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Abstract

The clustering property of complex networks indicates the abundance of small dense
subgraphs in otherwise sparse networks. For a community-affiliation network defined by a
superposition of Bernoulli random graphs, which has a nonvanishing global clustering coeffi-
cient and a power-law degree distribution, we establish normal and α–stable approximations
to the number of small cliques, cycles and more general 2-connected subgraphs.

1 Introduction and results

Mathematical modeling of complex networks aims at explaining and reproducing character-
istic properties of large real-world networks, e.g., power-law degree distributions and cluster-
ing. By clustering property we mean the tendency of nodes to cluster together by forming
relatively small groups with a high density of ties within a group. Locally, in the vicinity
of a vertex, clustering can be measured by the local clustering coefficient, the probability
that two randomly selected neighbors of the vertex are adjacent. Globally, the fraction of
wedges (paths of length 2) that induce triangles defines the global clustering coefficient,
which represents the probability that endpoints of a randomly selected wedge are adjacent.
Non-vanishing clustering coefficients indicate the abundance of triangles and other small
dense subgraphs in otherwise sparse networks. The problem of determining the asymptotic
distribution of dense subgraph counts in sparse complex networks is of considerable interest,
but there are very few results obtained so far.

In the present study we establish normal and α-stable approximations of the numbers
of k-cliques, k-cycles and more general 2-connected subgraphs in a community-affiliation
network model defined by a superposition of Bernoulli random graphs [3, 15, 16].

To the best of our knowledge this is the first systematic study of an α-stable approxi-
mation to subgraph counts in a theoretical model of sparse affiliation networks. We note
that in the network model considered, the clustering property and the power-law degree
distribution, two basic properties of complex networks, are essential for an α-stable limit to
emerge.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.02683v2


1.1 Network model

Let (X,Q) be a random vector with values in {0, 1, 2, . . .} × [0, 1] and let

{

G(x, p) : x ∈ {1, 2 . . .}, p ∈ [0, 1]
}

be a family of Bernoulli random graphs independent of (X,Q). We set [x] = {1, 2, . . . , x}
to be the vertex set of G(x, p). Recall that in G(x, p) every pair of vertices {i, j} ⊂ [x] is
declared adjacent independently at random with probability p. For notational convenience
we introduce the empty graph G∅ having no vertices and set G(0, p) = G∅ for any p ∈ [0, 1].
We define the mixture of Bernoulli random graphs G(X,Q) in a natural way.

Let (X1, Q1), (X2, Q2), . . . be a sequence of independent copies of (X,Q). Given X1, . . . ,
Xm, let Vn,i = Vn,i(Xi), 1 ≤ i ≤ m, be independent random subsets of [n] defined as
follows. For Xi ≤ n we select Vn,i uniformly at random from the class of subsets of [n]

of size Xi. For Xi > n we set Vn,i = [n]. We denote X̃i = |Vn,i| = Xi ∧ n. Let Gn,i,
1 ≤ i ≤ m, be independent random graphs with vertex sets Vn,i defined as follows. We

obtain Gn,i by a one-to-one mapping of vertices of G(X̃i, Qi) to the elements of Vn,i and

by retaining the adjacency relations of G(X̃i, Qi). We denote by En,i the edge set of Gn,i.
Finally, let G[n,m] = (V, E) be the random graph with the vertex set V = [n] and edge set
E = En,1 ∪ · · · ∪ En,m. Therefore G[n,m] is the superposition of Gn,1, . . . , Gn,m. We call the
contributing random graphs Gn,i layers or communities.

The random graph G[n,m] represents a null model of a community-affiliation network
[15, 16], which has attracted considerable attention in the literature. In the particular case
where Q ≡ 1 the random graph G[n,m] goes back to the ‘passive’ model of random inter-
section graph [5]. In the parameter regime m = Θ(n) as m,n → +∞ the random graph
G[n,m] admits a power-law degree distribution with tunable power-law exponent, nonvanish-
ing global clustering coefficient and tunable clustering spectrum [3]. Moreover, it admits a
limiting bidegree distribution with (stochastically dependent) power-law marginals shown in
[4]. The present paper continues the study of the random graph G[n,m] and focuses on the
asymptotic distributions of (dense) subgraph counts.

1.2 Results

Let F = (VF , EF ) be a graph with vertex set VF and edge set EF . We denote vF = |VF | and
eF = |EF |. We assume in what follows that F is 2-connected. That is, F is connected and,
moreover, it stays connected even if we remove any one of its vertices. We call F balanced
if eF /vF = max{eH/vH : H ⊂ F with eH ≥ 1}. For example, the cycle Ck and clique Kk

(where k stands for the number of vertices) are 2-connected and balanced. Let NF be the
number of copies of F in G(X,Q). Denote σ2

F = VarNF , the variance of NF . We write
σ2
F < ∞ if the variance is finite and σ2

F = ∞ otherwise. We use the shorthand notation
N∗

F := E(NF |X,Q) = aF
(

X
vF

)

QeF , where aF stands for the number of distinct copies of F

in the complete graph on vF vertices. We have, for example, that N∗
Ck

= (X)kQ
k/(2k) and

N∗
Kk

= (X)kQ(k
2)/k!. Here and below (x)k = x(x − 1) · · · (x − k + 1) denotes the falling

factorial.
Let NF be the number of copies of F in G[n,m]. Our first result establishes the asymptotic

normality of NF .

Theorem 1. Let ν > 0. Let n,m → +∞ and assume that m/n → ν. Let F be a 2-connected
graph with vF ≥ 3 vertices. Assume that EX < ∞ and 0 < σ2

F < ∞. Assume, in addition,
that

E

(

X
1+s

(

1− 1
2eF

)

Qs

)

< ∞, for each s = 1, 2, . . . , vF − 1. (1)

Then (NF −ENF )/(σF
√
m) converges in distribution to the standard normal distribution.
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Remark 1. For a balanced graph F , the finite variance condition σ2
F < ∞ is equivalent to

the second moment condition E(N∗
F )2 < ∞. In particular, we have

σ2
F < ∞ ⇔ E(X2vFQ2eF ) < ∞. (2)

Remark 2. In the special case, where F is a clique on k ≥ 3 vertices (F = Kk) condition
(1) can be replaced by the following one

E
(

Xr− r̂
k(k−1)Qr̂

)

< ∞, for each r = 2, . . . , k. (3)

where we denote r̂ :=
(

r−1
2

)

+ 1.

