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Abstract

A E-uniform hypergraph with n vertices is an (n, k, £)-omitting system if it does
not contain two edges whose intersection has size exactly £. If in addition it does not
contain two edges whose intersection has size greater than ¢, then it is an (n, k, £)-
system. R&dl and Sinajova proved a lower bound for the independence number of
(n, k, £)-systems that is sharp in order of magnitude for fixed 2 < ¢ < k — 1. We
consider the same question for the larger class of (n, k, £)-omitting systems.

For k < 2¢+1, we believe that the behavior is similar to the case of (n, k, £)-systems
and prove a nontrivial lower bound for the first open case £ = k — 2. For k > 2{ + 1
we give new lower and upper bounds which show that the minimum independence
number of (n, k, £)-omitting systems has a very different behavior than for (n,k,£)-
systems. Our lower bound for ¢ = k — 2 uses some adaptations of the random greedy
independent set algorithm, and our upper bounds (constructions) for k > 2¢ + 1 are
obtained from some pseudorandom graphs.

We also prove some related results where we forbid more than two edges with a
prescribed common intersection size and this leads to some applications in Ramsey
theory. For example, we obtain good bounds for the Ramsey number 74, (F*, t), where
F* is the k-uniform Fan. Here the behavior is quite different than the case k = 2
which reduces to the classical graph Ramsey number r(3,t).

1 Introduction

For a finite set V and k > 2 denote by (‘g) the collection of all k-subsets of V. A k-uniform
hypergraph (k-graph) H is a family of k-subsets of finite set which is called the vertex
set of H and is denoted by V(H). A set I C V(H) is independent in H if it contains no
edge of H. The independence number of H, denoted by a(H), is the maximum size of
an independent set in H. For every v € V(H) the degree dy(v) of v in H is the number
of edges in H that contain v. Denote by d(H) and A(H) the average degree and the
maximum degree of H, respectively.

An old result of Turén [27] implies that a(G) > n/(d+ 1) for every graph G on n vertices
with average degree d. Later, Spencer [25] extended Turan’s result and proved that for all
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k > 3 every n-vertex k-graph H with average degree d satisfies

n

for some constant ¢z > O.

The bound for a(#H) can be improved if we forbid some family F of hypergraphs in H. For
¢ > 2 a (Berge) cycle of length ¢ in H is a collection of ¢ edges Ei, ..., Ey € H such that
there exists ¢ distinct vertices vy, ..., vy with v; € E;NE;4q fori € [(—1] and vy € E,NE.
A seminal result of Ajtai, Komlés, Pintz, Spencer, and Szemerédi [2] states that for every
n-vertex k-graph H with average degree d that contains no cycles of length 2,3, and 4,
there exists a constant ¢, > 0 such that

n 1/(k—1

C p
Moreover, this is tight apart from cj..

Spencer [22] conjectured and Duke, Lefmann, and R6dl [9] proved that the same conclusion
holds even if H just contains no cycles of length 2. Their result was further extended by
Ro6dl and Sinajova [23] to the larger family of (n, k, £)-systems.

1.1 (n,k,{)-systems and (n, k,()-omitting systems

Let £k > ¢ > 1. An n-vertex k-graph H is an (n, k,{)-system if the intersection of every
pair of edges in H has size less than ¢, and H is an (n, k, £)-omitting system if it has no two
edges whose intersection has size exactly £. It is clear from the definition that an (n, k, £)-
system is an (n, k, £)-omitting system, but not vice versa, since an (n, k, £)-omitting system
may have pairwise intersection sizes greater than /.

Define

f(n,k, ) =min{a(H): H is an (n,k,{)-system}, and
g(n,k,0) = min{a(H) : H is an (n, k, £)-omitting system} .

We will use the standard asymptotic notations O, §2, ©, o to simplify the formulas used in
the present paper, and the limit is generally taken with respect to n unless noted otherwise.

The study of f(n,k,¢) has a long history (e.g. [23 I8, 10, 26]) and, in particular, Rodl
and Sinajova [23] proved that
k—2¢ 1
f(n,k,0)=0© <nm(1og n)m> for all fixed k > £ > 2. (3)

It follows that

k

gk, 0) < f(n,k,6) = O (nk—il(logn)k—h) . (4)

~

One important difference between (n, k, £)-systems and (n, k, £)-omitting systems is their
maximum sizes. By definition, every set of ¢ vertices in an (n, k, £)-system is contained in
at most one edge, thus every (n, k, £)-system has size at most (Z)/(lz) =0 (ng) However,
this is not true for (n, k, £)-omitting systems. Indeed, the following result of Frankl and
Fiiredi [II] shows that the maximum size of an (n,k,¢)-omitting system can be much
larger than that of an (n, k, £)-system when k > 2¢ + 1.



Theorem 1.1 (Frankl-Firedi [I1]). Let k > ¢ > 1 be fized integers and H be an (n,k,?)-
omitting system. Then |H| = O (nma"{z’k*#l}). Moreover, the bound is tight up to a
constant multiplicative factor.

