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Abstract

The binomial random bipartite graph G(n,n,p) is the random graph formed
by taking two partition classes of size n and including each edge between them
independently with probability p. It is known that this model exhibits a similar
phase transition as that of the binomial random graph G(n,p) as p passes the
critical point of % We study the component structure of this model near to the
critical point. We show that, as with G(n, p), for an appropriate range of p there is
a unique ‘giant’ component and we determine asymptotically its order and excess.
We also give more precise results for the distribution of the number of components
of a fixed order in this range of p. These results rely on new bounds for the number
of bipartite graphs with a fixed number of vertices and edges, which we also derive.

Mathematics Subject Classifications: 05A16, 05C75, 05C80

1 Introduction

1.1 Background and motivation

It was shown by Erdés and Rényi [10] that a ‘phase transition’ occurs in the uniform
random graph model G/(n, m) when m is around §. Standard arguments on the asymptotic
equivalence of the two models imply that a similar phenomenon occurs in the binomial
random graph model G(n, p) when p is around % More precisely, when p = % for a fixed
€ > 0, with high probability! (whp for short) every component of G(n,p) has order at

most O(logn); when p = 1, whp the order of the largest component is © (n

2
3

= ; and when

p= %, whp G(n,p) contains a unique ‘giant component’ Ly (G(n,p)) of order Q(n).
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1'With probability tending to one as n — oo.
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Whilst it may seem at first that the component behaviour of the model G(n, p) exhibits
quite a sharp ‘jump’ at this point, subsequent investigations, notably by Bollobas [3] and
Luczak [16], showed that in fact, if one chooses the correct parameterisation for p, this
change can be seen to happen quite smoothly. In particular, Luczak’s work implies the
following result in the weakly supercritical regime. Throughout the paper let L;(G) denote
the ith largest component of a graph G for ¢« € N. We use the standard Landau notation
for asymptotic orders.

Theorem 1 ([16]). Let € = €(n) > 0 be such that €’n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = <.
Then whp

|L1 (G(n,p))] = (1 +0(1))2en and Ly (G(n,p))| < ni.

Furthermore, Luczak’s work allowed him to give a precise estimate for the excess of
L, (G(n,p)) (the excess of a connected graph is the difference between the number of
edges and vertices). The excess is in some way a broad measure of the complexity of the
giant component, determining its density, which has important consequences, for example
in terms of the length of the longest cycle in (see for example [17]), or the genus of the
giant component (see for example [9]).

Theorem 2 ([16]). Let € = €(n) > 0 be such that €’n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = 1<
Then whp

2
excess (L1 (G(n,p))) = (1 + 0(1))§e3n.
Luczak also gave a finer picture of the distribution of the components in G(n,p) in
the weakly subcritical and weakly supercritical regimes. In what follows, a tree, unicyclic,

and complex component is a component which has no, exactly one and more than one
cycle, respectively.

Theorem 3 ([16]). Let € = e(n) be such that |e[*n — oo and € = o(1), let p = £, let
d =e—log(l+e), and let « = a(n) > 0 be an arbitrary function. Then the following hold
in G(n,p)

(i) With probability 1 — e~ there are no tree components of order larger than

1
5 <log (e[*n) — gloglog (e[*n) + a) :

(i) With probability 1 — e~ there are no unicyclic components of order larger than

5

(i1i) If € < 0, then whp there are no complex components.

(iv) If € > 0, then with probability 1 — O ((63 )71> there are no complex components of

order smaller than n3.
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In this paper we investigate similar questions about the component structure of a
different random graph model, the binomial random bipartite graph G(n,n,p), near to
its critical point. The binomial random bipartite graph G(ny,ns,p) is the random graph
given by taking two partition classes N; and Ny of sizes n; and no, respectively, and
including each edge between N; and N, independently with probability p. For simplicity,
we restrict our attention to the case where ny = ny. It is possible that similar techniques
will work as long as the ratio 71 = ©(1) is a fixed constant.

As in the case of G(n,p), it is known, see for example [14], that when p = % for a
fixed € > 0, whp every component of G(n,n,p) has order at most O(logn), and when

p= %, whp G(n,n, p) contains a unique ‘giant component’ Ly (G(n, n, p)) of order Q(n).
Hence, a phase transition occurs at p = %, as in G(n,p).

There has been some interest in this model recently: Johannson [14] determined the
critical point as described above in the general G(nq,ns,p) model, Jing and Mohar [13]
determined the genus of G(nq,n2,p) in the dense regime, and Do, Erde and Kang [§]
determined the genus of G(n1,ns,p) in the sparse regime.

This model can also be considered as a special case of the inhomogeneous random
graphs studied by Bollobés, Janson and Riordan [6], who studied the phase transition in
this much broader model. Whilst their results do not apply in the weakly supercritical
regime, this regime was studied for a particular model of inhomogeneous random graphs,
which again generalises the bipartite binomial random graph, namely the multi-type bino-
mial random graph, by Kang, Koch and Pachén [15]. In particular, it follows from their
work that in the weakly supercritical regime there is a unique giant component, and they
determine asymptotically its order.

Theorem 4 ([15]). Let € = €(n) > 0 be such that €n — oo and € = o(1), let p = %,
and let L; = L; (G(n,n,p)) fori=1,2. Then whp

|LiN Ny = (1+0(1))2en  and |Ly N No| = (14 o(1))2en.
Furthermore, whp |Ly| = o(en).

In this paper we extend and strengthen the work in [14, 15] on the component structure
of G(n,n,p) in the weakly supercritical regime.

1.2 Main results

In this paper we prove the following analogues of Theorems 1-3 in the binomial random
bipartite graph model.

Our first main result determines the existence and asymptotic order of the ‘giant’
component in G(n,n,p) near to the critical point.

Theorem 5. Let € = €(n) > 0 be such that € n — oo and € = o(1), let € be defined as the
unique positive solution to (1—€)e® = (14€)e™®, let p =1, and let L; = L; (G(n, n, p))
fori=1,2. Then with probability 1 — O <(63n)_%) we have

2(e+¢€)

L -2 """/
|1’ 1+6n

1

5077,% and | Lo| < ni.

<
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Furthermore, with probability 1 — O ((6371)_%> we have that

Note that € = e — 2¢* + O(€®). Hence, Theorem 5 gives a more precise bound on the
order of I; than Theorem 4, as well as determining more precisely the distribution of the
vertices of L; between the partition classes, and giving a better bound on the order of
the second largest component. Moreover, with the help of this increased accuracy, we are
able to determine asymptotically the excess of the giant component L;.

Theorem 6. Let € = e(n) > 0 be such that €¥n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = <. Then
whp

excess (L1 (G(n,n,p))) = (1 + 0(1))%63%

In addition, we can give a much more precise picture of the component structure of
G(n,n, p) near to the critical point in both the weakly subcritical and weakly supercritical
regime. In what follows, let us write

§=e—log(l+e). (1)

Firstly, for the tree components, we show that whp there are no tree components of
order significantly larger than 3 (log (|¢[*n) — 2loglog (J¢|*n)). Morcover, we show that
the number of tree components of order around this tends to a Poisson distribution.

Theorem 7. Let € = €(n) be such that |e[*n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = 1£<.

i) Given r1,m79 € RT with vy < 79 let Y, ,, denote the number of tree components in
(1) , L7 p
G(n,n,p) of orders between

1 1
5 (log (le[*n) — glog log (le|*n) + r1> and 5 (log (e[*n) — glog log (le|*n) + 7“2>,

where § is as in (1) and let X\ = A(rq,73) := # (e7™ —e ). Then Y,, ,, converges
in distribution to Po(\).

(1) With probability 1 — e G(n,n,p) contains no tree components of order larger
than

1
5 <log (e[*n) — gloglog (le[*n) + a)

for any function a = a(n) > 0.

Secondly, for the unicyclic components, we show that whp there are no unicyclic com-
ponents of order significantly larger than %, and moreover, that the number of unicyclic
components of order around this again tends to a Poisson distribution.

Theorem 8. Let € = €(n) be such that |e|>n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = <.

n
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(1) Given uy,us € R with uy < uy let Z,, 4, denote the number of unicyclic components
in G(n,n,p) of orders between

(751 U9
hd d =2
5 and =,
where & is as in (1) and let v = v(ug, ug) := % [“* 22D Gt Then Z,, ., converges

2 Juy t
in distribution to Po(v).

(i) With probability 1 — e~ G(n,n,p) contains no unicyclic components of order
larger than § for any function o = a(n) > 1.

Finally, we show that there are whp no complex components of order at most n%, and
in fact no complex components at all in the weakly subcritical regime.

Theorem 9. Let € = €(n) be such that |e|>n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = 1*=.

n

(i) If € < 0, then with probability 1 — O <(|6|3n)71), G(n,n,p) contains no complex
components.

(ii) If € > 0, then with probability 1 — O ((63 )_1>, G(n,n,p) contains no complex

2
components of order at most ns.

1.3 Key proof ideas

As opposed to previous results concerning the phase transition in the binomial random
bipartite graph, such as [14], [15] and [6], which analyse this model by comparison to
branching processes, our approach is at heart based on enumerative methods, following
the work of Bollobas [3] and Luczak [16]. That is, we first derive estimates for the number
of connected bipartite graphs with a fixed number of vertices and edges, and use these
to bound the expectation, and higher order moments, of the number of components of
various types in G(n,n,p). This will allow us to describe the distribution of the small
components in G(n,n,p), and in particular Theorems 7-9 will follow from such consider-
ations. Furthermore, we can also bound quite precisely the number of vertices contained
in large components in G(n,n, p), those of order at least ns. It can then be shown using a
standard sprinkling argument that whp there is a unique large component L; containing
all these vertices. Given the order of Ly, we can again use these enumerative estimates
to give a weak bound on its excess, which we can then bootstrap to an asymptotically
tight bound via a multi-round exposure argument. This turns out to be quite a delicate
argument, and in particular we make use of a correlation inequality of Harris. The main
difficulties here, as opposed to the case of G(n, p), come from the fact that the components
of a fixed order can be split in various different ways across the partition classes, making
the combinatorial expressions for the expected number of such components much harder
to estimate or evaluate.

In order to derive these estimates for the number of connected bipartite graphs with a
fixed number of vertices and edges we will use some standard enumerative tools, as well as
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the so-called core and kernel method used by Bollobds [4] and Luczak [16]. We will find
that it is much easier to count the bipartite graphs whose partition classes have relatively
equal sizes, which we call balanced, and in this case we obtain effective bounds. Since
these enumerative results translate directly into bounds on the moments of the number
of components with a fixed number of vertices and edges in G(n, n, p), we will often have
to split such calculations into two parts depending on whether these components are
balanced or not. In the latter case it is then necessary to obtain tighter probabilistic
bounds to account for the weaker enumerative bounds.

The benefit in working directly with these enumerative results is in the increased
accuracy, allowing for much finer control over the structure of G(n,n,p) in the weakly
supercritical regime. For this reason, these estimates may be useful in order to apply
similar methods to study the structure of G(n,n,p) in this regime in more detail. For
example, in the case of G(n, p), Luczak [17] used similar ideas to describe the distribution
of cycles in G(n,p) in this regime, and more recently, using some of these ideas, Dowden,
Kang and Krivelevich [9] were able to determine asymptotically the genus of G(n,p) in
this regime. It is possible that similar ideas could be applied to G(n,n,p), for example
to study the distribution of cycles, the length of the longest cycle, or the genus in this
model.

