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Abstract
A meta-conjecture of Coulson, Keevash, Perarnau, and Yepremyan [12] states that above the extremal
threshold for a given spanning structure in a (hyper-)graph, one can find a rainbow version of that span-
ning structure in any suitably bounded colouring of the host (hyper-)graph. We solve one of the most
pertinent outstanding cases of this conjecture by showing that for any 1≤ j≤ k− 1, if G is a k-uniform
hypergraph above the j-degree threshold for a loose Hamilton cycle, then any globally bounded colouring
of G contains a rainbow loose Hamilton cycle.
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1. Introduction
A seminal theorem of Dirac [16] states that any n-vertex graph G with δ(G)≥ n/2 contains
a Hamilton cycle. This inspired many further results exploring the optimal minimum degree
conditions for certain spanning structures in a host (hyper-)graph, and this area, sometimes
referred to as ‘Dirac theory’, is a cornerstone of modern extremal combinatorics. The field has
flourished in recent decades due to powerful tools being developed to tackle these questions, such
as the regularity method and absorption. In graphs, this has led to a deep understanding of the full
picture.

In hypergraphs, the situation is considerably more complex. This is, in part, due to the various
ways in which one can generalise the graph case. For example, when generalising Dirac’s theorem
to hypergraphs, one has a range of choices as to which minimum degree condition is considered
and what type of Hamilton cycle is desired. Indeed, for a k-uniform hypergraph G (k-graph for
short), one can consider

δj(G) := min
{
|{e ∈ E(G) : T ⊂ e}| : T ∈

(
V(G)
j

)}
,

∗Research supported by EPSRC Research grant EP/R034389/1.
†Research supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) Walter Benjamin

programme - project number 504502205 and by the European Union’s Horizon Europe Marie Sk lodowska-Curie grant
RAND-COMB-DESIGN - project number 101106032 .
‡Research supported by the grants RED2022-134947-T, PID2023-147202NB-I00, PCI2024-155080-2 and the Programme

Severo Ochoa y María de Maeztu por Centros y Unidades de Excelencia en I&D (CEX2020-001084-M), all of them funded
by MICIU/AEI/10.13039/501100011033.

C© The Author(s), 2025. Published by Cambridge University Press.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963548325100266 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963548325100266
mailto:pmorrismaths@gmail.com
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog?doi=https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963548325100266&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963548325100266


2 A. Kathapurkar et al.

for 1≤ j≤ k− 1. Likewise with Hamilton cycles, one can consider a cyclic ordering of the vertices
ofG and require that each edge of the Hamilton cycle occupies k consecutive vertices in the order-
ing and every pair of consecutive edges intersect in precisely � vertices for some 1≤ � ≤ k− 1.
Such a Hamilton cycle is called a Hamilton �-cycle, and when � = 1, we refer to it as a loose cycle,
whilst the case � = k− 1 is referred to as a tight cycle. Note that if an n-vertex k-graph G has a
Hamilton �-cycle, then one necessarily has that (k− �)|n.

In hypergraphs, our understanding of minimum degree thresholds is far from complete, even
in simple cases such as perfect matchings (see e.g. [38]). For Hamilton cycles, we make the
following definition to capture the relevant extremal minimum degree conditions.

Definition 1.1 (Hypergraph Hamilton cycle thresholds). For 1≤ j, � ≤ k− 1, we denote by δkj (�)
the smallest real number δ ≥ 0 such that for any ε > 0 and n ∈ (k− �)N sufficiently large, any
n-vertex k-graph G with δj(G)≥ (δ + ε)nk−j contains a Hamilton �-cycle.

Determining these threshold values has proven to be a considerable challenge. For example,
in the case of loose Hamilton cycles (when � = 1), a case that has been of particular interest, we
only know the location of δkj (1) when j= k− 2 or j= k− 1. For j= k− 1, the so-called codegree
threshold, this was established by Kühn and Osthus [28] when k= 3 and in general by Keevash,
Kühn, Mycroft, and Osthus [26] and, independently, Hàn and Schacht [23]. For j= k− 2, this
was again solved first in the 3-uniform case, by Buß, Hàn, and Schacht [8], and then for general
k by Bastos, Mota, Schacht, Schnitzer, and Schulenburg [15]. For other values of �, the results are
also sporadic; we refer the reader to the survey [38] for a comprehensive review.

Beyond determining extremal degree thresholds, another fruitful line of research in Dirac
theory has been to show robustness for these thresholds. The aim here is to show that when a
(hyper-)graph is above the minimum degree threshold (we will informally refer to such (hyper-)
graphs as being ‘Dirac’) with respect to a given spanning structure, the Dirac (hyper-)graph is in
fact robust with respect to containing that spanning structure. This includes considerations such
as the existence of many spanning structures and resilience to random edge deletions. We refer to
the nice survey of Sudakov [35] and the references therein for an introduction to these results in
the context of Dirac’s condition for Hamilton cycles. In this paper, we consider a notion of robust-
ness related to finding rainbow spanning structures in any bounded edge colouring of the Dirac
(hyper-)graph. This is motivated by the classical study of rainbow spanning structures in certain
colourings of graphs.

1.1 Rainbow-spanning structures
A subgraphH of an edge-coloured graphG is rainbow if each of the edges ofH is a different colour.
Rainbow subgraphs appeared early on in combinatorics via connections to design theory with
several beautiful conjectures being posed. Perhaps the most famous such conjecture, known as the
Ryser-Brualdi-Stein conjecture [7, 33, 34] states that every n× n Latin square has a transversal of
size at least n− 1 and one of size n when n is odd. The first part of this (establishing the existence
of transversals of size n− 1) has only recently been solved by Montgomery [30]. Translating to
colourings of graphs, the Ryser-Brualdi-Stein conjecture is equivalent to the assertion that one
can always find a rainbow matching of size n− 1 (or n when n is odd) in any properly coloured
Kn,n with n colours.

From a graph-theoretic perspective one can ask more generally what conditions on a colouring
of a host graph guarantee the existence of a rainbow (almost) spanning structure of interest. A
colouring being proper is equivalent to saying that the colouring is t-locally bounded (at each
vertex we see every colour at most t times) with t = 1. One can also then consider globally bounded
conditions where we instead bound the size of each colour class in the whole (hyper-)graph. The
first result of this kind was due to Erdős and Spencer [19], who showed that any colouring of Kn,n
with at most n

16 edges of each colour contains a rainbow perfect matching. Another early example
of interest was due to Erdős and Stein (see [18]) who asked whether there is some constant c> 0
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such that any colouring of Kn with at most cn edges of each colour contains a rainbow Hamilton
cycle. This was then explicitly conjectured by Hahn and Thomassen [22] and, after several results
towards the conjecture, was solved by Albert, Frieze and Reed [1]. A generalisation to hypergraph
Hamilton cycles was then given by Dudek, Frieze and Ruciński [17]. There has been a wealth of
similar results studying different spanning structures.

1.2 Rainbow structures in Dirac (hyper-)graphs
The majority of results concerning rainbow spanning substructures in bounded (and proper)
colourings have focused on the case where the host graph is a complete (hyper-)graph or com-
plete bipartite graph. When considering other possible host graphs, Dirac graphs arise naturally.
This perspective was first considered by Cano, Perarnau, and Serra [9] who showed that one can
find a rainbow Hamilton cycle in any globally o(n)-bounded colouring of G when G is either an
n-vertex graph or a balanced bipartite graph with n vertices in each part, and such thatG has min-
imum degree δ(G)≥ (1+ o(1))n2 . The asymptotic minimum degree condition was then replaced
to give an exact minimum degree condition δ(G)≥ n

2 by Coulson and Perarnau, first in the bipar-
tite case [13] and then in the non-bipartite case [14] as in Dirac’s original theorem. These results
thus give evidence of robustness for the extremal thresholds for Hamilton cycles. Note also that
in the bipartite case, these results can be seen as a direct strengthening of the result of Erdős and
Spencer [19], allowing for host graphs that are not complete (at the expense of a worse constant
for the boundedness).

Further examples of these types of results came from Coulson, Keevash, Perarnau, and
Yepremyan [12] who proved that (asymptotically) above the minimum degree for a given (hyper-)
graph F-factor, one finds a rainbow F-factor in any suitably bounded colouring, and from Glock
and Joos [21] who gave a rainbow version of the famous blow-up lemma [27], which allowed them
to give results of this flavour in considerable generality for graphs, in particular providing a rain-
bow version of the bandwidth theorem [6]. We remark that a nice feature of the work of [12] is
that they could establish such a result, even in cases where the minimum degree threshold has not
yet been determined.

All of these results provide evidence of a general phenomenon and caused Coulson, Keevash,
Perarnau, and Yepremyan [12] to explicitly give the “meta-conjecture” that once one is above the
extremal threshold for a given spanning structure, rainbow copies of that structure can be found
in any suitably bounded colouring of the Dirac graph. Our main result provides further evidence
for this conjecture by establishing that this is the case for loose Hamilton cycles in hypergraphs.

Theorem 1.2 (Main Theorem). Let 1≤ j< k ∈N and let ε > 0 be arbitrary. Then there exists μ >

0 such that for any sufficiently large n ∈ (k− 1)N, we have that if G is an n-vertex k-graph with
δj(G)≥ (δkj (1)+ ε)nk−j, the following holds. For any colouring χ :E(G)→N of G such that

(B) |χ−1(c)| ≤ μnk−1 for all c ∈N,

we have that there is a rainbow loose Hamilton cycle in G coloured by χ .

Theorem 1.2 provides a first generalisation of the result of Coulson and Perarnau [14] to
the hypergraph setting and strengthens the previously mentioned work of Dudek, Frieze, and
Ruciński [17] who proved the statement in the case that the host hypergraph G is complete. Note
that the bound in (B) is tight up to the choice of μ as some bound of the order of nk−1 is required
in order to have sufficiently many colours available for a rainbow loose Hamilton cycle. Note also
that, as with the previous results on F-factors in hypergraphs due to Coulson, Keevash, Perarnau,
and Yepremyan [12], our result works even for the values of j where the threshold value δkj (1) is
not yet known.

We remark that Theorem 1.2 and the aforementioned result [12] on F-factors are the only
results of this kind, proving robustness via rainbow copies in bounded colourings, in the realm of
hypergraphs. It is not surprising that progress has been much slower when dealing with higher
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uniformities as many of the tools used in the graph setting [13, 21], in particular the regu-
larity method, face barriers for hypergraphs in Dirac theory, as discussed above. Our proof of
Theorem 1.2 follows the same scheme as that of [12] for F-factors, appealing to the local lemma
and using random samples to perform switches. The main barrier in applying these methods in
the setting of Hamilton cycles is that the structure we are trying to find is connected. This pre-
vents us from being able to locally adapt a copy of our desired spanning structure independently
from the structure as a whole. These local adaptations are at the core of the switching method
used in [12] and, at a high level, we overcome this obstacle by using absorption techniques to
piece back together loose Hamilton cycles after local alterations. Making this work requires new
ideas to overcome technical hurdles at many parts of the proof and we also require recent work
of Alvarado, Kohayakawa, Lang, Mota, and Stagni [3] who showed the existence of an absorption
scheme when the location of the threshold is not known. Another technical contribution of our
work is to remove the need for a local bound on the colouring. Indeed, the result of Coulson,
Keevash, Perarnau, and Yepremyan [12] found F-factors under the assumption (B) as well as an
additional constraint that every (k− 1)-set lies in at most μn edges of each colour. This local
boundedness condition is superfluous when k= 2 (the graph case), but it is not implied by the
global condition (B) when k≥ 3. The authors of [12] justify this extra condition by showing that
for certain F, for example when F is a clique with more than one edge, the condition is in fact
necessary. However, in the setting of loose Hamilton cycles, Theorem 1.2 shows that the global
condition (B) suffices. Within the proof scheme of [12] and our work here, removing the need
for the local condition requires new ideas to maintain the existence of a rainbow structure. We
develop a novel strategy using random partitions and deterministic adjustments to the partition
and we remark that these ideas can be used to strengthen the result of [12] to be able to drop
the local boundedness condition on the colouring to get F-factors when F is linear, that is, when
any pair of edges in F intersect in at most one vertex. We discuss this further in the concluding
remarks, Section 7.

1.3 Organisation
In the next section, we collect some notation and terminology as well as some probabilistic tools
that we will use throughout. In Section 3, we then provide a proof overview and reduce the proof
of Theorem 1.2 to three main lemmas which are proven in Sections 4, 5 and 6. Finally in Section 7,
we discuss potential future directions of research.

2. Preliminaries
2.1 Notation and terminology
For k-graphs H and G, we use the notation H ⊂G to indicate that H is a subhypergraph (or sub-
graph for short) of G. A loose path (or simply path, for short) of length t in a k-graph G is a
subgraph P of G defined by a collection of t edges e1, . . . , et ∈ E(G) such that there is some order-
ing v1, . . . , vt(k−1)+1 of V(P)⊂V(G) with ei = {v1+(i−1)(k−1), . . . , vk+(i−1)(k−1)} for i= 1, . . . , t.
The vertices VE(P) := {v1, vt(k−1)+1} are referred to as the endvertices of the path.