Theorem [[T] together with () imply that for fixed k, ¢,

O(nt1) k<2041,

n,k,b) = 5
9(n. k. ) Q(neT) k>2+1. (5)

Notice that for k < 2¢ 4+ 1 the bounds given by (@) and (&) match except for a factor of
(log n)l/(k_l), but for k£ > 2¢ 4 1, these two bounds have a gap in the exponent of n.

Our main goal in this paper is to extend the results of Rédl and Sinajové to the larger
class of (n, k, ¢)-omitting systems and improve the bounds given by () and (B). In other
words, the question we focus on is the following:

What is the value of g(n,k,£)?

Our results for (n, k, £)-omitting systems are divided into two parts. For k < 20+ 1, we
believe that the behavior is similar to that of (n, k, £)-systems and prove a nontrivial lower
bound for the first open case ¢ = kK — 2. For k > 2¢ + 1 we give new lower and upper
bounds which show that the minimum independence number of (n, k, £)-omitting systems
has a very different behavior than for (n, k, £)-systems.

Remark. Let £ > 3 and L C {0,1,...,k —1}. An (n,k, L)-omitting system is an n-
vertex k-graph that has no two edges whose intersection has size in L. Our methods can
be applied to the more general setting of (n,k, L)-omitting systems, but in the present
paper we only consider the case |L| = 1.

1.2 k<20+1

As mentioned above, for this range of £ and k, the issue at hand is only the polylogarithmic
factor in g(n, k,£). It follows from the definition that an (n, k, k — 1)-omitting system is
also an (n, k, k — 1)-system, thus Rédl and Siniajovd’s result (B]) implies that

gln bk —1) = f(n,k,k—1) = © <nk—11(1ogn)ﬁ) .
So, the first open case in the range of £k < 2¢ + 1 is £ = k — 2, and for this case we prove
the following nontrivial lower bound for g(n, k, k — 2), which improves ().

Theorem 1.2. Suppose that k > 4. Then every (n,k,k — 2)-omitting system has an
independent set of size ) <n2/(k*1) (log log n)l/(k_1)>. In other words,

g(n,k,k—2)=0Q <n% (loglogn)ﬁ) )

Unfortunately, our method for proving Theorem cannot be extended to the entire
range of k < 2¢ + 1, but we make the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.3. For all fived integers k > € > 2 that satisfy k < 20 + 1 there exists a
k—¢
function w(n) — oo as n — oo such that g(n,k,l) = <nﬁw(n)>

Theorem shows that Conjecture [[.3] is true for £ = k — 2. The smallest open case is
k=>5and ¢ =2.



1.3 k>20+1

Recall that in the range of k > 2¢ 4+ 1 the bounds given by () and (f]) leave a gap in the
exponent of n. The following result shows that for a wide range of k and £ neither of them
gives the correct order of magnitude.

Theorem 1.4. Let £ > 2 and k > 20+ 1 be fixed. Then

Q <max{n%,n%}> =g(n,k,0) =0 (n@_el (log n)%> .

Remark.

41 , -8
(a) The lower bound n3-1 can be improved to n 2= o)

remark in the end of Section [3 for details.

~ n0-38196+0/(1)  Gee the

(b) It is clear that Theorem [[L4] improves the bound given by (Bl) for £ > 3¢, and it also

improves the bound given by ) for k > 2¢+ 1 as % — é;—l} = % > 0 for

k>204+1.

It would be interesting to determine g(n,k,¢) for k > 2¢ + 1. Here, we are not able to
offer a conjecture for the exponent of n.

Problem 1.5. Determine the order of magnitude of g(n,k,£) for k> 2¢+ 1.

For the first open case (k, ) = (6,2) Theorem[[. 4] gives (n3/5) = g(n,6,2) = O (n3/4+eM).
Similar to Remark (a) above the lower bound for g(n,6,2) can be improved to Q2 (n2/ 3.
See the remark in the end of Section Bl for details.

1.4 (n,k,{,\)-systems and (n, k,/, \)-omitting systems

Let K > ¢ > 1 and A > 1 be integers. The k-graph S'j(ﬁ) consists of A edges Ey,..., E)
such that F; N E; = S for 1 <i < j < A and some fixed set S (called the center) of size .
When ¢ = 1 we just write S5, and we will omit the superscript k in S¥(¢) if it is obvious.

It is easy to see that an n-vertex k-graph is an (n, k, £)-omitting system iff it is Sy(¢)-free,
and is an (n, k,)-system iff it is {S2(¢),..., S2(k — 1)}-free. This motivates us to define
the following generalization of (n, k, £)-omitting systems and (n, k, £)-systems.

An n-vertex k-graph H is an (n, k, £, \)-system if every set of ¢ vertices is contained in at
most A edges, and H is an (n, k, ¢, \)-omitting system if it does not contain Syyi(¢) as a
subgraph.

Define

f(n,k, 0, ) = min{a(H) : H is an (n, k, ¢, \)-system}, and
g(n,k,0,\) = min{a(H) : H is an (n, k, £, \)-omitting system} .

When ) is a fixed constant, the value of f(n,k,#, \) is essentially the same as f(n,k,/)
(e.g. see [23]), i.e. f(n,k,l,\) = ©(f(n,k,£)). Similarly, the same conclusions as in
Theorems [[.2] and [[:4] also hold for g(n, k, ¢, \), since Theorem [I.T] holds for all Sy (¢)-free
hypergraphs and using it one can easily extend the proof for the case A = 1 to the case
A > 1. For the sake of simplicity, we will prove Theorem only for the case A = 1.



