (24), and for k = 1,2,..., L, let

Sk(v) = {v} UN(v)U...U Ng(v), (27)

where N;(v) is the set of vertices at distance ¢ from v in M,. We now prune in a breadth first
manner starting from v.

As previously remarked, Theorem 2 has three cases (a),(b),(c), each of which requires slightly
different treatment. In the subsequent proofs we often emphasize the case(s) under consider-
ation.

(Case (a) of Theorem 2.) Recall from Property P3a(2) that all paths of length at least
L are sp-attached. If u € Si(v) and all paths from u to v in Sk(v) are sy attached, delete all
edges from u to Nii1(v). We do this with one caveat: we delete the edge uw only if this does
not create a (w,v)-path which is not sp-attached. This means, that if u is in a cycle of M,,
some edges incident with © may be pruned and others not.

(Case (b),(c) of Theorem 2.) We prune from u # v if u is a large vertex. The caveat
above becomes: Do not delete edge uw if there is no large vertex x # v on the (w,v)-path.

After the pruning is completed, at some level k < L, we have a connected sub-graph I', rooted
at v. If we have (partially) pruned at u, we say u is a boundary vertex. Denote the set of
boundary vertices by I'?. Define r(v) the radius of T, as

r(v) = max dist(v, w). (28)

wel')
We next note some properties of T',,.

Lemma 11.
(i) I'y is a tree or contains a unique cycle.

(ii) (Case (a) of Theorem 2.) Let a € I';. IfT', is a tree there is a unique (a,v)-path which
is so-attached. If ', contains a cycle, all paths from a to v contain an so/4-attached sub-path.

(iii) (Case (b),(c) of Theorem 2.) The boundary I'; consists of large vertices and non-
boundary vertices, with the possible exception of v, are small.

Proof of (i):
(Case (a) of Theorem 2.) P6a implies that any such cycle has size at most 2ky,. P5a(2)
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implies that any such cycle is at distance at most k2 from v. Then P5a(1) implies there is at
most one such cycle.
(Case (b)(c) of Theorem 2.) This follows from P5b(i) (resp. P3c).

Proof of (ii): If the (a,v)-path is not unique, there is a sub-graph vPyCzQa, where C' is
a cycle, (and possibly P, @ are empty). In this case, either at least one of vPz, yQa is an
sp/4-attached path or both branches zC4y, zCyy of C are internally sq/4-attached. a

Before proceeding we note some standard results on random walks on a path, which we often
use to obtain bounds on R, (see e.g. Feller [15] p314).

For an unbiased random walk on (0, 1, ..., k) starting at vertex 1 and with absorbing states
0, k, Pr( absorption at 0) = 1 — 1/k, Pr( absorption at k) = 1/k. Thus if 0 is reflecting, the
expected number of visits to 0 by the walk before reaching k is k.

Now suppose that we have a path of length a and d — 1 paths of length b > a all with a
common vertex O and otherwise vertex disjoint. A walk is started at O and ends when it
reaches an endpoint of a path different from O. If p is the probability of return to O before
absorption then

1 /1 d-1 b+ (d—1)a
S P (PR S S
p d (a L ) dab
Consequently, the expected number of returns to O before absorption is

r dab
Il—p a+(d—1)b

(29)

For a biased random walk on (0, 1, ..., k), starting at vertex 1, with absorbing states 0, k, and
with transition probabilities at vertices (1, ..., k—1) of ¢ = Pr(move left), p = Pr(move right);
then 1
(q/p)F -1

Lemma 12. Let R} be the expected number of returns to v in a random walk on I',, where the
vertices in I'; are made into absorbing states. Then

Pr(absorption at k) =

R, = R:(1+o(1)).

Proof
(Case (a) of Theorem 2.) First suppose that I', is a tree. Given that a walk on I', has
reached w € I'; the expected number of returns to v is at most T'R;p; where

p1 = max Pr( the walk W, reaches v before returning to I';).
wel'y

We can get an upper bound on p; as follows: By the construction of I', the particle has to
pass through at least sy vertices of degree at least oy + 2 (see (23)) in order to reach the root
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v. Thus p; is at most the probability of absorption at vertex sg in a biased random walk on
(0,1, ..., 80), starting at vertex 1, with absorbing states 0, sg, and with transition probabilities

at vertices (1,...,s — 1) of ¢ = Zii;, p= 011+2. Thus

p1 < Pr(absorption at 0) = (a—l—iﬁ < 1/(Inn)™. (31)
) _

It follows that the expected number of returns to v from w within 7" steps is O(R:T/(Inn)*).
The proof when T, contains a cycle is similar, except that sq is replaced by |sq/4].

(Case (b) of Theorem 2.) The set I'0 consists entirely of large vertices, i.e. vertices of
degree greater than oy (see (23)). Let w € I';. By P3b(i,ii) all but A = O(1) of its neighbours
in M, are large, whereas in I',,, w has at most 2 neighbours. Assume the particle arrives at w
for the first time at some fixed step t. With probability 1 — O(1/0y), after the next step W,
will be at a large neighbour w; of w not in I',. Arguing similarly, we see that with probability
1—0(1/0y), after A+ 7 steps we are at distance six large vertices from w in a direction away
from v; and these vertices have the property that the particle either moves directly towards
or directly away from v when traversing them. We call this second event a success. The
expected number of failures before a success is 1/(1 —O(1/0y)), each failure incurring at most
R} expected returns to v.

By the usual comparison with a biased walk on a path, once we are at a vertex x distance
6 large vertices away from I'), the walk will either return to a vertex ' (equivalent to z), at

distance 6 from I'0 or arrive at I'0 with probability O(1/a7?).

Thus the probability that the particle returns to v at some step up to 7" after a visit to I') is
at most

O(1/a1) +O(T/a?), (32)

and the expected number of returns to v is at most
Ry/(1=0(1/01)) + RyO(T/o7) = Ri(1 + o(1)).
(Case (c) of Theorem 2.) The proof is similar to (b) above. O

We next note a property of random walks on undirected graphs which follows from result on
electrical networks (see e.g. Doyle and Snell [11]). Let v be a given vertex in a graph G and
S a set of vertices disjoint from v. Let p(G), the escape probability, be the probability that,
starting at v, the walk reaches S before returning to v. For an unbiased random walk,

1

p(G) = 20 Borr

where Rppr = Rprp(G) is the effective resistance of G. We assume each edge of G has
resistance 1. In the notation of this paradigm, deleting an edge corresponds to increasing the
resistance of that edge to infinity. Thus by Raleigh’s Monotonicity Law, if edges are deleted
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from G to form a sub-graph G’ then Rppp(G’) > Rprr(G). Provided we do not delete any
edges incident with v, it follows that p(G’) < p(G). However p(G) = 1 — p, where p is the
probability that the walk returns to v before absorption at S, and hence p’ > p. Thus R, g,
the expected number of returns to v before absorption at S satisfies

1 1 ,

R, s = < =R, . 33
S 1_p—1_p/ v,S ( )

Finally we note that sub-dividing edges increases effective resistance, as an edge of resistance
1 whose resistance is increased to 2, is equivalent to two edges of resistance 1 in series. This
allows us to increase the length of paths to the boundary when considering upper bounds.