The proof of Remarks 1 and 2 is presented in Section 2. Let us briefly explain the result
and conditions of Theorem 1. Let NF,i be the number of copies of F in G(Xi, Qi) and define
SF = NF,1+· · ·+NF,m. The moment condition EX < ∞ and the assumption m ≈ νn control
the amount of overlap between the different layers Gn,i and ensures that (the layer sizes)

X̃i = Xi, 1 ≤ i ≤ m with high probability. The principal contribution to the subgraph count
NF comes from the subgraph counts NF,i of individual layers (recall that F is 2-connected).
Therefore we have NF ≈ SF . To make this approximation rigorous we introduce conditions
(1) and (3) aimed at controlling the number of overlaps of different copies of F in G[n,m].
(The combinatorial origin of (1), (3) is explained in Lemmas 1 – 4). Finally, the asymptotic
normality of NF follows from the asymptotic normality of SF . The latter is guaranteed by
the second moment condition σ2

F < ∞.
In the case where F is balanced and the random variable N∗

F has an infinite second
moment, we can obtain an α-stable limiting distribution for the subgraph count NF . In
Theorem 2 below we assume that for some a > 0 and 0 < α < 2, we have

P{N∗
F > t} = (a + o(1))t−α as t → +∞. (4)

Let N∗
F,i = E(NF |Xi, Qi), 1 ≤ i ≤ m, be iid copies of N∗

F and put S∗
F = N∗

F,1+ · · ·+N∗
F,m. It

is well known (Theorem 2 in § 35 of [6]) that the distribution of m−1/α(S∗
F −Bm) converges

to a stable distribution, say Gα,a, which is defined by a and α. Here Bm = mEN∗
F = ENF

for 1 < α < 2 and Bm ≡ 0 for 0 < α < 1. For α = 1 we have Bm = c⋆α,a lnm, where the
constant c⋆α,a > 0 depends on a and α.

Our second result establishes an α-stable aproximation to the distribution of NF .

Theorem 2. Let ν > 0. Let n,m → +∞ and assume that m/n → ν. Let F be a balanced
and 2-connected graph with vF ≥ 3 vertices. Let a > 0 and 0 < α < 2. Assume that EX < ∞
and that (4) holds. Assume, in addition, that

E

(

X
1+s

(

1− 1
α eF

)

Qs

)

< ∞ for each s = 1, . . . , vF − 1. (5)

Then (NF −Bm)/m1/α converges in distribution to Gα,a.

Remark 3. In the special case, where F is a clique on k ≥ 3 vertices (F = Kk) condition
(5) can be replaced by the following one

E
(

Xr−r̂ 2
αk(k−1)Qr̂

)

< ∞ for each r = 2, . . . , k. (6)

where r̂ =
(

r−1
2

)

+ 1.

The result of Theorem 2 is obtained using the same approximation NF ≈ SF as above. In
addition, we use the observation that condition (4) implies SF ≈ S∗

F . To make this approx-
imation rigorous we apply exponential large deviation bounds [10] to individual subgraph
counts NF,i conditionally given (Xi, Qi), see Lemma 5. The α-stable limit of S∗

F is now
guaranteed by condition (4) and Theorem 2 in § 35 of [6].
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We briefly comment on technical conditions (1), (3), (5) and (6). The mixed moments
defined there appear in our upper bounds on the expected number of overlaps of different
copies of F in G[n,m], see Lemmas 1, 4 and inequality (11) in the proof below. More precisely,
we use these moments to upper bound the quantity hF of (11). Alternatively, one can impose
conditions on the rate of decay of hF directly. We note that for particular graphs F the
moment conditions (1), (3), (5), (6) can be relaxed.

Let us examine Theorems 1 and 2 in the special case where the marginals X,Q of (X,Q)
are independent and P{Q > 0} > 0. We first consider Theorem 1. The finite variance
condition σ2

F < ∞ of Theorem 1 reduces to the moment condition EX2vF < ∞. Indeed, by
the simple inequality NF ≤ (X)vF , we have that EX2vF < ∞ ⇒ EN2

F < ∞ ⇒ σ2
F < ∞. On

the other hand, by the variance identity VarNF = VarN∗+E(Var(NF |X,Q)), we have that
σ2
F < ∞ ⇒ E(N∗)2 < ∞, where the latter inequality (for independent X and Q) implies

EX2vF < ∞. Moreover, the moment condition EX2vF < ∞ implies (1). Therefore Theorem
1 establishes the asymptotic normality under the minimal second moment condition σ2

F < ∞.
We now turn to Theorem 2. For independent X and Q condition (4) of Theorem 2 is

equivalent to the condition

P{X > t} = (b + o(1))t−γ as t → +∞, (7)

where γ = αvF and where b solves the equation a = b(aF /vF !)γ/vF EQγeF/vF . Note that
EX < ∞ implies γ > 1. Furthermore, the inequality vF ≤ eF (which holds for any 2-
connected F with vF ≥ 3) combined with γ > 1 implies αeF > 1. Observe that for αeF > 1

condition (5) reads as EX
1+(vF−1)

(

1− 1
αeF

)

< ∞. In view of (7) the latter expectation is
finite whenever

1 + (vF − 1)

(

1 − 1

αeF

)

< γ. (8)

We have arrived to the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Let ν > 0. Let n,m → +∞ and assume that m/n → ν. Let F be a 2-connected
graph with vF ≥ 3 vertices. Assume that X and Q are independent and P{Q > 0} > 0.

(i) If EX2vF < ∞ then (NF − ENF )/(σF
√
m) converges in distribution to the standard

normal distribution.
(ii) Let b > 0 and 1 < γ < 2vF . Assume that (7) holds. Asumme, in addition, that F is

balanced and (8) holds, where α = γ/vF . Then (NF −Bm)/m1/α converges in distribution to
Gα,a. Here Bm and Gα,a are the same as in Theorem 2, with a = b(aF /vF !)γ/vFEQγeF /vF .