1.4 Overview of the paper

The rest of the article is organised as follows. In Section 2, we collect some preliminary
results which are used later in the paper. In Section 3 we derive bounds for the expected
number of components of G(n,n, p) with a fixed order and excess, which form the founda-
tion of many of the calculations in this paper. These bounds depend on good estimates for
the number of bipartite graphs with a fixed number of vertices and edges, whose proofs
we give in Section 5. In Section 4.1, we use these estimates to study the distribution
of components in G(n,n,p) and prove Theorems 7-9. Then, in Section 4.2, using the
previous results, we investigate the size of the largest components and prove Theorem 5.
Using this, we then determine the excess of the giant component and prove Theorem 6 in
Section 4.3. Finally, in Section 6, we discuss possible extensions of our results, formulate
a conjecture, and give some open problems.

2 Preliminaries

Unless stated otherwise, all the asymptotics in this paper are taken as n — oo. In
particular, we write

f(n) = g(n)if f = (1+o0(1))g;
f(n) Sg(n)if f < (1+0(1))g;
f(n) 2 g(n)if f = (1+0(1))g.
Furthermore, we write that f(n) > g(n) if f(n) > Cg(n) for an implicit large constant

C. We write N for the set of positive integers, so that in particular 0 ¢ N.
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We will often need the following elementary estimates on the size of the falling factorial,
which hold for any 7,n € N with 1 < n

)= Ton— ) = esp (452 - =0 (—)) BNE)

i 2n 12n? n3
and also
; (i—1)% d(i—1)(2i—1) ; (i —1)2
(n); < n'exp (— 5y Ton? <n'exp | — o . (3)

The following result of Spencer [20] is a useful tool for relating integrals and sums.

Lemma 10 ([20, Theorem 4.3]). Let a < b be integers, let f(x) be an integrable function
inla—1,b+1], and let S := S0_ f(i) and I := f;f(a:)da: Let M be such that |f(x)] < M
for allx € [a—1,b+1] and suppose that [a—1,b+1] can be broken into at most r intervals
such that f(x) is monotone on each. Then

S —1I| < 6rM.

Often, when calculating certain expected values, we will need an asymptotic expression
for sums of the following form, whose proof we relegate to Appendix A.

Lemma 11. Let m > 0 be constant and let L = L(n) and k = k(n) be such that
L+1<k<n, L=w(l) and k =o(n). Then

L d
1 k—d & T
= N PO
=2 (k2 — @2)m (k:+d) eXp( 2n> 2"

d=—L

We will use the following Chernoff type bounds on the tail probabilities of the binomial
distribution, see e.g., [2, Appendix A].

Lemma 12. Let n € N, let p € [0,1], and let X ~ Bin(n,p). Then for every positive a
with a < 7F,
a2
P(|X — >a) <2 — .
(1 = npl > 0) < 2exp (12 )

We will also need to use the following correlation inequality, which follows from an
inequality of Harris [11], which is itself a special case of the FKG-inequality, see for
example [2, Section, 6].

Lemma 13. If A is an increasing event and B is a decreasing event of bipartite graphs,
then in G(n,n,p)
P(A|B) < P(A).

Finally, we will also need the following lemma, which gives a useful criterion for when
a sequence of random variables converges in distribution to a Poisson distribution.

Lemma 14 ([12]). If Xy, Xy, -+ are random variables with finite moments such that
E((X,)r) — N\ as n — oo for every positive integer k, where (X,)y is the kth factorial
moment of X, and A\ > 0 is a constant, then X,, converges in distribution to Po(\).
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3 Component structure of G(n,n,p)

One of the main ways in which we derive information about the distribution of the com-
ponents in G(n, n, p) is by calculating various moments of the number of components with
particular properties, and in particular the expected value.

Given ¢,j € Nand ¢ € Z, let X (i,7,¢) denote the number of components in G(n, n, p)
with ¢ vertices in Ny, j vertices in Ny, and ¢ + j + ¢ edges. Letting ¢ + 7 = k, we have

E (X (i, j,0)) = (’Z) (?) C(i,j, Op* (1 — p)rn—=+, (4)

where C(i, 7, £) is the number of connected bipartite graphs with i vertices in one partition
class, j in the second, and ¢+ j+¢ many edges. Hence, in order to understand the quantities
E (X (4,7,¢)), it is important to know how the quantities C(i, 7, ¢) behave.

In this section we state some bounds for C(i, 7, ¢), which we will prove later in Section
5, and derive some consequences of these bounds, using (4), for the expected number of
tree, unicyclic and complex components in G(n,n, p).

The following estimates are useful to this end. Using the fact that 1 + 2 = = t0(=?)
for any x = o(1), we see that for any i + j =k < n, ¢ > 0, and € = o(1),

(1 _ E)kn_am(k) ~ exp (—(1 Fok 4 LI (5» | (5)

n n n

Throughout this section, unless stated otherwise, we let € = €(n) be such that |e[>n —
oo and € = o(1), and let p = <. We will also refer to ¢ as defined in (1), i.e.,

62

5:e—log(1+e)z§.

3.1 Tree components

Let us write C (i,¢) for the number of (not-necessarily bipartite) connected graphs with
1 vertices and ¢ 4+ £ many edges. It is a classic result of Cayley that the number of trees
on i vertices, in other words C' (i, —1), is i""2. The following result of Scoins [19] gives an
analogue for bipartite trees.

Theorem 15 ([19]). For any i,j € N we have C(i,j,—1) = /7151

As a consequence, we can derive an asymptotic formula for the expected number of
tree components in G(n,n, p).

Theorem 16. For any i = i(n),j = j(n) € N satisfying k := i+ j < n, we have

._ . 2 .3 .3 o o k .4 .4
- exp I Gl b +io(2)+0(" +J :
2n 6m2 n n n3
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Proof. By Theorem 15 and (4), together with Stirling’s formula, we have

E(X(i,75,-1)) = (?) (;‘) C(i,j,—1)p" (1 — p)kn-ii—k+1

n)i\N)j i1 .- — n—ij—
_ (i—')%lj 1] lpk 1(1 _ p)k j—k+1 (7)
K NG N (N kn—ij—k+1
~ <3) IO (1 e 6) C®)
om(ij)z \J nh1 n
Hence, by (8), (2) and (5), we obtain
E(X(i,§,~1)) ~ — % (3>H
" 2n(ij)? j
. _ . 2 .3 .3 .. k ‘4 .4
- exp I Gl Db +Yio(2)+o0 L) .
2n 6n? n n n3

O

3.2 Unicyclic components

We will derive in Section 5 the following expression for the number of unicyclic connected
bipartite graphs.

Theorem 17. For any i,j € N we have

min{z,j} . .
Cli0) - L SO
Z?.]? )_ 2Z j Z irjr (Z+] T)?

r=2

and so in particular, for any i = i(n),j = j(n) € N satisfying i,j — oo and 5 < Jl <2
we have
T . .
C(i,j,0) ~ @mj
We note for comparison that it is known that

C(i,0) ~ \/gf—%,

see [, Corollary 5.19]. We can derive as a consequence an asymptotic formula for the
expected number of unicyclic components in G(n,n,p) which are appropriately balanced
across the partition classes.
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Theorem 18. For any i = i(n),j = j(n) € N satisfying i,j — oo, k : =i+ j < n, and
%<§<2, we have

E (X(i,5,0)) ~ — o (])

._ . .4 .4
- exp G J)° Z s +ﬂ+0 k +o (" *J .
2n 6n2 n n n3

(9)

Proof. By Theorem 17 and (4), together with Stirling’s formula, if % < 4 <2, then

E(X(i,75,0)) = (?) (n)C(z 7,0)pF(1 — p)kn—ii=k

—5 41— 1 n—ij—
z’! j' \/7fzj (L= p)tn it

Hence, by (10), (2) and (5), we get

SN2 3, .3 k: !
- exp G D +6Z‘7+O +0 Lty :
2n 6n2 n3

3.3 Complex components

In Section 5 we will also prove the following upper bound on the number of connected
bipartite graphs with a fixed excess which are appropriately balanced across the partition
classes.

Theorem 19. There is a constant ¢ > 0 such that for any v,j,0 € N with { <1j —1—j
and % < % <2,

[SIEN

Clig.) < 97+ ()

We note for comparison that it is known that there is an absolute constant ¢ such that

36

C(i,0) < cl™ 3t (11)

see [5, Corollary 5.21].

As before, using these bounds we can give an upper bound on the expected number
of components with a fixed excess which are appropriately balanced across the partition
classes.
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Theorem 20. There is a constant ¢ > 0 such that for anyi =i(n),j = j(n),{ ={¢(n) € N
satisfying 0 <ij—1—j, k:==1+j<n, (md% < % < 2, we have

2 Y
- exp (—5k+i—u+0(ﬁ> +€10g(1+6)+w>. (12)
4n 2n n n

Proof. By Theorem 19 and (4), together with Stirling’s formula, if § < < 2and £ <
1) — i — j, then there is an absolute constant ¢ such that,

E(X(i,75,0) = (n) (j) C(i, 5, O)pFt(1 — p)kn—ii—k=t

i
4
n)yy\n)j.; .. N 3=1 (C\ 2 n—ij—k—
< %%ﬂj (i+]) (Z>2p"“”(1 —p)frTTR
k N\ j—i 3\ 5 ' ' kn—ij—k—¢
)
Hence, by (13), (3) and (5), we see that

1 i\ ek
) < i ck?
.. ._ .2
~exp(—6k+ﬂ—u+0(%>+€log(1+e)+€(1+6))

n

- ex (—5k+£—M+O(§) +elog(1+e)+m+€>).

4n 2n n

0

3.4 More about components

Since we only have good estimates for C'(i, 7, ¢) when ¢ and j are comparable in size, it will
be useful to show that the expected number of components of a given excess and order is
dominated by the contribution from those which are ‘evenly spread’ across the partition
classes, and we should perhaps expect by the symmetry in the model that this is the
case for most components. For the most part, we are able to get away with considering a
relatively weak notion of ‘evenly spread’.

We say a component C' of G(n,n,p) is balanced if |[C N Ny| < 2|CNNy| and |[C'NN,y| <
2|C' N Ny|, and unbalanced otherwise. The following lemma will be useful for simplifying
certain calculations, which roughly says that we do not expect there to be any large
unbalanced components in G(n,n,p).
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Ny Ny

Figure 1: A substructure S (in the proof of Lemma 21) with ¢ = 2 vertices in /NV; and
j = 4 vertices in Ny containing a spanning tree (whose edges are drawn with thin edges)
and ¢ = 2 excess edges (which are drawn with thick edges), where none of the kn — 2ij
edges from V(S) to the rest of the graph are in G(n,n,p).

Lemma 21. Let € = e(n) > 0 be such that €¥n — oo and € = o(1), let p = ==, and let
a = a(n) = oo be an increasing function.

(i) With probability 1 — O (n™1), G(n,n,p) contains no unbalanced components of order
> 2000 log n.

(i) With probability 1 — e~ G(n,n,p) contains no unbalanced non-tree components
of order > «.

(iii) With probability 1 —O (n™'), G(n,n, p) contains no unbalanced complex components.

Proof. Every unbalanced component of order k£ with excess at least ¢ must contain a
spanning tree (of order k) together with £+ 1 extra edges which is otherwise disconnected
from the rest of the graph. Hence, G(n,n,p) contains a component of order k and excess
at least ¢ if and only if G(n,n,p) contains such a substructure. Let us denote by Y'(k,¢)
the number of such substructures. It follows that if Y (k,¢) = 0, then G(n,n,p) contains
no components of order k£ with excess at least /.