When A is not a constant, even the value of f(n,k, ¢, \) is not known in general. Here is
a summary of the known results.

e { = 1: An (n,k,1,)\)-system is just a k-graph with maximum degree A and here
complete k-graphs and () yield

n
On the other hand a result of Loh [19] implies
gn,k,1,\) = )\LH whenever A+1)(k—1)|n.

If the divisibility condition fails then we have a small error term above.

e (/= k — 1: Kostochka, Mubayi, and Verstraéte [I8] proved that

1 1
n\ z—1 N\ &—1 n

e 2 < /¢ <k—2: Tian and Liu [26] proved that

1/¢ % + 4 oy
f(n,k,e,A):Q<(ﬁlogﬁ> > for k> 5, 5+ <€§k—2,)\:0<n5€3k2—k94>_

ATA

They also gave a construction which implies that

AN =) n 2
Fn,k,0,0) =0 <T> (logx) for 2<0<k—1, logn < A< n.

Since for every A > 0 an (n, k, £, \)-system has size O (An®), it follows from () that

sk =a (57,

which, by Tian and Liu’s upper bound, is tight up to a factor of (log n)l/(kfl).

Using a result of Duke, Lefmann, and Rodl [9] we are able to improve the lower bound for
f(n,k,£,\) to match the upper bound obtained by Tian and Liu for a wide range of .

Theorem 1.6. Let k > £ > 2 be fized. If there exists a constant § > 0 such that

=30
0< A< nk2"", then
1
k—fN\ %=1
Fnk 6,0 = Q ((%) (logn)kll> .

Remark. It remains open to determine f(n,k, ¢, \) for Q (n%_o(l)) =A=0 (nk_g).

Since Theorem [LT] does not hold when X is not a constant, our method of proving Theo-
rems and [[.4] cannot be extended to this case.



1.5 Applications in Ramsey theory

For a k-graph F the Ramsey number ri(F,t) is the smallest integer n such that every
F-free k-graph on n vertices has an independent set of size at least t. Determining the
minimum independence number of an F-free k-graph on n vertices is essentially the same
as determining the value of 7 (F,t). So, our results above can be applied to determine
the Ramsey number of some hypergraphs.

First, Theorem and (@) imply the following corollary.

Corollary 1.7. Let k> 4 and X\ > 2 be fized integers. Then
0 t(k=1)/2 (Sa(k—2.t) =0 t(k=1)/2
——75 | =Gk —2),t) = —7 | -
(log t)1/2 (log log t)1/2
Similarly, Theorem [I.4] gives the following corollary.
Corollary 1.8. Let £ > 2, k> 20+ 1, and A > 2 be fixed integers. Then

£2¢/(6+1) o
Q MW =rp(SA(£),t) = O <min {tﬁ,tm}) .
0g

34—1
Remark. According to Remark (a) after Theorem [[.4], the upper bound ¢ ¢+1 above can

be improved to t3+2\/g+0‘(1) ~ $2:61803+0,(1)

The following result about 75 (S%,¢) follows from a more general result of Loh [19].

Theorem 1.9 (Loh [19]). Let t > k > 2, t — 1 = q(k — 1) + r for some q,r € N with
0<r<k—2. Then for every A > 2

Mk —=1)+7+1<r,(S,t) < Ag(k — 1)+ Ar+ 1.

In particular, 1 (S¥,t) = A(t — 1) + 1 whenever (k—1) | (t —1).

The k-Fan, denoted by F*, is the k-graph consisting of k+1 edges E1, ..., Ej, E such that
ENEj=vforall 1 <i<j<k wherev ¢ FE, and |E; NE| =1 for 1 <i < k. In other
words, F'* is obtained from S}j by adding an edge omitting v that intersects each edge of
S,’: . Tt is easy to see that F?2 is just the triangle K3. The k-graph F* was first introduced
by Mubayi and Pikhurko [21] in order to extend Mantel’s theorem to hypergraphs. Unlike
the case k = 2, where it is well known that ro(K3,t) = © (t?/logt) (e.g. see [3,[16]), the
following result shows that rj,(F¥,t) = ©(t?) for all k > 3.

Theorem 1.10. Suppose that t > k > 3. Then

EJ {%J <rp(F* ) <t(t—1)+1.

As t — 00, it remains open to determine lim ry(F¥,t)/t2.

In Section 2 we prove Theorem In Section B, we prove Theorem [[L4l In Section @]
we prove Theorem In Section Bl we prove Theorem [L.I0l



2 Proof of Theorem

In this section we prove Theorem Let us show some preliminary results first.

2.1 Preliminaries
For a k-graph H and i € [k — 1] the i-th shadow of H is

O;H = {A € (Z(z{z)> : dF € H such that A C E} .

The shadow of H is OH = 01H. For a set S C V(H) the neighborhood of S in H is
Ny(S)={veV(H)\S:3E e H such that SU{v} C E},
the link of S in H is
Ly(S)={E\S:Ee€Hand SC E},
and dy(S) = |Ly(S)] is the degree of S in H. For i € [k — 1] the maximum i-degree of H

) A;(H) = max {dH(A) A€ (V(,%)> } ,

i
and note that A(H) = A(H).