It is relevant to mention that the moment condition EX < ∞ together with the as-
sumption m ≈ νn imply the existence of an asymptotic degree distribution of G[n,m] as
n,m → +∞. An asymptotic power-law degree distribution is obtained if we choose an ap-
propriate distribution for the layer type (X,Q). Furthermore, under an additional moment
condition EX3Q2 < ∞ the random graph G[n,m] has a non-vanishing global clustering co-
efficient, see [3]. Therefore, Theorems 1 and 2 establish the limit distributions of subgraph
counts in a highly clustered complex network.

Finally, we discuss an important question about the relation between the community
size X and strength Q. In Theorems 1 and 2, no assumption has been made about the
stochastic dependence between the marginals X and Q of the bivariate random vector (X,Q)
defining the random graph G[n,m]. To simplify the model we can assume that X and Q
are independent, see Corollary 1 above. However, for network modelling purposes, various
types of dependence between X and Q are of interest. For example, a negative correlation
between X and Q would emphasize small strong communities and large weak communities,
a pattern likely to occur in real networks with overlapping communities. Assuming that Q
is proportional to a negative power of X , for example, Q = min{1, bX−β} for some β ≥ 0
and b > 0 (cf.[15], [16]), one obtains a mathematically tractable network model admitting
tunable power-law degree and bidegree distributions and rich clustering spectrum [3, 4].

Related work. Asymptotic distributions of subgraph counts in Bernoulli random graphs
is a well established area of research, see, e.g., [9], [14] and references therein. For a recent
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development we refer to [8], [12], [13]. A signifficant difference between the sparse Bernoulli
random graphs and complex networks is that the former ones have none or very few copies of
a triangle or a larger clique, while the latter ones often have abundant numbers of those. The
abundance of dense subgraphs in otherwise sparse complex networks is related to the clus-
tering property. The global and local clustering coefficients are expressed in terms of counts
of triangles and wedges. Therefore, a rigorous asymptotic analysis of clustering coefficients
in large random networks reduces to that of the triangle counts and wedge counts. In par-
ticular, the bivariate asymptotic normality for triangle and wedge counts in a related sparse
random intersection graph was shown in [2], and related α-stable limits were established
in [1]. Another line of research pursued in [7, 11] addresses the concentration of subgraph
counts in G[n,m].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we formulate and prove
Theorems 1, 2 and Remarks 1, 2, 3. We mention that combinatorial Lemmas 2, 3 and
inequality (16), see below, may be of independent interest.

2 Proofs

2.1 Notation

Before the proof we introduce some notation. We denote for short X = (X1, . . . , Xm) and
Q = (Q1, . . . , Qm). By E∗(·) = E(·|X,Q) and P∗(·) = P(·|X,Q) we denote the conditional
expectation and probability given (X,Q). Recall that aF stands for the number of copies of
F in the complete graph on vF vertices KvF . For example aKk

= 1 and aCk
= (k − 1)!/2.

Given F , for any positive sequences {an} and {bn} we denote an ≍ bn (respectively an ≺ bn)
whenever for sufficiently large n we have c1 ≤ an/bn ≤ c2 (respectively an ≤ c2bn), where
constants 0 < c1 < c2 may only depend on vF .

Recall that NF and NF,i denote the numbers of copies of F in G(X,Q) and G(Xi, Qi),
respectively. Furthermore, N∗

F = E(NF |X,Q), N∗
F,i = E(NF,i|Xi, Qi), and

SF = NF,1 + · · · + NF,m, S∗
F = N∗

F,1 + · · · + N∗
F,m.

Note that N∗
F,i = E∗(NF,i) and S∗

F = E∗(SF ). Finally, let Ñi be the number of copies of F

in Gn,i and let S̃ = Ñ1 + · · · + Ñm.
We can identify the indices 1 ≤ i ≤ m with colors, and assign (the edges of) each Gn,i

the color i. The colored graph is denoted by G⋆
n,i. The union of colored graphs G⋆

n,1 ∪
· · · ∪ G⋆

n,m defines a multigraph, denoted by G⋆
[n,m], that admits parallel edges of different

colors. Furthermore each edge u ∼ v of G[n,m] is assigned the set of colors that correspond
to parallel edges of G⋆

[n,i] connecting u and v.
A subgraph H ⊂ G[n,m] is called monochromatic if it is a subgraph of some Gn,i and

none of edges of H are assigned more than one color. Otherwise H is called polychromatic.
NF,M and NF,P stand for the numbers of monochromatic and polychromatic copies of F in
G[n,m]. A subgraph H⋆ ⊂ G⋆

[n,m] is called monochromatic if it is a subgraph of some G⋆
n,i.

It is called polychromatic if it contains edges of different colors. Given H⋆ ⊂ G⋆
[n,m], let

H0 ⊂ G[n,m] be the graph obtained from H⋆ by merging parallel edges. We call H0 the
projection of H⋆. Let N ⋆

F,P be the number of polychromatic copies of F in G⋆
[n,m]. Note that

there can be several monochromatic and/or polychromatic copies of F in G⋆
[n,m] sharing the

same projection F0. We fix a copy F0 ⊂ G[n,m] of F and denote by hF the expected number
of polychromatic subgraphs of G⋆

[n,m] whose projection is F0. Clearly, the number hF does
not depend on the location of F0.

2.2 Proofs

We start with an outline of the proof. We approximate NF ≈ S̃F and S̃F ≈ SF . In the
case where EN2

F < ∞ we deduce the normal approximation to the sum SF (of iid random
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variables) by the standard central limit theorem. In the case where NF has an infinite
variance we further approximate SF ≈ S∗

F and deduce the α-stable approximation by the
generalized central limit theorem (see Theorem 2 in § 35 of [6]).