In order to count the expected size of Y (k,{), we note that we can specify such a
substructure S by choosing ¢ vertices in the first partition class and j vertices in the
second, such that that i + j = k and either j > 2i or i > 2j, choosing one of the 7/~ 15~}
possible bipartite spanning trees on these vertices, and then choosing one of the at most
( Zil) possible sets of £ + 1 extra edges. Note that the number of non-edges from these k
vertices to the other vertices in G(n,n,p) is i(n — j) + j(n — i) = kn — 2ij (see Figure 1).

It follows that we can bound

n\ (N iy 0] —
E(Y(k,0)) < Z (z> (j)zj 1 1(€j1>pk+é(1_p)k 2%,
(Zvj)eUk:

where U, = {(i,j) € N*>: i +j =k and i > 2j or j > 2i}, and we note that |U,| < k.
Therefore, using (3), (5) and Stirling’s approximation, we can bound the expected
number by
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Z 3 J—i ) .9 1 920 e
E(Y (k, £)) < n~te Z (é) exp (—Z ;‘n] i +;) Y 1o (ﬁ»

7] EUk

Y @) %(_.)j_iexp (MﬂLO(l))?

’L] EUk

since € < 1 for x < 0, —i® — j2+2ij <0 and 7,5 < k < n. 4

However, if j 2‘2'2' and ¢ 4+ j = k, then j > % and so j —1 > § > ,and 1] < 2’“ :
It follows that <§)J_l < (%)é A similar calculation holds if ¢ > 2j. Hence the expected
number of such substructures is at most

2(1 +2¢)k?  klog?2 VS
By (1. 0) < w-texp (2E2IE HOE2 o)) S g
(iuj)eUk:
Snfermm Y (i),
(4:) €Uk

since 2(1;i6)k2 — klggQ +0(1) <k (2(1;26) 1°g2> +0(1) < m when € is sufficiently

small.

Hence, if we let Y, (€) = .. Y (k,£), then with r = 2000 log n

]E(Y>T nze 1060 Z —% nze 000 — (%)

’C>’I“ ( 7j)eUk k:>7‘

Hence, by Markov’s inequality, with probability 1—O (n™1), Y5,.(—1) = 0 and in particular
there are no unbalanced components of order at least 2000 log n.
Similarly, if @ = a(n) — oo is an increasing function, then

Y>a Ze 1000 Z _% Z\/_e 000 — (e_#.(‘)o)7

k>a (4,7) €U k>a

and so, again by Markov’s inequality, with probability 1 —e~¥®) there are no unbalanced
components of order at least o with excess greater than zero, and so in particular no
unicyclic components of order at least a.

Finally, we see that

1 1 1 1
E(Y>:(1) < = E e~ o0 E (ij)? < — g J2e~ 1000 = O (—) ,
= (i,7) €U}, = "

and so as before with probability 1—O (n~!) there are no unbalanced complex components.
O
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For most applications the rather coarse notion of balanced is enough for our purposes,
but in one case we will need to restrict our attention to components which are much
more evenly distributed over the partition classes. We say a component C' of G(n,n,p) is
e-uniform if ||C' N Ny| — |C' N Nsf| < i/

Lemma 22. Let ¢ = e(n) > 0 be such that €¢n — oo and € = o(1), and let p =
Then with probability 1 — o (n™'), G(n,n,p) contains no non-e-uniform tree components

2
of order at most n3.

1+e

Proof. As in the previous lemma, let us write
Uy = {(i,j) EN2itj=kli—j >ei¢ﬁ}

for the pairs (i, j) representing non-e-uniform components. Note that, if (¢,7) € Uy and
k< ng, then

Then, using (6), we can bound the expected number of non-e-uniform tree components
of order at most n by

£ 5 soensh £ ot () e (o)

( 7] eUk: k=1 (27.7 EUK
3 3
n n
ek” % 1 n ek® %
< ne in Ven g — < —en Ven
k=1 igpev, )7 ik

However, since k < ns and e3n — 00, it follows that
1 1 1
— —+/ens = —() <\/En3> < —ns.

It follows that the expected number of non-e-uniform tree components of order at most
2.
n3 1s at most ,
122 s 1
ne "° Z T <n3e " =o (n’l) )
k=1
Hence, the result follows by Markov’s inequality. O

It will also be useful to have a bound on the variance of the number of vertices in
e—uniform tree components with small order, which is given by the following lemma,
whose proof is given in Appendix B.

Lemma 23. Let e = e(n) > 0 be such that €¥n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = <. Given

k,a €N, set Z, = lezl k*Z (k) where Z(k) is the number of e-uniform tree components
of order k in G(n,n,p). [f/;’ < n% and % < 1, then V&I(Zl) =0 (%) .
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4 A finer look at component structure of G(n,n,p)

Using the bounds from Section 3 on the expected number of components with a fixed
order and excess, we can describe more precisely the component structure of G(n,n,p).

4.1 Distribution of the number of components: proof of Theorems 7—9

Firstly, as indicated in Theorem 7, we show that whp there are no tree components in
G(n,n,p) whose order is significantly larger than 1 (log (|e[*n) — 2loglog (|¢e[*n)). More-
over, we show that the number of tree components of order around this tends to a Poisson
distribution.

Proof of Theorem 7.
Part (i): Let us write k; = (log(] n) — 2loglog (|e|*n) + ;) for i € {1,2}. Then for

all k1 < k < ks, we have that z, 22, - and ek are all o(1). Therefore, it follows from (6)
that

~2WZ "y () e (—(g—”)

k= kl H—] k
d 2
__n 5k 1 k—d _d_
- Z zl;ﬂ K d2%(k+d) eXp( 2n)’

where the last equality holds by reparameterising over d = j — i. Hence, by Lemma 11,
we have

W2 S ek
E(Y,, ) ~ > — (14)
NZS = ke
Now, for any %1 <a< %2 and
1 3 5 3
k= 5 log (|e| n) — §loglog (|e| n) + a,
we have that . .
k2~ 4v/2]e) ™ (log ([e’n)) 2,
since 0 ~ 7, and hence in this range
5
e (log (|e[*n))? e N |e2|e—% N de~da (15)

K2 Skt 4v/2n 2v2n
Hence, substituting (15) into (14) we obtain

r2
B

1 "2 1
E(Y, — 0 — Tt = —= (e —e ") =\
( r177’2) \/_ z:l oe ﬁ - € ﬁ (6 € ) A
K
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Next, we calculate the expected value of (Y, ,,)2, i.e., the second factorial moment of
Y., r,, which is the expected number of ordered pairs of tree components whose orders lie
between r; and ro. We see that E ((Y;,,,)2) can be calculated as

Z Z ( )( ) - j— l]z 1pk l(l_p)kn—ij—k—l—l
k=k1 i+j=k
n—=t —J s=1 =1 k'— 'n—rs—is—rj—k’
Z Z ( )( . >T‘ lg lpk 1(1_p)k j k+17

=k1 r+s=k’

and we note that the inner sum is the expected number of tree components of order
between k; and ks in G(nq,ng,p), where ny = n —i,ny = n — j. However, since i,j <
ks = o(n) the same argument as before shows that this inner sum is asymptotically equal
to E(Y;, ), and hence
E((}/Tlﬂ"z)?) ~ (E(}/""h'f?))z ~ A%

A similar argument shows that the ith factorial moment E ((Y;,,,);) ~ A* for each
i € N, and hence Y,, ,, converges in distribution to Po(\) by Lemma 14.

Part (ii): Let us write k3 = 1 (log (|e[*>n) — 2loglog (|e[*n) + @) and Yz, for the
number of tree components of order at least k3. From (8), but using (3) instead of (2) to
bound the falling factorial term, we can bound the expected value of Y-, from above as

g (i—7) B+ ey k
() e (TN (D)

Y>a nz —ok Z ;
7T

l\JIw

k=ks3 i+j=k
For any k£ < n and 7 4+ 7 = k, we have that e” % and also * J” > QZ 5, and so
n Ek’2 ]{33 1 i j—1 (Z _ ])2
E(Y>.) <O (n exp ( ok + > 3 (‘) exp (—7) )
kzkg dn 24n? zu;k 27(ig)z \J 2n

Then, reparameterising with d = 7 — ¢ and applying Lemma 11 as before gives us that,

E(Ys,) =0 nzn:iex —6k — i +£ (16)
Ze) L5 p 24n2  4n

k=ky 72

Let s = en, then we are interested in the function

ek? K3 k §s* sk k?
—0k + ==|-——+—-—-=].
dn  24n2 w2 €2 4 24
Now, since —‘Si + 2 — g—i as a function of k is a parabola, whose maximum comes at
k = 3s, we Can bound
k 0s? sk K? 3¢z 9¢? ok
S - ) KR - ) < 1
n2( e2+4 24) k( o+ 4 24) 5 (17)
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Hence, by (16) and (17), we have

Hence, if a > 101log (|e[*n), then

o 1 ok ) ok
=0 |e 1on — exp ——> =0 |e 1w - exp ( )
Z k3 1 ( (g)§ Z 10
@]

k>a/d 0 k>a/d
=0 67% nége_la_o = 671% no>
(1og (|ef*n))? (1 — 1) 5 (log (|ef*n))* |ef*n
_a 1 _Q
=0|e 0n——— ] <e ()
(1og (|ef*n))?

Finally, if @ < 10log (|e[*n) := &, let ks = ; (log (|e[*n) — 2 loglog (|e[*n) + &). We
can argue as in the first part that

E(Yya) = e 4,

O 6377/
since as in (15), as long as k = § (log (|e[*n) — 2 loglog (|¢e[*n) + ) = © <1 g(|6| )) we

have that e=9%k=3 = (56*60‘71 1) It follows that,

E(Ysa) = E(Yaa) + E(Yas) = e U@ 4 ¢79UY) = =)

=

and so the result follows from Markov’s inequality. O

Secondly, as indicated in Theorem 8, we show that whp there are no unicyclic compo-
nents in G(n,n,p) of order significantly larger than =, and moreover, that the number of
unicyclic components of order around this tends to a P01sson distribution.

Proof of Theorem 8.

Part (i): Let us write s; = % for i € {1,2}. We first note that, by Lemma 21, G(n,n, p)
contains no unbalanced non-tree components of order > s; with probability 1—e=*¢1) and
hence whp Z,, w, = Z,,, ,, where Z| . is the number of unicyclic balanced components
with order between s; and s,.

Let us write By, = {(z j) € N2:i4+j5=k and % < 2}. Since for s; < k < 89 we

have that £, ﬁ—z, ’Z—z and % are all o(1), it follows from (9) and Lemma 11 that
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U1U2 Z Z E 2.77

k=s1 (i,j)€By

(4,5)€ By,
I 1 5 1 et
A — —e M= —dt = . 18
325 2 /u / g (18)
k=s1 1
As in Theorem 7 (i) a similar argument shows that E ((Z},, ,,):) ~ v for all i € N and
hence 7, ., and so also Z,, .,, converges in distribution to Po( ).

Part ( i): Let s3 = § and let Z>, and Z., be the number of unicyclic components

and balanced unicyclic components respectively of order at least s3. Note that, as before,
Zso = ZL, with probability 1 — e=%(3) =1 — ¢~
A similar argument as in Theorem 7 (ii) shows that for any i +j =k < n

o100 o (- e ) £ 1(5) e (15

k=s3

= (Z %e‘%’“) . (19)

k=s3

On the other hand, it can be shown, see for example [1, Formulas 5.1.1 and 5.1.20], that

et Y 1
FEi(z) = / Tdt < e Tlog (1 + ;)

. on
1 n 1 “ 5 —t a 5

Z e F ~ / e Hdu = / Cat < e s log (1 + _) = ¢~ (20)
k w U g 1 “

k=s3

and hence

for a > 5.
By (19) and (20), it follows that E (Z,) = e=*®). In the case where 1 < a < 5 we
can use (18) to see

E(Z.,) =E (Z(’m) +E(Z%;) < %El(a) Lm0 ¢ ),

U

Finally, as indicated in Theorem 9, we show that whp there are no large complex
components in G(n,n,p), and in fact no complex components at all in the subcritical
regime.
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Proof of Theorem 9.

