arXiv:2102.10220v2 [math.CO] 19 Mar 2021

MAKING AN H-FREE GRAPH k-COLORABLE

JACOB FOX^∗, ZOE HIMWICH^†, AND NITYA MANI^‡

Abstract. We study the following question: how few edges can we delete from any H-free graph on n vertices in order to make the resulting graph k-colorable? It turns out that various classical problems in extremal graph theory are special cases of this question. For H any fixed odd cycle, we determine the answer up to a constant factor when n is sufficiently large. We also prove an upper bound when H is a fixed clique that we conjecture is tight up to a constant factor, and prove upper bounds for more general families of graphs. We apply our results to get a new bound on the maximum cut of graphs with a forbidden odd cycle in terms of the number of edges.

1. Introduction

All graphs we consider are finite, undirected and simple, unless otherwise specified. A graph is H-free if it does not contain H as a subgraph. For a collection H of graphs, a graph is H-free if it does not contain any graph in H as a subgraph. The girth of a graph is the length of the shortest cycle, and it is infinite if the graph is a forest. The chromatic number χ(G) of a graph G is the minimum number of colors needed to properly color the vertices of the graph so that no two adjacent vertices receive the same color.

A famous result of Erdős [19] states that there are graphs of arbitrarily large girth and chromatic number. While these graphs are locally sparse, they cannot be properly colored with few colors. We study here a slightly different local-global problem in graphs with a similar flavor: how resilient to being k-colorable can a graph be given a local constraint like a forbidden subgraph?

Precisely, for a graph G and a positive integer k, how few edges, which we denote by h(G, k), can we delete from G in order to make the remaining subgraph k-colorable? For a graph G and positive integers n and k, let h(n, k, H) be the maximum of h(G, k) over all n-vertex graphs G which are H-free, that is, which do not contain H as a subgraph. We define h(n, k, H) analogously for H a family of forbidden subgraphs. Determining or estimating h(n, k, H) is a very challenging problem. Special cases of this problem include several famous problems in extremal graph theory. For example, the case k = 1 is the classical Turán problem on the maximum number of edges an H-free graph on n vertices can have.

A longstanding conjecture of Erdős (he wrote in 1975 [23] that it was already old) would solve the case where H is a triangle and k = 2. This conjecture states that every triangle-free graph on n vertices can be made bipartite by deleting at most n^2/25 edges. If true, this conjectured bound is the best possible. This can be seen by considering a balanced blow-up of a cycle on five vertices. While there are many papers on this problem, the best known upper bound [28] is a little better than n^2/18. Solving another conjecture of Erdős, Sudakov [45] showed that any K_4-free graph on n vertices can be made bipartite by removing at most n^2/9 edges. That is, h(n, 2, K_4) ≤ n^2/9. This bound is tight, which can be seen by considering a balanced blow-up of a triangle. He deduced as a corollary that, if H is a fixed graph with χ(H) = 4, then h(n, 2, H) ≤ (1 + o(1))n^2/9. Sudakov further conjectured for r > 4 that the balanced complete (r − 1)-partite graph on n vertices is

∗ Department of Mathematics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305. Email: jacobfox@stanford.edu. Research supported in part by a Packard Fellowship and by NSF Award DMS-1855635.

† Department of Mathematics, Columbia University, New York, NY. Email: himwich@math.columbia.edu. ‡ Department of Mathematics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA. Email: nmani@mit.edu.

Research supported in part by a Hertz Fellowship, an MIT Presidential Fellowship, and the NSF GRFP. 1

the furthest from being bipartite over all K_r-free graphs, which would determine h(n, 2, K_r ) for r > 3. It was recently announced [38] that Hu, Lidický, Martins-Lopez, Norin, and Volec verified the case r = 6 of Sudakov’s conjecture and further proved the corresponding upper bound for all H of chromatic number 6.

The other extreme is determining the minimum k for which h(n, k, H) is zero. This is the same as determining the maximum possible chromatic number that an H-free graph on n vertices can have. This problem is very old (see [19]), and closely related to estimating the Ramsey number r(H, K_s). If r(H, K_s) > n and k ≤ n/s, then there is an H-free graph G on n vertices which does not contain an independent set of order s. In particular, in any k-coloring of the vertices, one of the color classes has at least n/k ≥ s vertices and must contain an edge, implying h(n, k, H) > 0. On the other hand, if H is connected, k ≥ (n/s) · log_2(2n), and n > r(H, K_s), then by greedily picking out largest independent sets, one can properly k-color any H-free graph on n vertices. This bound on the number of colors can be deduced from the fact that the minimum possible independence number of an H-free graph on n vertices is a monotonically increasing and subadditive function of n. In this paper, we will be primarily interested in the intermediate case, when |H| ≪ k ≪ n.

Throughout the article, we use the notation Θ_x, Ω_x, O_x, and o_x to indicate that the implicit constant factors may depend on x.

Note that for any graph G on n vertices we have the simple bound h(G, k) ≤ h(K_n, k) ≤ (_n 2 ) /k ≤ n^2/(2k) by considering a random k-partition of V (G). Thus, we will be primarily interested in understanding how much of an improvement we can give over this straightforward bound for Hfree graphs.

The following theorem gives an upper bound on h(n, k, H) when H is a clique on r vertices.

Theorem 1.1. For each integer r ≥ 3 there is c_r such that for all positive integers n, k we have h(n, k, K_r) ≤ c_r n^2 k^{(r−1)/(r−2)} . We conjecture that Theorem 1.1 is sharp up to the constant factor c_r for n sufficiently large in terms of k, and prove this for r = 3.

For fixed odd cycles and n sufficiently large in k, we determine this function up to a constant factor. We first show an upper bound on h(G, k) for graphs G of large odd girth.

Theorem 1.2. For each positive integer r there is c_r such that the following holds. Let H_r = {C_3, C_5, . . . C_{2r+1}} be the set of odd cycles of length at most 2r + 1. Then, h(n, k, H_r) < c_r n^2 k^{r+1} . From this result on graphs of large odd girth, we can deduce a similar result for graphs with a single forbidden odd cycle.

Theorem 1.3. For positive integers n ≥ k ≥ 1, and r ≥ 1, we have h(n, k, C_{2r+1}) = h(n, k, H_r) + O_r(n^{3/2}), where H_r is the family of odd cycles of length at most 2r + 1. In particular, h(n, k, C_{2r+1}) = O_r ( n^2 k^{r+1} ) . In the other direction, we prove the following lower bound which shows that Theorem 1.3 is tight up to the constant factor in r for n sufficiently large in terms of k. The proof leverages a construction of Alon and Kahale [8] of a family of pseudorandom graphs of large odd girth.

Theorem 1.4. For each positive integer r there is α_r > 0 such that the following holds. For each positive integer k, for each sufficiently large positive integer n, there is a graph G on n vertices with odd girth larger than 2r + 1 and with h(G, k) ≥ α_rn^2/k^{r+1}.

In the case H is a triangle, we determine up to a constant factor how large n has to be for the above to hold using a result about a semi-random variant of the triangle-free process [10, 33].

The wheel W_ℓ is the graph on ℓ + 1 vertices consisting of an ℓ-cycle and an additional vertex adjacent to all of the vertices of the ℓ-cycle. For even wheels (when ℓ is even), we prove that h(n, k, W_ℓ) is asymptotically the same as h(n, k, K_3). Combining the methods used in the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, we prove the following upper bound for odd wheels, which we conjecture is tight up to the constant factor which depends on the length of the wheel.

Theorem 1.5. For each positive integer r there is c_r such that if n ≥ k ≥ 2, then h(n, k, W_{2r+1}) ≤ c_r n^2 k^{2−1/(r+1)} . More broadly, we use the graph removal lemma in Section 4.1 to prove the following result, which shows that if H has a subgraph H^′ for which H has a homomorphism to H^′, then h(n, k, H) and h(n, k, H^′) are close.

Theorem 1.6. If a graph H has a subgraph H^′ such that there exists a homomorphism from H to H^′, then h(n, k, H^′) ≤ h(n, k, H) ≤ h(n, k, H^′) + o(n^2). The maximum cut of a graph G, denoted by Max-Cut(G), is the maximum number of a bipartite subgraph. This well-studied graph parameter to the main focus of this paper through the identity Max-Cut(G) = e(G) − h(G, 2), where e(G) is the number of edges of G. It is a simple exercise to show that every graph G with m edges has Max-Cut(G) ≥ m/2. Edwards [17, 18] proved that this bound can be improved to

Max-Cut(G) ≥ m 2 + −1 + √ 8m + 1 8 , which is sharp if m = (_k 2 ) for some positive integer k, as shown by taking G = K_k. Further results for intermediate values of m were established in [3, 7, 11].

There has been a lot of research on improving the lower order term in the Edwards bound for graphs with a fixed forbidden subgraph. Alon, Krivelevich, and Sudakov [4] showed that for H fixed and m significantly large, every H-free graph G with m edges satisfies Max-Cut(G) ≥^m_2 + m^{1/2+ϵ} for some ϵ = ϵ(H) > 0, and they conjectured that 1/2 in the exponent can be replaced by 3/4.