Approximation NF ≈ S̃F . The approximation follows from the simple observation that

NF = NF,M + NF,P , NF,M ≤ S̃F ≤ NF,M + N ⋆
F,P , NF,P ≤ N ⋆

F,P . (9)

We only comment on the second inequality. To see why it holds true, let us inspect every
copy of F in G[n,m] that belongs to two or more layers Gn,i. Let F0 ⊂ G[n,m] be such a copy.
Clearly, the number of polychromatic subgraphs F ⋆ in G⋆

[n,m], whose projection F ⋆
0 is F0, is

larger than the number of monochromatic ones. Hence S̃F ≤ NF,M + N ⋆
F,P . From (9) we

conclude that
|S̃F −NF | ≤ N ⋆

F,P . (10)

In order to assess the accuracy of the approximation NF ≈ S̃F , we evaluate the expected
value of N ⋆

F,P . Let K[n] be a clique on the vertex set V = [n]. We couple G[n,m] ⊂ K[n] and
fix a subgraph F0 = (V0, E0) ⊂ K[n] with vertex set {1, . . . , vF } ⊂ V , which is a copy of F .
We have, by symmetry,

EN ⋆
F,P =

(

n

vF

)

aFhF . (11)

Each F ⋆ ⊂ G⋆
[n,m] whose projection is F0 is defined by the partition of the edge set E0

into non-empty color classes, say, B1 ∪ · · · ∪ Br = E0, and the vector of distinct colors
(i1, . . . , ir) ⊂ [m]r such that all the edges in Bj are of the color ij (edges of Bj belong to

G⋆
n,ij

). Denote by B̃ = (B1, . . . , Br) and ĩ = (i1, . . . , ir) the partition and its coloring. The

polychromatic subgraph F ⋆ defined by the pair (B̃, ĩ) is denoted F (B̃, ĩ). The probability
that such a subgraph is present in G⋆

[n,m] is

h(B̃, ĩ) := P
{

F (B̃, ĩ) ∈ G∗
[n,m]

}

=

r
∏

j=1

1

(n)vj
E
(

(X̃ij )vjQ
bj
ij

)

. (12)

Here bj := |Bj |, and vj is the number of distinct vertices incident to edges from Bj . We have

hF = E





∑

(B̃,̃i)

I{
F (B̃,̃i)∈G∗

[n,m]

}



 =
∑

(B̃,̃i)

h(B̃, ĩ). (13)

Here the sum runs over all possible polychromatic F ⋆ whose projection F ⋆
0 is F0. We upper

bound hF in Lemmas 1 and 4 below.

Approximation S̃F ≈ SF . For 1 ≤ i ≤ m we couple G(X̃i, Qi) ⊂ G(Xi, Qi) and Ñi ≤ Ni

so that G(X̃i, Qi) 6= G(Xi, Qi) and Ñi 6= Ni whenever Xi > n. For m = O(n), the event
An := {max1≤i≤m Xi > n} has probability

P{An} ≤
m
∑

i=1

P{Xi > n} ≤ m

n
E
(

X1I{X1>n}

)

= o(1), (14)

hence P{S̃F 6= SF } = o(1). In (14) we used the fact that EX1 < ∞ ⇒ E
(

X1I{X1>n}

)

= o(1).

Proof of Theorem 1 and Remark 2. By Lemma 1 (respectively, Lemma 4), we have hF =
o(n0.5−vF ). Invoking this bound in (11) we obtain N ⋆

F,P = oP (
√
m). Next, from (10) we

obtain that (NF −SF ) = oP (
√
m). Then an application of (14) shows (NF −SF ) = oP (

√
m).

Finally, we apply the classical central limit theorem to the sum of iid random variables SF

to get the asymptotic normality of (NF −ENF )/(σF
√
m).
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Proof of Theorem 2 and Remark 3. By Lemma 1 (respectively, Lemma 4), we have hF =

o(n
1
α−vF ). Proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 1 above, we obtain (NF −SF ) = oP (m1/α).

Furthermore, by Lemma 5, the iid random variables NF,1, NF,2, . . . obey the power law (29)
and therefore (SF − Bm)/m1/α converges in distribution to Gα,a (see Theorem 2 in § 35 of
[6]). Hence m−1/α(NF −Bm) converges in distribution to Gα,a.

Proof of Remark 1. We have σ2
F = VarNF = VarN∗

F + E(∆∗
F )2, where ∆∗

F := NF − N∗
F .

Therefore σ2
F < ∞ ⇒ VarN∗

F < ∞ ⇒ E(N∗
F )2 < ∞. To prove that E(N∗

F )2 < ∞ ⇒
σ2
F < ∞, it suffices to show that E(∆∗

F )2 < ∞. By Lemma 3.5 of [9], we have E∗(∆∗
F )2 ≺

(N∗
F )2/ΦF (X,Q), where ΦF (X,Q) = minH⊂F XvHQeH . Furthermore, from the inequality

(27), see below, which holds for balanced F , we obtain

E∗(∆∗
F )2 ≺ (N∗

F )2

min{(N∗
F )2/vF , N∗

F }
= max{(N∗

F )2−2/vF , N∗
F } ≤ max{1, (N∗

F )2}.

Hence E(N∗
F )2 < ∞ implies E(∆∗

F )2 = E(E∗(∆∗
F )2) < ∞.

2.3 Auxiliary lemmas

In Lemmas 1 and 4 we upper bound the moments hF for 2-connected F and for F = Kk,
respectively. Clearly, the result of Lemma 1 applies to F = Kk as well, but the bound of
Lemma 4 is tighter for large k.

Lemma 1. Let F be a 2-connected graph with vF ≥ 3 vertices. Let n,m → +∞. Assume
that m = O(n).

(i) Assume that (1) holds. Then hF = o(n0.5−vF ).

(ii) Assume that 0 < α < 2, and that (5) holds. Then hF = o(n
1
α−vF ).

In the proof we use the simple fact that for any s, t, τ > 0, the moment condition
E(XsQt) < ∞ implies

E
(

(min{X,n})s+τQt
)

= o (nτ ) . (15)

Denote X̃ := min{X,n}. To see why (15) holds, choose 0 < δ < τ/(s + τ) and split the
expectation

E
(

X̃s+τQt
)

= E
(

X̃s+τQtI{X<nδ}

)

+ E
(

X̃s+τQtI{X≥nδ}

)

=: I1 + I2.

Inequalities X̃ ≤ n and E(XsQt) < ∞ imply I2 ≤ nτE
(

XsQtI{X≥nδ}

)

= nτ · o(1). Inequal-

ity X̃ ≤ X implies I1 ≤ nδ(s+τ) = o(nτ ).

Proof of Lemma 1. The proofs of statements (i) and (ii) are identical. Therefore we only
prove statement (i).