Part (i): To show the first part, recalling that € < 0, we use the observation that, since
each complex component must contain a connected subgraph of excess precisely two, it
is sufficient to show that whp G(n,n,p) contains no such subgraphs.

In fact, it is sufficient to show that whp G(n,n,p) contains no subgraph which is
minimal with respect to the properties of being connected and having excess two, and we
note that any such graph consists of a pair of cycles, which are either joined by a path or
whose intersection is a path. Let us denote the number of such subgraphs by ). The key
observation is that any such graph of order £ can be built by taking a path on k vertices
and adding an edge from each of its endpoints to another vertex in the path. Hence, we

k

can choose such a subgraph on k vertices by first choosing the ¢ = bJ vertices of the

path lying in one partition class and the j = %w vertices of the path lying in the other
partition class, choosing the order which the vertices appear in the path in at most ¢!j!
many ways and then choosing for each endpoint of the path one of the at most k£ many

edges from this endpoint to another vertex in the path. It follows that

2@ <23 (1) (§) oesst + 2% - (1)(" 1) (k1) k1R

k=3
n nk nk 1 +e 2k+1 41 1 +e 2k+2
<2 — — (k)R | —— +2 k; DkE? [ ——
<23 oo (1) ey 2 e (1
k2 25k: 4 > 2ex 1
42 /0 r2e®Cdy = Fn
Therefore, by Markov’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — T —— there are no complex

components.
Part (ii) : Recall that € > 0. As in Theorem 8 (i), let A(k,¢) and A'(k,¢) be the
number of components and balanced components respectively of order k with excess ¢ > 1.

2
If we write A =37 3", A(k, () and A’ = S es1 A'(k,€), then by Lemma 21 with
probability 1 —O (n™') =1-0 ((6 n) ) A=A
Since £ = o(1) for k < n3, we see by (12) in Theorem 20 that

tj—i—j

zz > B (X

2
n3

<Zlep(5k+ek2) SENO N
—F=€Xp | — - —— | =
TSV n ) o= Vij\J

/L’])eBk

o (<952 5 () e (s 40+ D) o

(=1
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Let us first deal with the innermost sum of (21)

1J—1—7 C/f3 % g(l + E)
Z 73| P Clog(1l +¢€) + " :

(=1

The ratio of consecutive terms in the sum is

ck3 (3 log(1 + )+1—|—6
— ——  —ex 0 €

which is strictly less than 1 when /¢ is large enough compared to c¢. However, for any
constant ¢ > 1 the individual terms can be seen to have order

£ 3
k3 2 k2
© ({) = (?)
since k£ < ni. It follows that

iﬂfj <%z> : exp <mog(1 +e) + m; E)) =0 <§> : 22)

(=1

Next, we see that the second sum can be evaluated using Lemma 11 to give
> NGi (3) exp (—@2—‘7)) -0 (k;—%> : (23)
Gies, VN "

ek?

Hence, by (22) and (23), and using that, since k < n3 = o(en) we have & = o(0k), we
see that

0

E(A) =0 %Z\/Ee%"‘ :0(% xe‘?):o( ! ):o(%).
k=1

Hence, the result follows by Markov’s inequality. O

4.2 Largest and second largest components: proof of Theorem 5

In order to show that there is in fact a unique giant component in G(n,n,p) for an
appropriate range of €, we follow a relatively standard approach. First, we estimate quite
precisely the number of vertices which are contained in small tree or unicyclic components,
noting that by the lemmas in the previous section there are whp no large tree or unicyclic
components and no small complex components. It follows that whp all the remaining
vertices are contained in large complex components, and by a sprinkling argument we are
able to show that whp these vertices are in fact all contained in a single component.
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Throughout this section, let us consider two quantities related to € = ¢(n) > 0 satis-
fying € = o(1): firstly 0 as defined in (1), i.e.,

&2

5:e—log(1+e)z§,
and secondly ¢’ as in Theorem 5, which is defined implicitly as the unique positive solution
to

(1 —€)e’ =(1+e)e™ (24)

We note that ¢ = ¢ — 262 + O(€®). We also note that ¢ has the following natural
interpretation in terms of branching processes: If we consider a Po(1 + €) branching
process and condition on the event that it does not survive, then it can be shown that
this model is distributed as a Po(1 — €’) branching process. Whenever we use the terms ¢
and ¢ they refer to these quantities for a fixed €, which should be clear from the context.

As indicated in Theorem 9, in the weakly subcritical regime whp there are no complex
components. However, for our proof it will be necessary to know more, namely that in
this regime we do not expect to have many vertices contained in ‘large’ components. The
proof of this fact can be deduced from a standard comparison to a branching process and
we defer the details to Appendix C.

Theorem 24. Let € = €(n) > 0 be such that €3n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = =5,
Then the expected number of vertices in G(n,n,p) in components of order at least \/t 18

o(y/3).
Let us begin then, by estimating the number of vertices contained in small tree or

unicyclic components.

Lemma 25. Let € = €(n) > 0 be such that €¥n > w — oo and € = o(1), and let p = <.
Let Y(—1) and Y (0) denote the number of vertices in tree and unicyclic components of
order at most ns in G(n,n,p) respectively. Then with probability 1 — O (w™'), we have

and

2(1 —¢
’Y(—l) _ 2= )n‘ LoV
1+e€ Ve
Proof. First, we bound Y (0). As before, we let
1

Bk:{(lj>EN2 i+j=Fkand - <

5 <2} and Uy = {(i,j) e N i+j=k}\ By

%|s.

~—~

Y (0)) into two parts

:Zk Z E(X(ia]7 Zk Z Z], )—51+S2

Then we can split the calculation of E
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Since if i + j = k, then % < % = o(0k) for k < ni, it follows from (9) and Lemma
11 that

o (i=J)* | cij
5 < ket (3) ex <_7+—>
k<n3 (7])€Bk
1 ok 1 [ s 1
5 ZQ e 2 < 5/(; e 2dx < g
k<n3

Furthermore, using the very naive bound that C(i, 5,0) < i5C(i,7 — 1) < 4/, we can
calculate as in (9)

Z k Z (4,7,0 Z k Z ( )< )-J’jipk(l _ p)kmiih

s (D k<n3  (G)EUL

1 1 i\’ i— cii
~ 2— k6_6k Z — (_) exp (_(27‘7) + _j)

" k<n3 (i,5) €Uy (ij)2 \J n n

k
1\3 1 1\ 5

sy et() 2 Laxa(l) —on

k<n% @J)EUk(Zj) k<n%

The first part of the lemma then follows by Markov’s inequality.
So, let us consider the bound on Y (—1). Firstly, we note that by part (ii) of Theorem

3n

7 with a(n) = f—g, with probability 1 — o (e_ W) =1— 0 (w™) there are no tree

components in G’(n,n, p) of order at least \/g , and by Lemma 22 with probability 1 —
o(n™t) = 1 O (w™') there are no non-e-uniform tree components in G(n,n,p) of order
at most n3. Hence, with probability 1 — O (w™?), Y/(=1) = Z;, where Z, is, as in Lemma
23, the number of vertices in e-uniform tree components in G(n,n,p) of order at most
ko VT

Next, followmg a technique of Bollobds [5, Theorem 6.6], we consider the model
G(n,n,p) where p’ l;fl. Let us write Y/(—1) and Y’(0) for the number of vertices

in tree and unicyclic components in G(n,n,p’) of order at most ns respectively, and sim-
ilarly Z{ for the number of vertices in e-uniform tree components in G(n,n,p’) of order
at most

We will show that almost every vertex in G(n,n,p’) lies in e-uniform tree components
of order at most /3, and we are able to calculate the ratio E(Z;)/E(Z]) quite precisely.
Combining this with the bound on the variance of Z; from Lemma 23 we are able to
deduce the second part of the lemma.

Indeed, by Theorem 24 the expected number of vertices in components of order greater
than \/g in G(n,n,p) is o (\/é) Furthermore, as we demonstrate below, similar calcu-
lations to the first part of the lemma will prove that the expected number of vertices in
unicyclic and complex components of order at most ns in G(n,n,p’) is o (\/@
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Indeed, if we let Y/(> 1) be the number of vertices in complex components of order
at most n3 in G(n,n,p’), then

tj—i—j 1j—i—j

EVG=2 k> 2 EXGIO+ 3 kD > EX50)

kgnii (i,j)€By  €=1 k<n3 (4,5)€U =1
=5+ 8,
where X'(i, 7, ¢) is the number of components in G(n,n,p’) with i vertices in Ny, j vertices

in Ny, i+ j + € edges.
One can bound S) in a similar fashion as with S, since the exponentially small term

N\
<]1> is the dominating term. For S we use (13), and as in Theorem 9 we can argue

iy ]\/— e ck?
sz xS (1) ()
k<n3 (7])€Bk =1
. (’I’L>1< k+[ (1 >kn—ij—/€—f
nk

: IR (kN
< ka_a)’f Z > (W)
<nd

4 —€k _ i _ E
k _O<e5n =0 - )

as long as €¥n — oo. Furthermore, arguments similar to those used to bound E(Y(0))
immediately imply that the expected number of vertices in small unicyclic components is
at most O ((¢)72) = o (\/@ Finally, the expected number of vertices in non-e-uniform

components of order at most n3 in G(n,n, p) is o(1), as follows from the proof of Lemma

22. It follows that
E(Z;) :2n—0( ﬁ>.
€

Let us write Z; (k) and Z} (k) for the number of vertices in e-uniform tree components
of order k < \/g in G(n,n,p) and G(n,n,p’) respectively, and let us consider the ratio

E (2 (k) _ i () (! (L) (1 - %)k”_iifk+1
E(Zi(K) 3, o (1) (i1 (152 (1 )iy

where the sums run over the e-uniform pairs (3, j).
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Note that,

( 1+ e)kn—ij—k-i-l
1—- — =
n

kn—ij—k+1 c kn—ij—k+1
1 _
n—1

VRS
S
S|
—_

and similarly

1 o\ kn—ii—k+1 1\ knmii—kt Iy
(1 — ‘ > = (n ) exp (e'kz _ Yy 0(1)) :
n n n

Hence, we have

'i—l nfl)k’n—l‘]—kﬁ‘l

E(Z(k) 1-¢ <(1 4 e)eﬁ)k SR S L L e
E(Z'(k))  1+e\(A=e)e’ ) —o(%F) S, (1) (it (22
L1 o)
1+e 7
since the second factor is equal to 1 by the definition of €' in (24).

