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ABSTRACT. This is the sixth in a series of articles devoted to showing that a
typical covering map of large degree to a fixed, regular graph has its new ad-
jacency eigenvalues within the bound conjectured by Alon for random regular
graphs.

In this article we show that if the fixed graph is regular Ramanujan, then
the algebraic power of the model of random covering graphs is +oo. This im-
plies a number of interesting results, such as (1) one obtains the upper and
lower bounds—matching to within a multiplicative constant—for the proba-
bility that a random covering map has some new adjacency eigenvalue outside
the Alon bound, and (2) with probability smaller than any negative power of
the degree of the covering map, some new eigenvalue fails to be within the Alon
bound without the covering map containing one of finitely many “tangles” as
a subgraph (and this tangle containment event has low probability).
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1. INTRODUCTION

This paper is the sixth in a series of six articles whose main results are to prove a
relativized version of Alon’s Second Eigenvalue Conjecture, conjectured in | 1,
in the case where the base graph is regular.

The relativized Alon conjecture for regular base graphs was proven in Article V
(i.e., the fifth article in this series). In this article we give a sharper version of
the relativized Alon conjecture that holds for all of our basic models of a random
covering map of degree n to a fixed base graph, B, provided that B is d-regular
and Ramanujan. Roughly speaking, for a fixed such B, and for a random covering
map G — B of degree n, for n large we determine—to within a constant factor
independent of n—the probability that this map fails to be a relative expander, in
the sense that its new spectral radius is larger than the bound conjectured by Alon
for random d-regular graphs; this probability is proportional to a negative power
of n which we call the tangle power of the model.

Curiously, in [ ] such upper and lower bounds were established for random d-
regular graphs formed from d/2 permutations (for d even) for all d except those that
are one more than a perfect odd square (e.g., 10,26,50,...). However, the upper
and lower bounds for these exceptional d differed by a factor of n in | ], and the
results in this article close this bound (since such random graphs are included in
our basic models, where the base graph, B, is a bouquet of whole-loops and easily
seen to be Ramanujan).

In Article V we proved that the probability that a random covering graph has a
new eigenvalue outside the Alon bound is bounded above proportional to n~" and
below proportional to n~72, where

T = min(Ttanga Talg)v T2 = min(Ttang; Talg 1),
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where Tiang is a positive integer and 7,1, is either a positive integer or +oo (both
depending on the base graph, B, and the model of random covering map). How-
ever, the integer 7,1, appears to be very difficult to compute directly: there is—in
principle—a finite algorithm to determine if 7., is larger than any given integer,
but (1) we know of no finite algorithm to check that 7, = +00, and (2) when 7,4
is larger than 1 or 2 the direct computation of 7,1, seems quite laborious. On the
other hand, the integer Tiang has a simple meaning and is much easier to compute
in practice.

In this article we show that for all of our basic models of random covering maps
of a d-regular Ramanujan graph, B, T, = +00; the method of this proof goes
back to | ], which uses the fact that 7,,—at least when B is Ramanujan—is
the order of the first coeflicient of an asymptotic expansion involving traces that
grows as an exponential function with base (d — 1)1/ 2. So rather than compute
these asymptotic expansions directly, we use the existence of these coefficients and
apply other facts about random graphs—mnamely Alon’s notion of magnification—
and standard counting arguments to infer that the growth rates of these asymptotic
expansion coefficients are strictly less than (d — 1)*/2. As a consequence, we prove
that T = +oo (without directly computing asymptotic expansion coefficients);
hence to determine 7, and 7 above we need compute only Teang.

Once we formally define 7., it becomes clear that 7.1, = 400 implies something
quite strong for a d-regular B: namely, the probability of having a new eigenvalue
outside the Alon bound—namely, larger than 2(d — 1)/2 + ¢ in absolute value for
any fixed ¢ > 0—can be made smaller than any positive power of n, provided
that we discard the covering maps that contain certain tangles (which are graph
theoretically local events that occur with probability proportional to n~Ttans).

Beyond our theorems in this article, we conjecture that for our “basic models”
of covering maps to a fixed graph B (regular or not), Talg = +00 (Talg and Tiang are
defined for any B, regular or not).

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the
definitions we will need in this article; for more details, see Article I in this series.
In Section 3 we state the main theorems in this article, and quote the results we
will need from Article V. In Section 4 we review Alon’s notion of magnification and
introduce a variant of this notion, pseudo-magnification, that will be useful to us.
In Section 5 we prove that our basic models of random covering maps to a base
graph B are pseudo-magnifying in the case where B has no half-loops; this proof is
computationally simpler that the general case, although it illustrates all the main
ideas. In Section 6 we prove pseudo-magnification for our basic models over general
B. In Section 7 we use the pseudo-magnification results to prove our main theorem,
that Tag = 400 if B is regular and Ramanujan. In this case the probability of a
cover having new adjacency eigenvalues of absolute value outside the Alon bound is
controlled by Tiang; We devote Section 8 to proving estimates on Tiang for our basic
models when B is d-regular.

2. REVIEW OF THE MAIN DEFINITIONS

We refer the reader to Article I for the definitions used in this article, the moti-
vation of such definitions, and an appendix there that lists all the definitions and
notation. In this section we briefly review these definitions and notation.
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2.1. Basic Notation and Conventions. We use R,C,Z,N to denote, respec-
tively, the the real numbers, the complex numbers, the integers, and positive inte-
gers or natural numbers; we use Z>( (R, etc.) to denote the set of non-negative
integers (of positive real numbers, etc.). We denote {1,...,n} by [n].

If Ais a set, we use N4 to denote the set of maps A — N; we will refers to its
elements as vectors, denoted in bold face letters, e.g., k € N4 or k: A — N; we
denote its component in the regular face equivalents, i.e., for a € A, we use k(a) € N
to denote the a-component of k. As usual, N" denotes NI = N{L--n} We use
similar conventions for N replaced by R, C, etc.

If A is a set, then #A denotes the cardinality of A. We often denote a set with
all capital letters, and its cardinality in lower case letters; for example, when we
define SNBC(G, k), we will write snbc(G, k) for # SNBC(G, k).

If A” C A are sets, then I4: A — {0,1} (with A understood) denotes the
characteristic function of A’, i.e., I4/(a) is 1 if a € A’ and otherwise is 0; we also
write T4, (with A understood) to mean I4/n4 when A’ is not necessarily a subset
of A.

All probability spaces are finite; hence a probability space is a pair P = (Q2, P)
where  is a finite set and P: Q — Ry with ) o P(w) = 1; hence an event
is any subset of 0. We emphasize that w € Q implies that P(w) > 0 with strict
inequality; we refer to the elements of {2 as the atoms of the probability space. We
use P and 2 interchangeably when P is understood and confusion is unlikely.

A complex-valued random wvariable on P or £ is a function f: Q — C, and
similarly for real-, integer-, and natural-valued random variable; we denote its P-
expected value by

EvealfW)] = Y f(w)P(w).

weN
If Q' € Q we denote the probability of Q' by

Probp[QY] = Z P(w') = Eyeollo (w)].
we!

At times we write Probp[Q)'] where Q' is not a subset of 2, by which we mean
Probp[QY' N Q.

2.2. Graphs, Our Basic Models, Walks. A directed graph, or simply a digraph,
is a tuple G = (Vg, E&T, hg,te) consisting of sets Vi and EdT (of wvertices and
directed edges) and maps hg,te (heads and tails) EGT — V. Therefore our di-
graphs can have multiple edges and self-loops (i.e., e € EJ" with hg(e) = tg(e)).
A graph is a tuple G = (Vg, B3 hg,tg,1q) where (Vg, B3 hg,tg) is a digraph
and tq: Egir — Egir is an involution with tgitg = hg; the edge set of G, denoted
Eg, is the set of orbits of tg, which (notation aside) can be identified with E&* /i,
the set of equivalence classes of Ed" modulo g; if {e} € E¢ is a singleton, then
necessarily e is a self-loop with tge = e, and we call e a half-loop; other elements of
E¢ are sets {e, tge} of size two, i.e., with e # (ge, and for such e we say that e (or,
at times, {e, tge}) is a whole-loop if hge = tge (otherwise e has distinet endpoints).

Hence these definitions allow our graphs to have multiple edges and two types
of self-loops—whole-loops and half-loops—as in | , ]. The indegree and
outdegree of a vertex in a digraph is the number of edges whose tail, respectively
whose head, is the vertex; the degree of a vertex in a graph is its indegree (which
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equals its outdegree) in the underlying digraph; therefore a whole-loop about a
vertex contributes 2 to its degree, whereas a half-loop contributes 1.

An orientation of a graph, G, is a choice E& C Egir of 1g representatives; i.e.,
EQ contains every half-loop, e, and one element of each two-element set {e, tge}.

A morphism w: G — H of directed graphs is a pair 7 = (my,7g) where
my: Vo — Vi and 7g: EYY — BT are maps that intertwine the heads maps
and the tails maps of G, H in the evident fashion; such a morphism is covering
(respectively, étale, elsewhere called an immersion) if for each v € Vg, mg maps
those directed edges whose head is v bijectively (respectively, injectively) to those
whose head is 7y (v), and the same with tail replacing head. If G, H are graphs,
then a morphism 7: G — H is a morphism of underlying directed graphs where
Trple = tgmg; T is called covering or étale if it is so as a morphism of underlying
directed graphs. We use the words morphism and map interchangeably.

A walk in a graph or digraph, G, is an alternating sequence w =
(vo,e1,...,ex,vi) of vertices and directed edges with tge; = v;—1 and hge; = v; for
i € [k]; wis closed if v, = vp; if G is a graph, w is non-backtracking, or simply NB, if
tge; # €41 for i € [k — 1], and strictly non-backtracking closed, or simply SNBC, if
it is closed, non-backtracking, and tgex # e1. The wvisited subgraph of a walk, w, in
a graph G, denoted VisSubg (w) or simply VisSub(w), is the smallest subgraph of G
containing all the vertices and directed edges of w; VisSubg(w) generally depends
on G, i.e., VisSubg(w) cannot be inferred from the sequence vy, e1, .. ., ex, v; alone
without knowing ¢¢.

The adjacency matrix, Ag, of a graph or digraph, G, is defined as usual (its
(v1, v2)-entry is the number of directed edges from vy to vy); if G is a graph on n
vertices, then Ag is symmetric and we order its eigenvalues (counted with multi-
plicities) and denote them

M(G) > - > A(G).