For a pair of distinct vertices u,v € V(#H) the (k — 1)-codegree of v and v is the number
of (k —1)-sets S C V(H) such that SU{u} € H and SU {v} € H. Denoted by I'(*) the

maximum (k — 1)-codegree of H.

The random greedy independent set algorithm. We begin with H(0) = H,V(0) =
V(#H) and I(0) = (). Given independent set (i) and hypergraph H(i) on vertex set V (i),
a vertex v € V(i) is chosen uniformly at random and added to I(7) to form I(i + 1). The
vertex set V(i +1) is set equal to V(i) less v and all vertices u such that {u,v} is an edge
in H(i). The hypergraph H(i + 1) is formed form H; by

1. removing v from all edges of size at least three in #(7) that contain v, and
2. removing every edge that contains a vertex u such that the pair {u,v} is an edge of

().

The process terminates when V(i) = (). At this point I(i) is a maximal independent set
in H. Let i,ax denote the step where the algorithm terminates.

In [6], Bennett and Bohman analyzed the random greedy independent set algorithm using
the differential equation method, and they proved that if a k-graph satisfies certain degree
and codegree conditions, then the random greedy independent set algorithm produces a
large independent set with high probability.

Theorem 2.1 (Bennett-Bohman [6]). Let k and € > 0 be fized. Let H be a D-regular
k-graph on n vertices such that D > n¢. If

Ai(H) < D17 for 2<i<k—1, and T(H)< D'
then the random greedy independent set algorithm produces an independent set I in H of

size Q ((log n)Y/ k=1 n/Dl/(kfl)) with probability 1 — o(1).

7



The lower bound on independence number in Theorem 2.1] can easily be proved by applying
a theorem of Duke-Lefmann-Rodl [9] (see Theorem[d.T]), so the main novelty of Theorem 2.1
is the fact that the random greedy independent set algorithm produces an independent
set of this size with high probability.

Let S C V(H) be a set of bounded size s such that S contains no edge in . A nice
property of the random greedy independent set algorithm is that S is contained in the set
I(4) with probability (1+o0(1)) (i/n)°, which is almost the probability that S is contained
in a random i-subset of V(H).

Using this property we can easily control the size of the induced subgraph of G on I(7),
where G is a hypergraph that has the same vertex set with H.

Proposition 2.2 (Bennett-Bohman [6]). Let H be a hypergraph that satisfies the condi-
tions in Theorem [2.1) and G be a k'-graph on V(H) (i.e. G and H are on the same vertex
set). If i < imax 1S fized, then the expected number of edges of G contained in I(i) is at

most (1 +o(1)) (i/n)¥ - |G|.

For 2 < j <k —1 and two edges E, E’ in a k-graph H we say {E,E'} is a (2, )-cycle if
|ENE'| = j. Denote by C%(2,7) the number of (2, j)-cycles in H. A hypergraph is linear
if every pair of edges has at most one vertex in common. It is easy to see that H is linear
iff Cy(2,7) = 0 for 2 < j < k — 1. The next theorem on the independence number of
linear hypergraphs is due to Frieze and Mubayi [13].

Theorem 2.3 (Frieze-Mubayi [13]). Suppose that H is a linear k-graph with n vertices
and average degree d. Then a(H) = Q <(log d)/ k=1 n/dl/(k*1)>.

For a (not necessarily uniform) hypergraph H on n vertices (assuming that V(H) = [n])
and a family F = {Gi,...,G,} of m-vertex k-graphs with V(G;) = --- = V(G,) = Vr the
Cartesian product of H and F, denoted by HOF, is a hypergraph on V(H) x Vr and

HOF ={(E,v): E€Handv e Vr}U{(F):i€[n]and F € G;}.

Since the hypergraphs we considered here are not necessarily regular, Theorem 2.1 cannot
be applied directly to our situations. To overcome this issue we use an adaption of a trick
used by Shearer in [24], that is, for every nonregular hypergraph H we take the Cartesian
product of H and a family of linear hypergraphs to get a new hypergraph H that is regular.
Then we apply Theorem 2.1] to H to get a large independent set, and by the Pigeonhole
principle, this ensures that 7 has a large independent set.

First, we need the following theorem to show the existence of sparse regular linear hyper-
graphs.

Given two k-graphs Hi and Hsy with the same number of vertices a packing of Hy and Ho
is a bijection ¢ : V(H1) — V(H2) such that ¢(F) & Ho for all E € H;.

Theorem 2.4 (Lu-Székely [20]). Let H1 and Ha be two k-graphs on n vertices. If

1 /n
A(H1)[Ha| + A(Hz)[Ha| < &(k)’

then there is a packing of H1 and Ha.

Theorem [2.4] enables us to construct sparse regular linear hypergraphs inductively.



Lemma 2.5. For every positive integer n that satisfies k | n and every positive integer d
that satisfies

g< (m—k+2)(n—k+1)

1
- ek?(k —1)2n +4

there exists a d-reqular linear k-graph with n vertices.