So, we see that
E ! 2
(7)) _1=¢ ()
E(Zi(k)) 1+e€ n

)kn—z‘j—k+1

or, in other words,

L= g (k) + 0 (i) E(Z)(k)).

n

Hence, by writing E (Z'(k)) = kE (Y(k)) where Y (k) is the number of e-uniform tree

components of order k in G(n,n,p’) we see that

\/g
E(Z) = Y E(Zi(k))

_ 11166 Z E (Z.(k)) + O (%) Z FE (Y (k)

(D)o F e
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The final sum can be bounded by the corresponding sum over all possible tree compo-
nents, e-uniform or not. That is, writing X'(7, j, —1) for the number of tree components
with ¢ vertices in one partition class and j vertices in the other in G(n,n,p’) and noting
that 6 = € —log(1 + ¢) = log(1 — €’) — ¢, we can bound in a similar manner to (6)

n
3e

N
S KE (f/(k))) S DY E(X'(,4.-1))

k=1 itj=k

3e
; > i) (1—=9)
Vs — j=i (i — 5)?
<N ke - =
< ne Z 3() exp< m ) S

k=1 i+j= k

To bound S, we split into two cases. Let us take s such that s = ¢ _%, and first consider

the case when k < s, where
St —nst —ok Z ( ) ﬂexp (— ) Zk?’
k=1 i+j= k
o -o(3)-o(e))

i+j= k
Conversely, when k > s, we see that, by Lemma 11

Sy —n§k3 Y ( ) - Q%) 0 ngmék

i+j= k

~0 (n/ooo \/Ee_‘s””dm> -0 (53) =0(<g>>

Hence, S =51+ S =0 <( )%> and so by (25)

E(Z) = 11166/ (Qn—o(\/§>) +O<%)o<(%>§) - 2(1174:,)7”0( %)

Finally, by Lemma 23 with & = \/3_ , which can be seen to satisfy =< 3eck? < 1, we conclude
that Var(Z;) = O (%) Hence, by Chebyshev’s inequality, |27 — 2(11—+€E)n’ < wnie 2 with

probability 1 — O (w™'). Thus, with probability 1 — O (w™),

'Y(—l) _21=€)

MIDJ

NICO

1 1
n| <wn2e 2.
1+e¢ ' =
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Using Lemma 25, we can give a good bound on the number of vertices which are
contained in components of order at least ns in G(n,n,p). Then, using a sprinkling
argument we can deduce that whp all these vertices are contained in a unique ‘giant’
component, and determine asymptotically its order.

Proof of Theorem 5. Let Z(G) denote the set of vertices lying in components of G of
order larger than ng, which we call large. We first estimate quite precisely the size of
Z(G(n,n,p)) and then show that there is only one large component in G(n,n,p).

(63n>%

100

Indeed, if we let w = , then by part (ii) of Theorem 9, with probability 1 —

O <(e3 )71> > 1— O (w™) there are no small complex components in G(n,n,p).

Now, by Lemma 25, with probability 1 — O (w™!) the number of vertices in small uni-

cyclic components is at most § < n5 and the number of vertices in small tree components
Y (—1) is such that

20—¢) m3  201-¢) w/n <Y(-1) < 21—¢) wyn 2(1—¢) ns

Tte 100 14e " Ve

T+ "t T Tire "

It follows that with probability 1 — O (w™1)

2

1—¢ n3
— — <
2G ) -2n (1- 155 )| < o

Note that € = ¢ + O(e?), and so |-Z(G(n,n,p))| ~ 4en.
In order to show the existence of a unique large component, we use a sprinkling
argument. Let

4 4
ns p—pr N3
=p— and = > —,
p1=p 10 P2 1—p Z 20
and let us write p; = “;—El, where €; = e——L+. A standard argument allows us to couple an

10n3
independent pair (G(n,n,p1), G(n,n, ps)) with G(n,n, p) so that G(n,n, p;)UG(n,n, p) =

G(n,n,p).

[

(¢n)® _ (cn)®

It is clear that w = 55— ~ 5
with probability 1 — O (w™)

. Hence, the same argument as before shows that

1 —¢ n3
-9 1— 1 < —
2Gn )] -2n (1- 150 )| < B

where €/ is defined as the solution to (1 — ¢})et = (1 4 ¢;)e €.
Next, we show that these bounds for |-Z(G(n,n,p))| and |-Z(G(n,n,p1))| are not far
apart. More precisely, we claim that

1—¢, 1-—¢ 2
<

1+61_ 1+e€ \5n%'
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Indeed, consider the function y(x) where y is given as the unique positive solution to
(1 —y)eY = (1 +x)e *. Then, by the derivative of implicit functions formula,

dy v oy _2(1-y)

dr vy y(1+x)’ (26)

where the last equality follows from the fact that (1 —y)e¥ = (1 + x)e ™.
Thus, by the mean value theorem there is a 1) € [e;, €] such that

€ — e =yle) —yla) =y () (e — 1) < 2(e — 1),

since

PO—y®) v ¢
YO A+9) Sy prow N7

y'(¥) =
Hence, it follows that

l—¢, 1—-€¢ e—e+e—€ —€et+ée

l+e  14e (14+€)(1+€)

<3(e—€1)+€ee —€le
<3(e—€r) +e(e —€))
< (34 2¢)(e — 1)
4
< T
10n3

1—¢€ 1—¢€ ni 4 2 ni 2
< <gn3+—5<n3.

Since, by our coupling, G(n,n,p;) C G(n,n,p), it follows that in this event every
large component of G(n,n,p) contains a large component of G(n,n,p;). Hence, in order
to show that there is a unique large component in G(n,n,p) it is sufficient to show that
all the large components in G(n,n,p;) are contained in a single component in G(n,n,p).

By Lemma 21, with probability 1 — O (n™') > 1 — O (w™'), each component of or-
der larger than ns in G(n,n,p1) is balanced, and so we can partition the vertices in

Z(G(n,n,p)) into subsets Vi, Wy, Vo, Wa, ... V;,, Wy, such that %= < Vi, [W;] < n3 and
V; and W; lie in the same component in G(n,n, p;) for each i, say in a greedy manner.

Now, let us consider the edges in G(n,n,ps). Either all vertices in Z(G(n,n,p1))
are contained in one component of G(n,n,p;) U G(n,n,py), or there is a family A =
{(Vi, Wi), Vi, Wiy), oo, (Vi , Wi, )}, where 1 < r < % such that there is no edge in
G(n,n,py) with one end point in (V;, W;) € A and the other in (V;, W;) ¢ A (see Figure
2). Note that, for any such family A4, there are at least %r(m—r)ng non-edges in G(n,n, ps)
with one end point in (V;, W;) € A and the other in (V;,W;) ¢ A.
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Hence, the probability that such a family A exists is bounded by

o
@)
=
¢)
<
©)
=
<
=
@)
l¢)
)
£
=
=
&
N
[
=
=
S
5}
=
)]
-+
=
o]
-+
S
®
/\ Il
w\»—‘
—
I
@
—~
&
&
=
o
=
@)
=
@)
l¢)

It follows that, with probability 1 — O (w™!), Z(G(n, n, p)) consists of just the vertices in
the largest component L; (G(n,n,p)), and so the claim follows.
For the last part, since with probability 1 — O (w™!),

2(e+¢€)
1+e€

and by Theorems 7 and 8, with probability 1 — O (w™!), there are no large tree or
unicyclic components, it suffices to show that with sufficiently small probability there
are no complex components in G(n,n,p) of order around 4en which are very unbal-
anced. We shall bound from above the expected number of complex components C' of
G(n,n,p) with order in the interval [3en, 5en], which have |[C'N Ny | = (14+24/€)|CN Ny or
|CNNy| > (1424/€)|CNNy|. Asin Lemma 21 we can bound the expected number of such
components by the expected number of trees with 2 extra edges, otherwise disconnected
from the rest of the graph, which can be bounded as in Lemma 21

Sen
n ny . - n—2ij
22 ()0

k=3en i+j=k, J
72(1+2/e)i

25 2 () (20 ())

k: 3en  i+j=k,

| L] ~

n ~ 4en,

22
5en Ve
2 < ) Ve <(1+2€)k2) Al
2 exp () 2L W)
" K 3en 1+ 2\/_ an i+j=k,
Jz(1+2ve€)i
5en
2¢ 5(1 + 2¢)e
k% ex k
Z p( Ao/t tva 4 )

5en
R
k: 3en € w
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Figure 2: A partition of the vertices in .Z(G(n,n,p;)) into A and A° with no edges
between V;, € A and W;, € A° or between V;, € A° and W;, € A.

where we used that ; <3 é NG and j—1 > T\/\E/Ek Hence, the result follows from Markov’s

inequality. O

4.3 The excess of the giant component: proof of Theorem 6

Using Theorem 5, we can quite easily give a bound on the excess of the giant component
which is of the correct asymptotic order. Indeed, we can bound the order of the giant
component in quite a small interval, and then using Theorem 19 we can bound the prob-
ability that any component of this order has too large an excess. This is enough to show
that whp the excess of the giant component is O (¢>n). We formalise this in Lemma 26.

Note that, this can be seen to be of the correct order by a simple sprinkling argument:
If we take p; = % and p, = ﬁ’:ﬁi > 5~ then our previous results imply that, for an
appropriate range of €, whp there is a giant component of order O(en) in G(n,n,p;)
which is equally distributed across the partition classes. However, then whp there are
O ((en)?py) = © (e3n) many edges of G(n, n, p2) on the vertex set of the giant component.

In order to find the correct leading constant, we follow an argument of Luczak [16] and
use a multi-round exposure argument, starting with a supercritical p’ which is significantly
smaller than p. By our weaker bound on the excess we can show that at the start of our
process the excess of the giant component in G(n, n, p') is o (¢3n), and we can also estimate
quite precisely the change in the excess of the giant component between each stage of the
multi-round exposure as we increase p’ to p, giving us an asymptotically tight bound on
the excess of the giant component.

So, let us begin by deriving our weak upper bound on the excess of the giant compo-

nent.
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Lemma 26. Let € = e(n) > 0 be such that en — oo and € = o(1), and let p = 1<,

n

Then with probability 1 — O ((6371)_%) the excess of the largest component in G(n,n,p) is
O (e*n).

o=

Proof. We first note that, by Theorem 5, with probability 1 — O <((—:3 )

component Ly of G(n,n,p) is balanced and satisfies

) , the largest

Ly — Q(E-I_E/)n é
1+e o0
Let X be the number of balanced components in G(n,n,p) of order between
2(e+¢€) ns 2(e+¢€) ns
——n——=:k d ky:= —
T1c ' 50 oG RiEmm T Ry

which have excess at least C'e*n, where we will choose C' sufficiently large later. Then
E(X) can be bounded above using Theorem 20 as

20 ek?
EX) <SS —exp (—0k+ 2
( )“’;ﬁ@q’( o+ 50 )

1 E'Hexp (i) Uz:k ck?’(l—l—e)Qez(l:e) :
Vi \J 2n , In? ’

=Ce3n

where By is as before the set of balanced pairs (i, 7), since for ky < k < ko we have
k
= =o(1).

Let us first deal with the innermost sum. Since k = ©(en), for large enough C' we can

bound ,

ij—k 3 9 2(+e) \ 2 ij—k £

ck*(1+¢€)%e = 1)? _Cén

S (T < 5 (5) o).
{=Ce3n {=Ce3n

The middle sum can be dealt with by Lemma 11 as usual to see that

%) (5E) o,

(4,5)€Bg

/

Therefore, we can bound
k
1 ek?
E(X)=0 — —6k + — — C¢é :
(X) (kzzklkexp( +4n en))

However, since k = ©O(en), and so both 0k and % are O(e’*n), for C large enough

E@X):()(ﬁiif%fmém)zuo( ﬂe—mém)::ouy

€n

€ns
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Using Lemma 26, we can then determine asymptotically the excess of the giant com-
ponent. As previously mentioned, we will argue via a multi-round exposure argument,
taking a sequence pg < p; < ... < ps of probabilities such that pg is supercritical, but
significantly smaller than p, and p; = p. Via a standard coupling argument, we can think
of sampling G(n,n,pg) and then sampling an independent sequence of bipartite random

graphs G(n,n, p}) where p, = if_l—;ip" so that for each 1 < i < s

i—1
G(”) nvpﬂ) U (U G(na nap;)) ~ G(n7 n7pz)
7=0

This gives the inclusions G(n,n,py) C G(n,n,p;) C ... C G(n,n,ps).