Lemma 13.

(a) (Case (a),(b) of Theorem 2.) If v doesn't lie on a cycle of I', then

R, < (1+0(1))53r(v).

(b) (Case (a) of Theorem 2.) Ifv is on a cycle of T, then R, < (1 + 0(1))1)(62()”_)17’(1)).

(c) (Case (b) of Theorem 2.) Ifv is on a cycle of ', then R, =1+ o(1).
(d) (Case (c) of Theorem 2.) R, =1+ o(1) for allve V.
(e) (Case (a),(b) of Theorem 2.) Ifv is a special vertex then R, > {y — O(1).

Proof

It follows from Lemmas 10 and 12 that it suffices to consider a random walk on I', with
absorbing states at I').

(a) Assume first that I', is a tree. There is a path from each edge incident with v to the
boundary. If any of these paths P is of length less than r(v) insert edges in I/ to increase
the length of P to r(v). The remarks prior to this lemma show that R, > R, where R is the
expected number of returns to v on I"). For walks on I we have R = r(v).

If T, contains a cycle C' disjoint from v, we can delete (one of) the furthest cycle edges from
v. If this creates a vertex w of degree one then delete w and repeat until we have formed a
tree sub-graph I/ without increasing r(v). The process of deletion will finish before we reach
a neighbour of v. The previous argument for case (a), when I, is a tree, is now valid.

(b) If I', contains a cycle C' through v then we delete a cycle as in Case (a) and prune vertices
of degree one. If the pruning process ends before we reach a neighbour of v then we bound
R, as in Case (a). If however, the deletion of a cycle edge (x,y) results in an induced path
from v, ending at x, then we treat this path as not part of M, in the argument of Lemma 10.
This reduces b(v) to b(v) — 1 and explains the bound.

17



(c) In this case v is a large vertex and I', consists of a star centered at v together with an
edge joining two neighbours of v. Thus R = 1 and the bound follows.

(d) R, > 1 and as argued in Lemma 12 above, on reaching a boundary vertex w, the prob-
ability that W, returns to v in 7" steps is only o(1). If v is small, then I, is a star and we
are done. If I, contains a cycle C, then v is large and C' is a triangle. We delete one edge to
form a star giving an upper bound. If v is large and I, is a tree, then there is at most one
small neighbour w on a path of length L = 2 to the boundary. The probability of visiting w
before reaching the boundary is O(1/1nn).

(e) Let vPw be the unique path in the mantle of length ¢y joining v to w = w(v). Let T ({y)
be the tree in C'; rooted at w containing the vertex v. In this tree vertices v, w have degree 1.
In order to prove that R, > ¢y — O(1) we need to prove that whp the walk W, has reached
w by time T'. This is because the expected number of returns to v before W, reaches w is
precisely £g.

Label the vertices on vPw as (v = vy, ...,v5, = w). In general let 7 (k) be the sub-tree of
7 (ly) containing (v, ..., v;) obtained by pruning 7 (¢y) at vertex vy, which now becomes a
leaf. Let m(k) be the number of edges of 7 (k). For a walk restricted to 7 (k) define a random
variable H (i, k) as the number of steps before vy, is first visited by a walk starting at v;. Let
H(i,k) = E(H(i,k)), the access time. For walks on a path there is a standard method of
calculating H (i, k) which extends easily to trees. We have H (i, k) = H(i,k— 1)+ H(k—1,k).
Also H(k,k) =1+ H(k—1,k), where H(k, k) has the meaning of the expected time to a first
return in 7 (k) which can only be via vj,_;. Thus we have H (i, k) = H(i,k— 1)+ H(k, k) — 1.
By the ergodic theorem for 7 (k), H(k, k) = 2m(k)/d(k) = 2m(k). As v is special, v is a leaf
in C1, and thus

H(0,60) = (2m(fy) — 1) + (2m(fy — 1) — 1) + - - - + 1 < 26ym(f) = O((Inn)?),
where by P1, m(fy) = O(Inn). It follows that

Pr(H(v,w) >T) =0 <i) :

Inn

(oot

and finally,

3.4 The conditions of Lemma 6

Lemma 14. For |z| < 1+ A, there ezists a constant 8 > 0 such that |Rr(z)| > 6.
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Proof As before, let I') be the set of absorbing states of I',. For walks in I',, starting
at v, let G(z) = Zthl B3zt where 3, is the probability of a first return to v at time t < T.
Let o(z) = 1/(1 — (2)), and write a(z) = >~ ax2", so that o, is the probability that our
walk is at v at time ¢. We shall prove below that the radius of convergence of «(z) is at least
1+ Q(1/L3).

We can write

= ——— TQ>%), (34)

Qi(z) = D (r—ay?

t=so+1

Q2(2) = — Z a2t

t=T+1

Here we have used the fact that a; = r; for 0 < ¢t < s¢, as all paths from the boundary to v
contain at least sy vertices of degree at least oy + 2. We note that Q(0) = 0, a(0) = 1 and

5(0) = 0.
We claim that the expression (34) is well defined for |z| < 1+ A. We will show below that
|Q2(2)| = o(1) (35)

for |z] <14 2\ and thus the radius of convergence of ()3(z) (and hence a(z)) is greater than
1+ A. This will imply that |3(z)| < 1 for |z|] < 14 A. For suppose there exists z, such that
|B(z0)| > 1. Then B(|z0|) > |5(20)| > 1 and we can assume (by scaling) that 5(|z|) = 1. We
have 3(0) < 1 and so we can assume that ((|z]) < 1 for 0 < |z| < |z0|. But as p approaches 1
from below, (34) is valid for z = p|zo| and then |Rz(p|zo|)| — oo, contradiction.

Recall that A = 1/KT. Clearly 3(1) <1 and so for |z] <1+ A
B(l2)) < BL+A) <AL+ 1T <eVE
Using [1/(1 — B(2))] > 1/(1 + B(]2|)) we obtain

1 1
|Rr(2)| > T80 1Q(2)] > T ol/k 1Q(2)]. (36)

We now prove that |Q(z)| = o(1) for |z|] <1+ X and the lemma will follow.

Turning our attention first to Q1(2), we note that r; — ay is at most the probability of a return
to v within time 7', after a visit to ') for a walk on C;. The following results hold both for
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I', a tree, and I', containing a cycle. Considering the various cases of Theorem 2, we see that
from (31) (resp. paragraph preceding (32))

Q1(2)] < (L+N)TQu(1) < (1+ 1T/ (Inn)>W = o(1). (37)

We next turn our attention to (J2(z). The proof of (35) given below holds for all cases of
Theorem 2.

Let 0, be the probability that the walk on I', has not been absorbed by step t. Then o, > ay,

and so
o0

|Qa2(2)] < Z Ut|z|ta

t=T+1

Assume first that ', is a tree. We estimate an upper bound for o; as follows: Consider an
unbiased random walk Xéb),Xl(b), ... starting at |b| < a < L on the finite line (—a, —a +
1,...,0,1,...,a), with absorbing states —a, a.