If G is a graph, its Hashimoto matrix (also called the non-backtracking matrix), Heg,
is the adjacency matrix of the oriented line graph of G, Line(G), whose vertices are
EdI* and whose directed edges are the subset of Ed" x Ed" consisting of pairs (eq, e2)
such that eq, ex form the directed edges of a non-backtracking walk (of length two)
in G (the tail of (e1,e2) is e1, and its head eg); therefore Hg is the square matrix
indexed on Egir, whose (e1, ez) entry is 1 or 0 according to, respectively, whether
or not ep,es form a non-backtracking walk (i.e., hger = tges and tge; # e2).
We use p1(G) to denote the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of H¢, and use u;(G)
with 1 < i < #EJ" to denote the other eigenvalues of Hg (which are generally
complex-valued) in any order.

If B, G are both digraphs, we say that G is a coordinatized graph over B of degree
n if
1)

Vo = Vi x [n], Egir = E%ir x [n], tc(e,i)= (tge,i), hg(e,i) = (hpe,o(e)i)

for some map o: E%i’ — S, where S, is the group of permutations on [n]; we call &
(which is uniquely determined by (1)) the permutation assignment associated to G.
[Any such G comes with a map G — B given by “projection to the first component
of the pair,” and this map is a covering map of degree n.] If B, G are graphs, we
say that a graph G is a coordinatized graph over B of degree n if (1) holds and also

(2) ta(e, i) = (LBe,U(e)i),
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which implies that

(3) (e,1) = wgig(e,i) = (e,0(tge)a(e)i) Ve e ER', i€ [n],

and hence o(tge) = o(e)~!; we use Coord,,(B) to denote the set of all coordinatized

covers of a graph, B, of degree n.
def

The order of a graph, G, is ord(G) = (#E¢) — (#Vs). Note that a half-loop
and a whole-loop each contribute 1 to #E¢ and to the order of G. The Fuler
characteristic of a graph, G, is x(G) def (#Vg) — (#E3r) /2. Hence ord(G) >
—x(G), with equality iff G has no half-loops.

If w is a walk in any G € Coord,(B), then one easily sees that VisSubg(w) can
be inferred from B and w alone.

If B is a graph without half-loops, then the permutation model over B refers
to the probability spaces {C,,(B)}nen where the atoms of C,,(B) are coordinatized
coverings of degree n over B chosen with the uniform distribution. More generally,
a model over a graph, B, is a collection of probability spaces, {C,,(B)}nen, defined
for n € N where N C N is an infinite subset, and where the atoms of each C,,(B) are
elements of Coord,, (B). There are a number of models related to the permutation
model, which are generalizations of the models of | ], that we call our basic
models and are defined in Article I; let us give a rough description.

All of our basic models are edge independent, meaning that for any orientation
EY C Ei* the values of the permutation assignment, o, on EY are independent
of one another (of course, o(tge) = (o(e))™!, so o is determined by its values on
any orientation EY); for edge independent models, it suffices to specify the (S,-
valued) random variable o (e) for each e in E% or E4". The permutation model can
be alternatively described as the edge independent model that assigns a uniformly
chosen permutation to each e € E3 (which requires B to have no half-loops); the
full eycle (or simply cyclic) model is the same, except that if e is a whole-loop then
o(e) is chosen uniformly among all permutations whose cyclic structure consists of
a single n-cycle. If B has half-loops, then we restrict C, (B) either to n even or
n odd and for each half-loop e € E3" we choose o(e) as follows: if n is even we
choose o(e) uniformly among all perfect matchings, i.e., involutions (maps equal
to their inverse) with no fixed points; if n is odd then we choose o(e) uniformly
among all nearly perfect matchings, meaning involutions with one fixed point. We
combine terms when B has half-loops: for example, the term full cycle-involution
(or simply cyclic-involution) model of odd degree over B refers to the model where
the degree, n, is odd, where o(e) follows the full cycle rule when e is not a half-
loop, and where o(e) is a near perfect matching when e is a half-loop; similarly for
the full cycle-involution (or simply cyclic-involution) model of even degree and the
permutation-involution model of even degree or of odd degree.

If B is a graph, then a model, {C,(B)}nen, over B may well have N # N
(e.g., our basic models above when B has half-loops); in this case many formulas
involving the variable n are only defined for n € N. For brevity, we often do not
explicitly write n € N in such formulas; for example we usually write

lim  to abbreviate lim
n—oo neN, n—oo

Also we often write simply C,,(B) or {C,,(B)} for {C,,(B)} nen if confusion is unlikely
to occur.
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A graph is pruned if all its vertices are of degree at least two (this differs from
the more standard definition of pruned meaning that there are no leaves). If w is
any SNBC walk in a graph, G, then we easily see that VisSubg(w) is necessarily
pruned: i.e., any of its vertices must be incident upon a whole-loop or two distinct
edges [note that a walk of length & = 1 about a half-loop, (v, e1,v1), by definition,
is not SNBC since tger, = e1]. It easily follows that VisSubg(w) is contained in
the graph obtained from G by repeatedly “pruning any leaves” (i.e., discarding any
vertex of degree one and its incident edge) from G. Since our trace methods only
concern (Hashimoto matrices and) SNBC walks, it suffices to work with models
C,(B) where B is pruned. It is not hard to see that if B is pruned and connected,
then ord(B) = 0 iff B is a cycle, and p1(B) > 1 iff x(B) < 0; this is formally
proven in Article III (Lemma 6.4). Our theorems are not usually interesting unless
w1 (B) > ,u}/Q(B)7 so we tend to restrict our main theorems to the case uq(B) > 1
or, equivalently, x(B) < 0; some of our techniques work without these restrictions.

2.3. Asymptotic Expansions. A function f: N — C is a polyexponential if it is
a sum of functions p(k)u”, where p is a polynomial and p € C, with the convention
that for u = 0 we understand p(k)u* to mean any function that vanishes for suf-
ficiently large k'; we refer to the u needed to express f as the exponents or bases
of f. A function f: N — C is of growth p for a p € R if |f(k)| = o(1)(p + €)* for
any € > 0. A function f: N — C is (B,v)-bounded if it is the sum of a function
of growth v plus a polyexponential function whose bases are bounded by p1(B)
(the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of Hg); the larger bases of f (with respect to v)
are those bases of the polyexponential function that are larger in absolute value
than v. Moreover, such an f is called (B, v)-Ramanujan if its larger bases are all
eigenvalues of Hp.

We say that a function f = f(k,n) taking some subset of N2 to C has a (B,v)-
bounded expansion of order r if for some constant C' we have

(4) f(k;n) =co(k) + -+ cr1(k) + O(L)er (k) /0,

whenever f(k,n) is defined and 1 < k < n'/2/C, where for 0 <i <7 — 1, the ¢;(k)
are (B, v)-bounded and ¢, (k) is of growth uq(B). Furthermore, such an expansion
is called (B, v)-Ramanugjan if for 0 < i < r — 1, the ¢;(k) are (B, v)-Ramanujan.

Typically our functions f(k,n) as in (4) are defined for all k € N and n € N
for an infinite set N C N representing the possible degrees of our random covering
maps in the model {C,(B)},en at hand.

2.4. Tangles. A (> v)-tangle is any connected graph, v, with p;(¢)) > v, where
11(1) denotes the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of Hp; a (> v, < r)-tangle is any
(> v)-tangle of order less than r; similarly for (> v)-tangles, i.e., ¥ satisfying the
weak inequality pi(v) > v, and for (> v,r)-tangles. We use TangleFree(> v, < r)
to denote those graphs that don’t contain a subgraph that is (> v, < r)-tangle,
and HasTangles(> v, < r) for those that do; we never use (> v)-tangles in defining
TangleFree and HasTangles, for the technical reason (see Article IIT or Lemma 9.2

1 This convention is used because then for any fixed matrix, M, any entry of M¥, as a function
of k, is a polyexponential function of k; more specifically, the 4 = 0 convention is due to the fact
that a Jordan block of eigenvalue 0 is nilpotent.
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of | ]) that for v > 1 and any r € N that there are only finitely many (> v, < r)-

tangles, up to isomorphism, that are minimal with respect to inclusion?.

2.5. B-Graphs, Ordered Graphs, and Strongly Algebraic Models. An or-
dered graph, G=, is a graph, G, endowed with an ordering, meaning an orientation
(i.e., tg-orbit representatives), EY C Egir, and total orderings of Vi and Eg; a
walk, w = (vo,...,er,vx) in a graph endows VisSub(w) with a first-encountered
ordering: namely, v < v’ if the first occurrence of v comes before that of v’ in the
sequence vg, v1, . . . , U, similarly for e < ¢/, and we orient each edge in the order in
which it is first traversed (some edges may be traversed in only one direction). We
use VisSub=(w) to refer to VisSub(w) with this ordering.

A morphism G= — H= of ordered graphs is a morphism G — H that respects
the ordering in the evident fashion. We are mostly interested in isomorphisms of
ordered graphs; we easily see that any isomorphism G= — G= must be the identity
morphism; it follows that if G= and H= are isomorphic, then there is a unique
isomorphism G= — H=.

If B is a graph, then a B-graph, G 5, is a graph G endowed with a map G — B (its
B-graph structure). A morphism G,z — Hp of B-graphs is a morphism G — H that
respects the B-structures in the evident sense. An ordered B-graph, G/SB, is a graph
endowed with both an ordering and a B-graph structure; a morphism of ordered B-
graphs is a morphism of the underlying graphs that respects both the ordering and
B-graph structures. If w is a walk in a B-graph, G5, we use VisSub,;(w) to denote
VisSub(w) with the B-graph structure it inherits from G in the evident sense; we
use VisSubZ, (w) to denote VisSuby, (w) with its first-encountered ordering.

At times we drop the superscript = and the subscript ,5; for example, we write
G € Coord,,(B) instead of Gz € C,,(B) (despite the fact that we constantly utilize
the B-graph structure on elements of Coord,,(B)).

A B-graph G is covering or étale if its structure map G — B is.