Proof of LemmalZ3. We proceed by induction on d and note that the case d = 1 is trivial
since a perfect matching on n vertices is a l-regular linear k-graph. Now suppose that
d > 2. By the induction hypothesis, there exists a (d — 1)-regular linear k-graph on n
vertices, and let Hgz_1 be such a k-graph. Let H; be a perfect matching on n vertices.
Define the extended k-graph ﬁl of Hy as

T {{u,v} UA: {u,0} € Op_oHy and A € (V(Hllg)_\ ;“’”} ) } .

It is clear from the definition that Hq, C ﬁb |7/'Z1| < %(g) (kﬁ2)’ and 7/-[\1 is regular. So,

o kM| kn(k\( n \ _(E\( n
Ala) == <nk<2><k—2>_<2><k—2>'
By assumption

sttt aimoa < @i ()(,5) « 45 () (i)

()00 <4(0)

Therefore, by Theorem 24| there exist a bijection ¢ : V(Hq—1) — V(H1) such that
|6(E)NE'| < k—1forall E € Hq_ and all E’ € Hy, and this implies that |¢(E)NE"| < 1
for all E € Hy 1 and all E” € Hy. Therefore, H1 U ¢ (H4—1) is a d-regular linear k-graph
on n vertices. |

2.2 Proofs
First we use Theorem [2.1] and Proposition to prove a result about the common inde-
pendent set of two hypergraphs on the same vertex set.

Theorem 2.6. Let ki, ko > 2 be integers, ¢ >0, n, D € N, and d > 0. Suppose that

(a) H is an n-vertex ki-graph, G is an n-vertex ko-graph, and V(H) =V (G) =V,

ko—1

(b) D >n and d(logn/D)ﬁ > 1,
(¢) H satisfies that A(H) < D,

ki—1

Aj(H) < DR=1"° for 2<i<k —1, and I'(H)< D'

(d) G satisfies that d(G) < d and

2kg—i—1

Cg(2,i) < n(D/logn) -1 for 2<i<ky—1.



Then, a(HUG) = Q (w - n/dY*2=D) where

ko—1

1/(ka—1)
w=wn,D,d k1, ko) = (log ((log n/D)F-T d>) .

Remarks.

e Although Theorem imposes no condition on ki and ko, we will only apply the
result in the case ko = k1 + 1.

e Spencer’s bound (]) implies that a(G) = Q (n/dl/(’”_l)). Theorem 2.6limproves it in
two ways: first it improves the bound by a factor of w, second it is a lower bound for
the independence number of G U H. Ajtai, Komlds, Pintz, Spencer, and Szemerédi’s
result (2]) implies that the upper bound for w is (log n)l/ (k2=1)  However, we are not
able to show that w = Q ((log n)l/(krl)) in general, and it would be interesting to
determine the optimal value of w.

e If H and G satisfy conditions (a) and (c¢) in Theorem [2.6] and also satisfy

ko—1
(t) D > n and d (logn/D)F—1 < 1,
then o (H UG) = Q ((log n)/*F1=1) . n/ DYV *1=1) “Moreover, if G = {), then a(H) =
Q ((log n)Y/(:1=1) . /DY *1=1)) which is the bound in Theorem El The proof is
similar to the proof of Theorem

Proof of Theorem [2.4. For 2 < i < ky — 1 define

i Vv ) . .
g = {S € <2k2 B Z> : G[S] contains a (2,1)—cycle}.

Fix m € N such that D < m = O(n*1), and k; | m. Notice that D has a trivial upper
bound n*1~1, so such an integer m exists. For every v € V let D, = D — dy(v). Since
m > D and k; | m, by Lemma [Z]] there exists a D,-regular linear k;-graph F(v) on [m)]
for every v € V. Let

H=Hugu| |J ¢|., F={Fw):veV}, and #H =HOF.

2<i<ky—1

Note that 7’ is consisting of

1. the ki-graph H= HOF,
2. the ko-graph G that is the union of m pairwise vertex-disjoint copies of G, and

3. the (2kg —i)-graph G that is the union of m pairwise vertex-disjoint copies of G¢ for
2<i<ky—1.

~

For every v € V(H) we have dg(v) = dy(v) + D, = D. Moreover,

—~ ky—i

AZ(H) = AZ(H) < DER-1° for 2 <i<k;i—1, and P(ﬁ) = P(H) < Dl_E7

Applying the random greedy independent set algorithm and Theorem 2.1 to H , we obtain
an independent set I of size at least ¢ (log nm)l/(krl) -nm/DY® =1 for some constant

10



¢ > 0 with probability 1 — o(1). Let p = ¢((lognm)/D)"* 1Y and we may assume that
|I| = pnm since otherwise we can take the set of the first pnm vertices generated by the
random greedy independent set algorithm instead.

Applying Proposition to Q\, Q\l, . ,é’”‘l and by assumption (d) we obtain
E Hé[f]ﬂ < (1+0(1))p* |G| < 2dnmp*
and for 2 <i < ko —1

E|

So, by Markov’s inequality and the union bound, with probability at least 1/2 both

g”‘[f]u — (14 o(1)p?*2~ x m x Cg(2,i) = o(pnm).

‘é[f] < 10dnmp™  and

é’[f]‘ =o(pnm) V2<i<ky—1

hold.