A case of particular interest is when H is a cycle. Solving a problem of Erdős, Alon [3] proved that every triangle-free graph G with m edges satisfies Max-Cut(G) ≥^m_2 + cm^{4/5} for some positive constant c, and this is tight up to the constant factor c. More generally, Alon et al. [9] conjectured that for all k ≥ 3, every C_k-free graph G with m edges satisfies Max-Cut(G) ≥^m_2 +Ω_k(m^{(k+1)/(k+2)}). They verified their conjecture for k even, and showed that the conjectured bound is tight for k ∈ {4, 6, 10}.^1 Alon, Bollobás, Krivelevich, and Sudakov [4] observed that for odd k, a wellknown construction of Alon [2, 7] gives a pseudorandom graph G with odd-girth greater than k, m edges, and Max-Cut(G) =^m_2 + O_k(m^{(k+1)/(k+2)}). This construction shows that if the Alon- Krivelevich-Sudakov conjecture is true, then the bound it gives is best possible for odd k. Recently, Zeng and Hou [47] proved that for fixed odd k, every C_k-free graph G with m edges satisfies Max-Cut(G) ≥^m_2 + m^{(k+1)/(k+3)+o(1)}. Using Theorem 1.3 and some additional tools, we prove the following result giving an improved bound.

Theorem 1.7. If k ≥ 3 is odd and G = (V, E) is a C_k-free graph with m edges, then

Max-Cut(G) ≥ m 2 + Ω_k(m^{(k+5)/(k+7)}).

1While [47] attributes this conjecture to [9], what is actually conjectured in [9] is that for even k the conjectured

bound is tight.

Organization. We begin in Section 2.1 by developing tools that allow us to conclude some incidental results such as Proposition 2.4, a strengthening of Mantel’s theorem, and also give a foundation to prove Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.5. In Section 2.2, we give an upper bound on h(n, k, K_r), the number of edges that must be removed from an arbitrary K_r-free graph on n vertices to guarantee the resulting subgraph is k-partite.

Subsequently in Section 3, we give upper bounds on h(n, k, H) for H = {C_3, . . . C_{2r+1}} and use this bound on graphs of large odd girth to obtain an upper bound on h(n, k, C_{2r+1}). Using a generalization of Alon’s construction of a family of pseudorandom graphs of large odd girth, we show that our bound is tight up to a constant factor depending on r. In Section 4, we leverage the above bounds to obtain associated bounds on h(n, k, H) for more other forbidden subgraphs H.

We apply our results to the problem of bounding the Max-k-Cut of a graph, the size of the largest k-partite subgraph of a graph, noticing that h(G, k) = e(G) − Max-k-Cut(G). We first give some simple lemmas to translate between bounds on maximum k-cuts and maximum l-cuts for l < k in Section 5. This enables us in Section 6 to prove Theorem 1.7 giving a new lower bound on Max-Cut(G) for graphs with a forbidden odd cycle. Finally, we conclude in Section 7 with some unresolved open questions.

2. Cutting Graphs using Neighborhoods

For a graph G and vertex subset U ⊂ V (G), let G[U] denote the induced subgraph of G with vertex set U. We let e(G) denote the number of edges of G, and e(U) = e(G[U]) denote the number of edges with both vertices in U. For a vertex v of G, the neighborhood N(v) is the set of vertices of G adjacent to v. The degree of v, which is |N(v)|, is denoted d(v).

In this section, we study the following extremal problem in graph theory.

Question 2.1. Given a graph G, how many edges of G can we cover by the union of k neighborhoods of vertices of G?

In understanding Question 2.1, we will build up a series of tools that will be useful in our subsequent analysis of h(n, k, H) when H is a clique or an odd wheel. The methods we describe below are also of independent interest. In Section 2.1 we include a few applications of this analysis beyond our study of how far graphs are from k-colorable.

2.1. Covering edges with the union of neighborhoods. We tackle Question 2.1, denoting the relevant value u(G, k), which is defined formally below.

Definition 2.2. For a graph G and positive integer k, let u(G, k) be the maximum of e (⋃_k i=1 N(v_i) ) over all choices of vertices v_1, . . . , v_k of G.

We would like to understand how few edges can we leave uncovered by the union of k neighborhoods of vertices of a graph on n vertices.

Definition 2.3. Let m(n, k) be the minimum of e(G) − u(G, k) over all graphs G on n vertices. That is, m(n, k) is the minimum r such that, for every graph G on n vertices, there are k vertices v_1, . . . , v_k such that at most r edges are not contained in the induced subgraph G[N(v_1)∪· · ·∪N(v_k)] whose vertex set is the union of the neighborhoods of v_1, . . . v_k.

As an aside, we first observe that m(n, 1) = ⌊^{n2}_4 ⌋. This is a strengthening of Mantel’s theorem, that every triangle-free graph on n vertices has at most ⌊^{n2}_4 ⌋ edges, as it is easy to see that u(G, 1) = 0 if and only if G is triangle-free.

Proposition 2.4. Every graph G on n vertices has a vertex whose neighborhood contains all but at most ⌊^{n2}_4 ⌋ edges of G, and this bound is sharp. That is, m(n, 1) = ⌊^{n2}_4 ⌋.

Proof. The balanced complete bipartite graph on n vertices realizes m(n, 1) ≥ ⌊^{n2}_4 ⌋.

If m(n, 1) > ⌊^{n2}_4 ⌋, then it would be realized by a graph G on n vertices and m =^{n2}_4 + t edges with t positive. A result of Moon and Moser (c.f. [40]) states that any graph on n vertices and m edges has at least m(4m − n^2) 3n = ( n^2 4 + t ) 4t 3n = tn 3 + 4t^2 3n triangles. Hence, a random vertex of G is in expectation at least 3 n · ( tn 3 + 4t^2 3n ) > t triangles, and hence there is a vertex v of G where e(N(v)) > t. The number of edges of G not in the neighborhood of v is an integer which is less than m − t =^{n2}_4 , and hence m(n, 1) ≤ ⌊^{n2}_4 ⌋. ■

The following result yields a lower bound on u(G, k) by considering a random choice of k vertices. Lemma 2.5. If G = (V, E) is a graph on n vertices and k is a positive integer, then (2.1) e(G) − u(G, k) ≤ ∑ u∈V d(u) ( 1 − d(u) n )_k − ∑ {u,w}∈E ( 1 − |N(u) ∪ N(w)| n )_k .

Proof. Pick k vertices v_1, ..., v_k ∈ V uniformly at random with repetition. Let U = ⋃_k i=1 N(v_i).

An edge (u, w) of G is not in G[U] if and only if v_1, . . . , v_k are in V \ N(u) or V \ N(w). By the inclusion-exclusion principle, the probability that not both u and w are in U is

(2.2) ( 1 − d(u) n )_k + ( 1 − d(w) n )_k − ( 1 − |N(u) ∪ N(w)| n )_k . Splitting up the sum and then summing the first two terms over vertices of G, we find that the expected value of e(G) − e(U) is at most the right hand side of (2.1). Hence, there is a choice of v_1, . . . , v_k such that e(G) − e(U) (and hence e(G) − u(G, k)) is at most the right hand side of (2.1). ■

We have no idea what the exact or asymptotic value of m(n, k) is for any fixed k ≥ 2. We will prove in general (using Lemma 2.5) that m(n, k) ≤^{n2}_{ek} , which, for k sufficiently large and n sufficiently large in terms of k, is within 20% of the lower bound that comes from considering an appropriate Erdős-Renyi random graph G(n, p) with p = c/k. To see this, pick c > 0 to maximize ce^{−c} −^c_2 e^{−2c}. Note that a simple union bound shows that almost surely all of the linear-sized induced subgraphs of G(n, p) have edge density (1 + o(1))p. This implies that the union of the neighborhood of any k vertices has size (1 + o(1)) ( 1 − (1 − p)^k ) n and the induced subgraph will have edge density (1 + o(1))p. Thus

m(n, k) ≥ (1 + o_k(1)) ( ce^{−c} − c 2 e^{−2c} ) n2 k , for n sufficiently large as a function of k, and with the o_k(1) term tending to 0 as k → ∞.

Corollary 2.6. We have m(n, k) ≤^{n2}_{ek} . That is, for every graph G on n vertices, there are k vertices of G such that the induced subgraph on the union of the neighborhoods of these k vertices contains all but at most^{n2}_{ek} edges of G.

Proof. By Lemma 2.5, for any graph G on n vertices, we have e(G) − u(G, k) is at most

(2.3) ∑ u∈V d(u) ( 1 − d(u) n )_k , since the second sum in (2.1) is non-negative. The function f(x) = x(1−^x_n )^k has derivative f^′(x) = ( 1 −^{(k+1)x}_n ) (1 −^x_n )^{k−1}, which is non-negative for x ≤^n_{k+1} and is non-positive if^n_{k+1} < x ≤ n.

Thus, f(x) for x ≤ n is maximized at x =^n_{k+1} . Hence, for x ≤ n we have f(x) ≤ f ( n k + 1 ) = 1 k + 1 ( 1 − 1 k + 1 )_k n = 1 k ( 1 − 1 k + 1 )_{k+1} n ≤ n ek . Applying this with x = d(u) in (2.3) gives the desired inequality. ■ Lemma 2.7. If a graph G = (V, E) has disjoint vertex subsets U_1, . . . , U_r, then there is a partition of V = W_1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ W_r with U_i ⊂ W_i for 1 ≤ i ≤ r and the number ∑_r i=1 e(W_i) − e(U_i) of edges that are in a G[W_i] but not G[U_i] is at most (e(G) − e(U_1 ∪ · · · ∪ U_r)) /r.

Proof. Let X = U_1 ∪ · · · ∪ U_r. For each vertex v ∈ V \X, randomly add v to one of the r sets U_i. This gives a random partition of V into r sets. Let W_i denote the part which is a superset of U_i. Each edge with not both of its vertices in X has a probability 1/r that both of its vertices end up in the same part of the random partition. Hence, by linearity of expectation, the expected number of edges of G with not both its vertices in X that end up in the same part of the random partition is (e(G) − e(X))/r. So there is such a partition with at most (e(G) − e(X))/r edges with not both its vertices in X and which lie in the same part. ■

We remark that the above probabilistic proof of Lemma 2.7 can be made deterministic by greedily assigning the vertices to the part that it has the fewest edges to.