If 7: S — B is a B-graph, we use a = ag,, to denote the vector Edir — Z>g
given by ag,, (e) = #m ' (e); since ag,, (tpe) = ag, (¢) for all e € R, we sometimes
view a as a function Ep — Z>o, i.e., as the function taking {e,.pe} to ag,(e) =
as; (tpe). We similarly define by, : Vg — Zxo by setting bg,, (v) = #x ' (v). If w
is a walk in a B-graph, we set a,, to be ag,, where S = VisSubz (w), and similarly
for b,,. We refer to a, b (in either context) as B-fibre counting functions.

If S is an ordered B-graph and G5 is a B-graph, we use [S5]NG 5 to denote the
set of ordered graphs G’ such that G}, C G5 and G’ ~ Sj, (as ordered B-graphs);
this set is naturally identified with the set of injective morphisms S — G5, and
the cardinality of these sets is independent of the ordering on Sj.

A B-graph, Sy, or an ordered B-graph, Sz, occurs in a model {Cp,(B)}nen if
for all sufficiently large n € N, Sy is isomorphic to a B-subgraph of some element
of C,,(B); similary a graph, S, occurs in {C,,(B)}nen if it can be endowed with a
B-graph structure, Sz, that occurs in {C,,(B)}nen-

A model {C,(B)}nen of coverings of B is strongly algebraic if

2 By contrast, there are infinitely many minimal (> v, < r)-tangles for some values of v > 1
and 7: indeed, consider any connected pruned graph 1, and set r = ord(v)) + 2, v = p1(v). Then
if we fix two vertices in ¢ and let ¢s be the graph that is ¢ with an additional edge of length s
between these two vertices, then ¢ is an (> v, < r)-tangle. However, if ¢’ is ¢ with any single
edge deleted, and v/, is 15 with this edge deleted, then one can show that wi(¢.) < v for s
sufficiently large. It follows that for s sufficiently large, s are minimal (> v, < r)-tangles.
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(1) for each r € N there is a function, g = g(k), of growth pq(B) such that if
k < n/4 we have

(5) Egcec, (B)[snbes, (G, k)] < g(k)/n"

where snbcs, (G, k) is the number of SNBC walks of length & in G whose
visited subgraph is of order at least r;

(2) for any r there exists a function g of growth 1 and real C' > 0 such that the
following holds: for any ordered B-graph, Sé, that is pruned and of order
less than r,

(a) if Sy occurs in C,(B), then for 1 < #E3r <nl/2/C,

(6) Egec,(B) {#([S/i] N G)} =co+ - +e1 /0" +O(1)g(#Es)/n"

where the O(1) term is bounded in absolute value by C' (and therefore
independent of n and Sjz), and where ¢; = ¢;(S;z) € R such that ¢; is
0if i < ord(S) and ¢; > 0 for i = ord(S); and

(b) if S does not occur in C,,(B), then for any n with #E3" < n'/2/C,

Y Ecec. [#(S5]0G)] = 0

(or, equivalently, no graph in C,(B) has a B-subgraph isomorphic to
S5);
(3) co = co(Ss) equals 1 if S is a cycle (i.e., ord(S) = 0 and S is connected)
that occurs in C,(B);
(4) S occurs in C,,(B) iff S5 is an étale B-graph and S has no half-loops; and
(5) there exist polynomials p; = p;(a,b) such that pg = 1 (i.e., identically 1),
and for every étale B-graph, S5, we have that

(8) Cord(5)+i(95) = pi(as,, bs,) -

Notice that condition (3), regarding S that are cycles, is implied by conditions (4)
and (5); we leave in condition (3) since this makes the definition of algebraic (below)
simpler. Notice that (6) and (8) are the main reasons that we work with ordered
B-graphs: indeed, the coefficients depend only on the B-fibre counting function
a,b, which depend on the structure of S5 as a B-graph; this is not true if we
don’t work with ordered graphs: i.e., (6) fails to hold if we replace [S3] with [S);]
(when S; has nontrivial automorphisms), where [S;z] N G refers to the number of
B-subgraphs of G isomorphic to .S; the reason is that

#[S/é] NG = (#AUt(S/B)) (#[S;B] N G/B)

where Aut(S);) is the group of automorphisms of Sy, and it is [S5] N G5 rather
than [Sz] N G that turns out to have the “better” properties; see Section 6 of
Article I for examples. Ordered graphs are convenient to use for a number of other
reasons.

2.6. Homotopy Type. The homotopy type of a walk and of an ordered subgraph
are defined by suppressing its “uninteresting” vertices of degree two; examples are
given in Section 6 of Article I. Here is how we make this precise.

A bead in a graph is a vertex of degree two that is not incident upon a self-
loop. Let S be a graph and V' C Vs be a proper bead subset of Vs, meaning
that V' consists only of beads of V, and that no connected component of S has
all its vertices in V' (this can only happen for connected components of S that
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are cycles); we define the bead suppression S/V' to be the following graph: (1)
its vertex set Vg,y is V' = Vg \ V', (2) its directed edges, Egi/rv, consist of the
V -beaded paths, i.e., non-backtracking walks in S between elements of V" whose
intermediate vertices lie in V', (3) tg/y+ and hg/y give the first and last vertex of
the beaded path, and (4) tg/y- takes a beaded path to its reverse walk (i.e., takes
(vo,e1,...,Uk) to (vg,tser,...,tse1,v9)). One can recover S from the suppression
S/V' for pedantic reasons, since we have defined its directed edges to be beaded
paths of S. If S = VisSub=(w) where w is a non-backtracking walk, then the
ordering of S can be inferred by the naturally corresponding order on S/V’, and
we use S=/V’ to denote S/V’ with this ordering.

Let w be a non-backtracking walk in a graph, and S= = VisSub=(w) its visited
subgraph; the reduction of w is the ordered graph, R<, denoted S</V’  whose
underlying graph is S/V’ where V"’ is the set of beads of S except the first and last
vertices of w (if one or both are beads), and whose ordering is naturally arises from
that on S=; the edge lengths of w is the function Eg/y — N taking an edge of S/V’
to the length of the beaded path it represents in S; we say that w is of homotopy
type T< for any ordered graph T'< that is isomorphic to S</V’; in this case the
lengths of S</V’ naturally give lengths E7 — N by the unique isomorphism from
T< to S</V’. If S< is the visited subgraph of a non-backtracking walk, we define
the reduction, homotopy type, and edge-lengths of S< to be that of the walk, since
these notions depend only on S< and not the particular walk.

If T is a graph and k: Epr — N a function, then we use VLG(T\ k) (for variable-
length graph) to denote any graph obtained from 7" by gluing in a path of length
k(e) for each e € Ep. If S< is of homotopy type T< and k: Er — N its edge
lengths, then VLG(T, k) is isomorphic to S (as a graph). Hence the construction
of variable-length graphs is a sort of inverse to bead suppression.

If T'= is an ordering on T that arises as the first encountered ordering of a non-
backtracking walk on T' (whose visited subgraph is all of T), then this ordering
gives rise to a natural ordering on VLG(T, k) that we denote VLG=(T'<,k). Again,
this ordering on the variable-length graph is a sort of inverse to bead suppression
on ordered graphs.

2.7. B-graphs and Wordings. If wg = (vg, €1, ..., e, vx) with k > 1 is a walk in
a graph B, then we can identify wp with the string ey, es, ..., e, over the alphabet
Ed*. For technical reasons, the definitions below of a B-wording and the induced
wording, are given as strings over ES' rather than the full alternating string of
vertices and directed edges. The reason is that doing this gives the correct notion
of the eigenvalues of an algebraic model (defined below).

Let w be a non-backtracking walk in a B-graph, whose reduction is S</V’, and
let S5 = VisSubj,. Then the wording induced by w on S=/V' is the map W from
Eg.i/rv, to strings in BT of positive length, taking a directed edge e € Egi/rv, to
the string of F edges in the non-backtracking walk in B that lies under the walk
in S that it represents. Abstractly, we say that a B-wording of a graph T is a
map W from E%ir to words over the alphabet E%ir that represent (the directed
edges of) non-backtracking walks in B such that (1) W (cre) is the reverse word
(corresponding to the reverse walk) in B of W(e), (2) if e € E$' is a half-loop,
then W (e) is of length one whose single letter is a half-loop, and (3) the tail of

the first directed edge in W (e) (corresponding to the first vertex in the associated
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walk in B) depends only on tre; the edge-lengths of W is the function Er — N
taking e to the length of W(e). [Hence the wording induced by w above is, indeed,
a B-wording.]

Given a graph, T, and a B-wording W, there is a B-graph, unique up to isomor-
phism, whose underlying graph is VLG(T, k) where k is the edge-lengths of W, and
where the B-graph structure maps the non-backtracking walk in VLG(T, k) corre-
sponding to an e € E$T to the non-backtracking walk in B given by W (e). We
denote any such B-graph by VLG(T, W); again this is a sort of inverse to starting
with a non-backtracking walk and producing the wording it induces on its visited
subgraph.

Notice that if S5 = VLG(T'<, W) for a B-wording, W, then the B-fibre counting
functions ag,, and bg, can be inferred from W, and we may therefore write ay
and bW

2.8. Algebraic Models. By a B-type we mean a pair T%P® = (T, R) consisting of
a graph, T, and a map from EJ" to the set of regular languages over the alphabet
Edr (in the sense of regular language theory) such that (1) all words in R(e) are
positive length strings corresponding to non-backtracking walks in B, (2) if for

e € E$ we have w = e;...e; € R(e), then wl def LBeg . ..Lpep lies in R(ire),
and (3) if W: E$* — (E4r)* (where (EST)* is the set of strings over E4Y) satisfies
W(e) € R(e) and W(ire) = W(e)f for all e € E$| then W is a B-wording. A
B-wording W of T is of type T%P¢ if W (e) € R(e) for each e € E$Ir.

Let C,,(B) be a model that satisfies (1)—(3) of the definition of strongly algebraic.
If T a subset of B-graphs, we say that the model is algebraic restricted to T if
either all Sz € T occur in C,,(B) or they all do not, and if so there are polynomials
Do, D1, - - - such that ¢;(S) = pi(Sp) for any S € T. We say that C,,(B) is algebraic
if

(1) setting h(k) to be the number of B-graph isomorphism classes of étale B-
graphs S5 such that S is a cycle of length k and S does not occur in C,, (B),
we have that h is a function of growth (d — 1)'/2; and

(2) for any pruned, ordered graph, T=, there is a finite number of B-types,
Tjtype = (T=,Rj), j = 1,...,s, such that (1) any B-wording, W, of T
belongs to exactly one R;, and (2) C,(B) is algebraic when restricted to
Tove

[In Article I we show that if instead each B-wording belong to at least one B-
type T;ype, then one can choose a another set of B-types that satisfy (2) and where
each B-wording belongs to a unique B-type; however, the uniqueness is ultimately
needed in our proofs, so we use uniqueness in our definition of algebraic.]