A loose Hamilton cycle H comes with a cyclic order on E(H) such that the only intersecting
edges of H are pairs of consecutive edges in the ordering (which intersect in exactly one ver-
tex). For each loose Hamilton cycle H of G, we will act under the convention that there is a fixed
orientation of this order of E(H) and will refer to an increasing path, of length t say, from an edge
e ∈ E(H) to be the path defined by taking e and the t − 1 edges that follow e when traversing the
loose Hamilton cycle according to the orientated order on E(H).

For a k-graph G and S⊂V(G) with |S| ≤ k, we define the set EG(S)⊆ E(G) of edges incident to
S to be

EG(S) := {e ∈ E(G) : S⊆ e},
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and we define the degree of S in G to be

degG (S)= |EG(S)|.
We write simply E(S) and deg (S) if the k-graph G is clear from context. We will also need neigh-
bourhoods and degrees defined relative to vertex subsets. For a k-graph G and vertex subsets
S,W ⊂V(G) with |S| ≤ k, we define the set EG(S;W)⊆ E(G) to be

EG(S ;W) := {e ∈ E(G) : S⊆ e, e \ S⊂W},
and we define the degree of S in G relative toW to be

degG (S;W)= |EG(S;W)|.
We write simply E(S;W) and deg (S;W) if the k-graph G is clear from context.

2.2 Probabilistic tools
In this section we collect various probabilistic tools that will be used in the proof of Theorem 1.2.
We start with a general version of the (lopsided) local lemma, see [2, Lemma 5.1.1] and the
remarks following the lemma.

Lemma 2.1 (The lopsided local lemma). Suppose A is a set of events in a finite probability space,
� is a graph with V(�)=A and there are real numbers {xA :A ∈A} with 0≤ xA < 1 for all A ∈A.
Suppose further that for any A ∈A and subset A′ ⊆A \ {A} such that AA′ /∈ E(�) for all A′ ∈A′
and P[∩A′∈A′ A′]> 0, we have that

P[A| ∩A′∈A′ A′]≤ xA
∏

B:AB∈E(�)
(1− xB). (2.1)

Then with positive probability none of the events A ∈A occur.

Remark 2.2. The fact that we only have a condition for families A′ for which P[∩A′∈A′ A′]> 0 is
not mentioned in [2, Section 5.1] (or elsewhere in the literature). However such a condition is nec-
essary for the probability in (2.1) to be well-defined. This omission presumably stems from the fact
that Lemma 2.1 is in fact proven in [2] under the stronger assumption that A is mutually indepen-
dent from all of the events {A′ :AA′ ∈ E(�)} and P[A] satisfies the inequality in (2.1). Therefore one
can bypass the issue of having P[∩A′∈A′ A′]= 0 by using the mutual independence to deduce that
P[A| ∩A′∈A′ A′]= P[A] and bounding P[A]. Strictly speaking, there is still a potential issue here
with P[A| ∩A′∈A′ A′] being well-defined but an inspection of the proof of [2, Lemma 5.1.1] shows
that one can add an extra induction over the size of |A′| which will show that P[∩A′∈A′ A′]> 0
for all A′ ⊆A (and ultimately A itself) and so imposing (2.1) only for A′ with P[∩A′∈A′ A′]> 0 is
justified.

In fact, it will be easier for us to work with a slight modification of Lemma 2.1, for which we
make the following definition.

Definition 2.3. Let A be a set of events in a finite probability space. Suppose � is a graph with
V(�)=A and p ∈ [0, 1/2)A. We call � a p-dependency graph for A if for every A ∈A and A′ ⊆
A \ {A} such that AA′ /∈ E(�) for all A′ ∈A′ and P[∩A′∈A′ A′]> 0, we have P[A| ∩A′∈A′ A′]≤ pA.

We now deduce the following corollary of Lemma 2.1 which we will use in applications. This
result is already known in the literature but we add its proof for completeness.

Corollary 2.4. Under the setting of Definition 2.3, if
∑{pB :AB ∈ E(�)} ≤ 1/4 for all A ∈A then

with positive probability none of the events inA occur.
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Proof. For each A ∈A, we set xA = 2pA and need to show that the condition (2.1) holds for such
values. So fix some A ∈A and some A′ ⊆A with P[∩A′∈A′ A′]> 0 and such that AA′ /∈ E(�) for
all A′ ∈A′. Then

xA
∏

B:AB∈E(�)
(1− xB)≥ xA

⎛
⎝1−

∑
B:AB∈E(�)

xB

⎞
⎠= 2pA

⎛
⎝1− 2

∑
B:AB∈E(�)

pB

⎞
⎠≥ pA ≥ P[A| ∩A′∈A′ A′],

as required. �
We will frequently use concentration inequalities for random variables. The first such inequal-

ity, Chernoff’s inequality [11] (see also [24, Corollaries 2.3 and 2.4]), deals with the case of
binomial random variables.

Theorem 2.5 (Chernoff inequality). Let X be the sum of a set of mutually independent Bernoulli
random variables and let λ =E[X]. Then for any 0< δ < 3

2 , we have that

P[X ≥ (1+ δ)λ]≤ e−δ2λ/3 and P[X ≤ (1− δ)λ]≤ e−δ2λ/2.
Moreover, if x≥ 7λ, then P[X ≥ x]≤ e−x.

The following well known bound gives a lower bound on the probability that a binomial ran-
dom variable hits its expected value. The form we give here can be found in [12, Lemma 3.6].

Lemma 2.6. Let X be binomially distributed with parameters (n, p) and suppose that λ := E[X]=
np ∈N is an integer with λ = o(

√
n). Then P[X = λ]≥ 1/(4

√
λ).

We will also be interested in concentration inequalities when dealing with random variables
that are not mutually independent. Let {Xi}i∈I be a family of random variables on a common
probability space. A (strong) dependency graph for {Xi}i∈I is any (2-uniform) graph� withV(�)=
I and such that if A and B are disjoint subsets of I and {e ∈ E(�) : e∩A, e∩ B 
= ∅} = ∅, then the
families {Xi}i∈A and {Xi}i∈B are independent of each other. The following inequality is a version of
Suen’s inequality [36] given by Janson [25] (see also [24, Theorem 2.23]) and it provides a bound
for the lower tail in the case that there is a strong dependency graph which is sufficiently sparse.

Lemma 2.7 (Suen’s inequality). Let {Ii}i∈I be a finite family of indicator random variables
with some strong dependency graph �. Let X := ∑

i∈I Ii, λ := E(X) and write i∼ j if ij ∈ E(�).
Moreover, let �X := ∑

(i,j)∈I2:i∼j E[IiIj] and δX =maxi∈I
∑

k∈I :k∼i P[Ik = 1]. Then for any 0≤
t ≤ λ,

P[X ≤ λ − t]≤ exp
(

−min
(

t2

4(λ + �X)
,

t
6δX

))
. (2.2)

Finally we need the following inequality of Talagrand [37], which we give in the following form,
see [29, Section 10.1].

Lemma 2.8 (Talagrand’s Inequality). Let c, r > 0 and X be a non-negative random variable
determined by n independent trials satisfying the following conditions:

• (c-Lipschitz) changing the outcome of one trial can affect the value of X by at most c; and
• (r-certifiable) for any s> 0, if X ≥ s then there is a set of at most rs trials whose outcomes
certify that X ≥ s.

Then for any 0≤ t ≤ λ := E[X], we have that

P
[
|X − λ| > t + 60c

√
rλ
]
≤ 4e−

t2
8c2rλ .
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3. Proof overview
In the remainder of the paper (with the exclusion of the concluding remarks in Section 7), we
fix 1≤ j< k ∈N. For convenience, we also collect the following hierarchy of constants which is
adhered to throughout;

1/n� μ � γ � 1/t � β � ε, 1/k. (3.1)
By this we mean that given any ε > 0 and 2≤ k ∈N, we can choose constants from right

to left so that all required relations with these constants in our proof are satisfied. Indeed any
statement concerning these parameters in our proofs will be true under conditions of the form
c′ ≤ f (c1, . . . , c�) where c′ is below c1, . . . , c� in the hierarchy. In order to highlight when we are
appealing to this hierarchy, we will state that we are using that c′ � c1, . . . , c�. We will also fix the
following key constants

T := (t(k− 1)+ 1), m̃ := t100k, m := T · m̃ and M := T ·m= T2 · m̃. (3.2)
throughout. The definition of m̃ has some flexibility with the important thing being that it is much
larger than t but still bounded by some polynomial in t. The definitions of T,m and M are more
rigid with it being crucial that m/m̃=M/m= T. Note that due to how the hierarchy is defined,
we can assume that γ � 1/M, 1/m, 1/m̃, 1/T and likewise with all constants to the left of γ in
the hierarchy. Finally, we will assume that n ∈ (k− 1)N and fix some n-vertex k-graph G and a
colouring χ : E(G)→N satisfying the assumptions of Theorem 1.2.

Our proof will work through an application of the (lopsided) Lovász local lemma (Lemma 2.1/
Corollary 2.4), which is a powerful tool for finding rainbow spanning structures in (hyper)graphs
[1, 12–14, 17, 19]. Our probability space will be a choice of a uniformly random loose Hamilton
cycle H∗ in G, noting that the existence of one such cycle is guaranteed by the fact that G has
minimum degree above the extremal threshold. Our bad events A will encode the possibility of
having two edges of the same colour in H∗ and thus our application of the local lemma will imply
that with positive probability, the random loose Hamilton cycle H∗ is rainbow.

In order to appeal to the local lemma, we need to bound from above probabilities of the form
P[A| ∩A′∈A′ A′] for certain A′ ⊂A. Ignoring the conditioning of these events momentarily, we
need an upper bound on the probability of some bad event A occurring, where A encodes the
appearance of two edges of the same colour appearing in H∗. The key idea to estimate such prob-
abilities is to use switchings. Broadly speaking, we do a double-counting argument of the pairs of
loose Hamilton cycles (H,H′) of G such that H satisfies A, H′ does not satisfy it, and H′ can be
obtained from H by reshuffling a small number of disjoint subpaths. Exhibiting many such pairs
for each H in which the bad event A occurs will allow us to conclude an upper bound on P[A].
The collection of subpaths that we will use to reshuffle the loose Hamilton cycle are what we will
call a splitting of the Hamilton cycle, as in the following definition.

Definition 3.1 (A Hamilton cycle splitting). Given a loose Hamilton cycle H in G, an m-splitting
of H is a collection of vertex-disjoint loose paths P = {P1, . . . , Pm} in G such that each path Pi is a
subgraph of H.We say the splitting is t-balanced if each Pi has length t and we say that the splitting
is t-bounded if each Pi has length at most t.

We define V(P)= ∪{V(P) : P ∈P} to be vertices of P , VE(P) := ∪{VE(P) : P ∈P} to be the
endvertices of P and VI(P) := V(P) \VE(P)= ∪{V(P) \VE(P) : P ∈P} to be the interior vertices
of P .

Given a splitting P of a loose Hamilton cycle H satisfying a bad event A, we will choose new
edges ofG to piece back together a new loose Hamilton cycleH′ which avoidsA. The edges that we
use to do this will lie on the vertices V(P) of the splitting and furthermore, they will be transverse,
that is, each new edge will contain at most one vertex from each of the paths in the splitting P .
Using transverse edges in the new loose Hamilton cycle H′ will give us control over the colours
that feature on new edges which, as we will see shortly, is essential to our approach. In general, we
make the following definition of transverse sets and partitions.
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Definition 3.2 (Transverse with respect to a splitting). Given a loose Hamilton cycle H in G and
an m-splitting P = {P1, . . . , Pm} of H, a set of vertices S⊂V(P) is transverse (with respect to P) if
|S∩V(P)| ≤ 1 for all P ∈P . A partition of V(P) is transverse (with respect to P) if each part of the
partition is transverse.

Next we come to the notion of a switching, which encapsulates how we reshuffle a loose
Hamilton cycle H on the vertices of some splitting P to arrive at a new loose Hamilton cycle H′.
The switching will depend on a path P0 which is a subpath of the original loose Hamilton cycle H
that can be thought of as a “troublesome” part of H. In applications, this path P0 will contain
(at least one of) the pair of monochromatic edges described by some bad event A that
occurs in H.

Definition 3.3 (Switchings). Given a loose Hamilton cycle H in G and a loose Hamilton path P0 of
length t with P0 ⊂H, we define a (P0,H)-switching of size m to be a triple (P ,H′,P ′) such that P
is a t-balanced m-splitting of H with P0 ∈P , H′ is a loose Hamilton cycle of G, P ′ is a 2t-bounded
m-splitting of H′, and the following conditions are satisfied.

(I) H
[
V(G) \VI(P)

]=H′ [V(G) \VI(P ′)
]
;

(II) V(P0) is transverse with respect to P ′.

Condition (I) essentially says that when we switch from H to H′, all of the altercation takes
place on the vertices of a splitting P . Note also that condition (I) necessarily implies that VE(P)=
VE(P ′). Condition (II) will imply that in the new loose Hamilton cycle H′, the vertices of V(P0)
are far apart. In particular, this will imply that our bad event A in H will no longer occur in the
new loose Hamilton cycle H′ as at least one of the pair of monochromatic edges described by A
will no longer feature in H′.