Our choice of pg, together with Theorem 6, guarantees that the excess of
Ly (G(n,n,py)) is significantly smaller than e3n. We then estimate precisely the change
in the excess of the giant component in each of the sprinkling steps. To do so, we bound
whp from above and below the number A; of extra excess edges in the giant component
when adding each G(n,n,p,). Here, it is essential that the probability of failure in each
step is small enough that the sum of these probabilities over all 0 < 7 < s — 1 is still
small. Using that the excess of L; (G(n,n,pg)) is significantly smaller than e3n, we can
then asymptotically determine the excess of L; (G(n,n,ps)) as a sum of the A;, which we
can approximate by an integral.

Theorem 27. Let ¢ = ¢(n) > 0 be such that €n > w — oo and € < %7 and let p = %
Then with probability 1 — O (w=9%)

4
excess (L1 (G(n,n,p))) ~ ge?’n.

Proof. For each i € NU {0}, let

i I+e¢
€ = WO3n 5 (1 + w_o'l) and p; = te )
n

Throughout the proof we work under the assumption that i is small enough so that
e; = o(1).

By a standard coupling argument, we can move from G(n,n,p;) to G(n,n,p;+1) via
sprinkling. That is, we choose independently for each i a random graph G(n,n, p;) where

r_ Pit1 —DPi €41 — €
! 1—p1 n—l—q’

in such a way that G(n,n,p;1) = G(n,n,p;) UG(n,n,p,) for each i. We note that, if we
write Lj; for the largest component of G(n,n, p;) for each i, then by Theorem 5,
€ +¢

€ + €
t d LZﬂN ~ , 27
1+€in and |L;, 5| 1+€in (27)

|L1,i N N1| ~
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Ly 41

step ¢ step i + 1

Figure 3: In step i+1 every edge uv in G(n,n, p;)\ E(L;,;) with u,v € V (L; ;) contributes
to Al

with probability 1 — O ((ef’n)

0 ((em) ).

%>. Furthermore, by Lemma 26 with probability 1 —

a; == excess (L1;) = O (en) . (28)

_1
Note that, by (28), with probability 1 —O ((egn) 6) =1-0 (w™ %) qy = O (W) =
o(e3n), and so to begin with we may assume that the excess is much smaller than e*n.
We show that we can control quite precisely how the excess of the giant component
changes in each sprinkling step. More precisely, we claim that for each i, with probability

1-0 ((63 )‘é)

)

Mn(eiﬂ — €). (29)

Ai = Qi — A =
In order to show (29) we bound from above and below the number of new excess edges
added in step i + 1.

Claim 28. With probability 1 — O ((egn)‘%),

(€ + €;)?
Ai z m'fl(Ei_H — €i>'
Proof of Claim 28. We note that every edge in G(n,n, p;)\ E(L; ;) which has both ends in

L, ; adds one to the quantity A; (see Figure 3). Hence, by (27) and (28) with probability
1
1-0 ((ef )_3>, A; stochastically dominates a binomial random variable Y ~ Bin(m, q)

with parameters

g+¢é \° _e+é
~ | — —2——tn —O(e d q=7p.
m (1 s n> 1+Ein (e;n) and q=p;

Now, we see that

(€6 + 62)2n2 €1 — €6 (& + €)’

EY) > ~
( )N<1+€1>2 n—l—ei (1—}‘61)2

n(€i+1 - Ei);
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L1141

‘ @

step ¢ step ¢+ 1

Figure 4: In step i+ 1 the only contribution to A; comes from edges uv in G(n,n, p;) with
u,v € V (Ly,41) or excess edges xy in components of G(n,n,p;) joined to L;; by such an
edge.

and so E(Y) = Q(e3n). Hence, by Lemma 12 we obtain

Claim 29. With probability 1 — O

/N
—
M
<.
3
SN—

|
[N
~—

(6 + )

A SN
~ (1 +€i)2

n(qH — 62').
Proof of Claim 29. For an upper bound, we need to be slightly more careful. We note
that there are two ways that edges in G(n,n,p;) can contribute to A;. Firstly, edges in
G(n,n,p}) which have both endpoints in L;,4; can add one to this quantity. However,
there are some other edges, specifically excess edges in non-giant components of G(n, n, p;)
which are joined to L; ;11 by an edge of G(n,n,p}), which also add to this quantity (see
Figure 4).

We first show that the contribution from the former of these is approximately what
we expect, and then show that the contribution from the latter is negligible.
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For the first of these, let A be the event that

/
€ 1 €
—n

max {|C' N N;|: C a component of G(n,n,p;4+1)} for j = 1,2} S o
€

Note that,
€+ € €ip1t €y
1+ €; 1+ €11

1

Then, by (27), P(A) > 1-0 (( z+1”) 5) and A is a decreasing property. Thus, by Harris’

inequality (Lemma 13), given any set of edges F' the probability that F' C G(n,n,p})
conditioned on A is strictly less than the probability that F* C G(n,n,p;). Hence, with

probability 1 —O ((e?n)_%> the number of edges added to the vertex set of the new giant

component is stochastically dominated by a binomial random variable Bin(m/,¢') := Z
with parameters
/ & + E; ’ / /
m = 1+€'n and ¢ = p;.
As before, we have
(ei+€)?* 5 €1 — (6Z + €,)?
E(Z S - : 7 - &
( )N(l—i-ei)Zn n—l—eZ (1+¢)? nl€ir1 =€),
and so again by Lemma 12 with probability 1 — ( %>
(€; + €))?
ZSE(Z) 5 mn(aﬂ — €i).

Now, let us bound the contribution to A; from excess edges in non-giant components
1

of G(n,n,p;). By Theorem 9 with probability 1 — O ((e?n)_€> there are no complex
components of order at most n3 and by Theorem 5 with probability 1—O <(ef’n)_é) there

are no components apart from the giant component of order greater than ns. Hence, it
follows that with at least this probability every non-tree component in G(n,n, p;) except
L, ; is unicyclic, and so the contribution to A; from excess edges in non-giant components
of G(n,n,p;) is equal to the number of unicyclic components in G(n,n,p;) which are
joined to Li; by G(n,n,p}). We can bound this from above by the number of edges in
G(n,n,p;) which join such components to L ;.

Then, by Lemma 25, with probability 1 — O (( f’n)_é> the number of vertices in

unicyclic components of G(n,n,p;) is at most

@) ((é’;lé) :0<n%>.

7

[\
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Hence, since rather crudely |V(L; ;)| < be;n, the expected number of edges in G(n,n, p})
which connect unicyclic components in G(n,n,p;) to Ly ; is less than

5emn%pg =0 (el(elﬂ )n§> .

Then, by Markov’s inequality, with probability 1—O ((ef’n)_%> the number of such edges
is at most

0 <€i(ﬁz‘+1 —€)ns (Ef’”)%) =0 (%n(em - Ei)) :

O

Hence, by Claims 28 and 29, (29) holds with probability 1 — O <(e?n)_%). Therefore,
by a union bound, (29) holds for all i € N such that ¢; = o(1) with probability

1-0 <§: (eln)” ) >1-0 (w %),

1=0

o=

which can be seen by noting that the sum is a geometric series.
Let s € N be such that €¢,_1 < e < ¢,. Then

,_.

s—1 s— € 2
€ +€ sz +
g — Qg = A; ~ 721 n 61)) n(ei1 — €) ~ n/eo 72 n y) dx, (30)

Il
=)
I\
o

7 %

where y = y(x) is implicitly given by (1 —y)e¥ = (1 +z)e™*, and we can approximate the
sum by the integral since €;,,1 — €¢; = o(1).

Note that, by (26), j—g = zg;z; and so we can calculate - (xi;f) = Egl”:[z Using
this, and the fundamental theorem of calculus, we can conclude from (30) that with

probability 1 — O (w‘0-05)
1 4 62 . 6/2 4
O(f) ) — 020 ) 23

€ —¢? 63 — 662
as —ap = n — ~n
1+ €s 1+ €0
where we used that €, = ¢, — 22 + O (€2). Since, as previously mentioned, ag = o(e®n) it
follows that a, &~ 3e3n. A similar argument shows that a,_y ~ 3€3_ n.
Then, since

€s

—_m<6<65a

s 1 s d
1 <e<(T+w™)e,; an T w
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Figure 5: Every connected unicyclic bipartite graph contains an even cycle C' whose dele-
tion (i.e., when we delete its edges) leaves a bipartite forest with [V (C')| many components.

and we can couple the three random bipartite graphs such that
G(TL, n, ps—l) C G(n7 n7p) C G(TL, n, ps),

it follows that

4
excess (L (G(n,n,p))) ~ §e3n.
[
Proof of Theorem 6. The theorem follows directly from Theorem 27. 0

5 Counting bipartite graphs: proofs of Theorems 17 and 19

5.1 Unicyclic bipartite graphs: proof of Theorem 17

Since a connected unicyclic graph is the union of a cycle and a forest, we are able to
deduce Theorem 17 from the following formula for the number of bipartite forests, due to
Moon [18].

Lemma 30 ([18]). Given i,j,s,t € N satisfying s < i and t < j, let F(i,j,s,t) denote
the number of bipartite forests with partition classes I = {x1,...,x;} and J = {y1,...,y;}

with s+t components where the vertices x1, ..., xq, Y1, ...,y belong to distinct components.
Then

F(i,j,s,t) =7 757 (55 + ti — st) . (31)
Using Lemma 30, we can prove Theorem 17.

Proof of Theorem 17. We note that every connected unicyclic bipartite graph with ¢ ver-
tices in one partition class and j in the other contains a unique cycle, which has length
2r for some r < min{i, j}, and if we delete the edges of this cycle, then what remains is
a forest with 2r components, each meeting one vertex of the cycle (see Figure 5).
Hence, we can count C(i,j,0) by first choosing a cycle of length 2r, of which there
(0)r (4)r

are 52 many possibilities, and then choosing from the F(i,j,r,r) many possibilities

for the forest left by the deletion of this cycle.
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Hence, it follows from (31) that

MR Gy G Lo O G G)e
r=2 r=2

proving the first part of Theorem 17.

So let us suppose further that 4, j = w(1) and § < * < 2. By (3) we can conclude that

J

< exp (_(r ;il)2 _(r ;jl)Q) |

2

and furthermore by (2) it follows that if r = o <z§> and 7 = o <j§>, then

We split (32) into two parts. Firstly, when r < i5 we note that r = o (z§> and
r=o (j%>, and hence

©lot

T T2

5
i9 9
(z+j—r)%(z+j);exp(—5—2—j> ~ (i+ )

gy
2(i +7)’

(0 ()r

Z‘rj?“

[\

r=
where the final line follows from a standard estimate that

2 22 ™m
e m e andr =4 —.
0 2

[e.9]

r=1

.5 .
Conversely, when r > 79 we can naively bound

min{é,j} . . e
Z <Zz:éz>r(i+j—7”)<(i+j)z’exp<— _

5
r=19 +1

< (i+7)iexp <—Q <z

©l=
N—
N—
Il
Q
—~
~.
+
.
S~—

It follows that

C(i,4,0) ~ 4 [ e <¢+j>z-j—1ji-1=@mw—%f—%. O

8(i+ j)
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5.2 Bipartite graphs with positive excess: proof of Theorem 19

We use similar counting arguments as Bollobés [5] in his proof of (11). The case where
¢ > i+ 5 will be significantly easier, so let us first assume that ¢ <7+ j.