We remark that one can say that a walk, w, in a B-graph, or an ordered B-
graphs, Sz, is of homotopy type T<, but when T' has non-trivial automorphism one
cannot say that is of B-type (T, R) unless—for example—one orders T and speaks
of an ordered B-type, (T<,R). [This will be of concern only in Article I1.]

We define the eigenvalues of a regular language, R, to be the minimal set
W41, -« -, b such that for any k£ > 1, the number of words of length k in the language
is given as

Zpi(k)li?
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for some polynomials p; = p;(k), with the convention that if y; = 0 then p;(k)u?
refers to any function that vanishes for k sufficiently large (the reason for this is
that a Jordan block of eigenvalue 0 is a nilpotent matrix). Similarly, we define the
eigenvalues of a B-type TWP® = (T,R) as the union of all the eigenvalues of the
R(e). Similarly a set of eigenvalues of a graph, T (respectively, an algebraic model,
Cn(B)) is any set containing the eigenvalues containing the eigenvalues of some
choice of B-types used in the definition of algebraic for T-wordings (respectively,
for T-wordings for all T').

[In Article V we prove that all of our basic models are algebraic; some of our
basic models, such as the permutation-involution model and the cyclic models, are
not strongly algebraic.]

We remark that a homotopy type, T'<, of a non-backtracking walk, can only have
beads as its first or last vertices; however, in the definition of algebraic we require
a condition on all pruned graphs, T, which includes T that may have many beads
and may not be connected; this is needed when we define homotopy types of pairs
in Article II.

2.9. SNBC Counting Functions. If T'< is an ordered graph and k: Fp — N,
we use SNBC(T'=,k; G, k) to denote the set of SNBC walks in G of length k and of
homotopy type T'= and edge lengths k. We similarly define

SNBC(T<, > &G, k) = | ] SNBC(T=,k; G, k)
k>¢
where k > £ means that k(e) > &(e) for all e € Ep. We denote the cardinality
of these sets by replacing SNBC with snbc; we call snbe(T<,> &; G, k) the set of

&-certified traces of homotopy type T of length k in G; in Article IIT we will refer
to certain & as certificates.

3. THE MAIN THEOREMS IN THIS ARTICLE

In this section we formally state the main theorems in this article. We first
review some definitions and results of Article V.
3.1. Results from Article V. If B is a graph, || A2 denotes the L? norm of

the adjacency operator on a universal cover, E, of B; it is well-known that if B is
d-regular, then [[Az|l2 = 2vd -1 [ ]. If 7: G — B is a covering map graphs,
and € > 0, the e-non-Alon multiplicity of G relative to B is

NonAlong(Gje) d:ef#{/\ € Specy™(Ag) | |Al > [|Agll2 + €},

where the above A are counted with their multiplicity in Specy™ (Ag).

In Article V the Relativized Alon Conjecture was proven when B is d-regular.
The statement regards any algebraic model {C,,(B)}nen an algebraic model over a
d-regular graph B; it says that for e > 0 there is a constant C' = C(e) for which

Probgec, (g)[NonAlong(G;e) > 0] < C(e)/n .

The point of this article is to give matching upper and lower bounds for this prob-
ability when B is, furthermore, a Ramanujan graph in the following sense.

Definition 3.1. We say that a d-regular graph B is Ramanujan if all eigenvalues

of Ag lie in
{d,—d} U |-2vVd —1,2vd — 1|.
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We now give the more precise form of the Relativized Alon Conjecture proven
in Article V.

Definition 3.2. Let {C,,(B)},cn be a model over a graph, B. By the tangle power
of {Cn(B)}, denoted Tiang, we mean the smallest order, ord(S), of any graph, S,
that occurs in {C,(B)} and satisfies u1(S) > ,u}/2(B).

In this article we prove some results regarding Tiang; for example, the results of
Section 6.3 of | | show that for any algebraic model over a d-regular graph, B,
Tiang > M = m(d)

where
m(d) = {((d —1)2 - 1)/2J +1

(and for any d > 3 there is a d-regular B where equality holds).
The most difficult theorem in this series of articles, to which most of Articles II-V
are devoted, is the following result.

Theorem 3.3. Let C,,(B) be an algebraic model over a d-regular graph B. For any
v with (d—1)"2 <v <d—1, let € > 0 be given by

-1
2(d—1)1/2+e’zy+L.
v

Then
(1) there is an integer T = Tag(v,7) > 1 such that for any sufficiently small
€ > 0 there are constants C = C(e),C" > 0 such that for sufficiently large
n we have
(9) ’I’L_TC/ < EGGCn(B) []ITanglcFrcc(Zu,<r) (G)NOHAIODd(G; 6’ + 6)] < n_TC’(e),
or
(2) for all j € N and € > 0 we have
(10) EGeCn(B)[HTangleFree(zu,<7')(G)NonAlond(G; € + 6)] < O(nij)
in which case we use the notation Ty (v,r) = 400.

Moreover, if T = Tag(v,7) is finite, then for some eigenvalue, ¢ € R, of the model
with |€] > v, there is a real Cy > 0 such that for sufficiently small 6 > 0

(11)

7}1_{20 IEGGC”(B) [# (Specr}%ew (HG)mBn*G (g))]ITangleFree(Zu,<r) (G)] = Cfn_T+0(n_T)'

Notice if 1 < 15 and r; > ro then

]ITangleFree(Zug,<T2)(G) < HTangleFree(2V1,<7‘1)(G)a
for the simple reason that Iranglerree(>vs,<rs)(G) = 1 implies that G has no (> v, <
r9)-tangles, and hence no (> vy, < r1)-tangles; then (9) and (10) imply that
(12) Talg(Vlarl) S Talg(V27T2)~

Definition 3.4. Let {C,(B)},cn be an algebraic model over a d-regular graph B.
For each r € N and v with (d — 1)"/2 < v < d — 1, let 7(v,7) be as in Theorem 3.3.
We define the algebraic power of the model C,(B) to be

Talg = _ max T(v,7) = lim sup T(v, )
v>(d-1)1/2r r—oo, v—(d—1)1/2
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where v tends to (d—1)'/2 from above (and we allow 7,1, = +00 when this maximum
is unbounded or if 7(v,7) = oo for some 7 and v > (d — 1)'/?).

Of course, according to Theorem 3.3, 7(v,r) > 1 for all r and all relevant v, and
hence 7,5 > 1.

Here is the more precise form of the Relativized Alon Conjecture proven in
Article V.

Theorem 3.5. Let B be a d-reqular graph, and let C,,(B) be an algebraic model of
tangle power Tiang and algebraic power Tag (both of which are at least 1). Let

T1 = min(Ttangv Talg), T2 = min(ﬁangv Talg T+ 1)~

Then 7o > 11 > 1, and for € > 0 sufficiently small there are C,C’ such that for
sufficiently large n we have

(13) C'n~™ < Probgec, () [NonAlong(Gse) > 0] < Cn™ ™.

The last result we need from Article V regards a set of eigenvalues for our basic
models.

Lemma 3.6. Let B be a connected, pruned graph with pui(B) > 1 (equivalently
x(B) < 0). All our basic models are algebraic, and a set of eigenvalues for
each model consist of possibly 1 and some subset of the eigenvalues u;(B) of the
Hashimoto matriz Hp.

[The Ihara determinantal formula (see Articles I or V) easily implies that all
B’s in the above lemma have at least one Hp eigenvalue equal to either +1; hence
the possible addition of 1 to the set of eigenvalues in the lemma is not particularly
significant.]

3.2. Main Result of This Article. In principle we can compute 7., using the
methods of Articles II-V, which involve analyzing the main term of certain asymp-
totic expansions involving certified traces. However this computation is difficult to
carry out. We will borrow the method of | ] that uses the existence of these
asymptotic expansion and an indirect method to draw conclusions about the main
terms we need.

Theorem 3.7. Let d > 3 be an integer, and let {C,(B)}nen be one of our basic
models over d-regular Ramanujan graph, B. Then T, = +00.

The idea behind the proof is to show that (11) cannot hold for any fixed value
of 7 with r — oo if £ = d — 1, due to the fact that a new eigenvalue of Hg near
d — 1 implies that G has a “nearly disconnected component,” a notion which is
made precise by Alon’s notion of magnification (one could also use an analog of
“Cheeger’s” inequality for graphs, e.g., | , ). To prove this one needs
to prove a (fairly weak) magnification result for most graphs in the model C, (B).
This result holds for all of our basic models.

If B is d-regular Ramanujan and connected, then the larger Hp eigenvalues of
all our basic models are either d — 1 or £=(d — 1) (the latter iff B is bipartite), and
we easily see that if (11) for some ¢ then it must hold for £ = d — 1. Since this is
impossible, we must have 7, = +00.
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3.3. Results on Ty,,,. Whenever 7,5, = +00, or merely T,z > Ttang + 1, Theo-
rem 3.5 determines matching upper and lower bounds on

Probgec, (B) [NonAlond(G; €) > ()]

for any fixed € > 0 sufficiently small, both bounds being proportional to n~tan=. It
therefore becomes interesting to compute Tiang Or to give bounds on it.
In Section 8 we shall give such bounds on 7T¢ang. Let us state the main bounds.
If we fix d > 3, then the lower bound we give on Tang for any d-regular B is

Toang > L((d— 1)1/2 ¢ 1)/2J

where | | denotes the floor function, i.e., the largest integer lower bound; this bound
is tight when B is a bouquet of d/2 whole-loops (so that d is even) and C,(B) is
the permutation model. Furthermore, in models over B in which whole-loops don’t
occur, we have
Ttang = L(d - 1)1/2J;

this bound is tight in our basic model whenever B is a bouquet of d half-loops, and
is also tight, except for possibly d = 4, for the full cycle model of d/2 whole-loops
(hence d is even).

As noted in | ], this implies that the full cycle model has a much lower
probability of having non-Alon new eigenvalues than does the permutation model,
at least when B is a bouquets of sufficiently many whole-loops.