Lemma 2.8. If G = (V, E) is a graph with disjoint vertex subsets V_1, . . . , V_t and s is a positive integer, then h(G, st) ≤ 1 st (e(G) − e(V_1 ∪ · · · ∪ V_t)) + t∑ i=1 h(G[V_i], s). Proof. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ t, there is a partition V_i = U_{i1} ⊔ · · · ⊔ U_{is} so that we can make each of the s vertex subsets U_{ij} independent sets by removing at most h(G[V_i], s) total edges. By Lemma 2.7, we can grow the st disjoint subsets {U_{ij} } for 1 ≤ i ≤ t and 1 ≤ j ≤ s into a partition of V with st parts which adds at most^1_{st} (e(G) − e(V_1 ∪ · · · ∪ V_t)) edges that are internal to the parts. Deleting these additional edges, we obtain a vertex partition of G into st parts from which we deleted at most^1_{st} (e(G) − e(V_1 ∪ · · · ∪ V_t)) + ∑_t i=1 h(G[V_i], s) edges in order to make it st-partite. ■

We primarily focus on the case where we take disjoint vertex subsets V_1, . . . , V_k such that each V_i is contained in the neighborhood of some vertex v_i. This yields a bound on e(G) − e(V_1 ∪ · · · V_k) and an associated bound on h(G, k).

Corollary 2.9. If G = (V, E) is a graph on n vertices and k is a positive integer, there are disjoint vertex subsets V_1, . . . , V_k such that each V_i ⊂ N(v_i) for some vertex v_i ∈ V and the number of edges of G not in G[V_1 ∪ · · · ∪ V_k] is at most^{n2}_{ek} .

Proof. Apply Lemma 2.6 to obtain vertices v_1, . . . , v_k ∈ V such that for U = ⋃_k i=1 N(v_i), e(G) − e(U) ≤ n^2/(ek). Define V_1 = N(v_1) and, for i ≥ 2, define V_i = N(v_i) \ ⋃ j<i N(v_j ), so V_i ⊂ N(v_i).

The sets V_1, . . . , V_k are disjoint and satisfy V_1 ∪ · · · ∪ V_k = U, so the corollary clearly follows. ■

Via Corollary 2.9 and Lemma 2.8, we have the following immediate corollary. Corollary 2.10. If G = (V, E) is a graph on n vertices and s and t are positive integers, then there are disjoint vertex subsets V_1, . . . , V_t such that each V_i is contained in the neighborhood of some vertex v_i and h(G, st) ≤ n^2 es^2t^2 + t∑ i=1 h(G[V_i], s).

2.2. K_r-Free Graphs. The above results are helpful tools to bound h(n, k, H) for a variety of families of forbidden subgraphs H. Here, we consider the case H = K_r with r ≥ 3. As a first application, Corollary 2.10 immediately enables us to give an upper bound on h(n, k, K_3).

Proposition 2.11. Any triangle-free graph on n vertices can be made k-partite for k ≤ n by deleting at most n^2/ek^2 edges, so h(n, k, K_3) ≤^{n2}_{ek2} .

Proof. Let G be a triangle-free graph on n vertices. Applying Corollary 2.10 with t = k and s = 1 implies that we can find vertices v_1, . . . v_k and disjoint vertex subsets V_1, . . . , V_k with V_i ⊂ N(v_i) such that h(G, k) ≤ n^2 ek^2 + k∑ i=1 h(G[V_i], 1). Since G is triangle-free, N(v_i) is an independent set and thus so is V_i, which implies that h(G[V_i], 1) = 0. Therefore, h(G, k) ≤^{n2}_{ek2} . Since this holds for all triangle-free graphs G on n vertices, we obtain the desired bound on h(n, k, K_3). ■

It is helpful in further applications if the V_i are not much larger than their average size. This can be obtained by furthering partitioning the large sets V_i obtained in Corollary 2.9.

Corollary 2.12. If G = (V, E) is a graph on n vertices and t ≤ n is a positive integer, then there are disjoint vertex subsets U_1, . . . , U_{2t} such that each U_j satisfies |U_j | ≤^n_t and is contained in the neighborhood of some vertex u_j , and e(G) − e(U_1 ∪ · · · ∪ U_{2t}) ≤^{n2}_{et} .

Proof. By Corollary 2.9, there are vertex subsets V_1, . . . , V_t, each a subset of a vertex neighborhood, where V_1 ∪ · · · ∪ V_t contains all but at most n^2/et edges of G. Arbitrarily partition each V_i into sets U_j of size ⌊n/t⌋, including if needed one set of size less than ⌊n/t⌋. Thus, we obtain a sets U_j of size ⌊n/t⌋ and b sets U_j of size strictly smaller than ⌊n/t⌋, where b ≤ t. If a < t, then a + b < 2t. Otherwise, a ≥ t, and t of these sets of size ⌊n/t⌋ together have t⌊n/t⌋ > n − t elements, so less than t elements are not in these t sets. The remaining a + b − t sets each have at least one element, so a + b − t < t or equivalently a + b < 2t. We can add additional empty sets to make 2t total sets U_j , each of size at most n/t, and with U_j ⊂ V_i ⊂ N(v_i) for some i. ■ For a graph H and vertex v, let H_v denote the induced subgraph of H formed by deleting v. We prove the following recursive upper bound on h(n, k, H).

Lemma 2.13. If s, t, n are positive integers, H is a graph, and v is a vertex of H so that H_v has no isolated vertices, then h(n, 2st, H) ≤ 2t · h(n/t, s, H_v ) + n^2 2est^2 . Proof. Let G be an H-free graph on n vertices. By Corollary 2.12, there are 2t disjoint vertex subsets U_1, . . . U_{2t} such that each U_i satisfies |U_i| ≤^n_t and is contained in the neighborhood of some vertex u_i. Further, we can pick the U_i so that the number of edges of G not in G[U_1 ∪ · · · ∪ U_{2t}] is at most^{n2}_{et} . As G is H-free, then for all u_i ∈ V (G), the induced subgraph G[N(u_i)] is H_vfree for any vertex v ∈ H. Thus, for each i, G[U_i] can be made s-partite by removing at most h(|U_i|, s, H_v) ≤ h(n/t, s, H_v) edges in G[U_i]. For 1 ≤ i ≤ 2t, we label the s independent sets (after removing edges as above) which partition U_i as W_{i1}, . . . W_{is}. By Lemma 2.7, we can then grow {W_{ij} }_{1≤i≤2t,1≤j≤s} to a partition of V (G) by adding at most^1_{2st} (e(G) − e(U_1 ∪ · · · ∪ U_{2t})) ≤^1_{2st} ·^{n2}_{et} =^{n2}_{2est2} edges internal to the parts. Deleting these edges, we obtain the upper bound h(n, 2st, H) ≤ 2t · h(n/t, s, H_v ) + n^2 2est^2 .

■ Applying Lemma 2.13 and induction on r, we can bound the number of edges to remove from a K_r-free graph G on n vertices so that the resulting subgraph is k-colorable. We first establish a bound on h(n, k, K_r) when k is a perfect (r − 2)^{nd} power of an even integer. Lemma 2.14. For positive integers n, k, and r ≥ 3 so that k = t^{r−2} for t even, we have h(n, k, K_r ) ≤ α_r · n^2 k^{(r−1)/(r−2)} , where α_r =^{5·4r−3−2}_{3e} .

Proof. The proof is by induction on r. We proved the base case r = 3 in Proposition 2.11. Let s = k/t = t^{r−3}. By the inductive hypothesis, we know that for all positive integers n_0, h(n_0, s, K_{r−1}) ≤ α_{r−1} · n^2_0 s^{(r−2)/(r−3)} . Note that the induced subgraph formed by deleting a vertex of K_r is K_{r−1}. By Lemma 2.13 (with parameter t/2 instead of t) and the above inequality (with n_0 = 2n/t), we have h(n, k, K_r ) ≤ 2n^2 est^2 + t · h ( 2n t , s, K_{r−1} ) ≤ 2n^2 est^2 + tα_{r−1} (2n/t)^2 s^{(r−2)/(r−3)} = α_r · n^2 k^{(r−1)/(r−2)} , where the equality uses α_r =^2_e + 4α_{r−1}. This completes the proof. ■

Lemma 2.14 establishes Theorem 1.1 when k is a perfect (r − 2)^{nd} power of an even integer. The following result is Theorem 1.1 with an explicit constant factor. Theorem 2.15. For positive integers n, k, and r ≥ 3, we have h(n, k, K_r ) ≤ 5 3 · 4^{r−3} · n^2 k^{(r−1)/(r−2)} . Proof. Proposition 2.11 handles the case r = 3, so we may assume r ≥ 4. Recall that any graph on n vertices can be made k-partite by removing at most n^2/(2k) edges. Thus, if k ≤ (2r)^{r−2}, as 4^{r−3} ≥ r ≥^1_2 k^{1/(r−2)}, we have the desired inequality. We therefore suppose that k > (2r)^{r−2}.