We start with establishing an auxiliary inequality (16) below, which may be interesting
in itself. Let r ≥ 2. Given a partition B̃ = (B1, . . . , Br) of the edge set E0 of the graph
F0 = (V0, E0), and given i ∈ [r], let Vi be the set of vertices incident to the edges from Bi.
Let ρi be the number of (connected) components of the graph Zi = (Vi, Bi) and put vi = |Vi|.
We claim that

v1 + · · · + vr ≥ vF + ρ1 + · · · + ρr. (16)

To establish the claim we consider the list H1, H2, . . . , Ht of components of Z1, . . . , Zr

arranged in an arbitrary order. Here t := ρ1 + · · · + ρr. Therefore, each graph Hi is a
component of some Zj and their union H1 ∪ · · · ∪Ht = Z1 ∪ · · · ∪ Zr = F0. Let us consider
the sequence of graphs H̄j := H1 ∪ · · · ∪ Hj , for j = 1, . . . , t − 1. Let ρ̄j and v̄j denote
the number of components and the number of vertices of H̄j . Let v′j denote the number of
vertices of Hj . We use the observation that

v̄j ≤ v̄j−1 + v′j + ρ̄j − ρ̄j−1 − 1 for j = 2, . . . t− 1. (17)
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Indeed, ρ̄j−1 = ρ̄j means that the vertex set of (the connected graph) Hj intersects with
exactly one component of H̄j−1. Consequently, Hj and H̄j−1 have at least one common
vertex and therefore (17) holds. Similarly, ρ̄j−1− ρ̄j = y > 0 means that the vertex set of Hj

intersects with exactly y+1 different components of H̄j−1. Consequently, Hj and H̄j−1 have
at least y + 1 common vertices and (17) holds again. The remaining case ρ̄j−1 − ρ̄j = −1
is realized by the configuration where the vertex sets of Hj and H̄j−1 have no common
elements. In this case (17) follows from the identity v̄j = v̄j−1 + v′j .

By summing up the inequalities (17), we obtain (using ρ̄1 = 1) that

v̄t−1 ≤ v′1 + · · · + v′t−1 + ρ̄t−1 − t + 1.

Note that given H̄t−1 with ρ̄t−1 components, the vertex set of Ht must intersect with each
component in two or more points, in order to make the union H̄t−1 ∪Ht = F0 2-connected.
Consequently, we have

v̄t ≤ v̄t−1 + v′t − 2ρ̄t−1.

Finally, we obtain
vF = v̄t ≤ v′1 + · · · + v′t − ρ̄t−1 − t + 1.

Now the claim follows from the identity v′1 + · · · + v′t = v1 + · · · + vr and the inequality
ρ̄t−1 ≥ 1.

Let us prove statement (i). Given (B̃, ĩ), we obtain from (12) and (16) (recall the notation
bj = |Bj |) that

h(B̃, ĩ) ≤ 1

nv1+···+vr

r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃vjQbj
)

≤ 1

nvF+ρ1+···+ρr

r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃vjQbj
)

.

Given B̃ = (B1, . . . , Br), we estimate the sum over all possible colorings (there are (m)r of
them)

∑

ĩ

h(B̃, ĩ) ≺ (m)r
nvF+ρ1+···+ρr

r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃vjQbj
)

≍ n−vF

r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃vjQbj
)

nρj−1

= n0.5−vF

r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃vjQbj
)

nρj−1+(bj/(2eF ))
= o

(

n0.5−vF
)

.

In the second last identity we used b1 + · · · + br = eF , while the last bound follows by the
chain of inequalities

n1−ρjE
(

X̃vjQbj
)

≤ E
(

X̃vj+1−ρjQbj
)

≤ E
(

X̃vj+1−ρjQvj−ρj

)

= o
(

n(vj−ρj)/(2eF )
)

= o
(

nbj/(2eF )
)

.

Here in the first step we used X̃ ≤ n; in the second step we used Q ≤ 1 and bj ≥ vj − ρj
(the latter inequality is based on the observation that any graph with vj vertices and ρj
components has at least vj − ρj edges); the third step follows by (15) from the moment
condition (1) applied to s = vj − ρj ; the last step follows from the inequality bj ≥ vj − ρj .

Finally, we conclude that

hF =
∑

B̃

∑

ĩ

h(B̃, ĩ) = o
(

n0.5−vF
)

, (18)

because the number of partitions B̃ of the edge set of a given graph F is always finite.
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Before showing an upper bound for hF , F = Kk, we introduce some notation. Given an
integer b ≥ 1, let b⋆ be the minimal number of vertices that a graph with b edges may have.
Let Hb be such a graph. It has a simple structure described below. Let kb ≥ 2 be the largest
integer satisfying b ≥

(

kb

2

)

. Then

b =

(

kb
2

)

+ ∆b

for some integer 0 ≤ ∆b ≤ kb − 1. For ∆b = 0 we have b⋆ = kb and Hb = Kb⋆ (clique on
b⋆ = kb vertices). For ∆b > 0, graph Hb is a union of Kkb

and a star K1,∆b
, such that all the

vertices of the star except for the central vertex belong to the vertex set of Kkb
. In this case

b⋆ = kb + 1. In other words, one obtains Hb from Kkb+1 by deleting kb −∆b edges sharing a
common endpoint. The next two lemmas establish useful properties of the function b → b⋆.

Lemma 2. For integers s ≥ t ≥ 1 we have

s⋆ + t⋆ ≥ (s + t− 1)⋆ + 2. (19)

Proof. In the proof we consider graphs Hs and Ht that have disjoint vertex sets so that the
union Hs ∪Ht has s⋆ + t⋆ vertices.

Note that for t = 1 both sides of (19) are equal. In order to show (19) for s ≥ t ≥ 2 we
consider the chain of neighboring pairs

(s, t) → (s + 1, t− 1) → · · · → (s + t− 1, 1). (20)

In a step (x, y) → (x + 1, y − 1) we remove an edge from Hy and add it to Hx. A simple
analysis of the step (Hx, Hy) → (Hx+1, Hy−1) shows that

(x + 1)⋆ + (y − 1)⋆ = x⋆ + y⋆ + 1 whenever ∆x = 0, ∆y 6= 1, (21)

(x + 1)⋆ + (y − 1)⋆ = x⋆ + y⋆ − 1 whenever ∆x 6= 0, ∆y = 1, (22)

(x + 1)⋆ + (y − 1)⋆ = x⋆ + y⋆ in the remaining cases. (23)

We call a step (x, y) → (x + 1, y − 1) positive (respectively negative or neutral) if (22)
(respectively (21) or (23)) holds. Therefore, as we move in (20) from left to right, every
positive (negative) step decreases (increases) the total number of vertices in the union Hx ∪
Hy.