Given a graph H, let the core C(H) of H be the maximal subgraph of H with minimum
degree at least two. Furthermore, we call a path in C(H) mazimal bare if all its internal
vertices are of degree two and its endvertices have degree at least three. We obtain the
kernel K(H) of H by replacing each maximal bare path in C(H) by an edge, i.e., we
delete all edges and internal vertices of the path and add a new edge between the two
endpoints. Using the kernel and core of a graph, we can construct all connected bipartite
graphs with partition classes I = {z1,...,2;} and J = {y,...,y;} and i + j + £ edges as
follows:

(C1) Choose the vertex set V(K) of the kernel. We set t1 := [INV(K)|, to :=

IOV (K,
and t = t; + t3. As K has minimum degree at least three, we have ¢t < 2/.

(C2) Choose for the kernel K a connected (not necessarily bipartite) multigraph on vertex
set V(K) having t + ¢ edges;

(C3) Choose the vertex set V(C') of the core C. As V(K) is already fixed, we have to pick
only the vertices in (V(C)\ V(K)). We define u; and uy such that |V(C)NI| =
t1 +up and [V(C) N J| =ty + usg, respectively. Furthermore, let u = u; + us.

(C4) Subdivide the edges of K by the vertices from (V' (C) \ V(K)) such that the resulting
core has no loops or multiple edges and is bipartite with respect to the vertex
bipartition (I,.J). (The requirement of being bipartite can only be fulfilled for
appropriate choices of the set V(C) \ V(K) in step (C3));

(C5) Choose a forest F' on vertex set [ UJ having u; + us + t1 + t5 tree components such
that all vertices from V(C) lie in different components and that there is no edge
between a vertex in [ and a vertex in J (F' is a ‘rooted bipartite forest’). We obtain
the graph by replacing each vertex v in C' by the tree of F' rooted at v.

To show the claimed bound on C(i, 7, ), we estimate the number of choices we have in
each construction step. For fixed t; and ¢, the number of options for V(K) in step (C1)

(o)) &

The kernel K in step (C2) is determined by choosing for each pair v,w € V(K) the
number of edges between v and w and for each # € V(K) the number of loops at .
Hence, we have to ‘partition’ the ¢ 4+ ¢ many edges into (;) + t many (possible empty)
groups, each of them corresponding to a pair of vertices or a single vertex. Hence, the
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number of choices in step (C2) is at most

<t+€+(;)+t—1> t+ 04 (5) + t—l)

(5) +t-1 t+(

e(t+e+ () +t-1)\"
t—l—ﬁ

(1 €€t+é (34)

where we used in the last inequality that ¢ < 2¢.
In step (C3) we have for fixed u; and us

0w )

choices for the set V(C')\ V(K). When constructing C' from K, the number of vertices in
I that are placed on some fixed edge differs at most by one from the number of vertices
in J that are placed on the same edge. As there are at most 3¢ edges in K, we obtain
|ug — ug| < 30

To bound the possible choices in (C4), we fix an ordering vywy, ..., vy wiye of the
edges in K and an orientation for each of these edges (say from v, to w,). We can
construct each possible core C' by choosing permutations a;,...,q,, and 5q,..., B, of
the vertices in (V(C) \ V(K))NI and (V(C)\ V(K))NJ, respectively, and non-negative
integers ry,...,ry with ry+.. .47 = u. Then we consider the edges vywy, ..., Vi gwiiy
one after another and subdivide each edge v w, with r; many vertices. If v, € I, we start
with the vertex in i, ..., 8., with smallest index which has not been used for a previous
edge and then place alternatingly the first unused vertex from ay,...,a,, and 5,..., By,
on the edge v ,w,. We proceed similarly in the case v, € J. Using this construction, we
obtain the following upper bound for the number of different ways of performing (C4)

e (11757

We note that only certain choices of ry,... ., lead to bipartite graphs.
Due to Lemma 30 the number of choices for F' in step (C5) is

(36)

e (4 )+ (b 4 ug)i — (4 ug) (2 + ug))
. . t t
<t it ( 1t B ”2) | (37)
i J
Combining (33), (34), (35), (36), and (37) we get

cusne 5 ()(oore ()0 Y (111

t1,t2,u1,u2

-tau i1 (t1 s Uz) | (38)
i J
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where the sum is over all non-negative integers ti,to, uq, us satisfying t; + to < 20, uy <
i—tl, U9 <j—t2, and |u1 —’LL2| < 3¢.
Due to (3) we get

(o= < (252)

where we used in the last inequality that ¢; + u; < 4. Similarly, we have

o<l 2o

Hence, we get in (38)

. ¢t i\t 01
.. i 0

t1,t2,u1,u2
t 2 (¢ 2\ [t t
exp _(1+.U1) _(2-1-.U2) 1%TU1+ 2+.U2 . (39)
21 29 1 J
Using % < ; < 2, Jup — ug| < 3¢, and ty,ty < 20, we have

i t1tul—ta—u2
(-,) - 0(1)Z

J
Thus, we obtain in (39)

C(i,j,0) <FFOM) Y Sty ta, ur,up), (40)

t1,t2,u1,u2

where

S<t17 t?y Uy, u2) =

gt (tl + u1)2 (tg + u2)2
(tl)!(tQ)!eXp<_ 2% 25 )

u+t+0—-1 ti+u; te+us
: — + . .
t+0—1 7 J

To analyse (40), we distinguish two cases depending how large u is. First, we consider
the case u < 4¢. Then we have

ut+t+0—1
t+0—-1

) < 2u+t+€—1 < 24@4‘24-"—(—1 — O(l)f (41)
Similarly, we have

(42)

(t1+u1 i tz+U2> B O(g)
U J Vij
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Furthermore, using Lemma 10 we get

ZeXp< t1+u1) ) giexp <—’;—Z) </Oooexp (—g—j) dx+O(1):O<\/i).

Analogously, we obtain

Y exp (—%) ~0 ([;) . (44)

u2

Combining (41), (42), (43), and (44) we get
> > Sttt uru) <O _r (45)
= = (t1)!(t2)!

Furthermore, we have

ot 4l ot
2 ()8! 2 (tr)! 2 ) S exp(2() = O(1)".

t1,t2

Hence, we get

> S(tita,ur,up) < O(1) (46)

t1,t2 uitua<4l

Now we consider the case u > 4£ Due to |u; — ug| < 3¢, we have uj,uy > £/2.
Combining that with ¢;,¢, < 2¢ and 2 3 j < 2, we obtain
t1 +u to +u U
(1,1+2,2):@m. . (47)
t J L+

Furthermore, we have

utt =1\ _ (utttl- DT o)ttt (1)
t+0—1 t+e—1)0  (t+L-1)7
Using the inequality - + (zriy for r;s,z,y € Ry we have
2 2 2
exp | — (t + ,ul) I Chs Uz) <exp | — (t + u) : (49)
21 2] 2(1+7)
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Combining (47), (48), and (49) we have

E E S<t1at27u17u2)

ti,te  uituo>4L
T T e () e
t1,t2 u1+u2>4Z 2<Z+.]> <t+£— 1) Z+]

B )éﬁt (t—i—u)2 .
-3 T T, e"p(‘mm))”' o)

t1,t2 uy+ug>44

Due to |u; — ug| < 3¢, there are for each fixed value of u at most 3¢ + 1 different pairs
(u1,ue) with uy + us = u. Hence, we have

(t+ U)2 t
> em)<_ﬂr+ﬁ>U+€

u1+u2>44

= 0(1)" Z exp (— (;(:—_{_u]))) u™ < 0)* /000 " exp (—ﬁ) dx

u=40+1

(trerny [P 2 4ot
=0y i+ [Tyten (<) dy <00 i+ ) VT DL
0

where we used in the last inequality that fooo y" exp <_—y2> dy < v/n!, which can be shown

2
by repeatedly applying integration by parts (see e.g., [5, Exercise 9 of Chapter 1]). Plug-
ging this into (50) we obtain

Y Sttt <3 U D i+ 5) "5/ + )]

—1)! | |
ti,te uiptug>4L t1,t2 (t—i_g 1)(t )(t2)

0+ 5)2

hb\/t+€ (t1)!(ta)!

=01 Z—l—j (51)

Using (t 4+ 0)! > ( M)HZ O(1)%***, we obtain in (51)

e

>y S(tl,tQ,ul,uz)<0(1)4(z‘+]‘)%1£-§zw. (52)

t1,t2  uitus>4L t1,t2

Furthermore, we have
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As tq,ts < 20, there are for every fixed value of ¢ at most 2¢ + 1 many pairs (t1,ts) with
t1 4+t = t. Using that and (53) in (52) we get

20
> Y Slhtemu) SOMi+) TN

t1,t2  wytug>4L

~
~

”” cetrj)E (54)

For consecutive terms in the sum in (54) we have

Cr(i+)E g VUit Vi) L
¢+ t! t+1 3 7

W |

where we used in the last inequality that ¢ < ¢+ j. Hence, we have for all ¢ < 2/

(VI

L+ 5)

i+ 75)°

02(i+j VAR
( ) <32€ t ( ) :O(l)€< ﬂ

t! h 20! (1)
This yields in (54)

ST Y St tunun) SO i+ 5) T 0E. (55)

ti,le uitue>4L

This concludes the case u > 4¢. Combining (40), (46), and (55) we obtain
) Y4 VA 0y - N3—1 3¢
C(i,3,0) <i'j'0()t (0) 0 ‘)
= IO (i +4) T F

g eq /. o\ 2= C
<iljii+)"7 (3)"

N

for a suitable ¢ > 0.

In the case that £ > i4j := k we can argue more directly. Indeed, we can naively bound
C(i,j,¢) by looking at the total number of bipartite graphs, connected or disconnected,
with partitions classes of size ¢ and j and k + ¢ edges, which is clearly (k 7 e)

Using the elementary bound (") < (7) for all r < n, it follows that
. N,
ij eij
C 14 <
(5:5:6) < <k+£) (k+£)

N A AN A k4L
STk i 2t [ J kN
vkt (k;) <k> <k:+£> (k:+€

— Ol jik T 05, (56)

NS

where we used in the last equality that vke®+* = O(1) since £ > k. We note that with
a more careful calculation it can be shown that the O(1)* term in (56) is in fact at most
one.
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6 Discussion

We have presented some initial results about the structure of G(n,n,p) in the weakly su-
percritical regime, however many interesting questions still remain. For example, Luczak
[17] described in more detail the distribution of cycles in G(n, p) in this regime. In partic-
ular, if we let the girth of a graph be the length of the shortest cycle and the circumference
be the length of the longest cycle, then Luczak determined asymptotically the girth and
circumference of the giant component of G(n, p) and the length of the longest cycle outside
of the giant component.

Question 31. Let € = ¢(n) > 0 be such that €*n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = <.
What is the girth and circumference of the giant component in G(n,n,p)? What is the
length of the longest cycle outside of the giant component?

Using some of the results of Luczak [17] on the distribution of cycles in the weakly
supercritical regime in G(n,p), together with Euler’s formula, Dowden, Kang and Kriv-
elevich [9] were able to determine asymptotically the genus of G(n,p) in this regime, in
particular showing that whp the genus is asymptotically given by half of the excess of the
giant component. It is natural to ask if a similar statement holds in the bipartite model.

Question 32. Let € = ¢(n) > 0 be such that €>n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = £, Is
it true that whp the genus g of G(n,n,p) is such that

1 2
g & Sexcess (L1 (G(n,n,p))) ~ §e3n?

Theorems 7-9 suggest an interesting relationship between the component structure of
G (n,n, %) and that of G (n, n, %) in the weakly super- and subcritical regimes. In
the case of the binomial random graph model, a much more precise relationship can be
given. Given a graph G, let us write G* for the graph obtained by deleting a compo-

nent of G of maximum order, say L. Roughly speaking, it is known that G (n, %)

and G <n —|L|, nlj‘z') have approximately the same distribution. For a more detailed
discussion of this phenomenon, known as the symmetry rule, see for example [12, Section
5.6]. Using similar techniques as in [16], which uses bounds on the excess of the giant
component to prove a symmetry rule, we expect that Theorem 6 can be used to show a

similar statement in the bipartite binomial random graph model.