X is the sum of m independent +1 random variables. So the central limit theorem implies
that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

Pr(Xc(gg > q or Xc(sg <—a)>1- e 12,
Consequently, for any b with |b| < a,
(b) -1
Pr(| X, .| >a)>1—¢". (38)

Hence, for t > 0, ,
o, =Pr(| XY <a, 7=0,1,...,t) < e W/ (39)

Thus the radius of convergence of Q(2) is at least €/G<*) As a < L, e/G%*) > 1 4+ 2\ and
for |z] <14 2\,

|Q2<Z)| < Z 62)\t—Lt/(20a2)J _ 0(1)'
t=T+1
This lower bounds the radius of convergence of a(z), proves (35) and then (37), (35) and (36)
complete the proof of the case where I, is a tree.

We now turn to the case where I', contains a unique cycle C'. The place where we have used
the fact that ', is a tree is in (39) which relies on (38). Let x be the furthest vertex of C' from
v in I',. This is the only possible place where the random walk is more likely to get closer to
v at the next step. We can see this by considering the breadth first construction of I',. Thus
we can compare our walk with random walk on [—a, a] where there is a unique value d < a
such that only at +d is the walk more likely to move towards the origin and even then this
probability is at most 2/3.
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From (38) we see that

Pr(3r <cd®: | XV =d)>1—e V2
The probability the particle walks from e.g. d to a without returning to the cycle is at least
1/3(a — d). Thus

Pr(3r <ca*: |X a) > (1 —e?)/3a,

+a d|

and
o, =Pr(|X9) <a, 7=0,1,...,t) < (1 — (1 — e /2)/3a)/Rca®)] < =t/(20cL%)

The radius of convergence of Q3(z) is therefore at least 14+ =75 > 1+ 2\, assuming that K
(defined in (9)) is sufficiently large. Finally, if z € C) then

(r—1/(200L%))t —T/(250L3)
|Q2 | < Z € S 1_ 6_1/(25CL3) = 0(1)
t=T+1
using the extra factor Inlnn in the definition of T (see (26)). O

3.5 Upper bound on cover time

Let t; = (1 4 €), where ¢ — 0 sufficiently slowly that any subsequently claimed inequalities
are valid. An upper bound of ¢;(1 4+ o(1)) for the cover time of C is established in Lemma
6 (below), which we prove after some preliminary steps.

Let T¢(u) be the time taken by the random walk W, to visit every vertex of a connected
graph G. Let U; be the number of vertices of G which have not been visited by W, at step t.
We note the following:

C,=E(Te(w) = > Pr(To(u) > 1), (40)

Pr(Ts(u) > t) = Pr(To(u) >t — 1) = Pr(Uo; > 0) < min{1,E(U,_,)}.  (41)

As in Corollary 7, let A,(t), t > T be the event that W, (¢) has not visited v in the interval
[T, t]. It follows from (40), (41) that for all t > T,

C,<t+1+Y E(U,)<t+1+) ) Pr(A, (42)

s>t v s>t

Recall from (10) that p, = (1 + o(1))d(v)/(2mR,), where m is the number of edges and
R, = Rp(1). In Section 3.4 we established that condition (a) of Lemma 6 holds, and in
Section 3.3 we derived bounds for the parameter R,. Using PO, P1(ii) and T" given by (26),
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it is easily checked that condition (b) of Lemma 6 holds. Thus by Corollary 7, the probability
that W, has not visited v during [T, ] is given by

Pr(A;(v)) = (14 o0(1))e " + o(e /?) (43)
= (14 o0(1))e ", (44)

where from (9), A = 1/KT and p,/\ = O(T~,) = o(1) by Lemma 6(b). From Lemma 13 we
see that R, < (14 o(1))L where L is given by (24). This implies that for any set S C V

ST Pr(AL(v) = O (mL) Y Pr(A(v)), (45)

veES s>t veES

We note in all cases of Theorem 2, that

mL = O(t]/Inlnn). (46)

o Q
We adopt the notation < to stand for < O() (resp. > to stand for > €()) and thus avoid
large unsightly brackets.

Lemma 15. Let F(k) = k(cx —Inc) + Qronn? =y o fore>1

4k(cz—Inc)
L o
1/2
Z e Pk < p=(+9) ”VInn.
k=s0

Proof The function F'(k) is minimized at k* = % For k = (1 + 0)k*, F(k) =
(14 €)Y2(1+6%/(2(1 4 6))) Inn and thus for § < 1,

€ 1/2 I
e Fh) < p(iFol/? — e gz

Thus
D et < / e™F® g
k=s0o 50
% n_(1+6)1/2k* /OO 6_%/21“”62 ds
g - (492 Vvinn
- cx —Inc’
The lemma now follows from Lemma 8(a), as cx —Inc > In(2 — 1/¢) for ¢ > 1. O

We now prove the upper bounds on cover time for the various cases given in Theorem 2.
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Lemma 16. C, < (1 +o(1))t; for allu € V(C,).

Proof Let

Vi = {v:v doesn’t lie on a cycle of I', }
Vo = {v:vlies on a cycle of I, }

Going back to (45) and (46) it will suffice to show

> Pr(A,(v) =o(1), i=12 (47)

veV;

(Case (a(1)) of Theorem 2.) We first consider Vi, and evaluate ) . Pr(A (v)). Let
r(v) be the radius of I', (see (28)). Lemma 13(a) gives R, < (1 + o(1))d(v)r(v)/b(v). Thus,
using (43)-(44)

Pr(A, (1) < zexp{—t1d<“)(1+of§;’; } (48)
e )

Let D, = {v € Vi,r(v) = £} then |Dy| < n,y = O(ng). It follows from P3a, that for
¢ > 10sp/x, and from Lemma 15 that for ¢t > ¢;

L (1+¢/2)(Inn)?
L) < S| - St (50
10so/x
(1 +¢/2)(Inn)?
= ; nexp{ 4l(cx —Inc) }
- 21 ey (1 +¢/2)(Inn)?
+ en(lnn)*(Le®)* exp { —l(cx —Inc) — (51)
é:%/x P { 4¢(cx — Inc) }
O

< n—100+n1—(1+e/2)1/2(Lec)so(lnn)5/2
= o(1). (52)

We next consider the case v € V5. v belongs to a cycle of I',. By P6a any such cycle is
of length at most 2ky and by P4 there are O((Inn)%*°) such vertices and by Lemma 13(b),

R, < bg}()”_)lL(l + 0(1)) where b(v) > 2, Consequently,

O
> Pr(A(v)) < (Inn)*oe Gmh) = o(1). (53)
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(Case (a(2)) of Theorem 2.) As in Case (a(1)), for Vi,

L (1+¢€/2)(Inn)?
Z Pr(A; (v)) < ; | D¢| exp {— 4¢(cx — Inc) }

veEV]
10so/x
(1+¢€/2)(Inn)?
< _
- Z nexp{ 40(cx —Inc)
=1
L
+ Z (2C>€n1—€/w—w/(4€)+2so/w—ew/(SZ) (54>
£=10so/x
~100 ¢ ew 1
< n 4 Z exp 4 — @—O " Inn (55)
£=10s0/x
= o(1). (56)

The case v € V; is dealt with as it was in the previous case.