We also prove that for fixed d, as the girth of B tends to infinity, then so does
Trang- Hence the lower bounds quoted above can be very far from tight. Our proof,
however, does not give an explicit relationship between the girth and Tiang.

4. MAGNIFIERS AND TANGLES

In this section we describe some technical results we will prove about the relative
magnification of random graphs in our basic models. One could alternatively use
a graph theoretic analog [ , , ] of “Cheeger’s” inequality | J; in
this article we will use magnification.

4.1. Magnifiers. We review the results of Alon on magnifiers.

Definition 4.1. Let G be a graph, and U C V. We define the neighbourhood of
U, denoted I'(U), to be the subset of Vi consisting of those vertices joined by an
edge of G to a vertex of U. If v > 0 is a real number, we say that a graph, G, is a
~v-magnifier if for all U C Vi of size at most (#Vg)/2 we have

#(Ca(U)\U) > y(#U) ;

moreover, we say that G is a ~y-spreader if for all such U we have
#(Tu(U)) = (1+9)GFU).

The notion of a magnifier was introduced in | ], where Alon proved the
following theorem.

Theorem 4.2 (Alon, | D). If G is d-regular and a y-magnifier, then for all

i > 1 we have
2
i <d-— .
(@) < 4 + 2+2
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The notion of a spreader appears in [ , ] but in this article we will only
use the notion of magnification; the point is that it is easier to prove that most
random d-regular graphs on n vertices are y-spreaders, since spreading is a less
subtle feature than magnification. However, in this article (unlike | ]) a graph
G € C,(B) will never be a spreader if B is a connected, bipartite graph (since the
subset of all vertices lying over one side of a bipartition B has all its neighbours in
the other side).

4.2. Pseudo-Magnification. In article we will study the following variant of mag-
nification.

Definition 4.3. For real v > 0 and R € N, we say that a graph, G is an (R,7)-
pseudo-magnifier if for each U C Vg with

R < #U < (#Vg)/2

we have
#(La(U)\U) > 4(#U).

Our interest in this definition is evident in the following definition and easy
lemma.

Definition 4.4. Let C,,(B) be a model over a connected graph, B. We say that
the model is pseudo-magnifying if for every ¢ € N there is a v > 0 and R € N for
which

Probgec, () [G is not an (R,v)-pseudo-magnifier] < O(n™").

Lemma 4.5. Let C,,(B) be a pseudo-magnifying, algebraic model over a connected
graph, B. Then for any i and 0 > 0, there is an r € N such that for £ = p1(B) and
any v < 1 (B) we have

Ecec, (5) [Trangtersee(v,<r) () (#(Speck™ (Ha) 1 B, () )| = O(n ™).

This will give us a way to prove that 7, = 400 in our basic models when B is
Ramanujan.

4.3. Results on Pseudo-Magnification. Here is the main result we need.

Lemma 4.6. All of our basic models over a connected, pruned graph, B, with
X(B) > 0 are pseudo-magnifying.

We remark that the proof we give can be modified to work without the condition
that B be pruned, but the assumption of being pruned simplifies the proof (and in
our applications, B will be d-regular for d > 3, so B is necessarily pruned).

We prove this with a standard type of counting argument. The case where B
has no half-loops is a bit simpler and illustrates all the main ideas; hence we first
prove Lemma 4.6 in this case.

5. PSEUDO-MAGNIFICATION IN BASE GRAPHS WITHOUT HALF-LOOPS

The point of this section is to prove that when B has no half-loops, then our
(two) basic models over B are pseudo-magnifying.

Lemma 5.1. Let B be a connected, pruned graph without half-loops and with
x(B) < 0. Then the permutation and full-cycle models over B are pseudo-

magnifying.



RELATIVIZED ALON CONJECTURE VI 17

We will address the case where B has half-loops in the next section; however,
the case where B has no half-loops makes the estimates simpler, and yet gives all
the main ideas we will need for the general case. Hence we prove this special case
first.

5.1. The Counting Argument. We will prove Lemma 5.1 by a counting argu-
ment. Let us give basic definitions we need.
Our counting argument works as follows: if G € Coord,,(B), then

VG = VB X [n]

If such a G is not an (R,~)-pseudo-magnifier, then by definition it follows that
there are sets

(14) UcU' CcVg=Vgx|n]

whose sizes satisfy

(15) R<#U <#Vg, #U'\U)=[vH#U)] -1

where [-] denotes the ceiling function (the smallest integer upper bound), such that
(16) Iq(U)cU .

Our counting argument is the simple one: the probability that G € C,,(B) is not a
pseudo-magnifier is bounded by

Z Probgec, () [Ta(U) C U]
U’

where we sum over each pair U, U’ satisfying (14) and (15); we will show that for
each i there are R,v such that the above sum is bounded by O(n~%).
Now we build up the tools we need. We begin by setting

(17) p(U,U") & Probgec, (s [Ta(U) € U';
we now study p(U, U").

5.2. Almost Equal Fibre Sizes. First we prove out that p(U,U’) = 0 unless
U C Vg x [n] has nearly equal “fibre sizes.” Let us make this precise.

Definition 5.2. Let B be a connected graph, and let U C Vg X [n] for some
n € N. By the Vg-fibres (or simply fibres) of U we mean the family of subsets of
[n], {Uy}vevy, indexed on v € Vg, defined by

U, ©fien]| (v,i) e UYC [nl.

Lemma 5.3. Let B be a connected graph. Then for any e € (0,1) there is a v =
vi1(e) > 0 for which the following is true: for n € N sufficiently large (depending
only on B,e), let U C Vg X [n] satisfy

18 i U 1-— Usg.
18) s, #Us < (1 =€) g #Us

Then for any G € Coord, (B),
(19) #Ta(U)\U) 2 vi(#U).
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Proof. Let m = #Vp, and let ¢ > 0 be such that
(1 — e')mil =1-e

Let Upmin, Umax be respective vertices where #U, (in the above definition) takes its
minimum and maximum values. Since B is connected there is a path from vy, to
Umax consisting of vertices

Umax = V1,V2,...,Vk = Unmin

with & < m — 1. If (18) holds, then
#Uui < (1= )" (#Un,0) < (1= ) (#U0,.,)
and therefore for some ¢ € [k — 1] we must have
(1= €¢) (#Uu,y1) < #Us;;
consider the smallest value of ¢ for which the above holds. Then we have
UL 2 (1= Y #U) 2 2 (1) (B0, = (1- ) (#0,).

Since there is an edge from v; to v;11, we have that T'(U) has a fibre of size at least
#U,, over v;y1, and hence

#(FG(U) \ U) > (#Uvz) - (#Uvz‘+1) > EI(#Uvi) > 6/(1 - 6)(#(]111)'
Since #U < m(#U,,...) = m(#U,, ), applying this to the rightmost term above
yields
#(La(U)\U) > € (1 —€)(1/m)(#U).
Hence the lemma holds, i.e., (18) holds, with
vi(e) = €' (1 —€)/m > 0.
(I
5.3. The Probability Bound. Next we give a simple bound for p(U,U’) in (17).

Lemma 5.4. Let n € N, and let W,W’' C [n] be subsets with #W < #W'. If
o € S, is a random permutation, then

Proby[c(W) Cc W] = -2~

and if o is a random full-cycle then the above probability is at most n times the
above right-hand-side.

Proof. The formula for ¢ a random permutation is immediate. Each random full-
cycle occurs with probability 1/(n — 1)!, which is exactly n times its probability of
occurring as a random permutation; this implies the statement about the full-cycle
case. O

Corollary 5.5. Let B be a graph, and C,(B) be one of our basic models. Letn € N,
and let U,U" C Vg x [n]. For each v € Vg let s, = #U, and si, = #U!. Ife € Ep
is not a half-loop, and o is the permutation assignment E%ir — S, associated to a
G € C,(B), then the probability that

o(e)U. U, and o(e” U C U},
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is 0 if s}, < Ste OT S}, < Spe, and is otherwise less than p1pa, where

Proof. The statement about when the probability is zero is clear. Otherwise, if
p1 < pa then we have o(e)U;. C Uj, occurs with probability at most p? < pips;
similarly if p; > py and for o(e= 1)Uy, C UJ,. O

5.4. A Binomial Coefficient Estimate. In this section we introduce some useful
formulas regarding binomial coefficients, and prove a lemma that will be useful to
us in the counting argument we give. This lemma, as is typical in our counting
arguments, is straightforward but involves some calculation.

First, Stirling’s formula shows that for all integers 0 < b < a we have that

C,20H2(0/a) =1/2 < <Z> < (,20H2(b/a)

for some absolute constants C7, Cy, where

def
Hy(p) = —plogy p— (1 — p)logy(1 — p).

It follows that for 0 < b < g and a > 1 we have
(20) log, (Z) = aHz(b/a) + O(logy a)

where the O(log, a) is bounded by an absolute constant (i.e., independent of a,b)
times log, a.
We will also use the formula for the second derivative of Ha(x)
—logs e

21 HY(z) = —2~
( ) 2 (.’E) ’JJ(l - {13) ’
Lemma 5.6. For any C > 0 and j € N, for any sufficiently small 0 > 0 the
following holds: there are natural numbers Sy = So(6) and ng = ng(8) such that for
n > ng and any non-negative integers s', s with Sy < s < n(1/2+0), and s’ < Os
we have

(=)

Proof. Taking logs and dividing by n it suffices to show that

vz € (0,1).

(23) Ho(s'fn) < 52 4 (1/0)Hy (/)

where j’ is j plus constants to absorb the O(log, n) terms in (20) with @ = n. Hence
it suffices to prove that all sufficiently small 6 > 0, there are Sy, ng such that for
all z € [Sy/n,1/2 + 6] we have

1 e
(24) gl@) > 25, where g(x) % (1/C)Ha(x) — Ha(6).
We shall do so by first showing that for fixed C' > 0, for sufficiently small § > 0 we
have that
(25) g"(z) <0 Vze(0,1).
It follows that to establish (24) it suffices to check this at x = Sp/n and z = 1/2+0.
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Using (21) we have

T B L SR
g Be 2= Cr(1—z) Oz(1—0x) Cz(l—2) z(1-0x)
Note that
—1 -1

— < —

Crx(l—z) ~ Cz
and for z € (0,1) and # < 1/2 we have 1 — fx > 1/2 and hence

0 20

— <=
x(1—0z) — «
It follows that for « € (0,1) and 6 € (0,1/2) we have

1
g"(z)log,2< (20 -1/C)= <0
x

provided that 26 < 1/C. This establishes (25) for § > 0 with 8§ < 1/(2C) and
0<1/2.
So consider only those 6 > 0 with

6 <min(1/(2C),1/4).