Let ℓ be the largest even perfect (r − 2)-power which is at most k, so ℓ = ( 2 ⌊_{k1/(r−2)} 2 ⌋)_{r−2} . By monotonicity and ℓ ≤ k, we have h(n, k, K_r) ≤ h (n, ℓ, K_r). Applying Lemma 2.14, h(n, ℓ, K_r) ≤ α_r n^2 ℓ^{(r−1)/(r−2)} , where α_r =

5 · 4^{r−3} − 2 3e . Since k > (2r)^{r−2}, it follows that k ≤

(_{2(r+1)} 2r )_{r−2} ℓ = ( 1 +^1_r )_{r−2} ℓ. It follows that k^{(r−1)/(r−2)} ≤ ( 1 + 1 r )_{r−1} ℓ^{(r−1)/(r−2)} ≤ eℓ^{(r−1)/(r−2)}. Substituting, we obtain h(n, k, K_r ) ≤ 5 3 · 4^{r−3} · n^2 k^{(r−1)/(r−2)} . ■ 3. Odd Cycle-Free Graphs In this section we study how few edges we can remove from any graph on n vertices with a fixed forbidden odd cycle to make it k-colorable.

3.1. Upper bounds for odd cycles. We begin by tackling a simpler problem, bounding how far a graph of large odd girth is from being k-colorable. That is, we first consider h(n, k, H) where H is the family of odd cycles of length at most 2r + 1. We later show that this number is close to h(n, k, C_{2r+1}). We prove that graphs of large odd girth contain an independent set B with relatively many edges incident to B. We repeatedly apply this to pull out k disjoint independent sets B_1, ..., B_k such that the remaining induced subgraph contains relatively few edges. By Lemma 2.7, we can grow these k independent sets into a k-partition of the vertex set so that few edges are internal to the parts.

The following definitions will be helpful.

Definition 3.1. Given a graph G = (V, E) and a vertex v ∈ V , the ith neighborhood of v, denoted by N_i(v), is the set of vertices in V of distance exactly i from v.

For example, N_0(v) = {v}, N_1(v) = N(v), and N_2(v) is the set of vertices in V \({v} ∪ N(v)) that have a neighbor in N(v). For a vertex subset T , let N(T ) denote the set of vertices in V \ T adjacent to at least one vertex in T . For a graph G and vertex subsets S and T , let e(S, T ) be the number of pairs in S × T that are edges of G.

Definition 3.2. For a graph G = (V, E) and S ⊂ V , let D(S) = e(S, V ) be the sum of the degrees of vertices in S.

Note that D(S) counts the edges contained in S twice and the edges with exactly one endpoint in S once. It is a useful measure of the number of edges that contain a vertex in S.

We first show that for any graph G = (V, E) of large odd girth and any subset S ⊂ V , there is an independent set B ⊂ S with poor edge expansion into S. Removing such B and its neighborhood and iteratively applying the argument will give an independent set A (the union of the B’s) with comparatively large D(A). In the following lemmas, we take a graph G = (V, E) on n vertices, r a positive integer, and a fixed S ⊂ V . We let

x := ( |S|n D(S) )_{1/r} . Lemma 3.3. Let G = (V, E) be a graph of odd girth larger than 2r + 1 and S ⊂ V . There exists an independent set B ⊂ S such that D(B) ≥ D(N(B) ∩ S) x + 1 . Proof. Pick v ∈ V, u ∈ S uniformly at random, so

Prob(u ∈ N_1(v)) = E_{u∈S} [d(u)] n . If u ∈ N_1(v) ∩ S, then it contributes d(u) to D(N_1(v) ∩ S). Therefore,

E_v [D(N_1(v) ∩ S)] = E_v [ ∑ u∈S d(u) Prob(u ∈ N_1(v)) ] = ∑ u∈S E_v [ d(u) · d(u) n ] = ∑ u∈S d(u)^2 n . Hence, by picking v ∈ V such that D(N_1(v) ∩ S) is maximized, D(N_1(v) ∩ S) ≥ ∑ u∈S d(u)^2 n (∗) ≥ (∑ u∈S d(u) )_2 n|S| = D(S)^2 n|S| , where (∗) follows by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Let N_i = N_i(v) ∩ S. Note N_1, ..., N_r are all independent sets. Indeed, if some N_i for 1 ≤ i ≤ r contained an edge e = (v_1, v_2), then v → · · · → v_1^e→ v_2 → · · · → v is an odd walk of length 2i + 1 and thus contains an odd cycle of length at most 2r + 1. This contradicts G having odd girth larger than 2r + 1.

We next study the growth of D(N_i). If D(N_2) < xD(N_1), then D(N(N_1) ∩ S) ≤ |N_1| + D(N_2) < |N_1| + xD(N_1) ≤ (x + 1)D(N_1), which implies that

D(N_1) >

D(N(N_1) ∩ S) x + 1 , so we can take B = N_1 to satisfy the lemma. Else, for i = 2, ..., r − 1, if D(N_j ) ≥ xD(N_{j−1}), for all 2 ≤ j < i, and D(N_i) < xD(N_{i−1}), we similarly find that

D(N(N_i) ∩ S) ≤ D(N_{i−1}) + D(N_{i+1}) < D(N_i) x + xD(N_i), and hence D(N_i) > D(N(N_i) ∩ S) x + 1/x ≥ D(N(N_i) ∩ S) x + 1 , so we can take B = N_i to satisfy the lemma. If none of N_1, . . . , N_{r−1} satisfy the conditions of the lemma statement as a subset B ⊂ S, then D(N_r) ≥ x^{r−1} D(S)^2 |S|n = D(S) x . This implies that we can pick B = N_r = N_r(v) ∩ S to satisfy the lemma. ■

We can use this lemma to establish a more helpful result in the same direction.

Lemma 3.4. Let G = (V, E) be a graph of odd girth larger than 2r + 1 and S ⊂ V . There exists an independent set A ⊂ S such that D(A) ≥ D(S)/8x.

Proof. We use Lemma 3.3 to pull out independent sets one at a time. By deleting their neighborhoods and repeating, we construct a large independent set A which is the union of these independent sets and show that A has the desired properties.

Let V_1 = V and S_1 = S. We apply Lemma 3.3 to obtain an independent set B_1 ⊂ S_1 such that

D(B_1) ≥

D(N(B_1) ∩ S_1) x_1 + 1

, x_1 = ( |S_1|n D(S_1) )_{1/r} . We repeatedly apply Lemma 3.3 to G[V_i] and S_i, letting V_i = V_{i−1}\(B_{i−1} ∪ N(B_{i−1})), S_i = S_{i−1} ∩ V_i. At each iteration, we obtain an independent set B_i ⊂ S_i such that D(B_i) ≥ D(N(B_i) ∩ S_i) x_i + 1

, x_i = ( |S_i|n D(S_i) )_{1/r} . By construction, by step i we have deleted B_{i−1} and its neighbor set N(B_{i−1}), so ⋃ j<i B_j is an independent set. We continue the construction described above as long as D(S_i) ≥ D(S)/2. Suppose we construct s independent sets in total through this process. Then D(S_s) < D(S)/2, but D(S_i) ≥ D(S)/2 for i < s. Let A = ⋃_s i=1 B_i be the resulting large independent set. We can bound

x_i = ( |S_i|n D(S_i) )_{1/r} ≤ ( |S|n D(S_i) )_{1/r} ≤ ( |S|n D(S)/2 )_{1/r} ≤ 2^{1/r}x. From above, we have D(B_i) ≥ D(N(B_i) ∩ S_i) x_i + 1 (∗) ≥ D(N(B_i) ∩ S_i) + D(B_i) x_i + 2 ≥ D(N(B_i) ∩ S_i) + D(B_i) 2x + 2 .

where (∗) follows since D(B_i) ≥ D(B_i)/1 and if x ≥ a/b, c/d then x ≥ (a + c)/(b + d). This allows us to bound D(A) as

(3.1) D(A) = s∑ i=1 D(B_i) ≥ s∑ i=1 D(N(B_i) ∩ S_i) + D(B_i) 2x + 2 = D(A) + D(N(A) ∩ S) 2x + 2 , where the last equality follows since A is the union of the disjoint sets B_1, . . . , B_s, N(A) ∩ S is the union of the disjoint sets N(B_1) ∩ S_1, . . . , N(B_s) ∩ S_s, and D is additive on the union of disjoint sets. Further, D(S) = D(A) + D(N(A) ∩ S) + D(S\(A ∪ N(A))) = D(A) + D(N(A) ∩ S) + D(S_s), and, as D(S_s) < D(S)/2,

(3.2) D(A) + D(N(A) ∩ S) ≥ D(S) 2 . Combining (3.1) and (3.2) gives the desired bound: D(A) ≥ D(S)/(4x + 4) ≥ D(S)/8x. ■

We next use this lemma to obtain an upper bound on h(G, k) for graphs G with no short odd cycles.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We iteratively apply Lemma 3.4 to obtain k disjoint independent sets which are each incident to many edges. Let S_1 = V , and let A_1 be a subset of S_1 with the properties guaranteed by Lemma 3.4. Proceed for k iterations, letting S_i = V \ ⋃_{i−1} j=1 A_j , to obtain A_i ⊂ S_i per Lemma 3.4 with large D(A_i). By construction, S_{k+1} = V \ ⋃_k i=1 A_i, the sets A_1, ..., A_k are independent, and for each A_i, D(A_i) ≥ D(S_i) 8x_i , x_i = ( n|S_i| D(S_i) ) 1_r . By Lemma 2.7, we can assign each v ∈ S_{k+1} to one of the A_i and can make the graph k-partite by deleting the at most D(S_{k+1})/k edges in parts.