As previously mentioned, we will use switchings to double count pairs (H,H′) of loose
Hamilton cycles in G in which some bad event A occurs in H but not in H′. This in turn will
lead to upper bounds on the probability P[A] of A occurring. However, in order to appeal to the
lopsided Lovász local lemma (Lemma 2.1), what we actually want to bound is probabilities of the
form P[A| ∩A′∈A′ A′] for any collection of events A′ that do not lie in the neighbourhood of A in
the dependency graph � (see Definition 2.3). As usual in the local lemma, in order to be effective,
we will define � locally and so bad events B that are adjacent to A in � will be those in which the
edges involved in the event B intersect the edges that are involved in the event A. In practice this
will translate to having bad events B that are adjacent toA being those that involve edges intersect-
ing the troublesome path P0 and all other bad events might feature in the setA′. We will condition
on some such collection of eventsA′ not happening and in order to estimate P[A| ∩A′∈A′ A′], our
double counting will focus in on loose Hamilton cycles such that no event in A′ occurs. Thus we
assume that no event in A′ occurs in H and our switching will also need to produce some loose
Hamilton cycle H′ in which no event in A′ occurs. This will be achieved by enforcing that the
switching is feasible as in the following definition.

Definition 3.4 (Feasible switchings). Given a loose Hamilton cycle H in G and a loose Hamilton
path P0 of length t with P0 ⊂H, we say that a (P0,H)-switching (P ,H′,P ′) is feasible if F′ :=
H′[V(P ′) \V(P0)] is rainbow and no edge of F′ shares a colour with H

[
V(G) \V(P I)

]
.

Note that in order for a switching to be feasible we do not require that H′ is fully rainbow out-
side of V(P0). Indeed, it could be that there are edges of the same colour in H′[V(G) \VI(P ′)]=
H[V(G) \VI(P)]. The key point is that in switching from H to H′, we are not introducing any
new pairs of monochromatic edges, apart from possibly some that include vertices of V(P0). As
we assume that no event in our collection A′ occurs in H, this will guarantee that none of the
events inA′ will occur inH′ neither. There is the exception of pairs of monochromatic edges that
intersect V(P0) and might appear inH′ (and not inH) but, as alluded to above, we will define our
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dependency graph � in such a way that these events will be adjacent to A in � and thus will not
feature inA′.

We are now in a position to state our first main lemma which precisely shows that if we can
find many switchings for any loose Hamilton cycle H and troublesome subpath P0, then we will
be able to prove the existence of a rainbow loose Hamilton cycle. The proof of Lemma 3.5, which
we give in Section 4, will follow from applying the local lemma (Corollary 2.4) and the double
counting argument sketched above.

Lemma 3.5 (Many feasible switchings implies a rainbow Hamilton cycle). Suppose that for every
loose Hamilton cycle H in G and loose path P0 of length t with P0 ⊂H, there are at least γ nm−1

feasible (P0,H)-switchings of size m. Then G contains a rainbow loose Hamilton cycle in G.

With Lemma 3.5 in hand, it remains to find many feasible switchings for any loose Hamilton
cycle H and subpath P0. To find a feasible switching, we first need to find a splitting P of H that
contains P0. The next definition captures the desired properties of such a splitting, that will allow
us to use it in a feasible switching.

Definition 3.6 (Suitable splittings).We say an m-splitting P of a loose Hamilton cycle H is suitable
for P0 ∈P if

(i) for any transverse S⊂V(P) \V(P0) with |S| = k− 1, there are at most εm/4 edges in
EG[V(P)](S) that share a colour with an edge in H;

(ii) for any transverse X ⊂V(P) \V(P0), there is no pair of edges e, f ∈ E(G[X]) with χ(e)=
χ(f ) and |e∩ f | = 1; and

(iii) for any pair of disjoint transverse edges e, f ∈ E(G[V(P) \V(P0)])with χ(e)= χ(f ),we have
that there are two distinct Pi, Pi′ ∈P such that Px ∩ e, Px ∩ f 
= ∅ for x= i, i′.

Remark 3.7. Note that condition (iii) of Definition 3.6 in particular implies that for any transverse
X ⊂V(P) \V(P0), there is no pair of disjoint edges e, f ∈ E(G[X]) with χ(e)= χ(f ).

Whilst the conditions for a splitting being suitable are somewhat technical, suffice it to say here
that these conditions will guarantee that we can choose new edges (all of which will be transverse
with respect to the splitting P) to contribute to the new loose Hamilton cycle H′ in our switch-
ing, in such a way that the switching will be feasible (Definition 3.4) and so not create any new
unwanted pairs of monochromatic edges.

On top of finding a suitable splitting, we also need to specify how we build our new H′ for our
splitting and in particular, the endpoints of the new paths in the splitting P ′ of H′. This will be
given by a rerouting.

Definition 3.8 (Rerouting). Given a loose Hamilton cycle H in G and an m-splitting P =
{P1, . . . , Pm} of H, a rerouting of P is a partition of VE(P) into pairs {{via, vib}:i= 1, . . . ,m} such
that connecting the paths in H

[
V(G) \VI(P)

]
by identifying via and vib for i= 1, . . . ,m results in a

(single) loose cycle.

Recall the definition of a partition being transverse with respect to an m-splitting (Definition
3.2) and note that if we have a t-balancedm-splitting P andX = {X1, . . . , XT} a partition of V(P)
that is transverse with respect to P , then necessarily we have that each part in X has size exactly
m= T · m̃. Given a (suitable) splitting P of a loose Hamilton cycle H, in order to find a feasible
switching (P ,H′,P ′) which uses P , we will first find transverse partition X of V(P) and then
define our new loose Hamilton cycle H′ and corresponding splitting P ′ in such a way that each
path in P ′ belongs to one part of the partition X . In particular, this will guarantee that each of the
edges that features in H′ and not in H will be transverse with respect to P . The next definition
captures what properties we require from the partition of V(P).
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Definition 3.9 (Viable partition). For a t-balanced m-splitting P of a loose Hamilton cycle H, we
say a partition X = {X1, . . . , XT} of V(P) is viable if it is transverse with respect to P and

(a) there exists a rerouting {{via, vib} : i= 1, . . . ,m} of P such that for each h ∈ [T] there are
(exactly) m̃ indices i ∈ [m] such that {via, vib} ⊂ Xh; and

(b) δj(G[Xh])≥ (δkj (1)+ ε
2 )m

k−j for each h ∈ [T].

Condition (a) is necessary because we wish to build the paths in P ′ so that each path is con-
tained in one part of X and so we certainly need a rerouting (which dictates the endpoints of the
paths in P ′) in which pairs of vertices that feature in the rerouting lie in one part of the partition
X . The condition that there are exactly m̃ pairs in each part will imply that necessary divisibility
conditions are adhered to so that we can cover the vertices of each part with disjoint paths between
pairs of the rerouting. The condition (b) will be useful also to imply the existence of these disjoint
paths. Indeed, without a minimum degree condition we will have no guarantee that G[Xh] for
h ∈ [T] contains any sort of useful spanning structure for creating H′.

Our next major lemma, proved in Section 5, shows that it in order to find a feasible switching,
it is enough to find a suitable switching that admits a viable partition.

Lemma 3.10 (Suitable splittings with viable partitions give feasible switchings). For a loose
Hamilton cycle H in G and a path P0 of length t with P0 ⊂H, if P is a t-balanced m-splitting of
H that is suitable for P0 and such that V(P) admits a viable partition, then there is some (size m)
feasible (P0,H)-switching (P ,H′,P ′).

To prove this lemma, we will build the paths in P ′ which define the new loose Hamilton cycle
H′, by building paths in each part of the viable partitionX , one at a time. Within each part Xh, at a
high level, we use absorption techniques to find the relevant collection of disjoint paths that cover
the vertices Xh. In fact, we are able to use a recent result of Alvarado, Kohayakawa, Lang, Mota,
and Stagni [3] (which is proven using absorption techniques) as a black box to find our desired
paths. Still though, there is some technical work needed to get in to a position where we can apply
their result, and we also need to prove that we can build our paths in such a way that the resulting
switching is feasible, which we will be able to achieve by appealing to the conditions of P to be
suitable.

Finally then, to complete the proof of Theorem 1.2, it will remain to prove that we can indeed
find suitable splittings that admit feasible partitions. This is the content of our last main lemma,
Lemma 3.11, which is proven in Section 6 by sampling both a random splitting and a random
partition and showing that with positive probability, all the required conditions will hold in these
random samples.

Lemma 3.11 (Many suitable splittings with viable partitions). For a loose Hamilton cycle H in G
and a path P0 of length t with P0 ⊂H, there exists γ nm−1 distinct choices of t-balanced m-splittings
P of H such that P is suitable for P0 and V(P) admits a viable partition.

With these three main lemmas in hand, the proof of Theorem 1.2 is immediate. We conclude
this section by spelling it out in detail.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. By Lemma 3.5, it suffices to show that for any loose Hamilton cycle H in
G and loose path P0 ⊂H of length t, there are at least γ nm−1 feasible (P0,H)-switchings of size
m. Lemma 3.10 then implies that it is sufficient to find γ nm−1 t-balanced m-splittings P of H
with P0 ∈P and such that P is suitable for P0 and admits a viable partition. The existence of these
splittings is then given by Lemma 3.11. �

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963548325100266 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963548325100266


Combinatorics, Probability and Computing 11

4. Many feasible switchings imply a rainbow Hamilton cycle
In this section we prove Lemma 3.5, which has a similar proof to that of [12, Lemma 2.2].

Proof of 3.5. Let H∗ be a loose Hamilton cycle of G chosen uniformly at random. Recall the
hierarchy of the parameters: 1/n� μ � γ � 1/m� 1/t in (3.1).

For every P0 loose path of length t in G and every e0, f0 ∈ E(P0) with |e0 ∩ f0| ≤ 1 and
χ(e)= χ(f ) define the events A(e0, f0;P0)= {P0 ⊂H∗}. Similarly, for every pair of vertex-disjoint
loose paths P0,Q0 of length t in G and every e0 ∈ E(P0) and f0 ∈ E(Q0) with χ(e)= χ(f ), define
B(e0, f0;P0,Q0)= {P0,Q0 ⊆H∗}. Then we define

A= {A(e0, f0 ; P0) : P[A(e0, f0 ; P0)]> 0},
B = {B(e0, f0 ; P0,Q0) : P[B(e0, f0 ; P0,Q0)]> 0},
E =A∪ B.

Note that if none of the events in E hold, then H∗ is rainbow. Indeed, for every pair e0, f0 ∈
E(H∗) we have |e0 ∩ f0| ≤ 1 and by avoiding the events in E , any such pair satisfies χ(e) 
= χ(f ).

For each A=A(e0, f0;P0) ∈A, we write V(A) := V(P0) and for each B= B(e0, f0;P0,Q0), we
writeV(B) := V(P0)∪V(Q0). Consider the graph � withV(�)= E where for every E1, E2 ∈ E we
have E1E2 ∈ E(�) if and only if V(E1)∩V(E2) 
= ∅. We will choose values pA, pB ∈ [0, 1/2) such
that � is a p-dependency graph for E , where pA = pA for all A ∈A and pB = pB for all B ∈ B. For
X ∈ {A, B}, define

dX =max
E∈E

|{X ∈X : EX ∈ E(�)}|.

To apply Corollary 2.4, it suffices to check that pAdA + pBdB ≤ 1/4.
To bound the degrees in �, we bound the number of events whose vertex set intersects a given

vertex v ∈V(G). Recall that T = t(k− 1)+ 1 is the number of vertices of a loose path of length t.
For every v ∈V(G), we claim that

|A ∈A : v ∈V(A)| ≤ 2(k+ 1)T!μnT−1. (4.1)

Indeed, suppose thatA=A(e0, f0;P0) ∈Awith v ∈V(A). There are at most (k+ 1)μn2k−1 pairs
of edges e0, f0 ∈ E(H∗) of the same colour with |e0 ∩ f0| ≤ 1; indeed, there are at most nk choices for
e0, at most (k+ 1) for e0 ∩ f0 and at most μnk−1 for f0, by (B). From them, at most (k+ 1)μn2k−2

pairs satisfy v ∈ e0 ∪ f0 (as one can assume that v ∈ e0 which gives at most nk−1 choices for e0). If
v /∈ (e0 ∪ f0), then there are at most T!nT−2k ways to complete the path P0 containing both edges,
and if v ∈ (e0 ∪ f0) there are at most T!nT−2k+1 ways to do it. In total, v intersects with at most
2(k+ 1)T!μnT−1 events inA, proving (4.1).

For every v ∈V(G), we claim that

|B ∈ B : v ∈V(B)| ≤ 2(T!)2μn2T−2. (4.2)

Indeed, suppose that B= B(e0, f0;P0,Q0) ∈ B with v ∈V(B). If v ∈ (e0 ∪ f0), wemay assume that
v ∈ e0 and there are at most nk−1 choices for e0 and at most μnk−1 for f0 of the same colour, again
by (B). Then there are at most (T!)2n2T−2k choices for P0 and Q0 containing e0 and f0 respec-
tively. If v /∈ (e0 ∪ f0), then there are at most μn2k−1 pairs e0, f0 of the same colour, and at most
(T!)2n2T−2k−1 choices for P0 and Q0 containing e0 and f0 respectively, such that v ∈ P0 ∪Q0. In
total, v intersects at most 2(T!)2μn2T−2 events in B, proving (4.2).