Let us now traverse (20) from right to left. We observe that the first non-neutral step
encountered is positive (if we encounter a non-neutral step at all). Furthermore, after a
negative step the first non-neutral step encountered is positive. Note that it may happen
that the last encountered non- neutral step is negative. Therefore, the total number of
positive steps is at least as large as the number of negative ones. This proves (19).

Lemma 3. Let k ≥ 3 and r ≥ 2. Let B1 ∪· · ·∪Br be a partition of the edge set of the clique
Kk. Denote bi = |Bi|, 1 ≤ i ≤ r, and κ =

(

k
2

)

. We have

b⋆1 + · · · + b⋆r ≥ (κ − (r − 1))⋆ + 2(r − 1) ≥ k + r. (24)

Proof. The first inequality of (24) follows from (19) and the identity b1 + · · · + br = κ. The
second inequality is simple. Indeed, for r ≥ k the inequality follows from 2(r− 1) ≥ k+ r− 2
and (κ − (r − 1))⋆ ≥ 2. For r ≤ k − 1 we have κ − (r − 1) ≥

(

k−1
2

)

+ 1 and therefore
(κ − (r − 1))⋆ ≥ k.

Now we are ready to bound hF for F = Kk.

Lemma 4. Let k ≥ 3, 0 < α ≤ 2, and A > 0. Let n,m → +∞. Assume that m ≤ An. Let

F = Kk. Then (6) implies the bound hF = o
(

n
1
α−k

)

. Note that for α = 2 condition (6) is

the same as (3).
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Proof. For F = Kk we have eF =
(

k
2

)

. We observe that (6) implies

E
(

Xb⋆−b/(α eF )Qb
)

< ∞ for each 1 ≤ b <

(

k

2

)

. (25)

Note that ŝ =
(

s−1
2

)

+ 1 is the smallest integer t such that t⋆ = s. In particular, for
any b with b⋆ = s we have b ≥ ŝ. Therefore, given 2 ≤ s ≤ k, the moment condition
E
(

Xs−ŝ/(αeF )Qŝ
)

< ∞ implies E
(

Xs−b/(αeF )Qb
)

< ∞ for any b satisfying b⋆ = s. In this
way (6) yields (25)

Let us bound hKk
from above. Given a partition B̃ = (B1, . . . , Br) of the edge set E0

of Kk = ([k], E0), let vj be the number of vertices incident to the edges from Bj and let
bj = |Bj |. For any vector ĩ = (i1, . . . , ir) of distinct colors we have

h(B̃, ĩ) ≤
r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃vjQbj
)

nvj
≤

r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃b⋆jQbj
)

nb⋆j
≤ 1

nk+r

r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃b⋆jQbj
)

.

Here the first inequality follows from (X̃)t/(n)t ≤ X̃t/nt, since X̃ ≤ n. The second inequality
follows from the obvious inequality b⋆j ≤ vj and the fact that X̃ ≤ n. The last inequality
follows from the inequality b⋆1 + · · · + b⋆r ≥ k + r of Lemma 3.

For each r-partition B̃ as above we bound the sum over all possible colorings ĩ (there are
(m)r of them)

∑

ĩ

h(B̃, ĩ) ≤ (m)r
nk+r

r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃b⋆jQbj
)

≤ Ar

nk

r
∏

j=1

E
(

X̃b⋆jQbj
)

= o
(

n
1
α−k

)

. (26)

In the very last step we used the bounds (with eF = b1 + · · · + br =
(

k
2

)

)

E
(

X̃b⋆jQbj
)

= o

(

n
bj

α eF

)

that follow from the moment conditions E

(

X
b⋆j−

bj
α eF Qbj

)

< ∞, see (25), via (15). Finally,

proceeding as in (18) above, we obtain the desired bound hF = o
(

n
1
α−k

)

from (26).

2.4 Power-law tails

Recall that given a graph F = (VF , EF ), we denote by vF = |VF | the number of vertices and
by eF = |EF | the number of edges. Let ΨF = ΨF (n, p) = nvF peF , and define

ΦF = ΦF (n, p) = min
H⊂F, eH≥1

ΨH , mF = max
H⊂F, eH≥1

(eH/vH).

Here the minimum/maximum is taken over all subgraphs H ⊂ F with eH ≥ 1. Recall that
F is called balanced if mF = eF /vF . For a balanced F we have for any H ⊂ F with eH ≥ 1
that

ΨH =
(

npeH/vH
)vH ≥

(

npeF /vF
)vH

= Ψ
vH/vF
F .

Hence
ΦF ≥ min{Ψ

2/vF
F ,ΨF }. (27)

Lemma 5. Let k ≥ 3 be an integer. Let a > 0 and 0 < α < 2. Assume that F is balanced
and connected. Assume that

P{N∗
F > t) = (a + o(1))t−α as t → +∞. (28)

Then
P{NF > t} = (a + o(1))t−α as t → +∞. (29)
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We remark that for 0 < α < 2, the tail asymptotics (29) implies that NF belongs to
the domain of attraction of an α-stable distribution. Indeed, the left tail of NF vanishes
since P{NF ≥ 0} = 1. Therefore, the conditions of Theorem 2 in § 35 Chapter 7 of [6] are
satisfied.

Proof. We denote the conditional expectation and probability given (X,Q) by E∗ and P∗.
Furthermore, we denote k = vF and ∆∗

F = NF −N∗
F . In the proof we often use the fact (see

Lemma 3.5 of [9]) that

E∗(∆∗
F )2 ≍ (N∗

F )2

ΦF (X,Q)
(1 −Q). (30)

We also use the simple relation N∗
F ≍ aFΨF (X,Q).