Conjecture 33. Let ¢ = ¢(n) > 0 be such that ¢3n — oo and € = o(1), and let p = £,

If we let '
L 1 —e=+o(e)

+ _
n* = (1—2e+xo(e))n and  p I

Y

then we can couple GL(n,n,p) with G(n=,n~,p~) and G(n*,n™, p*) such that whp

G(n~,n",p") C G"(n,n,p) C G(n*,n",p").
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A Proof of Lemma 11
W)= g () e (<L
Y T2 —y2)m \k+y P\ )
If we let h(y) :=log (g(y)) = —mlog(k* — y*) + ylog <%§j> - %, then

2my k—y 2ky Y
1) — _ _Z
h(y)_kz—y2+log<k+y> k2_y2 n)

Let us write

W) = 2mk* — 4k° +2my® 1

(k% —y?) n
W (y) = 2y(6mk* — 4mk?y? — 2my* — 8k° + 8k3y?)
(k2 — 2)4 :
Note that 0 is a solution of A/(y) = 0 and, since m is fixed and h”(y) < 0 on [-L—1, L+1],
0 is the unique solution on [—L — 1, L + 1]. Hence, h(y) is increasing on [—L — 1,0] and

deceasing on [0, L + 1], and this is also true for g(y).
Therefore, by Lemma 10 we can bound the difference between

= /L 9(y)dy,

—L

and S as |[S — I| < 12¢(0). We will later show that I = w (¢(0)), and hence S ~ I.
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In order to estimate I, we approximate g by a Gaussian function. By the mean value
form of the remainder in Taylor’s theorem, for any y € [—L, L| there is a real number z
between 0 and y such that

h// O h/l/ z
0) 2, HE) 5

hy) = 1(0) + — 5

Note that, if |z| = o(k), then [h"'(z)] = 0 (7). Therefore, for any |y| < k5 we have

h(y) = h(0) + @yg +0 (Z—z) = h(0) + @yQ + o(1).

Hence, if we let R = min{k3, L} then

_[" '(0) 2 hy)
I= exp  2(0) + ——2y* 4+ o(1) | dy + e"YWdy.
R 2 Lolyl>R

The first integral we can evaluate in a standard manner as

/_ i exp (h(O) + @yf + o(1>> dy ~ /_ i exp (h(O) + h;(o) ) dy
) > a0

o0 "

oh(0) / exp (h (0

21 h0) — ——2m
|h//

where we used that h”(0) = 22 — 1 — 2 ~ —2 and also that R = w(
If R = L, then the second integral is 07 and so we may assume that R = k5. In
order to bound the second integral we note that all the terms in h(y) are negative, and

in particular if |y| < L <k

kE—y 2y 2y
log( —2 ) =log (1 - -2 ) <"
Og(k+y> Og( k+y> k+y

Hence, if L > |y| > R, then

It follows that

0o 1 3
/ "Wy < 2/3 exp (—%) dy = O (e’%k%k%) =0 (k%’2m> :
L>ly|>R K

Hence, I ~ \/gk%—m and, noting that g(0) = k=2™ = o([), the result follows. O
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B Proof of Lemma 23

Recall that we write X (i, 7, —1) for the number of tree components with i vertices in Ny
and j vertices in Ny, and let

Ak={(i,j)eN2:i+j:k;and |¢_j|<€%ﬁ},

Then,

and so

22k1k2 Y Y E(X(4,-1)X(s,t,—1)).

(4,7)EARy (st)EAK,

Let us write p;; = E(X(4,7,—1)). Then, when (7,5) # (s,t) we have, by comparison
with (7),

E(X(i,j,~1)X(s,t,—1)) :(?) (Z‘) <” . Z) <” . j) C(i, 5, —1)C(s,t, —1)

. pk1+k2—2( n(k1+ke)—ij—st—sj—ti—ki—ka+2

p)
= (M)ivs ()41
_,uwlﬁst( )i(n)s (n);(n);

(1_ ) it—sj’

and when (i,7) = (s,t) we have

.. N)o; (M)25 9%
E (X(i,5,~1)) :Mi,j"i_uz?,j( )22< )27(1—p) .

Now, it can be seen that if 0 <z <y < 1, then

and so
i—1 i—1 .
(n)its ] — stm m  s+m is
— n < JR— = —_— y 57
X0} m|:|0 — exp 2.5 - exp { —— (57)
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for any positive p and x, we have

— ZZklkz Z Z E(X(i,j,—l)X(S,t,—1>)

k1=1ko=1 (1,)EAE, (5,;6)EAL,
E ok
). Yok S N g (1)
k=1 ko=1 (i.5)€Ay, (s,t)EA, n)i(n)s (n);(n)e
PR )
SE(Z)+) ) kb D D paghacexp (———‘7—+(1t+SJ)< +6))
ki1=1ko=1 (z J)EAL, (5,8)E€AR,
E ok
:E<ZQ)+ZZk1k2 Z Z NzyﬂsteXp<<Z_]>( ) +(it+5j)%)
ki=1ko=1 (1,5)EAL, (5,t)EAR,
Bk .
E(Zo)+ )Y kika > ) pijptesexp <<Z — j)Tl(t =9, 26[21@) . (58)
k1=1ko=1 (1,)EAL, (5,)EAL,

Now, since we are only looking at e-uniform components, if (i, 7) € Ay, and (s,t) € Ayg,,

then
(i =)t —s)

N

Ve =o(1).
2ek1 ko <

i L2 e"<l4a+a?for |z <lande” <142zfor 0 <o <1it

Hence, since 0 <
follows that

enp (L) 2 ) o (1 2l () (2 (o)

2

n n n
< 14 4Ek1k‘2 4 (’l ])(t S) ( 46]{31]{32) 4 (Z — ])2(; — 3)2 <1 i 46k’1/€2)
n n n n
Aeky K t— ek k 3(i —j)2(t — s)?
<14 dehiky  (2) >(1+€12)+(Z Do) (59)
n n n n
So, from (58) and (59) we can conclude that
E (Z}) <E(Z) + Z Zklkz D DL Haghse
ki1=1ko=1 (’L ])EAkl (S t)GAkQ
4 . _ . _ 4 . _ . 2 _ 2
. (1 N ek ko N (i—7)(t—s) (1 N eklkg) N 3(i —j) 2(25 s) ) '
n n n n
(60)

We split the sum in (60) into four terms and consider them separately. The first three
terms are relatively easy to bound.
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Firstly, we have that

E ok
2.2k
k=1 ky=1

The second term can be seen to be

kY
1,5) €A

Z i st = Zl) . (61)
(3,5 St)EAkQ

1 (

k?k? >y uw,ust——E(Zg). (62)

(4:) €Ak, (5,8)€AR,

kol

=l
Mw,
,,M?ﬁ

1

Thirdly, since p; ; is symmetric in ¢ and j and p, ¢ is symmetric in s and ¢ and (i — j) and
(s — t) are antisymmetric, it follows that

E ok . .

dekr k 1—J)(t—s
> k:1k:2<1+ n”) Sy Ni,j/ﬁs,t(j)n#:e' (63)
k1=1 ko=1

(ivj)eAkl (S,t)EAkQ

For the fourth term, we have to be a bit more careful. Let us consider

k1=1ko=1 (% j)EAkl (s t)EAk2
k . k
(i — 5)* (t -
=Dk Pij=— DL DR
ki1=1 (i,j)GAkl ko=1 (S,t)eAk2
— 52

where

2 o
t—=)

S=0

k d
" d2 k—d &
=Y BURNE 4
et 2 §(k+d> eXp( 2n> (64)
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Firstly, we note that for small k£ the sum is negligible. Indeed,

e_% k d _% k
ke 2 exp| —— ] < k d°<e“=0 — .
— = (k2 — dQ)% k+d 2n —~ = €

For k > e_g, we split the inner sum up further into two ranges

> E—d\* 2
T, = _
1 Z (k2—d2)% <k+d) exp( Qn)

3
d<k?

d? E—d\® d?
Ty = 2.
= 2 (k2 — d2)} <k+d> eXp( 2n)

3
k>|d|>k5

and

By the same argument as in Lemma 11, we see that, since k = w(1),
0o 1 3
Ty < /3 y? exp <—%> dy =0 <e_%k25 ki§) =0 (k:_%) . (66)
k3
Furthermore, we can bound T; naively, using Holder’s inequality and Lemma 11, to

obtain
2 E—d\* 2
T, = -
1 Zg (kQ_d2)% <k+d> exp( Qn)
5

|d|<k

1 kE—d\* d2
> | g (ira) o (5)
|d|<k3 \ |d|<k5
1 k—d\® d2
< ZB d4 Z3 (kQ - d2)3 <k + d) eXp <_%)
\ jdj<k? \ jdj<k?
~0 (\/ﬁx/ k——) ~0 (k—%) . (67)

Therefore, by (66) and (67), we have

N

_—

k:€7% d=—k
k oo
=0 Z k"ie™ | =0 (/ y‘ie_ 2ydy>
k=e"% v
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Hence, by (64), (65), and (68) we see that

szo(\/§+e—%):o( §>,

E ok
LTI WD oo I gm0 (). )

(,)€EAL, (5,t)EARy

Hence, by (60), (61), (62), (63) and (69) we can conclude that
4
Var(Z,) < E(Zs) + fﬂz(zz)? 4O (%) . (70)

Using (6) and Lemma 11, we can bound

k=1 (Z,])EAk k=1 (Z j)EAk
n3
1 _a 1 sy n [ 1
=0 |n —e 2 | = ( dy) =0 —e “dx
; f y=1 \/_ \/S =9 \/E

Finally, putting this together with (70), we can conclude that
4 2
var(z) <0 (%) + %0 (%) +0 (%) =0 ().
€ n € € €

C Proof of Theorem 24

A standard argument tells us that, for a fixed vertex v the order of the component in
G(n,n,p) containing v is stochastically dominated by the order of the component of the
root in a random subgraph of T},, the infinite (n+ 1)-regular rooted tree, where we include

each edge independently with probability p.
It is shown in [7, Corollary 3| that if we let t(k,n) be the number of subtrees of T,
that contain the root and have order k and k = w(1), then

1 - < n )k(n1)+2
n .
RV orks n—1

Hence, the probability that the component of the root in a random subgraph of 7T, has
order k is given by

o1 k(n—1)+2
B e pn n(l — p
Py(n,p) = t(k,n)p* (1 — p)Fr= D+ » 5/272]61.5 ( Ez— 1 )) '

t(k,n) ~
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It follows that, if we let p = %, then

1 p k(n—1)42
Py(n,p) = m(l — ! (1 +— 1)
1

< W(l —e)"lexp (ek: + 0 (%))
< m% (1= ety

Furthermore, it is clear by comparison with a branching process that with probability
1 the component of the root is finite, and hence ), Py(n,p) = 1. It follows that the

probability that a vertex in G(n,n,p) belongs to a component of order larger than ky € N
is equal to

k>ko

Hence, if we let Ysj, be the number of vertices in G(n,n, p) which belong to a component
of order larger than kg, then we have that

E(Yak,) =1 Y Pu(n,p

k>ko

1 - -3 (1 —e)e)*
) <n E —— (1 —€)e)" Snky ?——Frn——.
~ V2mk15 ~ 1 —(1—e¢)es
k>ko
However, (1 —€)ec =1— <
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