(Case (b) of Theorem 2.) Using (48) we obtain

L
Y Pr(A,(v)) < > [Didexp{~(1+¢/2)yInn/(al)} (57)
veVy (=1
L
< Z nl—a€+o(1)—(1+6/2)'y/(a€) (58)
(=1
_ no(l)—ey/2aL (59>
o(1).

Line (59) follows from 1 — af — y/al < 0 when 7 is given by (2).

In the case v € V5, we see that v is large and I',, is a star plus a single edge. Furthermore,
R, =14 o0(1), (see Lemma 13(c)) and so

O
> Pr(A, (v) < (Inn)teCmoMnn/Cm — o1),

veEV3

(Case (c) of Theorem 2.) Recall that now R, = 14 0(1) for all v € V' (see Lemma 13(d)).
Thus from (42)-(45) and P7c,

0 (Inn)k ks
_ < ot _
Com(ti+l) = kZZl k! ;e’{p{ (1+0(1))nlnn} (60)
o)
< nlnnZ%exp{—ke(lnlnn+5+lnn)/2}
k>1
= o(ty). (61)
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O

This completes the proofs of the upper bound on cover time for the cases given in Theorem 2.

3.6 Lower bound on cover time

Let t9 = t5(1 — €) where ¢ — 0 sufficiently slowly that any subsequently claimed inequalities
are valid. We prove that at time ¢y, the probability that the set S of special vertices is covered
by the walk W, tends to zero, (see Section 3.1 for the definition of special). Hence T} (u) > ¢
whp which implies that Cg > ¢} — o(t}).

Let n(x,y) denote the probability that W, visits y within the first T" steps. Let

o = {os maxfnlo)ontn o) 2 g -

We will prove in Section 3.6.1 below that whp
1%, < (Inn)* forall z € V. (62)

Given this we prove below that in special cases (a), (b), (c), we can choose a sufficiently large
subset S C S satisfying

n(v,v") <1/(Inn)*®  for all v, € S. (63)
Let X =" .Y, denote the subset of S which is unvisited in [T, #o]. It follows from Corollary
7 that
E(X) =) Pr(Ay(v)) = Y (1+0(Tm,))e " + o(V/ne M7?), (64)
veS v

Case (a): By P7a, there is a set S; of ©(n'/27°()) special vertices v with pairwise dis-
joint neighbourhoods Ny, (Cy, w(v)). Given this we use (62) to choose a set S C 5 of size
O(n'/2=°M) satisfying (63). The value of p, in (64) is given by

. W Case (a(1))
v <9 210() Case (a(2))

nlnn
Thus for some constant A; > 0,
E(X) > n™e, (65)

Case (b): By P7b there is a set S of O(n!~*%©—°() special vertices such that I',, T, are
disjoint for v,v" € S. We assume that (62), (63) hold and use (64) with

< 14 0(1) '
~ algnlnn
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Since v = aly(1 — alp) this gives
E(X) > @(nl—aﬂo—V/(cho)-irev/(?afo)) — @(nfv/@afo))
and (65) holds here too.

Case (c): Assume for the moment that
§TInn ¢ [0, (Inlnn)?).
It follows from P3c that I',,, I',, are disjoint for any pair of special vertices v, v’. Now let

b 1 5T Inn > (Inlnn)?
" |Inlnn 6t =0 '

Then, by PT7c,

Q 1 k
E(X) > n5+ ( n];‘l) e—k(l—e/2)(57L Inn-+Inlnn) > (hl n)loo7

which is sufficiently large to allow the deletion of the set defined in (62).

Having bounded E(X) from below in all cases, we continue by estimating the second moment
of X.

Fix v,v" € S. We will show that
Pr(Ay, (v) A Ay (v) = (1+ 0(1))Pr(Ag, (v))Pr(Ag, (v). (66)

It then follows that
E(X?) = (1+0o(1)E(X)*. (67)

Using the Chebyshev inequality we see that
Pr(X < E(X/2)) =0o(1)
and thus whp at least E(X)/2 — T > 0 vertices of S are unvisited at .

We define a new graph G, by identifying v, v’ and replacing them with a new node ¢. The
conductance of G, can easily be seen to be Q(1/Inn).

Walks in G, can be mapped to walks in G in a natural way. If the walk is not at 1 then it
chooses its successor with the same probability. This includes neighbours of v,v’, since they
are non-adjacent in v. When at ¢, with probability 1/2 it moves to a neighbour of v and with

probability 1/2 it moves to a neighbour of v'.
Let R* be the expected number of returns to v in time n'/? steps. Let p, denote the probability
of a return to v within 7" steps. Define R}, R}, v, py similarly. We claim that
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C1
R = R, +O0(n'*r,).

C2

nl/4

(1—py) kaf 1<R*<Z:kp (1—p,) +O(n'?r,).

C3

U+ v/
po = B SE 4 0(1/(1nn)0).

C1 comes from the fact that after time T the probability of being at v is close to 7, and so
the expected number of visits to v in the time interval [T, n'/?] is O(n'/?x,).

The LHS of C2 is the probability of 0 < k < n'/* returns in time n'/? followed by no return
within 7" steps. The RHS is the expected number of quick returns altogether and the O(n'/?x,)
term accounts for returns that take longer than 7.

The first term in C3 accounts for choosing a neighbour of v with probability 1/2 etc. and the
error term uses (63) to bound the probability of visits from v to v’ within time 7" etc.

C1 and C2 can be seen to hold for v and v too.

Now R} = O(Inn) implies that p, = 1 —Q(1/Inn), otherwise the first inequality in C2 would
fail. It then follows from C1 and C2 that

1
o= g, + Ot

Applying C3 we then see that

2 1
- = 4

R Rv,—i—O(l/(lnn)lO). (68)

So, with Pry, referring to probability in the space of random walks on Gy,

Pry(A,(¥)) = (L+o(1))exp {_ (1+ Otz);iw))Rw }

= (1+4o(1))exp {—t;];z” } exp {—t%:’/ }
= (L+0(1))Pr(Ay (v))Pr(A, (V). (69)
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But, using rapid mixing in G,

Pry(Ay(¥) = > Pl@)PryWalt = Ty) # 1, Ty <t < to)

TFY
= > (dezgf) T 0<n—3>) ProWa(t —T,) # ¥, Ty < t <o)
TFY
= 3 (PF@+ 00T Prw(t = Ty) £ v,0/, Ty << to)  (70)
TH#V,W
Pr(W,(t) # v,v/, T, <t < to) + O(n~?)
Pr( Ay, (v) A Ay, (V) + O(n~3). (71)

Equation (70) follows because there is a natural measure preserving map ¢ between walks in
G that start at x # v, v and avoid v,v" and walks in G, that avoid .