By the definition of � and since |V(E)| ≤ 2T for all E ∈ E , there exists C = C(k, t) such that

dA < CμnT−1 and dB < Cμn2T−2. (4.3)
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In order to bound pA and pB we will use switchings. Recall that pA is an upper bound on
P[A | ∩E∈E ′E] where A ∈A and

E ′ ⊆ {E ∈ E \ {A} :AE /∈ E(�)}. (4.4)

Fix A=A(e0, f0 ; P0) ∈A and E ′ as in (4.4). LetH=H(E ′) be the collection of loose Hamilton
cycles of G that satisfy ∩E∈E ′E, which we may assume is non-empty. Let H0 = {H ∈H : P0 ⊂H}.
Consider the bipartite multigraph FA with parts H0 and H and where an edge is added between
H ∈H0 and H′ ∈H for each feasible (P0,H)-switching Y = (P ,H′,P ′) of sizem.

In fact, for every feasible (P0,H)-switching Y = (P ,H′,P ′), we have H′ ∈H \H0. Indeed, by
Definition 3.3, sinceV(P0) is transverse with respect toP ′, P0 is not inH′. Moreover, by Definition
3.4, all edges inH′ that are not inH either intersect P0 or have a unique colour inH′. However, by
the definition of � and (4.4), all events that intersect P0 are not in E ′, thus H′ ∈H.

Let δA be the minimum degree in FA of the vertices inH0 and �A be the maximum degree in
FA of the vertices inH. Double-counting the edges of FA, we obtain

P[A | ∩E∈E ′E]= |H0|
|H| ≤ �A

δA
. (4.5)

It suffices to upper bound �A and lower bound δA. The hypothesis of the lemma and the fact
that every feasible switching produces a loose Hamilton cycle in H, imply that δA ≥ γ nm−1. To
bound �A, we fix any H′ ∈H and bound the number of pairs (H, Y) where H ∈H0 and Y =
(P ,H′,P ′) is a feasible (P0,H)-switching of size m. By the previous observation, it suffices to
check it for H′ ∈H \H0. By condition (II) in Definition 3.3 , all vertices in V(P0) are in different
parts of P ′. We first construct P ′. As P0 is fixed by A, the number of ways to choose T paths in
H′ of length at most 2t and each one containing exactly one vertex in V(P0) is a constant only
depending on t, k. Additionally, there are at most nm−T choices to complete P ′ withm− T paths
in H′ (each factor of n corresponding to a choice of starting point in H′ for one of the remaining
paths in P ′). Once P ′ has been fixed, the number of ways to construct P and H is a constant only
depending on t, k,m. So �A ≤ C′nm−T , for C′ = C′(k, t,m). We obtain

P[A| ∩E∈E ′ E]≤ C′γ −1n1−T =: pA . (4.6)

Similarly, we choose pB to be an upper bound on P[B | ∩E∈E ′E] where B= B(e0, f0;P0,Q0) ∈ B
and E ′ satisfying (4.4) where A is replaced by B. Define H=H(E ′) as before and now let H0 =
{H ∈H : P0,Q0 ⊂H} and construct the bipartite multigraph FB with parts H0 and H, where an
edge is added between H ∈H0 and H′ ∈H for each pair (Y , Z) where

– Y = (P ,HY ,PY ) is a feasible (P0,H)-switching of sizem, such thatV(P)∩V(Q0)= ∅, and
– Z = (Q,H′,Q′) is a feasible (Q0,HY )-switching of sizem, such that V(Q)∩V(P0)= ∅.

As in the previous observation, if there is an edge between H and H′, then H′ ∈H \H0.
Define �B and δB analogously to �A and δA for the multigraph FB. To compute δB, note that
some switchings are invalid as they violate the disjointness conditions. However, given P0 and
Q0, there is some constant C̃ > 0 depending only on t and k such that there are at most C̃nm−2

many (P0,H)-switchings Y = (P ,HY ,PY ) such that V(P)∩V(Q0) 
= ∅ and at most C̃nm−2 many
(Q0,HY )-switchings Z = (Q,H′,Q′) such that V(Q)∩V(P0) 
= ∅. Therefore a negligible propor-
tion of the the pairs of switchings are disallowed and by the hypothesis of the lemma, δB ≥
1
2γ

2n2m−2. Similarly as before, we have that �B ≤ C′n2(m−T). It follows that

P[B| ∩E∈E ′ E]≤ 2C′γ −2n2−2T =: pB . (4.7)

Combining equation (4.3), (4.6) and (4.7), and since μ � γ , 1/m, 1/t, 1/k, we have that
pAdA + pBdB ≤ 1/4. The lemma now follows by applying Corollary 2.4. �
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5. Suitable splittings with viable partitions give feasible switchings
In this section, we will prove Lemma 3.10 showing that for a loose Hamilton cycle H containing
some length t path P0, if we have a t-balanced m-splitting P that is suitable for P0 and such that
V(P) admits a viable partition, then we can find some feasible (P0,H)-switching (P ,H′,P ′). We
therefore need to find a new loose Hamilton cycle H′ which is the same as H outside of the vertex
setVI(P). Recall that given the viable partitionX = {X1, . . . , XT} ofV(P), there is some rerouting
R= {{via, vib} : i= 1, . . . ,m} of P such that each Xh contains exactly m̃ pairs inR. We will define
H′ by considering each Xh in the viable partition X individually and finding some collection Ch
of m̃ vertex-disjoint paths in Xh that cover the vertex set of Xh and such that each path P ∈ Ch has
as endpoints one of the pairs in R that lies in Xh. Note that, due to the fact that R is a rerouting
(Definition 3.8) and our requirement that the collections Ch will cover all the vertices in V(P),
taking the paths in the collections along with the paths in H[V(G) \VI(P)] will indeed define a
new loose Hamilton cycle H′.

For each h ∈ [T], in order to find the required path collection Ch covering Xh, we will use the
following lemma.

Lemma 5.1 (Path tilings). Suppose that G′ ⊂G is a k-graph with |V(G′)| =mand δj(G′)≥ (δkj (1)+
ε
4 )m

k−j. Suppose also that there is some collection R′ = {{uia, uib} : i ∈ [m̃]} ⊂ (V(G′)
2
)
of m̃ disjoint

pairs of vertices in G′. Then there is a collection C′ = {Pi:i ∈ [m̃]} of m̃ vertex-disjoint (loose) paths
in G′ each of length at most 2t and such that V(G′)= ∪i∈[m̃]V(Pi) and VE(Pi)= {uia, uib} for each
i ∈ [m̃]. Moreover, for any (2-uniform) graph B with V(B)=V(G′) and �(B)≤ 2tk2, we can find a
collection C′ = {Pi:i ∈ [m̃]} as above such that no edge of any path Pi contains an edge of B.

We now show how to use Lemma 5.1 to establish Lemma 3.10.

Proof of Lemma 3.10. We fix some path P0 of length t in G, some loose Hamilton cycle H con-
taining P0 and some t-balanced m-splitting P = {P0, . . . , Pm−1} of H, that is suitable for P0 and
such that V(P) admits a viable partition X = {X1, . . . , XT}. By the definition of X being viable
(Definition 3.9), we have that there exists a reroutingR= {{via, vib} : i= 1, . . . ,m} of P and some
partition ofR asR=R1 ∪ · · · ∪RT with |Rh| = m̃ andRh ⊂ (Xh

2
)
for each h ∈ [T]. Moreover, as

X is a viable (and hence transverse) partition of V(P) of size T we necessarily have that for each
h ∈ [T] and each i= 0, . . . ,m− 1, the intersection Xh ∩V(Pi) contains a single vertex. We label
the vertices of each Xh as Xh = {u0,h, . . . , um−1,h} so that ui,h ∈V(Pi) for i= 0, . . . ,m− 1.We fur-
ther set X̂h := Xh \ {u0,h} = {ui,h:i ∈ [m− 1]} to be the vertex set obtained from Xh by removing
u0,h ∈V(P0).

Our aim is to show that there is some feasible (P0,H)-switching (P ,H′,P ′). We will do this by
finding a collection Ch of paths in Xh, for h ∈ [T] in succession. For each h, we will guarantee the
following properties of Ch:

(1) Ch is a path tiling inG[Xh], that is, the collection of paths in Ch are vertex-disjoint and cover
the vertex set Xh;

(2) The set of pairs of endpoints {VE(P) : P ∈ Ch} is precisely set Rh and each path in Ch has
length at most 2t.

For the next conditions we define Ĉh := {P[X̂h] : P ∈ Ch} to be the collection of paths obtained
from Ch after deleting the vertex u0,h ∈ Xh and the edges that contain it. Note that by removing
u0,h, one of the paths in Ch might split into two paths in Ĉh. When we refer to edges in Ĉh, we mean
the collection of edges that feature on some subgraph belonging to the set Ĉh.
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(3) No edge in Ĉh shares a colour with an edge in H[V(G) \V(P I)];
(4) No edge in Ĉh shares a colour with an edge in ∪1≤h′<hĈh′ ;
(5) The subgraph of G obtained by taking all edges in Ĉh is rainbow.
We claim that after finding such Ch, for all h ∈ [T], we will be done. Indeed, note that the graph

obtained by taking H[V(G) \V(P)] and all the paths in P ′ := ∪T
h=1{P : P ∈ Ch}, defines a new

loose Hamilton cycle H′ in G, using here the conditions (1) and (2) above, and the fact that R is
a rerouting as in Definition 3.8. Moreover, by (2), note that P ′ is an m-splitting of H′ which is
2t-bounded. Note also that H′[V(G) \VI(P ′)] is precisely the graph H[V(G) \VI(P)] and that
V(P0) is transverse with respect to P ′ as the partition X was transverse with respect to P and all
the paths in P ′ lie in one part of X . Thus the triple (P ,H′,P ′) defines a (P0,H)-switching of size
m (as defined in Definition 3.3). Furthermore, the graph F′ := H′[V(P ′) \V(P0)] is rainbow due
to the conditions (4) and (5) and no edge in F′ shares a colour with an edge in H[V(G) \V(P I)]
due to the conditions given by (3). Hence (P ,H′,P ′) is a feasible (P0,H)-switching, as required.

It remains to prove that we can find the collections Ch as claimed and as previously men-
tioned, we will show how to construct these sequentially for h= 1, . . . , T. So suppose that we
are at the point of constructing Ch for some h ∈ [T] and that all Ch′ with 1≤ h′ < h have already
been constructed. Firstly, we let G′ ⊂G[Xh] be the k-graph obtained from G[Xh] by deleting any
edge e⊂ X̂h = Xh \ {u0,h} that shares a colour with some edge in H. Note that as P is a suitable
splitting of H and X is a viable partition, we have that δj(G′)≥ (δkj (1)+ ε

4 )m
k−j. Indeed, for any

subset S⊂ Xh with |S| = j, property (b) of Definition 3.9 implies that S is contained in at least
(δkj (1)+ ε

2 )m
k−j edges in G[Xh] and property (i) of Definition 3.6 implies that at most ε

4m
k−j

of these share a colour with some edge in H. We will find our paths in G′ and thus ensure that
property (3) holds.

Next we define a (2-uniform) graph Bh with vertex set V(Bh)= Xh = {u0,h, . . . , um−1,h} and
a pair of vertices {ui,h, ui′,h} ∈ (Xh

2
)
being an edge of Bh if and only if 0 /∈ {i, i′} and there is some

1≤ h′ < h such that the pair {ui,h′ , ui′,h′ } lies in an edge e ∈ E(G[X̂h′]) that features in Ĉh′ . We
claim that �(Bh)≤ 2tk2. Indeed, for a vertex u= ui,h ∈ Xh we have that degBh (u)= 0 if i= 0
and otherwise we bound the number of choices for i′ with {u, ui′,h} ∈ E(Bh) by a choice of h′ < h
(at most t(k− 1)≤ tk choices), a choice of edge e ∈G[X̂h′] that lies in Ĉh ⊂ Ch and contains ui,h′
(at most 2 choices) and a choice of vertex ui′,h′ that lies in e (at most k− 1≤ k choices).

By the ‘moreover’ part of Lemma 5.1, we can obtain a collection Ch of m̃ paths in G′[Xh] that
satisfy the conditions (1) and (2) above and such that no edge in a path in Ch contains an edge of
Bh. It remains to establish properties (4) and (5). For (5), note that as Ĉh is a collection of vertex-
disjoint loose paths, any pair of edges e, f ⊆ X̂h ⊂V(P) \V(P0) that feature in Ĉh necessarily have
that |e∩ f | ≤ 1. Thus, as X̂h is transverse with respect to P , we have that χ(e) 
= χ(f ) due to con-
ditions (ii) (for |e∩ f | = 1) and (iii) (for |e∩ f | = 0, see Remark 3.7) of Definition 3.6 and the fact
that P is suitable for P0. This establishes (5). Finally, for (4) suppose for a contradiction that there
is some edge e in Ĉh that shares a colour with some edge f in Ĉh′ for some 1≤ h′ < h. As P is
suitable for P0 and e, f ⊂V(P) \V(P0) are disjoint edges that are both transverse with respect
to P (as they lie in different parts of the transverse partition X ), condition (iii) of Definition 3.6
implies that there exists distinct i, i′ ∈ [m− 1] such that ui,h′ , ui′,h′ ⊂ f and ui,h, ui′,h ⊂ e. However,
this implies that {ui,h, ui′,h} ∈ E(Bh) contradicting the fact that no edge on a path in Ch, contains
an edge of Bh. This concludes the proof. �
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5.1 Path tilings
It remains to prove Lemma 5.1. For this, we will use the following recent theorem due to Alvarado,
Kohayakawa, Lang, Mota, and Stagni [3, Theorem 9.3] which shows that the j-degree threshold
for a loose Hamilton cycle coincides with the threshold for a loose Hamilton path between any
pair of vertices.