By construction, we have the recursive upper bound

D(S_{i+1}) = D(S_i) − D(A_i) ≤ ( 1 − 1 8x_i ) D(S_i). Let δ_i :=^{D(Si)}_{n2} . Since |S_i| ≤ n, the above relation yields the recursive inequality

(3.3) δ_{i+1} ≤ δ_i ( 1 − 1 8 δ^{1/r}_i ) . Inequality (3.3) implies that if δ_l > ε/2 for some ε > 0, then

δ_{l+1} − δ_l < −δ_l 8 ( ε 2 )_{1/r} . If δ_i ≤ ε ≤ 1 and δ_j > ε/2 for j > i, then

δ_j − δ_i = j∑ l=i (δ_{l+1} − δ_l) < j∑ l=i −δ_l 8 ( ε 2 )_{1/r} < (i − j)δ_i 16 ( ε 2 )_{1/r} . Thus, for j − i ≥ 8 (2/ε)^{1/r} , δ_j − δ_i ≤ −8 (2/ε)^{1/r} δ_i 16 ( ε 2 )_{1/r} = −δ_i 2 , which yields δ_j ≤ δ_i/2 ≤ ε/2.

Note that δ_1 ≤ 1. Let u = ⌊ r log_2 ( k ln 2 32r )⌋ − 1. We show that δ_{k+1} ≤ 1/2^u. If u < 0, then we have δ_{k+1} ≤ δ_1 ≤ 1 ≤ 1/2^u. So we can suppose that u ≥ 0. Using the above bound on the decay of δ_i, letting ε = 2^{−i} for i = 0, 1, ..., u − 1, we note that δ_j ≤ 1/2^u for j := 8 ∑_{u−1} i=0 ⌈(_2 2^{−i} )_{1/r}⌉ , since

j = 8 u−1∑ i=0 ⌈( 2 2^{−i} )_{1/r} ⌉ = 16 u−1∑ i=0 ( 2^{1/r} )_{i+1} = 16 · 2^{1/r} · ( 2^{(u+1)/r} − 1 2^{1/r} − 1

)_{(∗)} < 32(2^{(u+1)/r} ) (ln 2)/r ≤ 32r (_{ln 2} 32r · k ) ln 2 < k + 1, where (∗) follows since e^x ≥ 1 + x for all x (so 2^{1/r} − 1 = e^{ln 2/r} − 1 > ln 2/r). For this choice of u we have that

δ_{k+1} ≤ 1 2^u

≤ 2^{1−⌊r log2}(^{ln 28r k})^⌋ ≤ 4 ( k ln 2 8r )_{−r} = 4 (_{8r} ln 2 )_r k^r . This gives the desired bound on h(G, k) with c_r = 4 (8r/ ln 2)^r: h(G, k) ≤ D(S_{k+1}) k ≤ δ_{k+1}n^2 k ≤ c_rn^2 k^{r+1} < 4 (12r)^r n^2 k^{r+1} . ■ Theorem 1.2 gives a bound on h(G, k) when G has odd girth larger than 2r + 1, which, as we show in the next subsection, is tight up to a factor depending only on r. Our goal is to understand a less constrained family of graphs, those with a single fixed forbidden odd cycle. To do this, the following lemma shows that if a graph has a forbidden odd cycle C_{2r+1}, then we can delete a small number of edges to get rid of the next shorter odd cycles.

Lemma 3.5. If a graph G = (V, E) on n vertices is C_{2r+1}-free, then G can be made to have odd girth larger than 2r + 1 by removing O_r(n^{3/2}) edges.

Proof. For each odd integer 1 < ℓ < 2r + 1, fix a maximal collection C_ℓ of edge-disjoint copies of C_ℓ in G. Suppose we have t_ℓ such copies. To remove all copies of C_ℓ from G, we must delete at least t_ℓ edges (at least one edge in each edge-disjoint C_ℓ). If we delete all ℓt_ℓ edges in these cycles, the resulting graph is C_ℓ-free. Thus, the minimum number of edges to delete to make the graph C_ℓ-free is within a factor ℓ of the size of any maximal collection of edge-disjoint copies of C_ℓ.

Consider a random subset U ⊂ V formed by including each element with probability p = 1/ℓ independently of the other vertices. Call an edge of a cycle in C_ℓ special if both of its vertices are in U and no other vertex of the cycle is in U. The probability that a given edge of a cycle in C_ℓ is special is p^2(1 − p)^{ℓ−2} > 1/(eℓ^2). Hence, by linearity of expectation, the expected number of special edges is at least ℓt_ℓ/(eℓ^2) = t_ℓ/(eℓ). So we can fix a subset U with at least t_ℓ/(eℓ) special edges.

Let 2d := 2r + 3 − ℓ, so d ∈ [2, r] is an integer as ℓ is odd. As the graph G is C_{2r+1}-free, there is no cycle of length 2d of special edges. Indeed, suppose there is a cycle C^′ of length 2d of special edges, and let e be an edge of this cycle. Edge e is by definition in a cycle C^{′′} of length ℓ with none of its other vertices in U. So gluing together C^′ and C^{′′} and deleting the common edge e, we obtain a cycle of length (2r + 3 − ℓ) + ℓ − 2 = 2r + 1, contradicting the assumption that G is C_{2r+1}-free.

Recall that the extremal number ex(n, H) is the maximum number of edges an H-free graph on n vertices can have. So the number of special edges is at most

ex(|U|, C_{2d}) ≤ ex(n, C_{2d}) ≤ 8(d − 1)n^{1+1/d}, where the last bound is due to Verstraëte [46]^2. Hence, t_ℓ/(eℓ) ≤ 8(d − 1)n^{1+1/d}, or equivalently, ℓt_ℓ ≤ ℓ^2e8(d − 1)n^{1+1/d}. So the number of edges we can delete from G to make the resulting subgraph have odd girth larger than 2r + 1 is at most ∑ 3≤ℓ≤2r−1, ℓ odd ℓt_ℓ ≤ r∑ d=2 ℓ^2e8(d − 1)n^{1+1/d} ≤ r∑ d=2 32er^2dn^{1+1/d} ≤ 100r^4n^{3/2}. ■ From Lemma 3.5 and Theorem 1.2, we immediately obtain Theorem 1.3. We remark that Conlon, Fox, Sudakov, and Zhao [16] recently improved the bound in Lemma 3.5 for r = 2 to o(n^{3/2}).

3.2. Lower bounds for odd cycles. In this subsection, we give a construction which shows that Theorem 1.3 is tight for sufficiently large n to within a factor only depending on the length of the forbidden odd cycle. The construction is based on a construction of Alon [2] (see the discussions in [8] and [37]) of a rather dense pseudorandom graph of large odd girth.

Definition 3.6. An (n, d, λ)-graph is a d-regular graph G on n vertices such that the second largest in absolute value eigenvalue has magnitude at most λ.

To discuss the properties of this construction, we first recall the expander mixing lemma, a classical result in spectral graph theory. An early version is due to Alon and Chung [5].

Lemma 3.7 (Expander Mixing Lemma). If G = (V, E) is an (n, d, λ)-graph and A, B ⊂ V , then | | |e(A, B) − d n |A||B| | | | ≤ λ √ |A||B|. Note that if a graph G on n ≤ n^′ vertices is H-free and no graph in H has isolated vertices, by adding n^′ − n dummy vertices we can obtain a graph G^′ on n^′ vertices, where h(n^′, k, H) ≥ h(G, k). Since this holds for all such G on n vertices, we have the following observation, which will be relevant to our future discussion of blow-ups of a fixed graph.

Proposition 3.8. Given a family of graphs H, if no graph in H has isolated vertices and n^′ ≥ n, then h(n^′, k, H) ≥ h(n, k, H). The results which follow proceed towards the goal of showing that h(n, k, C_{2r+1}) = Ω_r(n^2/k^{r+1}). We first note that for arbitrary G = (V, E), we can compute h(G[t], k) in terms of h(G, k), where G[t] is the t-blow-up of G, the graph on t|V | vertices given by the lexicographic product of G with an empty graph on t vertices.

Lemma 3.9. Let G[t] be the t-blow-up of G = (V, E). Then, h(G[t], k) = t^2h(G, k). Proof. By taking the blow-up of any vertex partition of G into k parts, we see that h(G[t], k) ≤ t^2h(G, k). To complete the proof, we next show the reverse inequality. Consider a vertex partition P of G[t] into k parts. Consider a copy of G in G[t] with exactly one vertex in each of the |V | parts of order t. Each such copy has at least h(G, k) of its edges inside parts of P . The number of such copies of G is t^{|V |} and each edge of G[t] is in exactly t^{|V |−2} such copies of G. Thus, at least h(G, k)t^{|V |}/t^{|V |−2} = t^2h(G, k) edges of G must be inside parts of P . Hence, h(G[t], k) ≥ t^2h(G, k). ■

2There is a long history of bounding the extremal number of even cycles, including by Erdős [20], Bondy and

Simonovits [13], and most recently improvements by Pikhurkho [40] and further by Bukh and Jiang [14].

It will be helpful to introduce the following definition.

Definition 3.10. A family H of graphs is closed under homomorphism if for any H ∈ H and graph homomorphism ϕ : H → H^′, graph H^′ is in H.

We want to establish a result similar to Lemma 3.8 for t-blow-ups.

Lemma 3.11. If H is closed under homomorphism and t is a positive integer, then h(tn, k, H) ≥ t^2h(n, k, H). Proof. Consider a graph G on n vertices which is H-free. Its t-blow-up G[t] is also H-free. Hence, h(G[t], k) ≤ h(tn, k, H). Furthermore, by Lemma 3.9, we see that h(G[t], k) = t^2h(G, k) and therefore t^2h(G, k) ≤ h(tn, k, H) holds for any H-free graph G. By taking the maximum over the left hand side of this inequality, we obtain the desired inequality. ■

We use the following result, extending Alon’s construction of a pseudorandom triangle-free graph which is as dense as possible to one of large odd girth [8, 37].