We are left with Case (c) and §"Inn € [0, (Inlnn)?]. Our current argument shows that for
every start vertex u, there are whp at least (n’" Inn)/2 vertices of degree 1 that will not be
visited in the time interval [T',¢y]. However, we must also consider the possibility that these
vertices have been visited before time 7. The problem we have is that (n®" Inn)/2 may be
smaller than 7. But, suppose that wu is distributed as a particle in steady state distribution of
a random walk on C;. Then the probability that the walk visits a vertex of degree 1 during
[0,7] is O(Tn’ ') = o(1). We deduce that almost every u is such that a walk starting from
u, whp avoids all vertices of degree 1 during the interval [0,7]. For any such u, there will
whp be unvisited vertices of degree 1 by time .

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.

3.6.1 Proof of (62)

Let Z, be the number of vertices visited by W, in the first T" steps. Then

T>E(Z)=) nlxy). (72)

yev

For e > 0, let
Adz) ={y eV n(z,y) = €}.
It follows from (72) that
[Ae(z)| < = (73)

€
Similarly, for € > 0 let

B(x) ={y €V : ny,z) > e}.
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By stationarity, for fixed t,

Z T, Pr(W,(t) = x) = m,.

yev

Thus

Tr, = Z ZwyPy(t)(x)

1<t<T yeV

= Zﬂy Z Py(t)(x)

yeV  1<t<T

Z Wyn(yv ZL’)

yev

Z Wyn(yv ZL’)

yE Bz (€)

Tmin€| Bz (€)].

v

Vv

v

where 7, = min{m, : y € V'}.

Consequently,
T,

€Mmin

|Be(2)] < (74)

Now it follows from (73) and (74) that for all x € V,

{y :n(z,y) >1/(Inn)}| = O((Inn)*Inlnn)
{y:n(y,z) >1/(lnn)"°}| = O((lnn)"Inlnn)

Equation (62) follows immediately.

3.7 The edge cover time of the giant component

We will limit ourselves to a brief exposition of the proofs of Theorem 3 and the remaining
theorems, as their analysis is very similar to that for the cover time of the Giant. We identify
certain vertices as special by direct analogy with the definitions used for the case of the Giant
component (see Section 3).

For an edge e = {u,v}, the probability Pr(4;(e)) that e has not been visited by step t can
be found by subdividing e with a vertex w of degree 2. That is, A4;(e) occurs in Cy iff A;(w)
occurs in the modified graph.

In the expressions below, A = O(logn) denotes the maximum degree of G, ,,.
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Case (a(1)) of Theorem 3.
The probability that some edge of the 2-core has not been covered by time ¢y = (1 —€)t] is at
most (see (51))

10sg/x

(1 —3¢/2)(Inn)?
; e {_ 20(cx —Inc) } +
Z:;so/w cAn(Inn)?(Le)™ exp {—K(cx —Inc) — (lzz(i;/i)&nc?) } = o(1).

In the above sum we are estimating each Pr(A; (e)) by considering a random walk where e
alone is split. This accounts for the m replacing n in the first sum.

We next consider edges of the mantle. Every edge of an arborescence must have been covered
by the time the last vertex of degree 1 of that arborescence is covered. Conversely, the last
vertex of degree 1 of that arborescence is covered at exactly the same step as the unique edge
incident with it.

Case (a(2)) of Theorem 3.
The proof is similar to case (a(1)). The probability that some edge of the 2-core has not been
covered by time ty = (1 — €)t} is at most (see (54))

10s0/x 9 L
(1 —3¢/2)(Inn) 0, 1—t)w—
. A(2 Jw—w/(20)+2s0 /w Bewlnn/(2¢) _ 1).
;1 mexp{ 30z —In o) +é 150 / (2¢)'n e o(1)
= =10s¢/x

Case (b) of Theorem 3.
The probability that some edge of the 2-core has not been covered by time to = (1 — €)t] is at
most (see (58))

L
ZA (nl—a€+o(l)—2(1+6/3)’y/(a€) + nl—a(Z—l)-l—o(l)—Jl(1+5/3)'y/(o¢€)) _ 0(1)

/=1

Case (c) of Theorem 3. )
Comparing with (60) we see that, where C,, denotes the expected time to visit all edges of the
2-core,

~

o (Inn)* ks
- 1) < An®" — = .
Cu= (1)< an L ;eXp{ (1+O(1))nlnn} ot1)

This completes the proof of Theorem 3.
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4 Cover time of the k-cores, k > 2

4.1 Cover time of 2-core

We make some minor amendments to the analysis used in the proof of Theorem 2, which we
now explain.

Proof of Theorem 4(a).

(i) During the construction of I, in Section 3.3, we require only that paths from v to I'Y are
[s0/2]-attached. Case (a) of Lemma 12 is still true with this change i.e. p; < 1/(Inn)® and

so R, = R:(1+ o(1)).

(ii) We distinguish between vertices of the giant 2-connected block Bj of Cs, and vertices in
U, the pendicles consisting of unicyclic components rooted at By. We define two sets

Vi = {v € By : v does not lie on a cycle of I', }
Vo = Cy\ Vi

(ili) Suppose that v € V; has degree d = d(v) > 2. The we can find d internally disjoint
paths from v to the boundary of I',. Let a be the minimum and  be the maximum lengths
of these paths. By deleting edges not on these paths and sub-dividing edges, we may ensure
that there is one path of length « and there are d — 1 paths of length . This construction
only increases the expected number of returns to v. Thus

daf3
T [d-17 < (14 0(1))

This follows from Lemma 10 and (29) and b(v) = d(v).

daf
a+

R, < (1+o0(1)) . (75)

(iv) For v € Vi, let {(v) = a+ ( and let D, = {v € V;,4(v) = ¢}. Thus |D,| < ¢n, and
R(v) < (1+o0(1))d(v)e/4.

Recall that t5 = 16(%_imc)n(ln n)?, and let ty = t3(1 + ¢). Now 2m ~ cz’n (see P0) and thus,

Pr(u(0) < 2exp { G 2 <y { (L 2RIEY,

That t, is an upper bound for the expected time to cover V; now follows from arguments
similar to (50)-(53).

(v) For v € V5, we have R} < d(v)L and so

Y

Pr(Ay, (v)) < 2exp {— dte/ 2)(1“”)2} '

8L(cx —Inc) B
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for some § > 0 whereas, by P4, |V, = O((Inn)5*).

For the lower bound, we say that a vertex v of C} is special, if d(v) = 2, v is at the center of
a path of length ¢y (or ¢y + 1 if ¢y is even) attached to the 2-core only at its endpoints, and
properties S2-S4 hold. R, > £y/2 — O(1) (see proof of Lemma 13(e)) and 7, ~ 2/(cx?n) and
thus p, < (4 + 0(1))/(£ycx®n). The proof then follows the structure of the proof of the lower
bound in Theorem 2(a).

Proof of Theorem 4(b).