Fix a set I such that |I| = pnm and the events above hold. Then by removing o(pnm)
vertices we obtain a subset I’ C I such that

A@[f]‘:o for 2<i<hky—1.

In other words, the ko-graph G[I'] is lincar. Since

ko x 10dnmp?
(1 —o0(1))pnm

by Theorem 23] it has an independent set I of size at least

1 1
pnm ko—1\k2—1 1\ _ n ko1 7\ Fa—1
! <<20k2dpk21)1/<’“21> (1o 205771) ) -0 (md1/<k21> CT) >

=0 <mﬁw> .

Here we used assumption (b) to ensure that 20kodp*2—! > 1.

< 20kqdpt? 1,

a(g1) <

By the Pigeonhole principle, there exists j € [m] such that I = I’ N (V x {j}) has size at
least |I|/m = Q (w- n/dl/(kQ_l)), and it is clear that I is an independent set in both H
and G. |

Next we use Theorem to prove Theorem The idea is to first decompose an
(n, k, k — 2)-omitting system H into two parts: Hi_1 C OH and Hj C H, and then apply
Theorem to Hi_1 and Hj to find a large set I C V that is independent in both of
them. It will be easy to see that the set I is independent in H.

Proof of Theorem [.2. Let H be an (n, k, k — 2)-omitting system and let V = V(H). By
Theorem [[T], there exists a constant C; such that |H| < CynF=2. Let B = (k) > 0 be a
constant such that ( y < B < 1, for example, take § = 4/5. Define

k—3
v~ E
Hk1={A€3H:dH(A)Z(£;T)B} and Hk:{E€H3<k_1>mHk1:®}-

11



Let ki =k — 1, ky = k, D = nF~*t2/(t-=D(1logn)?, d = C1n*~3, and € be a constant such
that 0 < e < 1/(k—1). Then D > n® and

k-1

ky—1 k—2
k1—1 —
d <10gn> Y — opnks l(;gn = (1 (log n)(liﬁ)% > 1.
D nF T (log )

Therefore, condition (b) in Theorem is satisfied. Next we show that Hp_; and Hy
satisfy (c¢) and (d) in Theorem with our choice of ky, ko, D, d, €.

Claim 2.7. The (k —1)-graph Hj_y is an (n,k — 1,k — 3, [n2/(k=Y (logn)?|)-system and
an (n,k — 1,k — 2)-system.

Proof of Claim[2.7. First we prove that Hy_1 is an (n,k—1, k—2)-system. Indeed, suppose
to the contrary that there exist ej,eq € Hp_1 such that S = ey N ey has size k — 2.
By the definition of Hy_1, |Ny(e;)| > n%/(log n)? > 2k for i = 1,2. So there exist
vi,v2 € V' \ (e1 Uey) such that E; = e; U {v;} € H for i = 1,2. However, E1 N Ey = S
has size k — 2, contradicting the assumption that H is an (n,k, k — 2)-omitting system.
Therefore, Hy_1 is an (n,k — 1,k — 2)-system.

Now suppose to the contrary that there exists a set A C V of size k — 3 with dy, ,(A4) =
m > n?*=Y(logn)?. Since Hj_; is an (n,k — 1,k — 2)-system, Ly, ,(A) is a matching
consisting of m edges. Suppose that Ly, ,(A) = {e1,...,en}, and let B; = AU e; for
1 < i < m. Since B; € Hyp_1, by definition, there exists a set N; C V of size at least

n%/(log n)? such that B; U {u} € H for all u € N;.

Suppose that there exists v € N; N N; for some distinct 4, j € [m]|. Then the two sets
AUe; U{v} and AUe; U {v} are edges in 1 and have an intersection of size k — 2, a
contradiction. Therefore, N; N N; = ) for all distinct i, j € [m]. It follows that

n=|V|> Z |N;| > mn%/(logn)ﬁ > ni (logn)ﬁn%/(logn)ﬁ > n,
1€[m)]

a contradiction. Therefore, Ap_3(Hp—1) < n2/(k*1)(10g n)?, which implies that Hj,_; is an
(n,k—1,k -3, |n?/*=1 (log n)?|)-system. 1

Since Hy_1is an (n,k — 1,k — 3, [n¥*~D(logn)?|)-system, Ay_3(Hi—1) < n?* =Y (logn)”.

Moreover, for every set S C V of size i with ¢ € [k — 4] the link Ly, ,(5) is an
(n,k—1—1ik—3—1i, n?*=1(log n)?)-system. Therefore, for i € [k — 4]

2 n k—1—1 L2
A ) < nEei(] B k—3—i+=5 1 5.
() < nosn)? (o )/(p 20 <t o)

Since

2 E—1—1i . 2 21 —1)
(k—4+k_1> - —<k—3—z+k_1>— = > e,

we obtain

Ai(Hig—1) < nki?’*H%(log n)ﬁ < DlljfllifE for 2<¢<k-3.
k—1—(k—=2)
On the other hand, since H is an (n,k — 1,k — 2)-system, Ap_o(Hy_1) <1< D F1-T €
and I'(Hi_1) = 0 < D'~¢. Therefore, Hj_ satisfies condition (c) in Theorem

12



Claim 2.8. The k-graph Hy, satisfies d(Hy,) < Crkn*~2,

O, (2,4) = O (n%*‘**i) for 2<i<k-—3,
_ _ k—2+43=3 B
Cu,(2,k—2) =0, andCHk(Q,k:—l)—O<n =1 /(logn)” ).