Theorem 5.2 (Hamilton paths). For any n0 ≥ t/2 such that n0 − 1 ∈ (k− 1)N, if G0 is an n0-vertex
k-graph with δj(G0)≥ (δkj (1)+ ε

8 )n
k−j
0 , then for any pair of vertices w1,w2 ∈V(G0), there is a loose

Hamilton path in G0 with endpoints w1,w2.

With Theorem 5.2 in hand, the simple idea behind proving Lemma 5.1 is to partitionV(G′) into
m̃ sets V1, . . . ,Vm̃ of (roughly) equal sizes such that the collection of pairsR′ = {{uia, uib}:i ∈ [m̃]}
is distributed amongst the vertex sets with {uia, uib} ⊂Vi for each i ∈ [m̃]. We can then hope to
apply Theorem 5.2 to each G′[Vi] individually to get a path Pi in G′[Vi] between uia and uib and
thus obtain the desired path tiling C′ = {Pi:i ∈ [m̃]}. In order to be able to apply Theorem 5.2 in
each of the vertex sets Vi, we need the graphs G′[Vi] to inherit the j-degree condition of G′. This
is achieved by taking a random partition (apart from pairs in R′ which are placed in the desired
set Vi). We also need the divisibility conditions that |Vi| − 1 ∈ (k− 1)N for each i ∈ [m̃]. When
randomly distributing the vertices amongst the Vi, we will not be able to ensure such a divisibility
condition but we overcome this by setting aside some vertex setsWi with |Wi| = k− 2 for i ∈ [m̃]
which will be used to adjust the sets Vi and establish the required divisibility conditions. In order
to prove the ‘moreover’ statement of Lemma 5.1, we show that with high probability the random
sets Vi induce almost independent sets in B. If each Vi was truly an independent set in B then the
loose Hamilton paths output by Theorem 5.2 would not use hyperedges that contain edges of B.
To turn the almost independent sets into truly independent sets in B, we will need to adjust our
sets slightly by moving some limited number of vertices between parts of the partition. Moreover,
by choosing our sets Wi carefully to avoid edges of B, we can also maintain that the B[Vi] are
empty graphs after adding vertices from Wi to amend the divisibility constraints. We now give
the details.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. We will prove the whole statement including the ‘moreover’ part and so
we fix some G′ with vertex set V =V(G′)⊂V(G), some (2-uniform) graph B with V(B)=V and
some collection of pairs of vertices R′ = {{uia, uib}:i ∈ [m̃]} as in the statement of the lemma. We
let R := ∪m̃

i=1{uia, uib} be the set of vertices that appear in a pair in R′. We will now define vertex
setsWi, Yi ⊂V for i= 1, . . . , m̃− 1 sequentially, and initiate the process by definingW0 = ∅ and
Y0 =V \ R. For each i ∈ [m̃− 1] we will define Wi ⊂ Yi−1 to have |Wi| = k− 2 and Yi will be
defined as Yi = Yi−1 \Wi−1. This will guarantee that the sets Wi are disjoint from each other
and for each i ∈ [m̃− 1] we will have that |Yi| ≥m− 2m̃− (k− 2)(i− 1)≥ (t − 1)m̃. We will also
impose that Wi ⊂ Yi−1 has the property that the only possible edges in B[{uia, uib} ∪Wi−1 ∪Wi]
and B[{ui+1

a , ui+1
b } ∪Wi] are {uia, uib} and {ui+1

a , ui+1
b } respectively. Let us see that such a vertex set

Wi indeed exists. We start with Yi−1 which has size at least (t − 1)m̃ and remove all the vertices
that are B-neighbours of a vertex in {uia, uib, ui+1

a , ui+1
b } ∪Wi−1 to get some vertex set Y ′

i−1 ⊂ Yi−1
which has size at least (t − 1)m̃− (4+ (k− 2))2tk2 ≥ (t − 2)m̃ as 1/t � 1/k and m̃= t100k by (3.1)
and (3.2). As �(B)≤ 2tk2 there is some vertex set Y ′′

i−1 ⊂ Y ′
i−1 with |Y ′′

i−1| ≥ |Y ′
i−1|/(2tk2 + 1)≥

m̃/2tk3 ≥ k− 1 such that B[Y ′′
i−1] is empty. ChoosingWi arbitrarily from this vertex set Y ′′

i−1 gives
the desired properties, noting here that we have previously chosenWi−1 so that the only possible
edge in B[{uia, uib} ∪Wi−1] is {uia, uib}. After choosing Wi, we define Yi = Yi−1 \Wi by removing
the vertices ofWi from Yi−1 and move onto the next step i+ 1 (or finish, if i= m̃− 1).

At the end of the process above we have defined Wi for i= 0, 1, . . . , m̃− 1 and the vertex
set V ′ := Ym̃−1 which is the vertex set obtained from V by removing R and all of the sets Wi.
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We further define Wm̃ = ∅. Note that |V ′| = T · m̃− 2m̃− (k− 2)(m̃− 1)= m̃(t − 1)(k− 1)+
k− 2. We proceed with the following claim, which will find a partition V ′ =U1 ∪ · · · ∪Um̃ of the
vertices V ′ which have certain properties. For each i ∈ [m̃] we will define U+

i := Ui ∪ {uia, uib} ∪
Wi ∪Wi−1. Recall that by construction, there are no edges in B[U+

i \Ui] with the possible excep-
tion of the edge {uia, uib}. We say thatUi is good if there is no edge in B[U+

i ] different from {uia, uib},
bad if there is at least one edge in B[U+

i ] different from {uia, uib}. Moreover we say Ui is very bad if
there is no choice of a single vertex u ∈Ui that is incident to all edges in B[U+

i ] other than {uia, uib}.
Recall that we have chosen β such that 1/t � β � ε.

Claim 5.3. There is a partition V ′ =U1 ∪ · · · ∪Um̃ of the vertices V ′ such that the following holds:

(A) (t − 1)(k− 1)− βt ≤ |Ui| ≤ (t − 1)(k− 1)+ βt for all i ∈ [m̃];
(B) for any S ∈ (V ′

j
)
and i ∈ [m̃], we have that δG′(S;U+

i )≥ (δkj (1)+ 3ε
16 )|U+

i |k−j;
(C) none of the Ui with i ∈ [m̃] are very bad; and
(D) at most t3k3 of the sets Ui with i ∈ [m̃] are bad.

Proof of Claim: We will consider a random partition of the vertices of V ′ and show that all the
properties (A), (B), (C) and (D) hold with probability at least 4/5. Thus with probability at least
1/5 all four conditions will be satisfied and so a partition as claimed does indeed exist. In more
detail, each vertex v ∈V ′ is assigned to Ui with probability 1/m̃ for each [m̃] and the allocations
of different vertices is done independently. Note that the expected size of each Ui is λ := (t − 1)
(k− 1)+ (k−2)

m̃ ≤ (t − 1)(k− 1)+ 1.
For part (A), note that for a fixed i ∈ [m̃] we have that |Ui| is binomially distributed and so by

Chernoff bounds (Theorem 2.5),

P [|Ui| /∈ [λ − βt − 1, λ + βt]]≤ 2e−
β2t
6k2 ≤ e−

√
t .

Thus the fact that with probability at least 9/10≥ 4/5, (A) holds follows from a union bound over
all m̃= t100k choices of i ∈ [m̃], using here that t is sufficiently large.

For condition (B), we fix some i ∈ [m̃] and some j-set S⊂V =V(G′). We define N(S) := {A⊂
V ′ :A∪ S ∈ E(G′)} and note that |N(S)| ≥ (δkj (1)+ ε

4 − β)mk−j. Indeed, we have that the number
of edges in G′ containing S is at least (δkj (1)+ ε

4 )m
k−j due to the minimum degree condition on

G′ and at most |V \V ′|mk−j−1 ≤ km̃mk−j−1 ≤ βmk−j of the sets A⊂V(G′) with A∪ S ∈ E(G′) are
such that A�V ′. Now let Xi(S)= |{A ∈N(S) :A⊂Ui}| be the random variable that counts the
number of sets in N(S) that end up in Ui. Each set in N(S) is in Ui with probability (1/m̃)k−j and
so λi(S) := E[Xi(S)]≥ (δkj (1)+ ε

4 − β)(t(k− 1))k−j. We will use Suen’s inequality (Lemma 2.7)
to prove concentration for λi(S) and so for each A ∈N(S) we let IA be indicator random variable
for the event that A⊂Ui and define a graph � with vertex set V(�)=N(S) such that A∼A′ if
and only if A∩A′ 
= ∅. Then � is a strong dependency graph for the family of indicator random
variables {IA}A∈N(S) and following the notation of Lemma 2.7, we have that

�Xi(S) =
k−j−1∑
�=1

∑
(A,A′)∈N(S)2

|A∩A′|=�

E[IAIA′]≤
k−j−1∑
�=1

(
2(k− j)− �

�

)
m2(k−j)−�

(
1
m̃

)2(k−j)−�

≤ (2k)3kt2(k−j)−1,

and similarly

δXi(S) = max
A∈N(S)

∑
A′:|A′∩A|≥1

E[IA′]≤
k−j−1∑
�=1

(
k− j

�

)
mk−j−�

(
1
m̃

)k−j
≤ (2tk)3km−1.
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By Suen’s inequality (Lemma 2.7), we have that P[Xi(S)≤ λi(S)− β(t(k− 1))k−j]≤ e−
√
t and so

a union bound over all mj = (t100kT)j choices of S⊆V and all m̃= t100k choices of Ui gives that
with probability at least 9/10 we have that Xi(S)≥ λi(S)− β(t(k− 1))k−j for each i ∈ [m̃] and S ∈(V
j
)
, using here that t is sufficiently large. Moreover, we showed that condition (A) holds with

probability at least 9/10 and so with probability at least 4/5, both (A) and the lower bounds on
all Xi(S) hold. This establishes the degree conditions (B) by using our lower bound on the values
λi(S), the upper bound on the sizes of |Ui| (and the resulting upper bounds on |U+

i |) from (A)
and the fact that β � ε in our hierarchy (3.1).

It remains to establish conditions (C) and (D). Again, note that we defined the sets Wi in
such a way that the only possible edge in B[U+

i \Ui] is {uia, uib} for all i ∈ [m̃]. For each i ∈ [m̃],
it suffices to consider edges in B[Ui] and edges in B between Ui and U+

i \Ui. Fixing some
i ∈ [m̃] and considering edges in B[Ui], we note that by the maximum degree condition on B,
we have that B[V ′] contains at most 2tk2m edges and each edge lands in Ui with probability
1/m̃2. Similarly for edges between U+

i \Ui and Ui, we have that there at at most (2k− 2)2tk2
edges between U+

i \Ui = {uia, uib} ∪Wi ∪Wi−1 and V ′ and each such edge lies in B[U+
i ] with

probability 1/m̃. Therefore the expected number of edges with at least one endpoint in Ui is at
most 2tk2m · (1/m̃)2 + (2k− 2)2tk2 · (1/m̃)≤ 6t2k3/m̃ and by Markov’s inequality, we have that
P[Ui is bad]≤ 6t2k3/m̃ for each i ∈ [m̃]. Similarly, the probability thatUi is very bad can be upper
bounded by the expected number of pairs of edges in B[U+

i ], each having an endpoint in Ui using
Markov’s inequality. We get that

P[Ui is very bad]≤ (2tk2m)2

m̃4 + 2tk2m · (2k− 2)2tk2

m̃3 + ((2k− 2)2tk2)2

m̃2 ≤ 40k6t4

m̃2 ,

where the first summand accounts for vertex-disjoint pairs of edges in B[Ui], the second one
accounts for an edge in B[Ui] paired with a disjoint edge between Ui and U+

i \Ui and the last
one counts pairs of edges which are both betweenUi andU+

i \Ui, and which by definition of very
bad, do not intersect in Ui. Note that one of these three scenarios must necessarily occur for Ui
to be very bad as otherwise there would be one vertex in Ui incident to all edges in B[U+

i ] other
than {uai , ubi }. Thus, by linearity of expectation, the expected number of very bad sets Ui is less
than 40k6t4/m̃< 1/5 and the fact that 3 holds with probability at least 4/5 follows fromMarkov’s
inequality. Similarly, the expected number of bad Ui is at most 6t2k3 by linearity of expectation,
and so P[¬ (D)]≤ 6/t ≤ 1/5 as required. �

We now fix some partition V ′ =U1 ∪ · · · ∪Um̃ as in Claim 5.3 and we will first slightly adjust
the partition so that all the sets become good. By condition (D) of Claim 5.3 there is some set
of indices IB ⊂ [m̃] with |IB| ≤ t3k3 and such that Ui′ is good for all i′ ∈ [m̃] \ IB. For each bad
index i ∈ IB as Ui is not very bad due to (C), we have that there is some vertex zi ∈Ui such that
U ′
i := Ui \ {zi} is good, that is, such that the only possible edge in B[U ′

i ∪ {uia, uib} ∪Wi ∪Wi−1] is
{uia, uib}. Moreover, there are at least m̃− t3k3 − 4tk2 ≥ m̃/2 indices i′ ∈ [m̃] \ IB such that adding
zi to Ui′ results in a set U ′

i′ =Ui′ ∪ {zi} which is good. Indeed, zi has at most 2tk2 neighbours
in B and each neighbour of zi rules out at most 2 possible choices for such an i′ (the 2 here is
necessary in case the neighbour lies in some set Wi′′). Therefore for each i ∈ IB corresponding
to a bad set Ui we can find a i′ = i′(i) such that adding zi to Ui′ results in both U ′

i := Ui \ {zi}
and U ′

i′ := Ui′ ∪ {zi} being good and we can do this for all i ∈ IB in such a way that i′(i1) 
= i′(i2)
for distinct i1, i2 ∈ IB. Let V ′ =U ′

1 ∪ . . . ∪U ′
m̃ be the resulting partition after switching all the zi.