To prove (29) we show that the contribution of ∆∗
F to the sum NF = N∗

F + ∆∗
F is

negligible compared to N∗
F and, therefore, the tail asymptotic (29) is determined by (28). For

this purpose we apply exponential large deviation bounds for subgraph counts in Bernoulli
random graphs [9, 10].

Given large t > 0 and small ε > 0, introduce event H = {−εN∗
F ≤ ∆∗

F ≤ εt} and split

P{NF > t} = P{NF > t,H} + P{NF > t,∆∗
F < −εN∗

F} + P{NF > t,∆∗
F > εt}

=: P1 + P2 + P3. (31)

We first consider P1. Replacing ∆∗
F by its extreme values (on H) yields the inequalities

P{(1 − ε)N∗
F > t,H} ≤ P1 ≤ P{N∗

F > t(1 − ε),H}. (32)

We note that the right side of (32) is at most P{N∗
F > t(1 − ε)} and the left side is at least

P{(1 − ε)N∗
F > t} − P ′

2 − P ′
3,

where

P ′
2 := P{(1 − ε)N∗

F > t,∆∗
F < −εN∗

F}, P ′
3 := P{(1 − ε)N∗

F > t,∆∗
F > εt}.

Hence, we have

P{(1 − ε)N∗
F > t} − P ′

2 − P ′
3 ≤ P1 ≤ P{N∗

F > t(1 − ε)}. (33)

Invoking the simple inequalities P2 ≤ P ′
2 and P ′

3 ≤ P3, we obtain from (31), (33) that

P{(1 − ε)N∗
F > t} − P ′

2 ≤ P{NF > t} ≤ P{N∗
F > t(1 − ε)} + P ′

2 + P3. (34)

We show below that for any 0 < ε < 1

P ′
2 = o(t−α) and P3 = o(t−α) as t → +∞. (35)

Note that (28) and (34) together with (35) imply (29). It remains to show (35).

Proof of P ′
2 = o(t−α). Given (X,Q) with 0 < Q < 1 (cases 0 and 1 are trivial), we apply

Janson’s inequality (Theorem 2.14 of [9]) to p∗ε := P∗{∆∗
F < −εN∗

F }. In what follows, we
assume that the random graph G(X,Q) and complete graph KX are both defined on the
same vertex set of size X and that X ≥ 1. Let

δ := E∗
(

N2
F

)

− δ, δ :=
∑

F ′⊂KX

∑

F ′′⊂KX

EF ′∩EF ′′=∅

E∗(IF ′IF ′′).

Here the sum runs over ordered pairs (F ′, F ′′) of subgraphs of KX such that F ′ and F ′′ are
copies of F and their edge sets EF ′ and EF ′′ are disjoint. Furthermore, IF ′ stands for the
indicator of the event that F ′ is present in G(X,Q). Janson’s inequality implies

P∗{∆∗
F < −ηN∗

F} ≤ e−(ηN∗

F )2/δ̄, ∀ η ∈ (0, 1). (36)

11



Next we bound δ̄ from above. The (variance) identity E∗(N2
F ) − (N∗

F )2 = E∗(∆∗
F )2

implies
δ = E∗(∆∗

F )2 + (N∗
F )2 − δ. (37)

Furthermore, using the observation that VF ′ ∩ VF ′′ = ∅ implies EF ′ ∩ EF ′′ = ∅, and that the
latter relation implies E∗(IF ′IF ′′) = (E∗IF ′)(E∗IF ′′) = Q2eF we bound δ from below:

δ ≥
∑

F ′⊂KX

∑

F ′′⊂KX

VF ′∩VF ′′=∅

E∗(IF ′IF ′′ ) = a2F

(

X

k

)(

X − k

k

)

Q2eF =
(X − k)k

(X)k
(N∗

F )2.

Then we lower bound the fraction

(X − k)k
(X)k

≥
(

1 − k

X − k

)k

≥ 1 − k2

X − k
, for X ≥ 2k,

and obtain that δ ≥ (N∗
F )2(1 − k2(X − k)−1). Invoking this bound in (37) we obtain

δ̄ ≤ E∗(∆∗
F )2 + (N∗

F )2k2(X − k)−1.

Hence the ratio in the exponent of (36) satisfies

(N∗
F )2

δ̄
≥ (N∗

F )2

2 max{E∗(∆∗
F )2, (N∗

F )2k2(X − k)−1} =
1

2
min

{

(N∗
F )2

E∗(∆∗
F )2

,
X − k

k2

}

. (38)

We will show below that there exists ck > 0 (independent of t) such that N∗
F > t implies

(N∗
F )2

E∗(∆∗
F )2

> ckt
2/k. (39)

We also note that N∗
F > t implies X > (t/aF )1/k (we use aF

(

X
k

)

≥ aF
(

X
k

)

QeF = N∗
F ).

Therefore, on the event N∗
F > t the right side of (38) is at least

1

2
min

{

ckt
2/k,

(t/aF )1/k − k

k2

}

(40)

and this quantity scales as t1/k as t → +∞. Finally, from (36), (38), (40) we obtain that on
the event N∗

F > t,

p∗ε ≤ e−ε2Θ(t1/k) = o(t−α) as t → +∞.

We conclude that P ′
2 = o(t−α). It remains to show (39). We observe that inequalities

N∗
F ≤ aFΨF (X,Q) and N∗

F > t imply ΨF (X,Q) > t/aF > 1, where the last inequality holds
for t > aF . Then (27) implies ΦF (X,Q) ≥ (ΨF (X,Q))2/k and (30) implies

(N∗
F )2

E∗(∆∗
F )2

≍ ΦF (X,Q)

1 −Q
≥ ΦF (X,Q) ≥ Ψ

2/k
F (X,Q) ≥ (t/aF )2/k.

Proof of P3 = o(t−α). In the proof we apply exponential inequalities for upper tails of
subgraph counts in Bernoulli random graphs [10]. For reader’s convenience, we state the
result of [10] we will use. Let ∆F be the maximum degree of F . Let

MF (n, p) =











1 if p < n−1/mF ,

minH⊂F

(

ΨH(n, p)
)1/α∗

H if n−1/mF ≤ p ≤ n−1/∆F ,

n2p∆F if p ≥ n−1/∆F .