If v is a large vertex of Vi, then by arguments similar to Lemma 13 (c¢) we find that R, =
1+ o(1). Let V{ be the set of small vertices of V;, and let v € V/. When we prune I, as in
(iii) above, we find v is in a path Pv@ of length ¢ = ¢(v), £ > 2, in which all of the ¢ — 1
internal vertices are small. As in (75), we have R} < (d(v)/2)(2]¢/2][¢/2]/¢). For such a v,

(14+¢€/2)yInn 4 }
a Le/2]1¢/21 )

Let D, = {v € V/ : £(v) = (}. By P3b(ii) there are at most n,_; = n'=*(=D+°() guch paths,
and so

Pr(A, (1)) < 2exp {—

- (1+¢/2)lyInn
2D < QEE'D”QXP{_ EIEN

L

< Z nl-ot=1)+o(1)—(1+e/3)vt/(al€/2][¢/2])
(=2

= 0(1)a

provided we choose v as in (3).

Proof of Theorem 4(c). This is a straightforward imitation of (60)-(61).

4.2 Cover time of the k-core, k£ > 3

For Cy, k > 3, the likely presence of many large induced trees of degree k will determine both
upper and lower bounds for the cover time, by applying the methods of [8], [9].

We first summarize some properties of the k-core. Let f(z) = fi(c,x) where

P (1+++ﬁ)

The threshold for the appearance of the k-core is the minimum value ¢y, of ¢ such that a posi-
tive solution of x = f(x) exists. For ¢ > ¢, let x; be the largest solution in (0, 1) of z = f(x).
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Then |E(Cy)| ~ ncxi/2, [V(Ck)| ~ nfy_1(c, ;) and ng, the number of vertices of degree k
satisfies nj, ~ n(czy)e " /k!. These estimates are accurate to within O(n?*?(Inn)"/3) whp
(see e.g. [10], [20]).

Let v € C}, and G, be the sub-graph of C}, rooted at v, of depth r. We say that v is locally
regular, if G, is a tree, and all vertices of G, have degree k in C}. Following [8], [9] it is these
locally regular vertices v which have the largest value of R, ~ (k—1)/(k —2), and whp there
are n’ of such vertices are still not covered at T} (1 — €), for suitable d, e — 0. Thus, to prove
Theorem 5 it will be enough to establish the existence of a large set of such locally regular
vertices whp.

Let Y count locally regular sub-graphs of the k-core, and v be locally regular. Working
outwards from the root vertex v, with [y = 1, let [; be the number of vertices at level ¢ of G,,. For
i>1,L;=k(k—=1)"'. Letr =lnlnnanda=l,+---+1, = k((k—1)"—1)/(k—2) = (Inn)°W.
Thus |V(G,)| =a+1, and (a + 1)k = 2a + (k — 1)I,.

We model the k-core via a configuration model. Condition on the degree sequence of C' and
assume that it has v ~ nfy_1(c,x) vertices and p ~ cz?n/2 edges. Let W be a set of size
2p and let Wy, ... W, partition W where |W;| equals the degree of the ith vertex of C. A
random partition ' of W into p pairs defines a random multigraph v(F') in the usual way,
Bollobas [5]. Within this model,

Ny a+1 I .
E(Y) = ek
() <a+1> <z0z1 zz---z)k Aokl

2 — (a+ 1)k ®(2p — (2a+2(k — 1)I,))
T L e

B\ (1) (a+1)k—a
= (np)(a 2} ole+hk M /Mat)k—a
(i) (2) (214) (@+1)k

where ®(2m) = (2m)!/(m!2™), and

(M)(a—l—l)k—a N 1
(2/’1’)((1-‘1-1)]6 2(a+1)k,ua

So
k a
E(Y ~ a+1 [ "V
) ~ o ()
N n(cxk>ke—c:ck e~ Tk (ka)k—l a
nl—o(l)'

We prove concentration of Y by a standard martingale argument. We can construct v(F')
by taking a random permutation of W and pairing up adjacent elements. If we swap two
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elements of the permutation then we affect two edges «(F) and then we can change Y by at
most w = O(k") = O((Inn)°WM) since there are at most this many vertices at distance r from
any fixed edge. It follows that

A2winl )
Pr(|Y —E(Y)| > Awvnlnn) < exp (_w) -0 (n—A /20) .

2w2en

This immediately implies the same order of concentration for the k-core of Gy, ,, itself.

Upper bound for cover time. Recall the definition of Vi (v) in (27), which defines a sub-
graph T, the local neighbourhood of v to depth L. For simplicity we choose L = Inlnn.
If v is locally regular then R, = (1 + o(1))(k — 1)/k — 2). For any other tree T,, we can
prune to a locally regular sub-tree. This increases R, to (14 0(1))(k—1)/k — 2) by Raleigh’s
Monotonicity Theorem. Thus for vertices v with T, a tree we have

P EZ20 4 o).

crink —1

Do <

Recalling that t; = cxi(k —1)/(k(k — 2))nInn, we see that
ne P+ — o(1/1Inn),

for € = o(1) but not too small. Thus from (45), t5(1 + o(1)) is an upper bound for the time
taken to cover all locally tree-like vertices where T, is a tree.

For local neighbourhoods T, with a cycle, pruning an edge could introduce two vertices u, u’
of degree k — 1. In the worst case u,u’ are now of degree 2. However every other vertex on
a path from v to the boundary has degree at least 3, so R, = O(Inlnn) by comparison with
a biased walk on a path (see Lemma 12). As there are O((Inn)™"") vertices v for which T,
contains a cycle (see P4), and

__k 4
O((lnn)lnln")e cagn Olnn) o(1/Inn),

it follows from (45) that ¢} is also an upper bound for the time to cover all locally non-tree-like
vertices.

Lower bound for cover time. There are at most O(k* Inn) locally regular vertices within
distance 2r of a given locally regular vertex v. Let S be a maximal set of locally regular
vertices at distance at least 2r 4+ 1 from each other. Choosing r = Inlnn, by the previous
discussion we see that |S| x O(k* Inn) > n'=°W je. |S| = n!=°M. The lower bound now
follows from the arguments already used previously.

Final Remark It is well known that if a k-core, C}, k > 1 has v vertices and u edges, then
it has the same distribution as a random graph with this number of vertices and edges, but
conditioned to have minimum degree at least k. Thus with some extra effort we could have
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couched our results within this model. This would have lengthened the paper. We do not
claim to have checked the calculations and we do not claim that we can deduce results for the
conditional model from what we have proved. We may be misguided, but we do not forsee
any significant difficulties in carrying out such a project.

References

1]

2]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

D. Aldous and J. Fill, Reversible Markov Chains and Random Walks on Graphs,
http://stat-www.berkeley.edu/pub/users/aldous/RWG /book.html.

R. Aleliunas, R.M. Karp, R.J. Lipton, L. Lovasz and C. Rackoff, Random Walks, Univer-
sal Traversal Sequences, and the Complexity of Maze Problems. Proceedings of the 20th
Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (1979) 218-223.

I. Benjamini, G. Kozma and N. Wormald, The mixing time of the giant component of a
random graph, to appear.

B. Bollobds, Random Graphs, 2nd edition, CUP (2001).

B. Bollobés, A probabilistic proof of an asymptotic formula for the number of labelled
regular graphs, European Journal on Combinatorics 1 (1980) 311-316.

J. Brown and R. Churchill, Complex Variables and Applications, (Sixth Edition) McGraw-
Hill (1996).

C. Cooper and A. M. Frieze, The cover time of sparse random graphs, Proceedings of
SODA 2003 (14th ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms) (2003)

C. Cooper and A. M. Frieze, The cover time of random regular graphs, SIAM Journal
on Discrete Mathematics, 18 (2005) 728-740.