Here, for any set i0 ∈ [m̃] \ IB such that i0 is not chosen as i′(i) for some i ∈ IB, we simply leave Ui0
unchanged and define U ′

i0 := Ui0 .
Next we will distribute vertices in the setsWi to get a partition of V =V(G′) as V1 ∪ · · · ∪Vm̃

with U ′
i ∪ {uia, uib} ⊂Vi and |Vi| − 1 ∈ (k− 1)N for each i ∈ [m̃]. We define Vi for i= 1, . . . , m̃

sequentially via the following process, initiating with W−
0 := W0 = ∅ and V0 = ∅. Suppose we
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are at step i ∈ [m̃] and that Vi′ and W−
i′ are defined for all 0≤ i′ < i. Then we let ki := (|U ′

i | +
|W−

i−1| + 1) mod (k− 1) and note that ki ∈ {0, . . . , k− 2}. We define W+
i ⊂Wi to be an empty

set if ki = 0 and some arbitrary set of size k− 1− ki if ki 
= 0. Furthermore, we define Vi to be
Vi := U ′

i ∪W−
i−1 ∪ {uia, uib} ∪W+

i and W−
i :Wi \W+

i . We then continue to step i+ 1 or finish if
i= m̃. Note that, for all i ∈ [m̃− 1] this process will succeed at step i and result in a setVi such that
|Vi| mod (k− 1)= |U ′

i | + |W−
i−1| + 2+ (k− 1− ki) mod (k− 1) and so we indeed have that

|Vi| − 1 ∈ (k− 1)N. For i= m̃ we claim that ki = 0 and so the algorithm also succeeds and |Vm̃| −
1 ∈ (k− 1)N (if km̃ 
= 0 then the algorithm would stall as Wm̃ = ∅ and so an appropriate W+

m̃
would not exist). To see it, observe thatU ′

m̃ ∪W−
m̃−1 ∪ {um̃a , um̃b } =V \ (∪m̃−1

i=1 Vi) and for each i ∈
[m̃− 1] we have that |Vi| = 1 mod (k− 1) from above. Thus as |V| = T · m̃= (t(k− 1)+
1)m̃= m̃ mod (k− 1), we get that |U ′

m̃| + |W−
m̃−1| + 2= m̃− (m̃− 1)= 1 mod (k− 1) and

indeed km̃ = 0 as required.
Note that for each i ∈ [m̃], the vertex set Vi and the set U+

i defined via Claim 5.3 differ by at
most 2(k− 1)+ 1 vertices, and so condition (B) from Claim 5.3 implies that δj(G′[Vi])≥ (δkj (1)+
ε
8 )|Vi|k−j. Note also that |Vi| ≥ |Ui| ≥ (t − 1)(k− 1)− βt ≥ t/2 by part (A) of Claim 5.3. We are
therefore in a position to apply Theorem 5.2 in G′[Vi] to obtain some loose Hamilton path Pi in
G′[Vi] between uia and uib. Doing this for each i ∈ [m̃] results in some collection C′ := {Pi:i ∈ [m̃]}
which we claim satisfies the required conditions. Indeed, part (A) of Claim 5.3 and howwe formed
Vi implies that we certainly have |Vi| ≤ tk and so Pi will have length less than 2t, for each i ∈ [m̃].
Moreover, for each such i ∈ [m̃], due to how we definedVi (andU ′

i ), we have that the only possible
edge in B[Vi] is {uia, uib} and the pair {uia, uib} does not lie in any edge of Pi as they are the endpoints
of the path. This concludes the proof. �

6. Many suitable splittings with viable partitions
In this section, we prove Lemma 3.11 showing that for a fixed loose Hamilton cycle H and loose
path P0 ⊂H, there are many suitable splittings containing P0 that admit viable partitions. We
encourage the reader to remind themselves of the definitions of suitable (Definition 3.6) and viable
(Definition 3.9) in order to follow the contents of this section. Lemma 3.11 will be achieved by
random sampling, showing that with probability bounded away from 0, a randomly sampled m-
splitting will suffice. As there are many m-splittings containing P0, indeed there are �(nm−1),
we thus obtain the desired lower bound. In fact, instead of sampling an m-splitting, we will use
a slightly more general model to sample, with more independence which will be useful in the
analysis. Moreover, we will achieve our aim with two rounds of randomness, first showing that
our random sampling results in a suitable m-splitting with probability bounded from 0 and then
showing that such anm-splitting admits a viable partition which will be found again by appealing
to a random choice of partition. In order to set ourselves up for this second round of randomness,
we need slightly more from our random m-splitting than it just being suitable, as the following
lemma details (see (3.2) for the definition ofM).

Lemma 6.1. Let G be as described in Theorem 1.2. For a loose Hamilton cycle H in G and a
path P0 ⊂H of length t, let Ep ⊂ E(H) be a random subset of E(H) obtained by sampling each
edge independently with probability p := (m−1)(k−1)

n and Pp be the collection of length t increas-
ing paths in H starting from an edge in Ep. Then with probability at least 1/m, we have that
P0 /∈Pp, the collection of paths P∗ := Pp ∪ {P0} is a t-balanced m-splitting1 of H suitable for P0
and δj(G[V(P∗)])≥ (δkj (1)+ 3ε

4 )M
k−j.

1In particular the paths in Pp are disjoint from P0.
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Proof. Before embarking on the proof, wemake some useful definitions and observations.We say
that a pair of vertices u, v ∈V(G) are close if there are edges e, f ∈ E(H) with u ∈ e, v ∈ f and such
that there is a path of length at most 2t + 1 in H containing both e and f . We say that u, v ∈V(G)
are spread if they are not close and we say that a set S⊂V(G) is spread if there are no pairs of close
vertices contained in S. We say that a subset S⊂V(G) is almost spread if there is exactly one pair
of vertices u, v ∈ S that are close but all other pairs of vertices in S are spread.

Now note that for a vertex v ∈V(G), the probability that v belongs to the set V(Pp) is 1−
(1− p)t+1 if v is a vertex of degree 2 in H and 1− (1− p)t if v is not a vertex of degree 1 in H. In
either case we have that

(1− β)M
n

≤ P[v ∈V(Pp)]≤ 2tmk
n

, (6.1)

recalling that β is fixed so that 1/t � β � ε in our hierarchy (3.1) and m is much larger than
t; see (3.2). For a spread set of vertices S⊂V(G) note that the events that each v ∈V(Pp) are
independent for v ∈ S and so P[S⊂V(Pp)]=∏

v∈S P[v ∈V(Pp)].
We collect the following events:

E1 := {V(Pp) contains a spread S with |S| = k− 1 and there are at least εm/4 edges in EG[V(P∗)](S)
that share a colour with an edge in H},

E2 := {V(Pp) contains a pair e, f ∈ E(G) with χ(e)= χ(f ), |e∩ f | ≤ 1 and with e∪ f spread},
E3 := {V(Pp) contains a pair e, f ∈ E(G) with χ(e)= χ(f ), e∩ f = ∅ and e∪ f almost spread},
E4 := {δj(G[V(P∗)])< (δkj (1)+ 3ε

4 )M
k−j}, and

E5 := {V(P∗) contains a pair of close vertices in distinct paths in P∗}.
The proof of the lemma will be deduced from the following claim.

Claim 6.2. For each i ∈ [5], we have that P[Ei]≤ 1/m.

To see that Claim 6.2 implies the lemma, first note that by Lemma 2.6 with probability at least
1/(4

√
m)≥ 6/m, we have that |Ep| =E[|Ep|]=m− 1 and hence |P∗| =m. Thus, with probability

at least 6/m− 5 · (1/m)= 1/m, we have that |P∗| =m and none of the events E1, . . . , E5 hold, by
Claim 6.2. In particular, event E5 not holding implies that there are no pairs of intersecting paths
in P∗ and so P∗ is indeed a t-balancedm-splitting of H. The degree condition in the statement of
the lemma is given directly by event E4 not holding and it remains to establish that P∗ is suitable
for P0. For this, note that any transverse Y ⊂V(P) \V(P0) is necessarily spread by event E5 not
happening and so condition (i) of being suitable (Definition 3.6) follows from the absence of event
E1, whilst condition (ii) follows from the absence of event E2. Finally, for condition (iii) consider
two disjoint edges e, f ∈G[V(P∗) \V(P0)] with χ(e)= χ(f ) and suppose that there are not two
distinct Pi, Pi′ ∈P∗ \ P0 with Px ∩ e, Px ∩ f 
= ∅ for x= i, i′. Then e∪ f intersects at least 2k− 1
members of P∗ and thus e∪ f intersects at most one Pi ∈P∗ in two vertices (and no Pi in more
than 2 vertices). Due to the absence of event E5, there is no pair of close vertices in distinct paths
in P∗. Hence we have that e∪ f can contain at most one pair of close vertices (coming from the at
most one path that it intersects in two vertices), that is, we must have that e∪ f is spread or almost
spread. If the former, then we get a contradiction due to E2 not happening whilst if the latter is the
case, then we contradict that E3 did not happen. Thus (iii) indeed occurs and P∗ is suitable for P0,
as required.

It remains to establish Claim 6.2 which we now do by considering each event separately.

Bounding P[E1]. Let χ(H) denote the colours featuring on edges in H and Eχ(H) := {e ∈
E(G):χ(e) ∈ χ(H)} be the set of edges that share a colour with an edge of H. Let us fix α :=
ε/(32tk) and say that a (k− 1)-set S ∈ (V(G)k−1

)
of vertices in G is bad if |EG(S)∩ Eχ(H)| ≥ αn and

good otherwise. We begin by showing that the probability that there exists some bad spread set
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S ∈ (V(G)k−1
)
such that S⊂V(Pp) is at most 1/2m. Indeed, we have that |Eχ(H)| ≤ n

k−1 · μnk−1 ≤ μnk
using that H has n/(k− 1) edges (and so at most this many colours featuring in χ(H)) and the
global bound (B) of Theorem 1.2. Hence the number of bad spread (k− 1)-sets in G is at most
(μknk−1)/α. Each such set S appears in V(Pp) with probability at most (2tmk/n)k−1 using the
upper bound in (6.1) and the fact that S is spread and so each vertex of S appears independently.
Hence, byMarkov’s inequality the probability that there exists a bad spread set inV(Pp) is at most

μknk−1

α
· (2tmk)k−1

nk−1 ≤ 1
2m

,

using that μ � 1/m, 1/t, 1/k, ε and α = ε/(32tk).
Now for a good (k− 1)-set S ∈ (V(G)k−1

)
, letY(S) := |EG[V(P∗)](S)∩ Eχ(H)| be the random variable

which counts the number of edges in G[V(P∗)] containing S that share a colour with an edge of
H. We will show that the probability that there is some good spread S that appears in V(Pp) with
Y(S)≥ εm/4 is at most 1/(2m). Hence with probability at least 1− 1/m all the spread (k− 1)-sets
in V(Pp) are good and have a bounded Y(S), establishing Claim 6.2 for E1.

In order to measure the probability of some good S having large Y(S), consider the subset
N(S) obtained from {e \ S:e ∈ EG(S)∩ Eχ(H)} ⊂V(G) by removing all vertices that are close to a
vertex in S∪V(P0). Then consider the random variableZ(S) := |N(S)∩V(Pp)|. AsY(S)≤ Z(S)+
(2t + 1) · 2k2 ≤ Z(S)+ εm/8 =: Z′(S) for any good S, we will instead bound the probability that
the random variable Z′(S) is larger than εm/4. For bounding Z′(S), note that for any good spread
S, we have that Z′(S) is tk-Lipschitz and 1-certifiable. Moreover, using (6.1) and the definition of α
we have that λ := E[Z′(S)]≤ αn · (2tmk)/n+ εm/8≤ 3εm/16. Hence by Talagrand’s Inequality
(Lemma 2.8),

P
[
Z′(S)≥ εm/4

]≤ P
[
Z′(S)≥ εm/8+ 60tk

√
λ
]
≤ 4e−

ε2m2

512t2k2λ ≤m−(k+2),

as 1/m� 1/t, 1/k, ε; see (3.1). Moreover, due to the fact that we removed vertices close to S in
order to get N(S), the events {S⊂V(Pp)} and {Z′(S)≥ εm/4} are independent and so occur con-
currently with probability at most (2tmk/n)k−1 · (1/m)k+2. The required bound on the probability
of some good spread S⊂V(Pp) having Y(S)≥ εm/4 thus follows from a union bound over the at
most nk−1 choices for good spread S in V(G).