Then ¢"”(xz) < 0 for all z € (0,1); it follows that to prove (24) for all z € [Sy/n, 1/2+
6], it remains to show that

9(So/n),9(1/2+6) > j

for some some fixed Sy and n sufficiently large.
Since § < 1/4, and since Hy is monotone increasing on (0,1/2) and monotone
decreasing on (1/2,1), we have

9(1/2+0) = (1/C)Hs(1/2 + 0) — H2(6(1/2 + 0))
(26) > (1/C)Ha(3/4) — Hy(0(3/4))

which is strictly positive for sufficiently small § > 0 (since Ha(z) — 0 as @ — 0,
and H»(3/4) > 0). For such a 6 we have

g(1/246) >0

and is therefore greater than j’log, n/n for n sufficiently large.
So fix any § > 0 with § < 1/2, § < 1/(2C), and for which (26) is positive. For
any fixed constant K we have

Hy(K/n) = (Klogan+ O(1))/n
for large n, and hence for fixed Sy we have
9(So/n) = (1/C)H2(So/n) — H3(0So/n) = ((1/C)So — 950) (10g2 n+0(1))/n
for n large. Hence for any Sy with

So((1/C)—86) >4

logyn

we have 1

,logyn

g(So/n) 2 j =225

for sufficiently large n. Since 6 < 1/(2C'), we have 1/C — 6 is positive; and hence
the above inequality holds for sufficiently large n provided that

So > 5'/(1/C - 6).
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It follows that for § and Sy as above, we have (24) when z is either endpoint of
[So/n,1/2 + 6], and hence it holds for the entire interval. O

5.5. Some Notation and Our Counting Lemma. In this subsection we will
introduce some helpful notation and give a lemma that summarizes the counting
argument we shall use; the lemma is based on a simple union bound.

If U C Vg x [n] for some n, we use Sizes(U) to denote the function Vi — Z>(
given by Sizes(U)(v) = #U,.

For any s: Vp — Z>( we use the following notation:

. — 1
(27) Smin = MiN Sy,  Smax = MAX 8y, §= (#Vp) E S}
veVR veVR v
vEVE

.. /. s / / </
and similarly for any s’: Vg — Z>¢ (i.e., for s, i, Shax: 5 )-

Here is a simple consequence of the union bound and Lemma 5.3. In this lemma
we use v ~ u to denote the fact that v, u are adjacent vertices in Vp.

Lemma 5.7. Let B be a graph (with or without half-loops), and C,,(B) any model
over B (algebraic or not). Set m = #Vg. Say that for any i € N there are
R,v,e > 0 such that the following holds: for any s,s’ from Vg — {0,1,...,n} such
that

(28) sy < s, whenever v =1u or v~ u,
(29) s 1<(1+v)s-1, S .~ Smin < N/2,
(30) R<s-1<nm/2, Smin > (1—€)Smax,
we have
n n —
(31) %%g(PrObGEC"(B) Fa() < U,D 11 <<s >(8’ —s >) —o)
s vEVE v v v

where the above maz is over all U, U’ such that
(32) Sizes(U) =s, Sizes(U")=s', UcCU'.

Then C,,(B) is pseudo-magnifying. Similarly provided that (31) is replaced with the
bound

(33) ( n >#VB %%%)S(PrObGGCn(B)[I‘G(U)CU’]) 11 (n>:o(n—").

S;nax — Smin Sy
veVp
Proof. Given an integer i’ € N, let us find R, > 0 such that
(34) Probgec, (p)[G is not a (R, ~)-pseudomagnifier| = O(n*i/).

First, let R, v, e > 0 be such that (31) holds for ¢ = i’ 4+ 2m whenever s, s’ satisfy
(28), (29), (30). Second, let v/, €' > 0 satisfy

(35) Vm+1/(1-€)—(1-¢€) <1
Let us show that (34) holds with
(36) v =min(v, v, v1(e), 1 (€)).
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The union bound implies that the probability that G € C,(B) is not an (R,~)-
pseudomagnifier is at most

(37) Z p1 (Tl, U7 ’Y)a
R<#U<nm/2
where
def
p1(n,U,~) = Probgec, (5 [#(La(U) \ U) < ~(#U)].
In view of (36),
p1(n, U, 7y) < p1(n, U, v (e)),

and Lemma 5.3 implies that

D1 (Tl, U7 Vl(e)) =0
whenever Sizes(U) = s and

Smin < (1 — €)Smax-
Hence in the union bound (37) we may restrict the sum to those s with

Smin Z (1 - e)sma)r
Since the number of possible s is (crudely) bounded by (n 4 1)™, to establish (37),
it suffices to show that for all s satisfying (30) we have
(38) Y. nmUy)<O0m ™).

U, Sizes(U)=s
Next note that for any U and G € C,,(B) for which
#(La(U)\U) < y(#V),
the set U/ = T'¢(U) U U satisfies
Ie(U) C UI;
moreover setting s’ = Sizes(U’) then s’ must satisfy
s<s, §-1<(1+v)s-1<(1+v)s-1,

and if u ~ v then I'¢(U) C U’ implies that s, < s/, (or else the v-fibre over U could

not “fit into” the w-fibre over U’ under G-adjacency).
Once we fix s,s’, the number of U C U’ with those respective sizes is exactly

n\ [ n— sy
H s s —s,)’
veVp v v v

which is bounded from above by

TG

Since there are (crudely, again) at most (n+ 1)™ possible values for s’, we therefore
have that to prove (38), it suffices to show that for all s,s’ as above we have
(39)

mag(ProbGecn(B) [Ta(U) U’]) I1 (”)( " ) = O(n~"=2m) = O(n~").

U,U s s —s
veVp v v v

where the max is over all U, U’ such that (32) holds.
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In view of (36), we see that in (39) it suffices to sum over s’, s that additionally
satisfy

s 1< (1+v)s 1, Smin > (1 —€)Smax-
However, for such s’,s we claim that

/ .
Smax — Smin S ’I’L/2,

indeed,
S = Smin < (S — Sme) + (S — Smin) < 7'm5 + (5/(1 = €) = 5(1 = ¢))
and using 3 < n/2 we conclude that
Sthax — Smin < 1/2(Ym+1/(1—¢€)— (1—¢€)) <n/2.
Hence we may also limit (39) to those s, s’ for which

5/ — Smin S Tl/2,

max

and hence in (31) we may restrict our consideration to s,s’ satisfying (28)—(30).

For the statement regarding (33), notice that since our restrictions on s, s’ include
!/

St — Smin < n/2, for any v we have
n n
< )
(S’/U - SU) a <S;nax - Smin>
and hence for all relevant s, s’ the bound (33) implies (31). O

5.6. Proof of Lemma 5.1.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. According to Lemma 5.7, it suffices to show that for each
i € N there exist R,v,e > 0 such that (31) holds for all s, s’ satisfying (28)—(30).
So fix an ¢ € N, and let us seek such R,~,e.

According to Corollary 5.5,

(40) Probgec, (B) [FG(U) cul< [T 11

veVR u~v

where u ~ v is shorthand for multiplication over all e with te = v of u = he (hence
for multiple edges the factor of w in the product occurs multiple times). Since

degg(v)/2 <n(s;n:sv) > degp(v)/2
S| —7 ey —
(&)
we have

n degp (v)/2
n(s’ —sv)
0 e froens I (M)
veVp Sy

Hence the left-hand-side of (33), namely

#Vi
(ot ) st 1 ()

max — Smin
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is bounded above by

(42) el (8/ n )Cz 0 (:)(2—deg5(v))/2

— Smin v
max veEVR

for constants Cy,Cy > 0. Since B is pruned, 2 — degg(v) < 0 for all v € Vg, and

since
X(B) =) (2 —degp(v))/2
veEB
is negative, 2 — degz(v) < —1 for at least one v. Hence to establish (33), it suffices
to show that for any 7 there are R, v, e > 0 such that for any v € Vg we have

) o n Oz o\ —1/2 _ o)
S;nax — Smin Sy B

provided that s', s satisfy (28)—(30).

(Since B has no half-loops, x(B) is an integer, so we could replace the —1/2
exponent in (43) by —1; in the next section, when B may have half-loops, we
cannot do so, and the —1/2 exponent will be sufficient for us.)

So let us apply Lemma 5.6 with C' = 2C5 and any j > (i + C1)/Cs; fix a 6 >0
sufficiently small so that there exist Sy, ng for which

1/(2C2)
(44) ") < prtren/oe (1 2
r) S

provided that
(45) n>ng, So<s<n(l/2480), r<0s;

for such n,r, s we therefore have

W\ Y2 7\ O _
() () e
S T

It follows that (43) holds provided that for all v we have
SO S Sv S n(1/2 + e)a 5/ — Smin S 951}

max
or, in other words,

(46) SO S Smin Smax S n(1/2 + 6)7 S/ — Smin S esmin-

max

Now we specify R, v, e: take v = 0/(2m), choose any ¢ > 0 sufficiently small so
that

(0/2+¢€)/(1—€) <80
and
V2 1910,

—€
and finally any R € N with
R > Som/(1 —e).
If s, s’ satisfy (28)—(30) with these values of R, v, €, let us verify the three conditions
n (46) hold:
(1) So < Smin:
R <s:1<msmax < MSmin/(1 —€),
SO Smin > R(1 —¢€)/m > Sy.
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(2) Smax < n(1/240):
Sma < Smin/ (1= ) 3/(1 ) < (n/2)/(1 - ¢) < n(1/2+9).
(3) $hax — Smin < OSmin: for all v € Vg we have
s —5,<8-1-—s-1<wvs-1=vm35(0/2) < (0/2)smin/(1 —¢)
and hence (taking v maximizing s/)

Sinax S Smax + (6/2)3min/(1 - 6) S Smin/(l - 6) + (G/Q)Smin/(l - 6)7
so
Sinax — Smin S Smin(a/Q + 6)/(1 - 6) S esmin
Hence for these values of R,v,e we have (46), and therefore hence (43), and

therefore (33) in Lemma 5.7. This lemma then implies that C,(B) is pseudo-
magnifying. O

6. PSEUDO-MAGNIFICATION IN GRAPHS WITH HALF-LOOPS

Let us now describe the ingredients needed to prove pseudo-magnification when
our base graphs may have half-loops. The main point is that we have to include
probability estimates involving random involutions.