Lemma 3.12 (§3, [8]). For each positive integer r there is c_r such that the following holds. For every integer a ≥ 2 and N = 2^{(2r+1)a}, there is an (N, d, λ)-graph G of odd girth larger than 2r + 1 such that d ≥^1_8 N^{2/(2r+1)} and λ ≤ c_r √ d. We use this lemma to get a lower bound on h(n, k, H) with H = {C_3, C_5, . . . , C_{2r+1}}.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let a = ⌈log_2(2c_rk)⌉, where c_r is chosen as in Lemma 3.12, and N = 2^{(2r+1)a}. By Lemma 3.12, there is a (N, d, λ)-graph H with d ≥^1_8 N^{2/(2r+1)} and λ ≤ c_r √ d. For n ≥ N, let t = ⌊n/N⌋ and let n_0 = Nt, so n_0 ≤ n. Let G = H[t] be the balanced t-blow up of H, so |V (G)| = n_0. Since H has odd girth larger than 2r + 1, G also has odd girth larger than 2r + 1. Let H = {C_3, C_5, . . . , C_{2r+1}}. By Proposition 3.8 and Lemma 3.9, we have h(n, k, H) ≥ h(n_0, k, H) ≥ h(G, k) = h(H[t], k) = t^2h(H, k). We give a lower bound on h(H, k) which implies the desired lower bound on h(n, k, H). Consider a k-partition V (H) = V_1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ V_k that minimizes ∑_k i=1 e(V_i), which is the minimum number of edges to delete from H to obtain a k-colorable subgraph. By Lemma 3.7, we have 2 k∑ i=1 e(V_i) = k∑ i=1 e(V_i, V_i) ≥ k∑ i=1 ( d N |V_i|^2 − λ|V_i| ) = d N k∑ i=1 |V_i|^2 − λN^{(∗)}≥ dN k − λN^{(∗∗)}≥ dN 2k ≥ Ω_r ( N^2/k^{r+1} ) . Here (∗) follows by convexity of f(x) = x^2 and (∗∗) follows from λ ≤ c_r √ d ≤^d_{2k} , which in turn follows from N ≥ (2c_rk)^{2r+1} and d ≥^1_8 N^{2/(2r+1)}. Hence, h(n, k, H) ≥ t^2h(H, k) = Ω_r ( n^2/k^{r+1} ) , which completes the proof. ■

We can strengthen Theorem 1.4 when H is a triangle. Guo and Warnke [33] show the existence of triangle-free graphs with discrepancy like random graphs by using a semi-random variant of the triangle-free process (studied in [10]).

Theorem 3.13 (Theorem 4, [33]). There exist β_0, D_0 > 0 such that for all γ, δ ∈ (0, 1], β ∈ (0, β_0) and C ≥ D_0/(δ^2 √ Bγ), the following holds for all n ≥ n_0(γ, δ, β, C) with ρ := √ β log n/n: for any n-vertex graph G^′, there exists a triangle-free subgraph G ⊂ G^′ on the same vertex set such that e_G(A, B) = (1 ± δ)ρe_G′ (A, B) for all vertex-sets A, B ⊂ V (G^′) with |A| = |B| = ⌈C √ n log n⌉ and e^′_G(A, B) ≥ γ|A||B|. This yields an improved lower bound on h(n, k, C_3).

Proposition 3.14. There exists an absolute constant c such that for all n ≥ ck^2 log k, there exists a triangle-free graph Γ on n vertices with h(Γ, k) = Ω(n^2/k^2).

Proof. We apply Theorem 3.13 with G^′ = K_N , γ = 1, and δ = 1/2. This yields a triangle-free graph G ⊂ K_N such that for A ⊂ V with |A| = ⌈C √ N log N⌉, we have that e_G(A) ≥ 1 2 √ β log n/N · |A|^2, i.e. G resembles a random graph with edge probability Θ( √ log N/N ) and α(G) ≤ 2⌈C √ N log N⌉. We choose N = ck^2 log k for sufficiently large absolute constant c. Any k-partition of G as above has relatively dense parts. Precisely, we have at least^1_4 √ β log N/N ·^{N 2}_k edges internal to any k-partition. Then, taking a balanced blowup of G (in which each part has either ⌊n/N⌋ or ⌈n/N⌉ vertices) gives by Lemma 3.9 a triangle-free graph Γ on n vertices with h(Γ, k) = Ω(n^2/k^2). ■

Note that Proposition 3.14 is essentially best possible. This follows from the construction of Kim [35], refined by Fiz Pontiveros, Griffiths and Morris [41] of triangle-free graphs on at most (4 + o(1))k^2 log k vertices with chromatic number at most k.

4. Applications to Other Forbidden Subgraphs

So far, we have only proved bounds on h(n, k, H) when H is an odd cycle or clique. In this section, we obtain bounds for a broader class of graphs H. In particular, we prove that if H^′ is a subgraph of a fixed graph H, and H has a homomorphism to H^′, then h(n, k, H) is within o(n^2) of h(n, k, H^′). 4.1. Graph Homomorphisms. To obtain these results, we use the graph removal lemma, which first appeared in [6, 31]. It extends the triangle removal lemma of Ruzsa and Szemerédi (see the survey [15] for details).

Theorem 4.1 (Graph removal lemma). For any graph H on h vertices and any ε > 0, there exists δ > 0 such that any graph on n vertices that contains at most δn^h copies of H can be made H-free by removing at most εn^2 edges.

Recall that a homomorphism from a graph H to a graph H^′ is a (not necessarily injective) map ρ : V (H) → V (H^′) that maps edges of H to edges of H^′. We also use the following lemma of Erdős.

Lemma 4.2 ( [21]). For δ > 0, r ≥ 2, t ≥ 1, and sufficiently large n, every r-uniform hypergraph Γ on n vertices with at least δn^r edges contains a complete r-partite, r-uniform subhypergraph with parts of order t.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose H and H^′ are fixed finite families of graphs such that for each H^′ ∈ H^′, there is some H ∈ H such that H has a homomorphism to H^′. If k is a fixed positive integer, then h(n, k, H) ≤ h(n, k, H^′) + o(n^2). Proof. Let H^′ be a graph in H^′ and H be some graph in H for which H^′ has a homomorphism to H. Let r denote the number of vertices of H^′, and t denote the number of vertices of H. Label the vertices of H^′ as {1, . . . , r}. Fix any ε > 0 and let δ > 0 be as in the graph removal lemma for H^′. Let G be an H-free graph on n vertices. Consider the r-uniform r-partite hypergraph X with parts V_1, . . . , V_r with each V_i a copy of V (G), and (v_1, v_2, . . . , v_r) ∈ V_1 × V_2 × · · · × V_r is an edge of X if there is a copy of H^′ with v_i a copy of i for i ∈ {1, . . . , r}.

If there are at least δn^r copies of H^′ in G, then X contains at least δn^r = δt^{−r}|V (X)|^r edges. As we may assume n is sufficiently large, Lemma 4.2 implies that X contains a copy of the complete rpartite r-uniform hypergraph with parts of order t. As H has a homomorphism to H^′, we can then find a copy of H with vertices among the vertices of the copy of the complete r-partite r-uniform hypergraph with parts of order t, contradicting that G is H-free.

So we may suppose G has less than δn^r copies of H^′. By the graph removal lemma applied to H^′, we can remove εn^2 edges from G to make it H^′-free. We can do this edge removal for each H^′ ∈ H^′ to make the graph H^′-free. We can then remove an additional h(n, k, H^′) edges to make it k-partite. We have thus obtained the desired upper bound on h(n, k, H). ■

We have the following immediate corollary by taking H and H^′ to each consist of a single graph.

Corollary 4.4. If H and H^′ are fixed graphs for which H has a homomorphism to H^′ and k is a fixed positive integer, then h(n, k, H) ≤ h(n, k, H^′) + o(n^2).

In the special case that H is not bipartite, H and k are fixed, and H^′ is a subgraph of H, we get that these parameters are asymptotically equal, as in Theorem 1.6.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. The upper bound follows from Corollary 4.4. As H^′ is a subgraph of H, then any H^′-free graph is also H-free, and hence h(n, k, H) ≤ h(n, k, H^′). ■

Remark 4.5. Note that Theorem 1.6 immediately implies a weaker version of Theorem 1.3, namely that for H^′ = {C_3, C_5, . . . C_{2r−1}, C_{2r+1}}, h(n, k, C_{2r+1}) = h(n, k, H^′) + o_r(n^2). As another example, let K_{2,2,2} be the complete tripartite graph on six vertices with two vertices in each part. From Theorems 4.3 and 1.6, we have h(n, k, K_3) ≤ h(n, k, K_{2,2,2}) ≤ h(n, k, K_3) + o(n^2). Consequently, although we don’t know for any fixed k ≥ 2 the asymptotic value of h(n, k, K_3) or h(n, k, K_{2,2,2}), we know that they are asymptotically the same.

4.2. Forbidding a wheel. Recall that the wheel W_l is the graph of l + 1 vertices consisting of an l-cycle and an additional vertex adjacent to all of the vertices of the l-cycle. The above results on graph homomorphisms allow us to bound how many edges we need to delete to make a W_l-free graph on n vertices k-colorable. We first get an asymptotic answer for even wheels W_l (when l is even). Since the wheel W_l has a triangle, and with l even is 3-colorable, we have the following corollary of Corollary 1.6 and Theorems 1.1 and 1.4.

Proposition 4.6. Fix integers r ≥ 2, k ≥ 1. Then, h(n, k, K_3) ≤ h(n, k, W_{2r}) ≤ h(n, k, K_3)+o(n^2). In particular, for n sufficiently large, we have h(n, k, W_{2r}) = Θ(n^2/k^2).

We suspect h(n, k, W_l) depends significantly on the parity of l, and this is related to odd wheels not being 3-colorable. The following proposition makes an initial observation for odd wheels.