Bounding P[E2]. For a pair of edges e, f ∈ E(G) with e∪ f being spread and |e∩ f | ≤ 1 we have
that P[e∪ f ⊂V(Pp)]≤ (2tmk/n)2k−1 by (6.1). The number of such pairs e, f with χ(e)= χ(f ) is
at most μn2k−1 due to the bound (B) on the colouring in Theorem 1.2. Hence, by a union bound,

P[E2]≤ μn2k−1 ·
(
2tmk
n

)2k−1 ≤ 1
m , using here that μ � 1/m, 1/t, 1/k.

Bounding P[E3]. The number of pairs of disjoint edges e, f ∈ E(G) with χ(e)= χ(f ) is at most
μn2k−1 due to the global bound 1 on the colouring in Theorem 1.2. If such a pair is almost
spread, then P[e∪ f ⊂V(Pp)]≤ (2tmk/n)2k−1. Indeed this follows from (6.1) and the fact that
we can remove one vertex from e∪ f to get a spread set. Hence by a union bound, P[E3]≤
μn2k−1 ·

(
2tmk
n

)2k−1 ≤ 1
m , as required.

Bounding P[E4]. Let S ∈ (V(G)j
)
be some j-set in V(G) and define EG(S)− S := {e \ S:e ∈ EG(S)} ⊂(V(G)

k−j
)
to be the collection of subsets that form an edge with S. Moreover, let N′(S)⊆ EG(S)− S

be the subcollection of sets A such that A is spread and no vertex in A is close to a vertex in
S∪ P0. Note that N′(S) can be obtained from EG(S)− S by deleting at most 2tk2nk−1−j + nk−1−j ·
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2tk≤ βnk−j sets and so |N′(S)| ≥ (δkj (1)+ ε − β)nk−j by our minimum j-degree condition on G
in the statement of the lemma.

Let now X(S) := |{A ∈N′(S) :A⊂V(Pp)}| be the random variable that counts the number of
sets in N′(S) whose vertices are contained in the random set V(Pp). The fact that N′(S) does not
contain any close pairs implies that vertices of sets in N′(S) appear in V(Pp) independently. Due
to this as well as our lower bound on N′(S) and the lower bound in (6.1), we have that

λ′ := E[X(S)]≥ (δkj (1)+ ε − β)nk−j ·
(
(1− β)M

n

)k−j
= (δkj (1)+ 7ε/8)Mk−j, (6.2)

using here that β � ε. Let � be the auxiliary graph with vertex set N′(S) such that two sets A,A′ ∈
N′(S) are adjacent in � whenever there is a pair of close vertices u, u′ with u ∈A and u′ ∈A′. Then
� is a strong dependency graph for the indicator random variables {A⊂V(Pp)}A∈N′(S) and we
are in the setting of Suen’s inequality (Lemma 2.7). For A,A′ ∈N(G′) let s(A,A′) denote the size
of a largest spread subset of A∪A′ and note that when AA′ ∈ E(�) (equivalently, A∼A′) one
necessarily has k− j≤ s(A,A′)≤ 2(k− j)− 1. Then in the notation of Lemma 2.7, we have that

�X(S) ≤
2(k−j)−1∑
s=k−j

∑
A∼A′:s(A,A′)=s

P[A∪A′ ⊂V(Pp)]≤
2(k−j)−1∑
s=k−j

ns · (4tk)2k
(
2tmk
n

)s
≤ (4tk)6km2(k−j)−1,

using (6.1). Similarly we have that δX(S) ≤ 2 · (4tk) · nk−1−j (2tmk/n
)k−j ≤ 1, using that sets in

N′(S) do not contain pairs of close vertices and the fact that 1/n� 1/m, 1/t, 1/k (3.1). Therefore
appealing to Lemma 2.7, and using (6.2) we get that

P

[
X(S)<

(
δkj (1)+

3ε
4

)
Mk−j

]
≤ P

[
X(S)≤ λ′ − ε

8
Mk−j

]

≤ exp

(
− ε2M2(k−j)

512(4tk)6km2(k−j)−1

)
≤ exp

(−√
m
)
, (6.3)

where in the last inequality we used 1/m� 1/t, ε, 1/k.
Finally then we need to sum over all possible S ∈ (V(G)j

)
. For any such S, let s(S) be the maximal

size of a subset of S which is spread and contains no vertices close to P0. Then P[S⊂V(Pp)]≤
(2tmk/n)s(S) using (6.1) and the fact that vertices in such a maximal subset appear independently.
Moreover, as sets in N′(S) do not contain vertices close to S, we have that the events {S⊂V(Pp)}
and

{
X(S)<

(
δkj (1)+ 3ε/4

)
Mk−j

}
are independent. Thus by a union bound

P[E4]≤
∑

S∈(V(G)j )

P[S⊂V(Pp)] · P
[
X(S)<

(
δkj (1)+ 3ε/4

)
Mk−j

]

≤
j∑

s=0

∑
{S:s(S)=s}

(
2tmk
n

)s
exp (− √

m)

≤
j∑

s=0
ns · ((s+ tk)(4tk))j−s ·

(
2tmk
n

)s
· exp (− √

m)

≤ 1
m
,

where the second summand in the penultimate line accounts for choosing vertices in S that are
close to a vertex in P0 or a vertex in the maximal spread subset of S with size s(S).
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Bounding P[E5]. The expected number of vertices in Pp that are close to some vertex in V(P0) is
at most

(3t + 1)k ·
(
2tmk
n

)
≤ 1

2m
,

by (6.1). Moreover, again using the upper bound of (6.1), we have that the expected number of
pairs of vertices that are close and appear in distinct paths in Pp is at most

n · 4tk ·
(
2tmk
n

)2
≤ 1

2m
.

Therefore by Markov’s inequality, the probability that there is some pair of close vertices that
appear in distinct paths in P∗ is at most 1/m, as required.

Next we show that any splitting as in Lemma 6.1 admits a viable partition.We will first consider
a random partition and show that it has some of the desired properties, for example satisfying the
degree condition 2 of Definition 3.9. We will then utilise the directed version of Dirac’s theorem
for Hamilton cycles in digraphs [20] (see Theorem 6.3 below) to dictate some small adjustments
to this random partition that will result in a viable partition.

Let us first recall some relevant notation and terminology for digraphs. A digraph �D has a
vertex setV(�D) and edge set �E(�D) consisting of ordered pairs �uv of vertices u 
= v ∈V(�D). The out-
degree of a vertex u ∈V(�D) is d+(u) := |{ �uv ∈ �E(�D) : v ∈V(�D)}| and the in-degree of u ∈V(�D) is
d−(u) := |{ �vu ∈ �E(�D) : v ∈V(�D)}|. The minimum out-degree is δ+(�D) := min{d+(u) : u ∈V(�D)}
and the minimum in-degree δ−(�D) is defined analogously. A Hamilton dicycle �H in an n′-vertex
digraph �D is a subdigraph of �D defined by the edge set E( �H)= { �uiui+1 : i= 0, . . . , n′ − 1} for some
labelling of the vertices of �D asV(�D)= {u0, . . . , un′−1} (and taking un′ := u0). Ghouila-Houri [20]
proved the following natural generalisation of Dirac’s theorem to digraphs.

Theorem6.3 (Dirac’s theorem for digraphs [20]). If �D is an n′-vertex digraph with δ−(�D), δ+(�D)≥
n′/2, then �D contains a Hamilton dicycle.

We are now in a position to prove the second part of Lemma 3.11, by finding a viable partition
of our suitable splitting.

Lemma 6.4. For a loose Hamilton cycle H in G and a path P0 ⊂H of length t, suppose that P is a t-
balanced m-splitting of H suitable for P0 and δj(G[V(P)])≥ (δkj (1)+ 3ε

4 )M
k−j. Then V(P) admits

a viable partition.

Proof. Let P = {P0, . . . , Pm−1} and for each i= 0, . . . ,m− 1, label the endvertices of the path
Pi as VE(Pi) := {uia, uib} in such a way that if we start at some edge e ∈ E(H) \ E(Pi) and traverse
H according to the implicit orientated cyclic order on E(H), we meet the edge of Pi contain-
ing uia before meeting the edge of Pi containing uib. Further, we fix Ua := {uia : i= 0, . . . ,m− 1}
andUb := {uib : i= 0, . . . ,m− 1} so that VE(P)=Ua ∪Ub. Finally we follow the convention that
uma := u0a, umb := u0b, u

−1
a := um−1

a and u−1
b := um−1

b . �
We proceed with the following claim.

Claim 6.5. There exists a transverse partition Y = {Y1, . . . , YT} of V(P) with respect to P (with
parts of size m) such that for each h ∈ [T] we have that

(A) |Yh ∩Ub| = m̃;
(B) |Yh ∩Ua| ≤ βm; and
(C) degG (S;Yh)≥ (δkj (1)+ 5ε

8 )m
k−j for all S ∈ (V(P)

j
)
.
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Proof of Claim:. The claim is proven by considering a uniformly random transverse partition.
We will show that with probability at least 1/(4

√
m̃)t(k−1) property (A) holds for all Yh. On the

other hand, we will show that the probability that (B) or (C) fails is at most e−
√
m. Hence using

that m̃= t100k and m≥ m̃ by (3.2), with positive probability the conditions are all satisfied and
such a transverse partition does indeed exist.

First let us lower bound the probability of property (A) occurring for all Yh. Note that we can
generate the uniformly random partition Y via the following random process. We first choose
Y1 by taking a uniformly random vertex from each of the V(Pi) with i= 0, . . . ,m− 1. Next, we
choose Y2 by taking a uniformly random vertex from each of the remaining sets V(Pi) \ Y1 with
i= 0, . . . ,m− 1 and so on. At the last step our random choice for Yt(k−1) also defines YT as the
only remaining vertex from each of the V(Pi) with i= 0, . . . ,m− 1. Now we have that

P[(A)]=
t(k−1)∏
h=1

P
[|Yh ∩Ub| = m̃

∣∣ |Yh′ ∩Ub| = m̃ for all h′ < h
]
, (6.4)

noting again that YT is fully determined by the previous choices of Yh′ and if each of the choices
satisfy |Yh′ ∩Ub| = m̃ then certainly we will have |YT ∩Ub| = m̃. Now for a given h ∈ [t(k− 1)],
given that |Yh′ ∩Ub| = m̃ for all h′ < h, we have that there exactly m− (h− 1)m̃= m̃ · (t(k− 1)
+ 2− h) indices i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1} such that uib is available for Yh and not used in previous
Yh′ . Each of these vertices is chosen for Yh with probability exactly 1/(t(k− 1)+ 2− h). Thus
in expectation we have that |Yh ∩Ub| = m̃ and as the the choices are independent for the dif-
ferent i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1} we have that |Yh ∩Ub| is binomially distributed. Using Lemma 2.6 to
lower bound each of the terms in the product in (6.4) thus gives our required lower bound on the
probability.

We now turn to (B). Fixing a h ∈ [T] we have that each vertex in Ua lies in Yh with probability
1/T. HenceE[|Ua ∩ Yh|]=m/T = m̃. Moreover the events {u ∈ Yh} are independent for different
u ∈Ua. Therefore we are in the setting of Chernoff’s inequality (Theorem 2.5) and as 1/t � β ,
we get that P[|Ua ∩ Yh| ≥ βm/4]≤ exp (− βm/4). Taking a union bound over the choices of h ∈
[T], we get that with probability at least 1− exp (− √

m) all the constraints on the sizes of these
intersections are satisfied.

Finally, we address the degree condition (C). For S ∈ (V(P)
j
)
, define

N̂(S) := {
A= e \ S : e ∈ EG[V(P)](S) and A is transverse with respect to P}

As N̂(S) is obtained from the collection of all sets of the form e \ S with e ∈ EG[V(P)](S) by deleting
at most Mk−j−1 · (tk)≤ βMk−j sets, we have that |N̂(S)| ≥ (δkj (1)+ 3ε

4 − β)Mk−j for all S, using
the minimum degree condition in the statement of Lemma 6.4. As there are at most Mj j-sets in
V(P) and T different Yh, using a union bound, it suffices to show that for any fixed S ∈ (V(P)

j
)

and any h ∈ [T], we have that P[Ẑh(S)≤ (δkj (1)+ 5ε
8 )m

k−j]≤ exp (−m3/4), where Ẑh(S)= |{A ∈
N̂(S):A⊆ Yh}| counts the number of sets in N̂(S) that fall into Yh. Now for any such S and h ∈
[T] we have that A⊂ Yh with probability (1/T)k−j = (m/M)k−j, as it is transverse, and so using
our lower bound on |N̂(S)|, we get that λ̂ := E[Ẑh(S)]≥ (δkj (1)+ 3ε

4 − β)mk−j. An application of
Suen’s inequality (Lemma 2.7) will then give exponential concentration to this mean and imply
that indeedP[Ẑh(S)≤ (δkj (1)+ 5ε

8 )m
k−j]≤ exp (−m3/4), as required. As the calculations for�Ẑ(S)

and δẐ(S) are very similar to those done in bounding P[E4] in the proof of Lemma 6.1, we skip the
details here. �

Claim 6.5 puts us in good stead to prove the lemma. Indeed, the partition Y is transverse with
respect to P and condition (b) of Definition 3.9 is already satisfied (with some room to spare)
due to condition (C). However, we are missing condition (a) of being viable and need to give a
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Figure 1. On the left, an example of a transverse partition Y = {Y1, Y2, Y3, Y4} with paths P0, . . . , P7 (which are just single
edges of a 4-uniform hypergraph in this case) such that V(Pi)= {uia, uib, uic, uid} (denoted in the figure simply as a, b, c, d in
each row) and uia and uib are the endpoints of Pi . On the right, the digraph �K8 \ �D where �K8 is the complete digraph on 8
vertices with all edges �ii′ with 0≤ i< i′ ≤ 8, and �D is the auxiliary digraph defined byY .