C. Cooper and A. M. Frieze, The cover time of the preferential attachment graph, Journal
of Combinatorial Theory Series B, 97 (2007) 269-290.

C. Cooper, The cores of random hypergraphs with a given degree sequence, Random
Structures and Algorithms, 25 (2004) 353-375.

P. G. Doyle and J. L. Snell Random Walks and Electrical Networks. Carus Mathematical
Monograph 22, AMA (1984).

P. Erd6és and A. Rényi, The evolution of random graphs, Publ. Math. Inst. Hungar. Acad.
Seci. 5 (1960) 17-61.

U. Feige, A tight upper bound for the cover time of random walks on graphs, Random
Structures and Algorithms, 6 (1995) 51-54.

35



[14] U. Feige, A tight lower bound for the cover time of random walks on graphs, Random
Structures and Algorithms, 6 (1995) 433-438.

[15] W. Feller, An Introduction to Probability Theory, Volume I, (Second edition) Wiley
(1960).

[16] N. Fountoulakis and B. Reed, The evolution of the mixing rate, to appear.

[17] M. Jerrum and A. Sinclair. The Markov chain Monte Carlo method: an approach to ap-
proximate counting and integration. In Approzimation Algorithms for NP-hard Problems.
(D. Hochbaum ed.) PWS (1996) 482-520

[18] J. Jonasson, On the cover time of random walks on random graphs, Combinatorics,
Probability and Computing, 7 (1998) 265-279.

[19] B. Pittel, On tree census and the giant component in sparse random graphs, Random
Structures and Algorithms, 1.3 (1990) 311-342.

[20] B. Pittel, J. Spencer and N. Wormald, Sudden emergence of a giant k-core in a random
graph, Journal of Combinatorial Theory Series B, 67 (1996) 111-151.

[21] H. Wilf, Generatingfunctionology, Academic Press (1990).

[22] D. Zuckerman, On the time to traverse all edges of a graph, Information Processing
Letters, 38 (1991) 335-337.

A Proof of Lemma 8

(a) For any ¢ the equation z = 1 — ¢~ has the solution x = 0. Using x = 1 — e~*, provided
0 < x < 1, we obtain
1 1
= -1
¢ x " 1—x
x x’
- 1+Z ... - 76
tatot et (76)

The RHS of (76) increases monotonically from 1 to oo as T 1. Thus for any ¢ > 1 the
equation x = 1 — e~ has a unique solution in (0, 1). This solution satisfies

en 1—=z 1
ce = In
T 1—=x
1—:17( x? J )
- T+ o
T 2 J
r 22 2
- 1z _Z _...__" ... 7
2 6 ji7+1) (77)
<1 (78)
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Thus
In(ce™) =1lnc—cx <In(l —z/2). (79)

From (76) we see that

1
_1 _

1
< 1+I<§+C—1>,

and we see that © > 2(¢—1)/(2¢ —1). Combining this with (79) gives cx —Inc¢ > In(2 —1/c¢).

i1
j+1

wly

(b) We write 0(c) = (2 — x)/(1 — g(c)) where g(c¢) = (Inc)/cx. Since © — 1 as ¢ — oo we
see immediately g(c¢) — 0 and 6(c) — 1 as ¢ — oco. We next show that g(c) is monotone
decreasing with increasing ¢ and this will show that 6(c) is monotone decreasing.

From 1 —x — e~ = 0 we find that dz/dc = z/(e“ — ¢). Thus

dg(c) 1 cdz
de  cx <1 lnc<1+xdc>)

1
— 1 e _ ),
2l _Ce_cw)(nchce )

Let h(c) = Inc+ ce=* — 1. We claim that for ¢ > 1, h(c) is monotone increasing and hence
positive, and so (see (78)) dg/dc < 0. From (77) we have

dh(z) 1dc (1 x It +)

de  cdx

R I

and from (76)

T jrd 1
1 de %4_%4_...4_3]:_1 4.

cdx 1+%+...+j%_|_...'

The result we require is equivalent to

LyZe Ut oY E R
23 j+2 2 j+1 23 j+2 '

The coefficient of 2% on the LHS is (k + 1)/(k + 2) and on the RHS it is

1 1
j+1 k—j+2

k
=0
which is the sum of k + 1 terms of which the first is 1/(k + 2) and the others are strictly less
than this value.

Finally, it follows from (77) that cz —Inc = 2/2 + O(2?) as x — 0 and so
0(c) =c(2—2)/(1/24+ O(x)) as © — 0 giving that §(c) — 1/4 as ¢ — 1. O
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B Proof of Lemma 9

Properties P0O,P1: Proofs of our assertions can be found for example in [12], [19] and [20].

Property P2: This has been proved by Benjamini, Kozma and Wormald [3] and Fountoulakis
and Reed [16].

Property P3a: (i) Assume that 1027 tsy < ¢ < L.

Case (a]_) o1 =1,50 =60 In lnn L = 1nn+2so 1n1nn+cso
The expected number of paths P of length E Whlch are not sp-attached is at most

(61 1) (€+1)! (O(e‘“l“) +(1+o0(1))p" ) (f) z'(1 - x)g—t> : (80)

t<sg

Explanation We choose a set S of ¢ + 1 vertices and order them sq,s1,...,s,. We then
expose the edges of V' \ S. The O(e~™"") term is the probability that there is no giant of size
&n (€ = 2+ O(n~'/*)) produced. We now expose the edges from S to V' \ S. The probability
that some fixed set 7" C S\ {so} of size ¢ contains the only vertices adjacent to at least two
vertices of the exposed giant K is

(1= (1 =p))Q=p)Y =a"(1—2)""(1+O0(n Y Inn)).

We then multiply by p® for the probability of the existence of the path, which places the
sub-path induced by T in C,.

The expression in (80) can be bounded by

—cx\l lex % enlce™C® V4 eC)s0 — n nn2
2enfee ) () < 2enlee) (66" = Oug/ () 1

0 1—=x
and the claim follows from the Markov inequality.

Case (a2): 0y =
We replace (80) by

(o) (o + asomn S () ( > (7)o -p)&“‘Z)H

t<sg

10,80—50 L =2w.

In
w(lnln n)

< n(2e)f(c7remer)tmso (82)
and the claim follows from the Markov inequality.

(ii) If £ = L then the middle term of (81) and the RHS of (82) are both o(1/Inn) and so whp
all paths of length L are sg-attached.
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Property P3b: o, = (lnﬁi’;)m,/\ = a7 .

(i) The probability that there exists S, |S| < Inlnn such that S induces a connected sub-graph
and also contains A 4+ 1 small vertices is at most

Inlnn ]{7 o1 1 1 A+1
n _ — n—mimnn 7 n—Inlnn—:
> (k)k’“ 2pk 1(A+1) <Z< . )p(l—p) ol ) <

k=A+1 =0
n(ln In n)O(lnlnn)n—(a—o(l))(/\—i-l) _ 0(1)

(ii) The expected number of paths with all but at most one vertex small can be bounded by

(61 1) (C+ )" (L +1) (i (n — 1;1 In n)pi(l B p)"—lnlnn_i>€

=0
S n(ﬁ + 1)Cén—(a—o(1))é _ nl—aﬁ-‘:—o(l)‘ (83)

The Markov inequality proves the bound is valid whp and when ¢ > A the RHS of (83) is

o(1).