Proposition 4.7. There are positive constants c_1, c_2 > 0 such that the following holds. For fixed positive integers r, k and every sufficiently large positive integer n, we have

c_1 n^2 k^2 ≤ h(n, k, W_{2r+1}) ≤ c_2 n^2 k^{3/2} . Proof. As K_3 is a subgraph of W_{2r+1}, which in turn is a subgraph of K_{2r+2}, we have h(n, k, W_{2r+1}) ≥ h(n, k, K_3) ≥ c_1^{n2}_{k2} for a positive constant c_1, where the last bound is from Theorem 1.4 when r = 1. For the upper bound, we observe that W_{2r+1} is 4-colorable as C_{2r+1} is 3-colorable, and hence W_{2r+1} has a homomorphism to K_4. It follows from Theorems 4.3 and 1.1 and n is sufficiently larger that h(n, k, W_{2r+1}) ≤ h(n, k, K_4) + o(n^2) ≤ c_2^{n2}_{k3/2} . ■

Note that the lower and upper bounds are rather far apart, and the above result does not give an indication of which of the two bounds h(n, k, W_{2r+1}) is closer to. We obtain Theorem 1.5 by a careful analysis that combines the methods used to give upper bounds on h(n, k, K_r ) and h(n, k, C_{2r+1}). This gives a much better upper bound on h(n, k, W_{2r+1}) which we conjecture to be tight up to a constant factor depending only on r.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Let ℓ be the largest integer at most k which is twice a perfect (r + 1)-power. We have k ≤ 2^{r+2}ℓ. Let s = (ℓ/2)^{1/(r+1)} and t = ℓ/(2s), so s and t are integers and ℓ = 2st. Let H = W_{2r+1} and v be the vertex of the wheel W_{2r+1} of degree 2r + 1, so H_v = C_{2r+1}. By Lemma 2.13 and Theorem 1.3, we have h(n, k, W_{2r+1}) ≤ 2n^2 est^2 + t · h ( 2n t , s, C_{2r+1} )

≤ 2n^2 est^2 + t · β_r · (2n/t)^2 s^{r+1} = ( 2 e + 4β_r ) n^2 (ℓ/2)^{2−1/(r+1)}

≤ 2^{2r+6} ( 2 e + 4β_r ) n^2 k^{2−1/(r+1)} ,

where β_r only depends on r. Letting c_r = 2^{2r+6}

(_2 e + 4β_r ) completes the proof. ■

5. From Max-k-Cuts to Max-l-Cuts Note that h(G, k) and Max-k-Cut(G) are related through the identity h(G, k) = e(G) − Max-k-Cut(G). Consequently, the results proved in the previous section on h(n, k, C_{2r+1}) yield bounds on Max-Cut(G) for C_{2r+1}-free graphs G, and on Max-l-Cut(G) for l > 2. We can also relate Max-l-Cut(G) to h(G, k) for l < k.

Definition 5.1. For G = (V, E), let

d_l(G) =

Max-l-Cut(G) |E| , be the fraction of edges of G that can cross an optimal l-cut of G.

In particular, for a graph G on m edges, we have that d_2(G)m = Max-Cut(G). We can bound d_l(G) in terms of d_k(G) for k ≥ l.

Proposition 5.2. For G = (V, E) and positive integers l ≤ k, d_l(G) ≥ d_l(K_k)d_k(G).

Proof. For G = (V, E) with |V | = n, |E| = m, fix a k-partition V = V_1 ⊔· · · ⊔V_k with Max-k-Cut(G) edges between parts. Choose a random, equitable partition of the set {1, . . . , k} into l parts S_1, . . . , S_l (so each part has size either ⌊k/l⌋ or ⌈k/l⌉). Let W_i = ⋃ j∈S_i Vj for i = 1, . . . , l. Then V = W_1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ W_l is an l-partition of V .

We count the expected fraction of edges internal to the l-cut V = W_1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ W_l. Any edge e ∈ E internal to some V_j will remain internal in the l-cut, and a fraction 1 − d_k(G) of the edges are of this form. All other edges e ∈ E have endpoints in V_{j1} , V_{j2} for j_1 ≠ j_2. The probability that e is internal in the l-cut is the probability that V_{j1} , V_{j2} ∈ W_i for some single part of the l-partition, which is 1 − d_l(K_k). Thus, the expected fraction of edges internal to the l-cut W_1, . . . , W_l is (1 − d_l(K_k))d_k(G) + (1 − d_k(G)) = 1 − d_l(K_k)d_k(G).

This gives the desired bound. ■

By considering a uniformly random partition of a graph G, we have the bound

Max-l-Cut(G) ≥ l − 1 l · e(G).

Definition 5.3. The surplus of the Max-l-Cut of a graph G is given by

π(l, G) := Max-l-Cut(G) − ( 1 − 1 l ) e(G). The surplus of a graph G is the surplus of the Max-2-Cut of G.

The surplus measures how much larger the Max-l-Cut is above the random bound. We are often interested in how large can we show the surplus is for graphs with certain properties. We recall a standard method for giving a lower bound on the Max-l-Cut(G) in terms of the Max-l-Cut of smaller induced subgraphs of G.

Lemma 5.4. Given G = (V, E) and a vertex k-partition V = V_1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ V_k, then π(l, G) ≥ k∑ i=1 π(l, G[V_i]) Proof. For each i, fix an l-partition V_i = W_{i1} ⊔ · · · ⊔ W_{il} such that the number of edges between different W_{ij} is Max-l-Cut(G[V_i]). From this, we construct an l-cut of V = U_1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ U_l. For each i, fix a random permutation σ ∈ S_l and assign W_{ij} to U_{σ(j)}. Note that the Max-l-Cut(G) is at least the expected size of this random l-cut. In this process, all edges not contained in G[V_i] for some i have endpoints randomly assigned and thus cross the resulting cut with probability 1 − 1/l. Therefore,

Max-l-Cut(G) ≥ ( 1 − 1 l ) ( e(G) − k∑ i=1 e(G[V_i]) ) + k∑ i=1 Max-l-Cut(G[V_i]).

Since Max-l-Cut(G[V_i]) = (1 − 1/l)e(G[V_i]) + π(l, G[V_i]), the above inequality implies the desired result. ■

6. Max-Cut in graphs with a forbidden odd cycle We leverage the previous results to prove the following lower bound on Max-Cut for C_{2r+1}-free graphs. This bound will be helpful to apply to graphs which are reasonably dense.

Lemma 6.1. For any positive integer r, there exists c = c(r) > 0 such that the following holds. If G is a C_{2r+1}-free graph with n vertices and m edges, then

Max-Cut(G) ≥ m 2 + Ω_r((m/n^2)^{1/r}m).

Proof. Let k be the smallest even integer that is at least (2c_r n^2/m)^{1/r}, where c_r is the implicit constant in Theorem 1.3. In particular, c_rn^2/k^{r+1} ≤ m/(2k). Let m_0 be the number of edges we delete from G to get a k-partite graph, so d_k(G)m = m − m_0. By Theorem 1.3, we have m_0 ≤ c_rn^2/k^{r+1}. Note as k is even,

d_2(K_k) =

(k/2)^2 (_k 2 ) = k 2(k − 1) = 1 2 ( 1 + 1 k − 1 ) , which is realized by assigning k/2 vertices to each of 2 parts arbitrarily. By Proposition 5.2, we obtain that Max-Cut(G) = d_2(G)m ≥ d_2(K_k)d_k(G)m = d_2(K_k)d_2(K_k)(m − m_0) ≥ 1 2 ( 1 + 1 k − 1 ) ( m − c_r n^2 k^{r+1} ) ≥ 1 2 ( 1 + 1 k − 1 ) ( m − m 2k ) = m 2 + m 4(k − 1) . This last inequality gives the desired bound. ■

We will be able to show another lower bound on Max-Cut(G) for graphs G = (V, E), using the following result of Alon, Krivelevich, and Sudakov.

Lemma 6.2 (Lemma 3.3 [9]). There is an absolute positive constant ϵ such that for every positive constant M, there is a α = α(M) > 0 with the following property. If G = (V, E) is a graph with m edges such that the induced subgraph on any set of N ≥ M vertices all of which have a common neighbor contains at most ϵN^{3/2} edges, then

Max-Cut (G) ≥ m 2 + α ∑ v∈V √ d(v). In particular, this condition holds for graphs with a small forbidden cycle.

Corollary 6.3. For every positive integer k there is α = α(k) > 0 such that if G = (V, E) is a C_k-free graph, then Max-Cut(G) ≥ m 2 + α ∑ v∈V √ d(v). Proof. Let M = M(k) = ϵ^{−2}k^2, where ϵ > 0 is the absolute constant from Lemma 6.2. Let G^′ = (V^′, E^′) be an induced subgraph of G with |V^′| = N ≥ M and V^′ ⊂ N(v) for some v ∈ V . It suffices to show that |E^′| ≤ ϵN^{3/2}. Since G is C_k-free, G^′ is P_{k−1}-free. Hence, |E^′| ≤ ex(N, P_{k−1}) < Nk/2 < ϵN^{3/2}, where the middle inequality is due to Erdős and Gallai [27]. ■

We leverage these results to give an improved upper bound on the Max-Cut of a C_{2r+1}-free graph on m edges.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Let k = 2r + 1 with r a positive integer and observe that (k + 5)/(k + 7) = 1 − 1/(r + 4). Let G = (V, E) be a C_{2r+1}-free graph with m edges. Let U ⊂ V be the set of vertices of degree at least m^{2/(r+4)}. As the sum of the degrees of vertices in G is 2m, we have |U| ≤ (2m)/m^{2/(r+4)} = 2m^{1−2/(r+4)}.