Figure 2. An example of Hamilton dicycle �H in the digraph �D given by the partitionY given in Fig. 1.

rerouting which is compatible with the partition. Claim 6.5 gives us some help to do this as we
already have that each part Yh contains the correct number of vertices from Ub that we need for a
rerouting. Hence we will leave theseUb vertices fixed andmove theUa vertices, slightly modifying
the partition Y in the process, in order to get some viable partition X .

Now to find the reshuffling, we appeal to an auxiliary digraph �D with vertex set V(�D)=
{0, . . . ,m− 1} and for i 
= i′ we have �ii′ ∈ �E(�D) if and only if uib and ui

′−1
b lie in different sets

Yh. An example of (the complement of) this digraph is given on the right side of Fig. 1. Note that,
by definition, �ii+ /∈ �E(�D) where i+ := i+ 1 mod m, for all i= 0, . . . ,m− 1. Due to property (A)
given by Claim 6.5, we have that δ−(�D), δ+(�D)≥m− 1− m̃≥m/2 and therefore by Theorem 6.3,
�D contains some Hamilton dicycle �H. See Fig. 2 for an example of such a Hamilton dicycle for the
partition from Fig. 1.

LettingR := {{uia, ui
′−1
b }: �ii′ ∈ �E( �H)}, we have thatR is a rerouting (Definition 3.8). Indeed, any

path inH[V(G) \VI(P)] has endpoints ui−1
b and uia for some i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1} and identifying a

pair of vertices inR results in joining two of these paths by identifying an endpoint from each. The
fact that �H is a Hamilton dicycle guarantees that identifying all the pairs in R results in a single
loose cycle. See Fig. 3 for the pairsR defined by the Hamilton dicycle in Fig. 2 for the partition Y
in Fig. 1.
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Figure 3. On the left, the pairsR are identified for the partitionY according to the Hamilton dicycle �H from Fig. 2. The values
of hi and the verticeswi are then given and the resulting partitionX .

Now for i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}, let hi ∈ [T] be the index such that ui
′−1
b ∈ Yhi where i′ ∈

{0, . . . ,m− 1} is such that �ii′ ∈ �E( �H). Further, define wi ∈V(P) to be the unique vertex lying
in the intersection of V(Pi) and Yhi . Note that due to how we defined the auxiliary digraph �D, we
have that wi 
= ubi as we guaranteed that for each edge �ii′ ∈ �E( �H)⊂ �E(�D) we have that uib and ui

′−1
b

lie in different parts of Y . It may be the case however that uia ∈ Yhi and thus wi = uia. Examples are
given in Fig. 3.

We now define X := {X1, . . . , XT} to be the partition of V(P) obtained from Y by swapping
all the pairs {{uia,wi} : i= 0, . . . ,m− 1}. Formally, we have that for h ∈ [T],

Xh :=
(
Yh \ (Ua ∪ {whi : i ∈ Ih})

)∪ {wi : i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1} with uia ∈ Yh} ∪ {uia:i ∈ Ih},
where Ih := {i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}:hi = h}. See Fig. 3 for an example.

Note that whenever we remove a vertex in Yh ∩V(Pi) for some i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1} it is replaced
by some other vertex in Yh ∩V(Pi) and so X is again a transverse partition of V(P) into parts of
sizem. Moreover, due to condition (A) of Claim 6.5, the fact that wi /∈Ub for all i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}
and howwe defined the partitionX , we have that eachXh contains exactly m̃ pairs of the rerouting
R. Thus condition (a) of being viable (Definition 3.9) is satisfied. Note also that for each h ∈ [T],
we have that

|Yh \ Xh| ≤ |Yh ∩Ua| + |Ih| ≤ βm+ m̃≤ εm/8,

using properties (A) and (B) of Claim 6.5 and the fact that any index in Ih corresponds to a vertex
inUb ∩ Yh. Thus for any S⊂ Xh with |S| = j, there are at most εmk−j/8 sets in

( Yh
k−j
) \ ( Xh

k−j
)
. Hence

the j-degree of S relative to Yh is close to its j-degree in Xh. Thus, due to property (C) of Claim 6.5,
we get that for each h ∈ [T], we have δj(G[Xh])≥ (δkj (1)+ ε

2 )m
k−j, verifying property (b) of being

viable (Definition 3.9) and completing the proof of the lemma.
With Lemmas 6.1 and 6.4, Lemma 3.11 follows easily.

Proof of Lemma 3.11. Recall that H is a loose Hamilton cycle and P0 ⊂H. Let P denote the
collection of t-balancedm-splittingsP ofH that are suitable for P0 ∈P and such thatV(P) admits
a viable partition. Moreover, let P∗ be the output by the random procedure in Lemma 6.1. Then
by Lemmas 6.1 and 6.4, we have that

1/m≤ P[P∗ ∈P]=
n+1∑
i=1

P [P∗ ∈P| |P∗| = i] P[|P∗| = i]≤ P [P∗ ∈P| |P∗| =m] ,
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using that P [P∗ ∈P| |P∗| = i]= 0 for all i 
=m in the last inequality. Given that |P∗| =m, each
of the possible

(n/(k−1)
m−1

)
outcomes of P∗ (given by a choice of Ep ⊂ E(H) with |Ep| =m− 1), are

equally likely. Hence

|P| = P [P∗ ∈P| |P∗| =m]
( n

k−1
m− 1

)
≥ 1

m

( n
k−1

m− 1

)
≥ γ nm−1,

as required, using here that γ � 1/m, 1/k. �

7. Concluding remarks
In this paper, we made progress towards the meta-conjecture of Coulson, Keevash, Perarnau, and
Yepremyan [12] that whenever one is above the extremal threshold for a given spanning struc-
ture, one can find a rainbow copy of that spanning structure in any suitably bounded colouring.
Indeed, Theorem 1.2 confirms this phenomenon for loose Hamilton cycles in hypergraphs. We
also elucidate what constitutes a suitable bound on the colouring, with the global bound (B) in
Theorem 1.2 capturing the optimal qualitative conditions in the setting of loose Hamilton cycles.
As mentioned in the introduction, for F-factors in hypergraphs, the theorem of Coulson, Keevash,
Perarnau, and Yepremyan [12] requires an extra local bound that every (k− 1)-set is in o(n) edges
of the same colour. This is necessary in some cases. Indeed, with k≥ 3 consider G to be the com-
plete k-graph and assign a unique colour to each (k− 1)-set of vertices of G. If we then colour the
edges ofG by ordering its vertices and colouring each edge by the colour corresponding to the first
(k− 1)-set of vertices in the edge, we have that this colouring is globally but not locally bounded.
Moreover, if F is such that every (k− 1)-set of vertices of F is contained in at least two edges of F
(for example, if F is a clique on at least k+ 1 vertices), then one can see that any F-factor in G is
not rainbow. This justifies the necessity of the local bound in general. However, as mentioned in
the introduction, one can use our proof, in particular our method in Lemma 5.1 using a partition
to avoid edges of the bad graph B, to remove the need for a local bound when F is linear, that is,
when no pair of edges of F intersect in more than one vertex. It remains to fully determine optimal
“suitable” conditions on bounds for all F-factors.

Even more pertinent is the meta-conjecture for other types of Hamilton cycles in hypergraphs,
where we lack any sort of positive result. Focusing in on the other extreme to loose Hamilton
cycles in hypergraphs, for tight Hamilton cycles the only result known is due to Dudek, Frieze,
and Ruciński [17] who showed the existence of rainbow tight cycles in the complete k-uniform
hypergraph and under a strong global bounded condition of having o(n) edges of each colour.
It would be interesting to generalise this result to Dirac hypergraphs and establish an analogue of
Theorem 1.2 in the context of tight cycles (or indeed anyHamilton �-cycle with � ≥ 2).We remark
that the proof scheme used here which appeals to switchings and double counting, seems to break
down for these cases as tight Hamilton cycles are, in a sense, more connected and so there is less
flexibility to locally alter a Hamilton cycle to obtain (enough) new ones. Ultimately, it would be
interesting to establish optimal conditions on the boundedness needed to guarantee the existence
of tight Hamilton cycles (and the other �-cycles) in Dirac graphs, as we have for loose cycles. This
was already raised explicitly in [4]. Even in the complete case, this remains mysterious and Dudek,
Frieze an Ruciński [17] asked if some strong global bound (or a local bound as above) is in fact
necessary. That is, they asked if there is some colouring of the complete k-graph with 
(n) edges
of each colour and no rainbow tight Hamilton cycle. They also suggested that they believe the
answer should be positive. Alternatively, it could be that a weak global bound of o(nk−1) edges
of each colour (as in Theorem 1.2) already suffices to force a rainbow tight Hamilton cycle. This
remains open but the following example shows that, at least in some range of minimum degree,
bounding the colouring further than the weak global bound is necessary.
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Figure 4. The construction for Example 7.1 in the case that n ∈ 3N.

Example 7.1. For any 0< α < 2/3 and n sufficiently large, there exists an n-vertex 3-graph G with
δ2(G)≥ αn and a colouring of G with no colour appearing more than n times such that there is no
rainbow tight Hamilton cycle.

Proof. We first define the graph G and the colouring, see Fig. 4. Partition the vertex set V of G
into three vertex subsets V1,V2,V3 such that |Vi| ∈ {�n/3��n/3�} for each i ∈ [3]. For every pair
of vertices {u, v} ∈ (V2) such that {u, v} ⊂Vi for some i ∈ [3], define a unique colour c(u, v). Now
the edges of G are precisely the sets S= {u, v,w} such that |S∩Vi′ | = 2 for some i′ ∈ [3] and we
define the colouring of S ∈ E(G) to be c(S∩Vi′). The fact that δ2(G)≥ αn follows from the fact
that α < 2/3 and n is sufficiently large. It is also clear that each colour appears at most 2�n/3� ≤ n
times. To see that G does not contain a rainbow tight Hamilton cycle, suppose for a contradiction
that it does and let v1, v2 . . . , vn be a cyclic ordering of V corresponding to the cycle. Moreover,
without loss of generality, suppose that v1 ∈V1 and v2 ∈V2. Let t ∈N be the least integer such
that vt ∈V3 and consider vt−2, vt−1 ∈V1 ∪V2. We must have that there is some i∗ ∈ [2] such
that vt−2, vt−1 ∈Vi∗ . Indeed otherwise, as the ordering corresponds to a tight Hamilton cycle,
there would be an edge {vt−2, vt−1, vt} ∈ E(G) with one vertex in each part, which is not possible.
Now vt−3 /∈Vi∗ as no edge is completely contained in Vi∗ and so we must have that vt−3 ∈V3−i∗ .
Therefore both {vt−3, vt−2, vt−1} and {vt−2, vt−1, vt} lie on the Hamilton cycle and have colour
c({vt−2, vt−1}), meaning that the Hamilton cycle is not rainbow, a contradiction. �

It was proven by Rödl, Ruciński and Szemerédi [32] that the codegree threshold for tight
Hamitlon cycles δ32(2) (see Definition 1.1) is located at 1/2. Therefore Example 7.1 shows that
in the minimum degree range 1/2< δ(G)< 2/3, there are 3-graphs above the extremal threshold
for which an o(n2) global bound on the colouring does not force a rainbow Hamilton cycle and
some extra local bound is necessary. In general, we believe that the optimal bounds on colourings
for tight Hamilton cycles (and other Hamilton �-cycles also) may depend on the minimum degree
of the Dirac hypergraph in question and it would be interesting to explore this further.

Finally we remark that we have only focused on qualitative features of bounding colourings
and one may also ask for the best possible quantitative bounds, for example trying to optimise the
constant μ > 0 in the global bound (B) in Theorem 1.2. This seems like a very challenging prob-
lem in general, even for the simplest case of perfect matchings in globally bounded colourings
of complete bipartite graphs. Here, the constant of Erdős and Spencer [19] has been improved
slightly by Bissacot, Fernández, Procacci and Scoppola [5] who showed that if no colour appears
more than 27n/256 times, then there is a rainbow perfect matching. From above, it is clear that
a global bound of n is necessary in order to have enough colours. It follows from a recent con-
struction of Pokrovskiy and Sudakov [31] (see also the very recent improvement [10]) that being
globally n-bounded is not enough to guarantee a rainbow perfect matching, but it is still possible
that a bound of the form n− o(n) suffices.
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