(iii) The expected number of trees of size k = O(Inn) in the mantle can be bounded by

<Z’) kk—2pk—l (O(e_n1/4) i (k? . 1)(1 _ p)k(xn—k)) < kck—lnl—(a—o(l))k
and this is o(1) for £ > A + 1.
(iv) The expected number of cycles of size < (Inlnn)? which contain a small vertex is

(Inlnn)?

)
Z nkpkn—a—i-o(l) _ 0(1)
k=3

Property P3c. The proof follows that of P3b.

Property P4: ky = Aglnlnn.

Whp the maximum degree is O(Inn) and the expected number of cycles of length at most
2k is O(koc?*0). Thus with probability 1 — O(1/Inn) there are at most O(koc?* Inn) such
cycles and most O(k3c?* (Inn)?*0+2) vertices on or within distance 2kq of such cycles.

Property P5a (i) The expected number of paths of length at most &3, with at least 2 shortcuts
1s at most ,

ko 2 k417,12

2. (n)” (6) =0 (SR — o)

— 14 2 n
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(ii) The expected number 71 of paths contradicting P5a(2) satisfies

2ko

9 n (k2>|pk8 k(z] (1—I+O(n_1/4))k8_38021{3 n k'pk
k2)V070 \3s k)

0 k=3

2 1+cz\ 350
_ 2 ]{7 e
— 5]{50(06 cx)kOC2ko+1 0
380

k,2 1+cx ) 3s0

380

3
IA

< Bkge kar/2 kot < after using (77)

= o(1).
Part (iii) follows directly from (a), (b).

Property P5b. (i) The probability that there is a pair of small cycles that are close together
is at most the probability that there is a set of < 3k vertices spanning > k£ + 1 edges where
3 <k <Inlnn. And so this is at most

3lnlnn n (k)
k+1 -1 3lnlnn4+6 __
> (k) <kil)p < n~'(Inn) = o(1).
k=3

(ii) The expected number of triangles is O((Inn)?).

Property P6a: The expected number of cycles violating the condition is at most

14 ¢
92 Z ntitte €1+€2 <s;) :L’so(l _ I)Zl_so (82)$80(1 _ x)b—So

0 ta>ko 0

liex 0 [leex otz - ¢
< cx\l1 cx\lo
2 E < = ) (ce™ ) <—So (ce™)

01,65> ko
o exr 250 50 (e CT l :
(e (g
Case a(1):

If uy = 050 (ce=*)* then
wpr1/up < exp{so/ko — (cx —Inc)} <exp{—(cx —Inc)/2} < 1.

So, if ¢ = kel POV then the RHS of (84) is O(C>).

so(1—x)

Suppose first that x < 1/2. Then we assume that A is large enough so that if By = Ay/60
then ¢ < 2Bye(ce )P0 < 1/2 and then we have the RHS of (84) equal to o(1).

If z > 1/2 then ¢ = k061+c%(ce%z)k0/so < Byett (ce™¢/?)Bo < 1/2 for large enough Ay and we
also have the RHS of (84) equal to o(1).
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Case a(2): The RHS of (84) is at most

361000(A0 Inln n) 1006—2ck0(1—o(1)) — 0(1)

Property P7a

Let S7 be the set of vertices satisfying S1, S2, S3. Let S5 be the set of vertices v € S
with a path rooted to the 2-core at w(v) which extends to a path of length kg in the 2-core,
which is not sy attached. Let S be the set of special vertices, then using P4 we see that

S| = |S1] = |Sa] — O((Inn)3*0+2). Let m = nx + O(n**). Thus

E(]5:]) =
|Zo oo \n—271 _ \m(fp—1)+ nm m—i
(%H) to+ (1= p)" (1~ ) s (7)o - (55)

1>2
—cx)€06—0(2 :c))

_ @(n1/2 o(l))‘

Explanation of (85): We choose a vertex v and an ordered set of vertices A = (v, vy, vy, ...,
Vge+1 = w(v)). We then expose the edges of H = G — A to obtain a graph distributed as
Gaty—1,. With probability 1 —O(e="""), G will have a giant component C', of size m ~ zn.
The (1 — p)"2 is for S1. The final vertex w(v) has no edges to the small components of H
(for S3), or to the vertices of A. The vertex w(v) is in the 2-core, so has at least 2 edges to
C', the giant of H.

If we repeat the calculation with disjoint pairs of fy-sets we find that E(]S1|*) ~ (E(S;])%
Thus the Chebyshev inequality can be used to show that whp |S;| ~ E(|S;]) = ©(n'/27°W).

Coming now to S, we have

Case (al):
E(]S;]) < (EOZ 1) (o + 1)IpP(1 — p)"2(1 — p)m<zo_1>+(go) (86)
<=y 3 (M) 7

x (” ;OEO) kolp™ ) (io) (1= )k (88)
t<so

Explanation of (86)—(88): This is similar to (85). We first choose two ordered sets A, B of
size {o+ 1, ko respectively, and examine the giant component C'| of H = G — A — B. The lines
(86), (87) establish the properties S1, S2 and S3 and attach at least two edges from w(v) to
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C'|. The line (88) considers the path wQwy, rooted at w(v) on the vertices of B = (z1, ..., T, )-
The last term upper bounds the probability that such a path is not sp-attached. We see that

(i) £ (i) (L) ey~ 0 (T

Case (a2): Here we replace (88) by

Applying the Markov inequality, with probability 1 —O(1/1Inn) we have that |Sy| < |S;|/Inn.
We combine this with our bounds on |S;| and P4 to obtain that whp |S| = ©(n'/27°1),

Finally, we note that the expected number of pairs vy, vs of vertices of degree one, both at
distance ¢y from Cy such that w(vy), w(ve) are at most 2kq apart is bounded by

2k0 1
On2e™")) + (nfoH1pfo(1 = pyretolt+0) ) Z nip ! = (Inn)O0ninm),

Thus whp there are (Inn)°Mn") syuch pairs. Removing them from S yields the required set

of ©(n'/27°()) special vertices satisfying P7a.

Property P7b. Let S; be the set of vertices satisfying S1, S2, S3. Then if m = |Cy| =
n — O(n=Y4),

1/4

E(|S:]) =0(e™ )+
(eﬂ 1) (b +1)!p (1= p)"2(1 = p)" V) (1 — o B (?)p"(l -

1>01

— nl—foa—o(l).

We use Chebyshev to show that |Si| ~ E(|S1|) whp. Since the maximum degree of G,,, is
< 10Inn whp, each v € S is within distance InInn of < (10lnn)™"" = n°M other members
of Sy and we can finish the argument via P3b(i).

Property P7c. This involves a straightforward second moment calculation. a
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