6.1. An Involution Probability Bound. Here is the alternate of Lemma 5.4
that we will use; if n,t € N with ¢ even and ¢t < n, we use the “odd binomial
coeflicient notation:”

(n) d:cf(n—l)(n—?))...(n—%—i—l)
t) oad (2t —1)(2t-3)...1 '

Lemma 6.1. Letn € N, and let W C W' C [n] be subsets with #W < #W'. Let
s be the largest non-negative even integer with 8" < 2(#W)—(#W')—1. Ifoc € S,
18 a random perfect matching for n even, and a random near perfect matching for
n odd, then

()

Sl/ )
(sT’L’)odd

Proof. Consider a o for which o(W) C W’. Note that ¢ matches every element
in W with some element of W', except for possibly one element of W (when n is
odd); since at most (#W') — (#W) elements of W can be matched with elements
in W\ W, and at most one element of W can be matched with itself, it follows
that the subset, W = W” (o) C W, of elements that ¢ matches in W is of size at
least s”’. Since there are (#SY,V) possible values of W = W” (o), the union bound
implies that

Proby[c(W) c W'] <

Prob,[c(W) c W'] < (iY,V)p(n,s”),

where p(n, s”) is the probability that a random involution o € S,, matches a fixed
subset, W, of size s” in pairs; this probability equals the probability that a fixed
element of W is matched with another element of W, times the probability that
a fixed remaining element is paired with another remaining element, etc. Hence

g §'T—=1s8"-3 3 1 n
p(n,s") = — — — =1 "
n—1n-—3 n—s"+3n—s"+1 ") oad
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6.2. Odd Binomial Coefficient Estimates. It is be simpler for us to express
odd binomial coefficients in terms of almost equal expressions involving binomial
coeflicients.

Lemma 6.2. Let n,t € N with t even. Then

n—t(n n 2 n
—_— < <t .
n t) — t)oaa/ — \¢

Proof. Comparing factor by factor, we have

(t—1) < (t—1)(t—3)...1)" <!
and
(n—=1)(n—2)...(n—1) < ((TL*l)(TL*S)...(n*2t+1))2 <nn-1)...(n—t+1).
Dividing the second two inequalities by the first two yields

(n—l)(n—2)...(n—t)< n 2<n(n—1)...(n—t+1)
t! - t)oaa) (t—1)!

which is equivalent to the upper and lower bounds in the lemma. ([l

6.3. Additional Binomial Coefficient Estimates. We will also use some easy
binomial coefficient estimates. First, for any 0 < 1’ < r < n we have

()= = ()0
and hence
() =0 ()

We will need the trivial estimate that for » > 0 and any n (including n < r 4 1)

(48) " < (" n, " < (™)n2.
r+1 r r+2 r
6.4. Proof of Lemma 4.6.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. According to Lemma 5.7, it suffices to show that for each
i € N there exist R,v,e > 0 such that (31) holds for all s,s’ satisfying (28)—(30).
So fix an 7 € N, and let us prove that such R,~, e exist; we shall reduce this proof
to part of the proof given in Subsection 5.6 (the case where B has no half-loops).

For each v € Vg, let half(v) be the number of half-loops in V about v. Let n € N,
and let U C U’ C Vg X [n]; let s, s’ denote the fibre sizes of U, U’ respectively, and
assume that they satisfy (28)—(30) for some R,v,e > 0 that we will later specify.
Let us add the assumptions that

(49) S/ — Smin < Smin/3-

max
From these assumptions on s,s’, we have that for all v € Vg

(50) 25y — 8b > 28min — Shax = (2 —4/3)Smin > 0.

max

For each v € Vg, set s!/ to be the largest even integer less than 2s, — s/ ; hence

(51) 25, — st —2 < sl <25, — 8, — 1.
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Next, let us verify that for sufficiently large n we have
(52) Stiax — Smin < (1/2) — 2, Smax < 2n/3;

max
the first inequality follows from

Sinax — Smin < smin/g S 5/3 S n/G

which is at most n/2 — 2 for n > 6; the second inequality follows from
Smax < Smax < (4/3)Smin < (4/3)(n/2) = 2n/3.
According to Lemmas 6.1 and 5.4,

(53) Probgec, s [Ta(U) cU'T < [] Q)
veVR

where
(Sv) half(v)
Qv) = (mf)“ ) 11
5y 7 odd u~v

where u ~ v is the product over all edges e that are not half-loops, and whose tail
is uw and whose head is v. Let us show that for each v € Vg we have

(54) Q@)g#ﬁ( n )Kz(;>(degs<v>—2)

/ .
Smax — Smin

where K7 = K;(v), Ky = Ks(v) are constants depending on v; once we do this
we will obtain the same estimate as in (42)—with different constants Cy, Co—and
then finish the proof as it is finished below (42) (for the case there, where B has
no half-loops).

Since the number of such e is degg(v) — half(v), (41) and the equation above it

imply that

(iz) half (v) ”(s;m:fsv) (deg 5 (v)—half(v)) /2

Q) < [ AEE)
(S;J/)Odd (Sv)

To estimate the new term raised to the power half(v) (whenever half(v) > 0), we
note that

(55) Sp— S <8 +2—5, <80 — Smin +2<n/2
(using (52)), and therefore

Su Su n n n n
nl = 1" < 1" < " < / < / n
Sv Sv = 85y Sv = 85y Sv = 8y Smax — Smin + 1 Smax — Smin

(using (48)). Also, in view of Lemma 6.2

n\"? _n-— shin
" > "
s ) oaa n st
Hence
Sy —1/2
(56) () << n >n<n—s<n)> ”
(5) 7 \Shax — Smin n \sl

We also have
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and so
n—stl _n—s
(57) L > °.
n n
Also, setting ' = !/ and r = s, in (47) we have

< .
st ~ sy Sy — SI ’
using (55) this implies

o\ /2 o\ 12 n 1/2 o\ 172 n 1/2
< < n.
sl Sy St ax — Smin + 2 Sy Stnax — Smin

Applying this inequality and (57) to (56) we get

(s) n—s n 32 rp\ 2
Sv < n2 v
— < .
(su) n Sénax — Smin Sy

odd
This establishes (54). It follows from (53) that

, n K5 n (Q_degB(U)>/2
PI‘ObGEC,,L(B) [FG(U) C U/:I S ’[’[,Kl( , ) H (S > ’

5 — Smi
max min veEVR

where K|, K} are the sum over the Ki(v), K2(v). Hence for some v € Vg we have

K}, ~1/2
Probgec, () [Tc(U) € U'] < n (5/ ﬁs . ) (sn )

(see the discussion between (42) and (43)). It follows that the left-hand-side of (33)
is bounded by (42) for some C1, Cy (involving K7, K3).

Now we mimic the rest of the proof of Lemma 5.1 following (43): to establish
(33) it suffices to prove that for any ¢ there are R, v, e > 0 that guarantee (43). We
use Lemma 5.7 to find 6 > 0, Sy, ng such that (44) holds provided that (45) holds;
since Lemma 5.7 implies that there are Sy, ng for arbitrarily small § > 0, we may
insist that 6 < 1/3. Then we take R,v,e > 0 as given just below (46), and the
same proof shows that for any s, s’ that satisfy (28)—(30), then (46) holds; since we
took 6 < 1/3, the last inequality in (46) implies that (49) holds. It follows that for
any ¢ there are R, v, e > 0 such that (42) holds, and therefore (33) holds. Therefore
Lemma 5.7 implies that C,(B) is pseudo-magnifying. O

7. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.7

In this section we prove Lemma 4.5, and then easily deduce Theorem 3.7.

Our proof really shows that if B is d-regular and C,,(B) is pseudo-magnifying,
then 7,14 can only be finite if for some eigenvalue ¢ of the model, with |¢| > (d—1)/2
but ¢ # d—1, we have that (11) holds for fixed 7 and arbitrarily small v > (d—1)'/?
and arbitrarily large 7.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. For any i, the are R,~ such that the G € C,(B) probability
that G is not an (R,v)-pseudo-magnifier is at most O(n~%). However, for any
G € Coord,(B) and R, if U C Vg has #U < R, then either:
(1) Tg(U) \ U = 0, in which case U is disconnected from the other vertices in
Vg, or
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(2) T¢(U) \ U in nonempty, in which case
#(Lc(U)\U) 21> (1/R)(#U).

Hence setting

7' =min(v,1/R),
if G is not 7/-magnifier, then G has a connected component, U’, of size at most R,
which makes U’ a > (d — 1)-tangle whose order is

ord(U') = ord(B)i“//UB/ < ord(B)R/(#V3).

Hence taking r € N with r > 1 + ord(B)R/(#Vp), the probability that G is
(> d— 1, < r)-tangle free and is not an 4/-magnifier is at most O(n=*).

According to Alon’s theorem, if G € Coord,, (B) is a 7'-magnifier, then all eigen-
values of Ag except the largest one are bounded away from d; it follows that

new

Specy™ (H¢g) is bounded away from d — 1, and hence

Specg¥(Hg) N By-o(d — 1)

is empty for n sufficiently large. Since the number of new eigenvalues of Hq is
O(n), it follows that for the above value of r we have

Ecec, (5) [Trangtervee(za-1,<r) (G) (#(Speck™ (Ha) N Byo(0)) )| = O~ ),
Since i is arbitrary, we conclude Lemma 4.5. O

Proof of Theorem 3.7. If T, is finite, then for some 7 € N and v > (d — 1)1/2
sufficiently small and r € N sufficiently large we have
(58)

Ecec, (5) [Trangtervee(v,<r) (G) (#(Spec™ (Ha) N Bo-o () )| = Con™™ + o(n™").

for some Cp > 0 (Cy may depend on v and r), where £ an eigenvalue of the model
with [¢] > (d —1)/2.