If the induced subgraph G[U] contains at least m/2 edges, then applying Lemma 6.1 to G[U], we obtain that the surplus of G[U] is Ω_r((m/|U|^2)^{1/r}m), which is at least Ω_r(m^{1−1/(r+4)}). Lemma 5.4 implies that the surplus of a graph as it least the surplus of any induced subgraph. Hence, the surplus of G is also Ω_r(m^{1−1/(r+4)}).

Otherwise, the induced subgraph G[U] has less than m/2 edges, and so ∑ v∈V \U d(v) ≥ m/2. By Corollary 6.3, the surplus of G is, for some positive constant c_r, at least c_r ∑ v∈V √ d(v) ≥ c_r ∑ v∈V \U √ d(v) ≥ c_r m/2 m^{2/(r+4)} √ m^{2/(r+4)} = Ω_r(m^{1−1/(r+4)}),

where the last inequality uses concavity of the function f(x) = x^{1/2} and that d(v) < m^{2/(r+4)} for all v ∈ V \ U. ■ 7. Concluding Remarks

Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 together determine h(n, k, C_{2r+1}) up to a constant factor depending only on r for sufficiently large n. The lower bound in Theorem 1.4 relies on the construction of Alon of a relatively dense pseudorandom C_{2r+1}-free graph as in Theorem 3.12. A corresponding pseudorandom graph construction of K_r-free graphs does not exist apart from the case r = 3 (as K_3 = C_3). However, it is conjectured that such a graph exists. If so, the proof would carry over and we would obtain the following conjecture, which would show that Theorem 1.1 is tight up to a constant function of r for sufficiently large n.

Conjecture 7.1. If r ≥ 3 and n ≫ k, then h(n, k, K_r ) = Ω_r ( n^2/k^{(r−1)/(r−2)} ) .

It is known that other interesting results would follow from knowing the existence of such pseudorandom K_r-free graphs, including giving nearly tight bounds for off-diagonal Ramsey numbers (see [34, 39]).

It would also be interesting to get better bounds on the Max-Cut of H-free graphs for other forbidden subgraphs H. The methods of Sections 5 and 6 can be used to obtain improved bounds for some other H, like odd wheels.

Acknowledgements

We’d like to thank Matthew Kwan for pointing out the reference [33] from which Proposition 3.14 follows.

References

[1] N. Alon, Simple constructions of almost k-wise independent random variables, Random Structures Algorithms, 3 (1992), 289–304.

[2] N. Alon, Explicit Ramsey graphs and orthonormal labelings, Electronic J. Combin. 101 (1994), 1–12. [3] N. Alon, Bipartite subgraphs, Combinatorica, 16 (1996), 301–311.

[4] N. Alon, B. Bollobás, M. Krivelevich, and B. Sudakov, Maximum cuts and judicious partitions in graphs without short cycles, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B, 88 (2003), 329–346.

[5] N. Alon and F. R. K. Chung, Explicit construction of linear sized tolerant networks, Discrete Math. 72 (1988), 15–19.

[6] N. Alon, R. A. Duke, H. Lefmann, V. Rödl and R. Yuster, The algorithmic aspects of the regularity lemma, J.

Algorithms 16 (1994), 80–109.

[7] N. Alon and E. Halperin, Bipartite subgraphs of integer weighted graphs, Discrete Math. 181 (1998), 19-29. [8] N. Alon and N. Kahale, Approximating the independence number via the θ-function, Math. Programming 80 (1998), 253–264.

[9] N. Alon, M. Krivelevich, and B. Sudakov, MaxCut in H-Free Graphs, Combin. Probab. Comput. 14 (2005), 629–647.

[10] T. Bohman, The triangle-free process, Adv. Math. 221 (2009), 1653–1677.

[11] B. Bollobás and A. Scott, Better bounds for Max Cut, Contemp. Comb., Bolyai Soc. Math. Stud. 10 (2002), 185–246.

[12] A. Bondy and S. Locke, Largest bipartite subgraphs in triangle-free graphs with maximum degree three, J.

Graph Theory 10 (1986), 477–504.

[13] J. Bondy and M. Simonovits, Cycles of even length in graphs, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B 16 (1974), 97–105. [14] B. Bukh and Z. Jiang, A bound on the number of edges in graphs without an even cycle, Combin. Probab.

Comput. 26 (2017), 1–15.

[15] D. Conlon and J. Fox, Graph removal lemmas, in Surveys in Combinatorics 2013, London Math. Soc. Lecture Note Ser., Vol. 409, 1–50, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2013.

[16] D. Conlon, J. Fox, B. Sudakov, and Y. Zhao, The regularity method for graphs with few 4-cycles, preprint, arXiv:2004.10180.

[17] C. S. Edwards, Some extremal properties of bipartite subgraphs. Canadian J. Math. 3 (1973), 475–485 [18] C. S. Edwards, An improved lower bound for the number of edges in a largest bipartite subgraph. In Proc. 2nd Czechoslovak Symposium on Graph Theory, pp. 167–181, Prague, 1975.

[19] P. Erdős, Graph theory and probability, Canadian J. Math. 11 (1959), 34–38.

[20] P. Erdős, Extremal problems in graph theory, Theory of Graphs and its Applications (Proc. Sympos. Smolenice, 1963), Publ. House Czechoslovak Acad. Sci., Prague, 1964, pp. 29–36.

[21] P. Erdős, On Extremal Problems of Graphs and Generalized Graphs, Israel J. Math. 2 (1964), 183-190. [22] P. Erdős, On even subgraphs of graphs, Mat. Lapok 18 (1967) 283–288.

[23] P. Erdős, Problems and results in graph theory and combinatorial analysis, Proc. Fifth British Comb. Conf. 15 (1975) 169-–192.

[24] P. Erdős, Problems and results in graph theory and combinatorial analysis, in: Proc. Fifth British Comb. Conf.

1975 Aberdeen, pp. 169–192, Congressus Numerantium, No. XV, Utilitas Math., Winnipeg, Man., 1976. [25] P. Erdős, R. Faudree, J. Pach, and J. Spencer, How to make a graph bipartite, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B 45 (1988), 86–98.

[26] P. Erdős, P. Frankl, and V. Rödl, The asymptotic number of graphs not containing a fixed subgraph and a problem for hypergraphs having no exponent, Graphs Combin. 2 (1986), 113-121.

[27] P. Erdős and T. Gallai, On maximal paths and circuits of graphs, Acta Math. Acad. Sci. Hungar. 10 (1959), 337–356.

[28] P. Erdős, E. Győri, and M. Simonovits, How many edges should be deleted to make a triangle-free graph bipartite? Sets, graphs and numbers (Budapest, 1991), 239–263, Colloq. Math. Soc. János Bolyai, 60, North- Holland, Amsterdam, 1992.

[29] J. Fox, A new proof of the graph removal lemma Ann. Math. 174 (2011), 561–579. [30] A. Frieze and M. Jerrum, Improved approximation algorithms for Max-k-Cut and Max-Bisection, Algorithmica 18 (1997), 67–81.

[31] Z. Füredi, Extremal hypergraphs and combinatorial geometry, in Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians, Vol. 1, Zürich, 1994), 1343–1352, Birkhäuser, Basel, 1995.

[32] T. Gallai, On directed graphs and circuits, Theory of Graphs (Proc. Coll. Tihany) (1968), 115–118. [33] H. Guo and L. Warnke, Packing nearly optimal Ramsey R(3, t) graphs, Combinatorica 40 (2020), 1–41. [34] X. He and Y. Wigderson, Multicolor Ramsey numbers via pseudorandom graphs, Electron. J. Combin. 27 (2020), Paper 1.32, 8 pp.

[35] J. Kim, The Ramsey number R(3; t) has order of magnitude t^2/ log t, Random Structures Algorithms 7 (1995), 173–207.

[36] T. Kovári, V. Sós, and P. Turán, On a problem of K. Zarankiewicz, Colloq. Math. 3 (1954), 50–57. [37] M. Krivelevich and B. Sudakov, Pseudo-random graphs., in: More sets, graphs and numbers, Bolyai Society Mathematical Studies 15, Springer, 2006, 199–262.

[38] B. Lidický, On large bipartite subgraphs in dense H-free graphs, Princeton Discrete Math Seminar, 3/15/2018.

https://www.math.princeton.edu/events/seminars/discrete-mathematics-seminar

[39] D. Mubayi and J. Verstraëte, A note on pseudorandom Ramsey graphs, preprint, arXiv:1909.01461. [40] O. Pikhurko, A note on the Turán function of even cycles, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 140 (2012), 3687–3692. [41] G. Fiz Pontiveros, S. Griffiths and R. Morris, The triangle-free process and R(3, k), preprint, arXiv:1302.6279. [42] B. Roy, Nombre chromatique et plus longs chemins d’une graphe, Revue Franc. d’Inf. Rech. Op. 1 (1967), 127–132.

[43] I.Z. Ruzsa and E. Szemeredi, Triple systems with no six points carrying three triangles, Comb. Coll. Math. Soc.

J. Bolyai 18 (Keszthely, 1976), 939–945.

[44] J. Shearer, A note on bipartite subgraphs of triangle-free graphs, Random Structures Algorithms 3 (1992), 223–226.

[45] B. Sudakov, Making a K4-free graph bipartite, Combinatorica 27 (2007), 509–518. [46] J. Verstraëte, On arithmetic progressions of cycle lengths in graphs, Combin. Probab. Computing 9 (2000), 369–373.

[47] Q. Zeng and J. Hou, Maximum cuts of graphs with forbidden cycles, Ars Math. Contemp. 15 (2018), 147–160.