Proof of Claim[2.8. First, it is clear that Cy, (2, k —2) = 0 since there is no pair of edges
in ‘H;, with an intersection of size k — 2.

Let 2 <i < k—3and S C V be a set of size i. Since Hy is an (n, k, k — 2)-omitting
system, the link Ly, (S) is an (n,k — i,k — 2 — ¢)-omitting system. So, by Theorem [L]
L3, (S)| = O (nF=27%), which implies that

O, (2,9) < [H| x (’;) % O <nk*2*i> ~0 (n%*‘**i) for 2<i<k—3.

Now let S C V be a set of size k — 1. By the definition of Hy, dy, (S) < n** =1 /(logn)?.
Therefore,

Cy,(2,k — 1) < |Hy| x (k: ﬁ 1) X n%/(logn)ﬁ =0 (nk72+%/(logn)ﬁ> .

Since

1—{—<k—4—|— 2 >2/<:—1—z 2(i — 1)

E—1
by Claim 28]
Cy,(2,1) =0 (n2k747i) =0 (n (D/logn) 2kk—_li—_ll) for 2<i<k-3.

2k—(k—2)—1

Moreover, Cy, (2,k —2) =0 < n(D/logn)” #1=1, and

o 1o = k=23 D Zh_(k_1)-1
) - = < = )
el ) (logn)8 (log n)(lfﬁ)%g " <10gn>

where the inequality follows from the assumption that § > ﬁ Therefore, H}, satisfies
condition (d) in Theorem

So, by Theorem 2.6 there exists a set I C V of size (w . n/n%> =0 (nQ/(kfl)w) such
that I is independent in both H;_1 and Hj. Here

k=1 \\ V/(R2=1) L\ 1/(k—1)
w= <log (((log n)/D)ki-1 d)) = (log (log n)<1fﬁ>ifé>

=0 <(10g log n)l/(k_l)) .
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3 Proof of Theorem [1.4]

3.1 Lower bound

We prove the lower bound in Theorem [[.4] in this section. The proof idea is similar to that
used in the proof of Theorem [[L.2] that is, we decompose an (n, k, £)-omitting system into
many different hypergraphs so that each hypergraph contains the information of a certain
subset of edges in the original hypergraph. Then we use a probabilistic argument to show
that there exists a large common independent set of these hypergraphs.

Recall that an n-vertex k-graph H is an (n,k,#, A\)-omitting system iff it is Sxi1(¢)-
free. While Theorem [I.4] as stated provides a lower bound on the independence number
of (n,k,f)-omitting systems, the result holds in the more general setting of (n,k, ¢, \)-
omitting systems. We present the proof in this more general setting.

Let k> ko > ¢ > 1, X\ > 2, and H be an S)({)-free k-graph. We say H is ko-indecomposable
if

o k=kgy,or

o k> koand His {Sy, (k—1),..., 55, (ko)}-free, where \; = (kA)* fori € [k— ko).

Otherwise, we say H is kg-decomposable.

Call a family F of hypergraphs kg-indecomposable if every member in it is kg-indecomposable.
Otherwise, we say F is kg-decomposable.

The decomposition algorithm.

Input: An S, (¢)-free k-graph H and a threshold ko with k& > kg > £.

Output: A family F of Sy (¢)-free ky-indecomposable hypergraphs.

Operation: We start with the family F = {#}. If F is kp-indecomposable, then we
terminate this algorithm. Otherwise, let G € F be a kg-decomposable hypergraph and let
k' denote the size of each edge in G. Let ig € {1,...,k" — ko} be the smallest integer such

: / . 21071
that G contains a copy of Sy, (k" —io), where A, = (kA) . Define

gk/,io = {A S (V(H)> : dg(A) > )‘io} and Gy = {B €g: ( B . > ﬂgk/,io = @} .
k/—Zo k/—Zo

Update F by removing G and adding Gj/—;, and Gi. Repeat this operation until F is
ko-indecomposable.

We need the following lemmas to show that the algorithm defined above always terminates.
Write v(#H) for the size of a maximum matching in H.

Lemma 3.1. Let H be an {Sy,(k—1),...,S,_,(1)}-free k-graph with m edges. Then

m

v(H) 2 =1
Hz 1 (Z + 1)

Proof of Lemmal3d. For j € [k —1] let A; = gzl(i + 1)\;. We prove this lemma by
induction on k. Suppose that £ = 2. Since H is Sy, (1)-free, dy(v) < A\ — 1 for all
v € V(H). Therefore, by greedily choosing an edge e and removing all edges that have
nonempty intersection with e, we obtain at least m/(2\;) pairwise disjoint edges in H.