First consider the case where B is d-regular Ramanujan and not bipartite. Then
¢ = d — 1 is the only eigenvalue of the model with |[¢| > (d — 1)'/2. In view of
Lemma 4.5, for any i € N, the left-hand-side of (58) is O(n~%) for v = d — 1 and
some r € N, which contradicts (58) for these values of v, r, and hence for any smaller
v and any larger r. Hence T, = +00.

Next consider the case where B is connected, d-regular, Ramanujan, and bipar-
tite. Then for any G € Coord,(B), G is also bipartite, and hence has the same
multiplicity of the eigenvalue d — 1 in H as it does that of —(d —1). Since Hg has
one old eigenvalue of d — 1 and one of —(d—1) (since B is bipartite and connected),
it follows that the left-hand-side of (58) is the same for £ =d—1 and £ = —(d —1).
Since (58) cannot hold for £ = d — 1 with v arbitrarily close to (d — 1)*/2 and r
arbitrarily large—by the argument in the previous paragraph—it also cannot hold
for £ = —(d — 1). Hence 7oy = 400 also in this case. O

8. BOUNDS ON Tiang
If B is d-regular and Ramanujan, we now know that Theorem 3.5 holds with

T1 = T2 = Ttang,
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and therefore for fixed ¢ > 0 sufficiently small we have matching upper and lower
bounds proportional to n~Ttane for

Probgec, (5)[NonAlong(Gse) > 0].
It therefore becomes interesting to have bounds on Tiane. Let us just give those
bounds that follow from [ .

8.1. Lower Bounds on 7i,,, for any Model. Chapter 6 of | ] computes

Trana Of various models, which is the smallest order of a > (d — 1)1/ 2_tangle. By

definition, Tyang is the smallest order of a > (d— 1)1/ 2_tangle, so the same techniques

apply.

Theorem 8.1. Let B be a graph and let m = m(B) be the smallest integer with
2m —1> u}m(B).

Then for any algebraic model, C,(B), Tiang > m — 1, and equality holds if the

bouquet of m whole-loops occurs in C,(B). In particular, if B is d-reqular then
(u1(B) =d —1 and) m(B) depends only on d and is given by

(59) m=m(d) = [ ((d- D2 +1)/2] +1,
and
(60) Tiang > | (4= )2 +1) /2];

furthermore, equality holds in the permutation model if B has a vertex incident
upon at least m whole-loops.

Proof. Lemma 6.7 of | ] shows that if u,v are distinct vertices in a graph,
1), joined by an edge, e, then the graph, 1/’ obtained by identifying u and v and
discarding e has the same order as ¢ and satisfies u1(¢") > p1(¢0). By repeatedly
performing this operation on a connected graph, 1, we get a graph 1)’ with one
vertex, of the same order as ¢ and with p1(¢') > (). It follows that if ¢ is a
(> v, < r)-tangle, then so is ¢’. If ¢’ is d’-regular, then since ¢’ has one vertex we
have p1(¢') = d — 1 (by the Thara Determinantal formula®). If ¢/’ has m whole-
loops and m’ half-loops, then ord(y’) = m +m’ — 1 and d' = 2m + m/. Tt follows
that if m = m(B) is the smallest integer for which

2m —1> u}/Z(B),
then Tiang > 2m —1, and that equality holds if the graph with m whole-loops occurs

in C,,(B). Then (59) follows, and therefore (60) as well. O
8.2. Lower Bounds on 7i,,, for Models Where Whole-Loops Do Not Oc-
cur. Similarly we can use the methods of Chapter 6 of | ] to determine Tyang

in cases where no graph with whole-loops occurs in C,(B).

Theorem 8.2. Let C,,(B) be an algebraic model over a graph B such that no graph
with one or more whole-loops occurs in Cp,(B). Then if m' =m/(B) is the smallest
integer with

ml -1> :U/i/2(B)7

3 One can also see p1(v') = d’ —1 by noting that any non-backtracking walk can be augmented
by one step that continues the walk to be non-backtracking in d’ — 1 ways, and can be made to
be SNBC in d’ — 2 ways, which shows that d’(d’ — 1)*~2(d’ — 2) < SNBC(¢/, k) < d'(d’ — 1)F~ 1.
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then Tyang > m' — 2, and equality holds if some vertex of B is incident upon m’' + 1
self-loops (which may be any combination of whole-loops and half-loops). In partic-
ular, for the full cycle-involution model, of even or of odd degree, C,(B), we have
m’ =m/(B) depends only on d and is given by

m'(d) = [(d — 1)/ + 2,

and
Ttang Z L(d - 1)1/2J .

Proof. Lemma 6.9 of | ] shows that if ¢ is graph with two vertices, u,v, of
distance exactly two, so that they are both adjacent to some vertex w, then the
graph, ¢/, obtained by identifying u, v and discarding one edge from w to u (or to v),
has p1(v') > p1(v) (and, of course, ord(¢)’) = ord(w)). Note that this operation
doesn’t create any new self-loops. Repeated application of this process yields a
graph, v, with the same number of whole-loops and half-loops as in 1), such that
¥’ 1 have the same order and p1(¢') > pi(v). If ¢’ contains a pair of vertices
u, v that are joined by only one edge, then the operation of Lemma 6.7 identifying
u and v and discarding the edge between them (see the proof of Theorem 8.1
above) produces a graph with one fewer vertices, the same order, the same number
of whole-loops and half-loops, and no smaller a u;. Repeated application of this
process yields a graph ¢ with ord(¢"") = ord(¢)), the same number of whole-loops
and of half-loops as in ¥, and uq (¢") > p1(¥).

Now say that ¢ is a (> v,< r)-tangle that occurs in C,(B). Then % has no
whole-loops, and so the process above yields a 1" that is another such tangle and
has no whole-loops. Next we note:

(1) if 4" has one vertex, then ¢” is a bouquet of d’ half-loops, and
(") =d —1=ord(y");
(2) if 9" has two vertices and m edges, then
(") =m—1=ord®") +1

and p1(¢") is at most one less than maximum degree of a vertex, which is
at most m — 1; furthermore this is attained for the graph with two vertices
joined by m edges (i.e., without half-loops);

(3) if ¢" has n > 3 vertices, then uq(¢)") is at most one less than the maximum
degree of a vertex, which is at most

LBy — (“; 1)2— 1

since each pair of vertices of 1" is joined by at least two edges and there
are no whole-loops so each edge incident upon a vertex can contribute at
most 1 to its degree; hence

in(0") < #Br — (1 —1)(n—2) — 1
and since #Ey» = ord(¢") — #Vyr» = ord(¢)") — n, we have
i (67) < ord(¥") + 1 — (n = 1)(n —2) — 1 = ord($") + 1 — (n — 2)2
It follows that u(vy"”) < ord(y”) + 1 if n > 3.
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It follows that if m’ = m/(B) is the smallest integer with

m —1> H1 (B)7
then

Ttang — m' — 2,
with equality if the graph with two vertices and m’ edges occurs in C, (B). O
8.3. The One Vertex Case. The theorems proven so far (all drawn from | D

are sufficient to determine 7ang in our basic models for graphs for a bouquet of d/2
whole-loops (for d > 4 and even) and a bouquet of d half-loops (for d > 3), except
for d small (since m(d), m’(d) are of order d'/?). In fact, we easily check that these
theorems determine tautang in all cases except the full cycle model over a bouquet
of 2 or 3 whole-loops (since whole-loops cannot occur in the full cycle model, and a
graph with two vertices joined by, respectively, 3 or 4 edges does not occur in the
model).

In | | these cases are dealt with by producing graphs that occur in these
models that match the lower bounds. For example, the proof of Theorem 6.10 shows
that for 3 whole-loops, the graph ¢ with three vertices, {v1,v2,v3}, where vy, v9
are joined by three edges and vy, v3 by two edges has order 2 and u; > V6 > v/5;
since 1 occurs in this model, we still conclude the bound in Theorem 8.1. However,
the example in the proof of Theorem 6.10 for the full cycle model over a bouquet
of 2 whole-loops is not sufficient here (since this example has j; (1)) = /3, while
Ttang—as opposed t0 Tgyna in [ J—looks for ¢ with p(¢) > V/3, the inequality
required to be strict?.

Note that Theorems 8.1 and 8.2 aren’t strictly sufficient to determine T¢,ngs for
an arbitrary bouquet of whole-loops and half-loops. However, the method of the
proof of Theorem 8.2 shows gives a method of bounding the number of vertices, n,
ina (> u}/ *(B))-tangle, so for a fixed B this would become a finite procedure.

8.4. The Case of B with Sufficiently Large Girth. In this section we note
that for fixed d, Tyang(B) for a d-regular graph, B, is bounded below by a function
of the girth of B that tends to infinity as the girth tends to infinity. It follows that
for fixed d, one can find d-regular graphs where Tiang(B) is arbitrarily large.

Theorem 8.3. For a fired r € N and a real v > 1, there is a g € N such that any
(> v, < r)-tangle has girth at most g.

Proof. According to Article ITI or Lemma 9.2 of | ], there are a finite number of
(> v, < r)-tangles 91, ...,1, such that any (> v, < r)-tangle contains a subgraph
isomorphic to 1; for some . Since v > 1, each 1; contains a cycle of some length
L;. Hence any (> v, < r)-tangle has girth at most max; L;. O

Of course, the above proof does not give an explicit estimate of g.

Corollary 8.4. For a fixed r,d € N, there is a g such that if B is d-reqular and of
girth greater than g, then Tiang > 7.

4 Certainly Ttang < 2 for the bouquet of 2 whole-loops under the cyclic model: consider the
graph ¢ with four vertices {v1, v2,v3,v4} where v; and v;41 are joined by two edges for i = 1,2, 3;
we claim that pq(y) > V3 (roughly since each time we are in a middle vertex, i.e., va,v3, we
have three possible choices, and we will encounter side vertices less than half the time in a typical
non-backtracking walk). Since ord(y) = 2 and ¢ occurs in this model. We believe that there is
no > /3 tangle of order 1 that occurs in this model, but there are a few cases to check.
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Proof. If ¢ occurs in any model over B, then ¢ admits an étale map to B and
hence if ¢ has an SNBC closed walk of length k, then so does B; it follows that
the girth of ¢ is at least that of B. Hence if g is as in the above theorem with
v=(d- 1)1/2 and r fixed, then the order of any graph, v, occurring in any model
of B where B is d-regular (and therefore u1(B) = d — 1) and of girth greater than
g has ord(¢)) > r. O
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