Here α∗
H is the fractional independence number of a graph H , see [10]. We do not define

the fractional independence number here as we only use the upper bound α∗
H ≤ vH − 1 that
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holds for any H with eH > 0, see formula (A.1) in [10]. Let ξF be the number of copies of
F in G(n, p). By Theorems 1.2 and 1.5 of [10], for any η > 0 there exists cη,F > 0 such that
uniformly in p and n ≥ k (recall that k = vF is the number of vertices of F ) we have

P{ξF ≥ (1 + η)EξF } ≤ e−cη,FMF (n,p). (41)

We will apply (41) to the number NF of copies of F in G(X,Q) conditionally given X,Q,
see (46) below.

We write, for short, s = εt and estimate P3 ≤ P{∆∗
F > s}. Let η > 0. We split

P{∆∗
F > s} = P{∆∗

F > ηN∗
F ,∆

∗
F > s} + P{∆∗

F ≤ ηN∗
F ,∆

∗
F > s} =: P31 + P32

and estimate the probabilities P31 and P32 separately. The second probability

P32 ≤ P{N∗
F > s/η} = ηα(a + o(1))s−α (42)

can be made negligibly small by choosing η arbitrarily small.
Now we upper bound the remaining probability P31. Introduce the events

A1 =
{

Q ≤ X−1/mF
}

, A21 =
{

X−1/mF < Q < X−1/∆F
}

, A22 =
{

Q ≥ X−1/∆F
}

,

and put A2 = A21 ∪ A22 (note that ∆F ≥ 2mF = 2eF /vF ). We split

P31 = P̃1 + P̃2, P̃i := P{∆∗
F > ηN∗

F ,∆
∗
F > s,Ai} (43)

and estimate P̃1 and P̃2 separately. We firstly consider P̃1. The inequality Q ≤ X−1/mF

implies ΨF (X,Q) ≤ 1. Consequently, (27) implies ΦF (X,Q) ≥ ΨF (X,Q). The latter
inequality together with (30) imply E∗(∆∗

F )2 ≤ ckΨF (X,Q) ≤ ck for some ck > 0. Hence,
on the event A1 we have E∗(∆∗

F )2 ≤ ck. Finally, by Markov’s inequality,

P̃1 ≤ P{∆∗
F > s,A1} = E

(

IA1E
∗I{∆∗

F>s}

)

≤ E
(

IA1E
∗(∆∗

F )2s−2
)

≤ cks
−2. (44)

We secondly consider P̃2. The inequality X−1/mF < Q implies ΨF (X,Q) > 1. For
balanced F this yields ΨH(X,Q) > 1 for every H ⊂ F with eH > 0. Then, by using
α∗
H ≤ vH − 1 we obtain

min
H⊂F : eH>0

(

ΨH(X,Q)
)1/α∗

H ≥ min
H⊂F : eH>0

(

ΨH(X,Q)
)1/vH

=
(

ΨF (X,Q)
)1/vF

.

In the last step we used the fact that F is balanced once again. Hence, on the event A21 we
have (recall that vF = k)

MF (X,Q) ≥
(

ΨF (X,Q)
)1/k

. (45)

We observe that (45) holds on the event A22 as well. Indeed, the inequality Q ≥ X−1/∆F

yields MF (X,Q) ≥ X2Q∆F ≥ X . Now the inequality XvF ≥ ΨF (X,Q) implies (45).
From (41) and (45) we obtain the exponential bound

P∗{∆∗
F > ηN∗

F } ≤ e−cη,FMF (X,Q) ≤ e−cη,F

(

ΨF (X,Q)
)1/k

. (46)

Let us bound P̃2 from above. We fix a (large) number B > 0 and introduce the events

B1 = {ΨF (X1, Q1) > B lnk s}, B2 = {ΨF (X1, Q1) ≤ B lnk s}.

We then split

P̃2 = P̃21 + P̃22, P̃2i = P{∆∗
F > ηN∗

F ,∆
∗
F > s,A2,Bi},

and bound P̃21 from above, by using (46),

P̃21 ≤ P{∆∗
F > ηN∗

F ,A2,B1} = E (IB1IA2P
∗{∆∗

F > ηN∗
F })

≤ E
(

IB1e
−cη,F (ΨH (X1,Q1))

1/k
)

≤ e−cη,FB1/k ln s. (47)
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It remains to upper bound P̃22. The inequality ΨF (X,Q) > 1, which holds on the event
A2, implies (see (27)) ΦF (X,Q) ≥ (ΨF (X,Q))2/k. Furthermore, (30) implies

E∗(∆∗
F )2 ≤ cF

(

ΨF (X,Q)
)2−(2/k)

(1 −Q),

where cF > 0 depends only on F . Note that on the event B2 the right side is upper bounded
by cF (B lnk s)2−(2/k). Hence, by Markov’s inequality,

P∗(∆∗
F > s) ≤ s−2E∗(∆∗

F )2 ≤ cFB
2−(2/k)s−2 lnk−2 s.

Finally, we obtain

P̃22 ≤ P{∆∗
F > s,A2,B2} = E

(

IA2IB2P
∗{∆∗

F > s}
)

≤ cFB
2−(2/k)s−2 ln2k−2 s. (48)

We complete the proof by showing that for any 0 < ε < 1 the probability P3, which
depends on ε, satisfies P3 = o(t−α) as t → +∞. Recall that s = εt. We have for any η > 0

lim sup
t→+∞

tαP3 ≤ lim sup
t→+∞

tαP{∆∗
F > εt} = ε−α lim sup

s→+∞
sαP{∆∗

F > s}

≤ ε−α lim sup
s→+∞

sα(P̃1 + P̃21 + P̃22 + P32) ≤ (η/ε)αa. (49)

Hence lim supt→+∞ tαP3 = 0. The last inequality of (49) follows from (42), (44), (47),
and (48). Indeed, given η > 0, we choose B = B(η) (in (47), (48)) large enough so that
cη,FB

1/k > 2. Then P̃21 ≤ s−2 and lim sups s
αP̃21 = 0. We also mention the obvious

relations lim sups s
αP̃1 = 0 and lim sups s

αP̃22 = 0.
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[8] Hladký, J., Pelekis, Ch., Šileikis, M. (2021): A limit theorem for small cliques in inho-
mogeneous random graphs. J. Graph Theory 97, 578–599.
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