14



Now suppose that k£ > 3. We claim that dy(v) < (Ay—1 —1)Ag_o for all v € V(H). Indeed,
suppose to the contrary that there exists vg € V(H) with dy(vg) > (Ag—1 — 1)Ag—2 + 1.
Since M is { S, (k —1),..., S\, ,(2) }-free, the link Ly (vg) is {Sx, (k —2),..., 5, ,(1)}-
free. By the induction hypothesis,

(M1 — DAR_2+1
A2
but this contradicts the assumption that H is Sy, ,(1)-free. Therefore, dy(v) < (Ap—1 —

1)Ap_o for all v € V(#H). Then, similar to the case of k = 2, by greedily choosing an edge
e and removing all edges that have nonempty intersection with e, we obtain

v(Ly(vo)) >

> Ak,1 - 17

m > m
E(Ap—1 —DAp_2+1 " Ap_y

v(H) >

completing the proof. ]

Let H be an Sy (¢)-free k-graph. Define

= {ae (V) i > )

If H is {SXI(k:—l),...,SA;
define

(K" + 1),5)\(€)}—free for some ¢ < k' < k — 2, then also

k1

k—k'—1
Hy = {Ae C{f) tdy(A) > kx ] (¢+1)A;}.

i=1

Lemma 3.2. The hypergraphs Hy and Hi_1 defined above are Sy(€)-free.

Proof of Lemma[32. We may only prove that Hy is Sy (¢)-free, since the proof for Hj_1 is
basically the same. Suppose to the contrary that there exists {Aj,..., Ax} C Hy forming
a copy of S\(£). Since H is {Sy, (k — 1),...,5)\;%,71(]{:’ + 1) }-free, the link Ly (A;) is
{Sx,(k =K = 1),....Sy  (1)}free for i € [\ Let A = [T 7' (i + 1A Tt follows
from the definition of Hys that |Ly(A;)] > kAN for @ € [A]. So, by Lemma [3Il there
are at least kAA'/A" > kX pairwise disjoint edges in Ly (A;) for @ € [A]. Therefore,
there exist A pairwise disjoint (k — k’)-sets By, ..., By such that B; C V'\ <Uf‘:1 AZ-) and
E; = A;UB; € H for i € [\. It is clear that {Eq,...,E\} is a copy of Sy(¢) in H, a
contradiction. [

Recall that in the decomposition algorithm we defined

gklioz{Ae (V(H)> dg(A)Z)\ZO}, and gk/:{BGQ: ( B >mgk,i0:®}7
k‘/—’LO k‘/—ZO

where ig € {1,...,k'—kq} is the smallest integer such that G contains a copy of Shig (k' —1ig)
and A\, = (k:)\)Qm_l. It is clear from the definition that Gy is Sy, (K’ —io)-free. On the
other hand, Lemma implies that Gy/_;, is S\(¢)-free. Therefore, the new hypergraphs
Gr'—i, and G we added into F either have a smaller edge size (the case Gy/_;,) or forbid
one more hypergraph (the case Gy/). So the algorithm must terminate after finite many
steps, and it is easy to see that the outputted family F has size at most 2F~Fo,

The following lemma shows that in order to find a large independent set in H it suffices
to find a large common independent set of all hypergraphs in F.
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Lemma 3.3. Let H be an S\(¢)-free k-graph and F be the outputted family after applying
the decomposition algorithm to H. Then

a(H)Za(U g).

GeF

Proof of Lemma[3.3. Suppose that F = {H1,...,Hn} and I C V(H) is independent in
H; for i € [m]. It is clear from the definition that for every E € H there is a subset £/ C F
such that E’ € H; for some i € [m]. Since I is independent H;, E' ¢ I and it follows that
E ¢ I. Therefore, I is independent in H. |

We also need the following lemma which gives a upper bound for the size of an indecom-
posable hypergraph.

Theorem 3.4 (Deza-Erdés-Frankl [8]). Let r > 1, t > 2 be integers and L = {{1,...,4,}
be a set of integers with 0 < £ < --- < £, < k. If an n-vertex k-graph H is Si({)-free for
every £ € [k] \ L, then |H| = O(n"~) unless (la — 1) | -+ | (bp — lrv) | (K — £,).

Lemma 3.5. Let £ > 1, k> ko > € > 1, A\ > 2 be integers, k > 20+ 1, kg > £+ 3, and
H be a Sy\(0)-free ko-indecomposable k-graph with n vertices. Then there exists a constant
Cle.x such that |H| < Ck’&)\nmin{ko—lk—ﬁ—l}‘

Proof of Lemma[33. Since H is S)(¢)-free and k > 2¢ + 1, by the results in [I1], |H| =
O (nF==1). On the other hand, since H is {S),(k — 1),... +Sxi g, (Ko), Sx(£) }-ree, ap-
plying Theorem B.4] to H with ¢t = max{A,..., A\g—g,, A} and L = {0,1,....0 — 1,0+
1,...,ko — 1} we obtain [H| = O (nko=2). |

Now we are ready to prove the lower bound in Theorem [T4]

Proof of the lower bound in Theorem [1.4] We may assume that k& > 3¢ since otherwise by
() we are done. Let H be an Sy(¢)-free k-graph on n vertices and V' = V(H). Apply
the decomposition algorithm to H with the threshold kg = 2¢ + 1, and let F denote the
outputted family. Suppose that F = {#y,...,H,,} for some integer m. For i € [m] let
k; denote the size of each edge in H; and note from the definition of the algorithm that
2041 < k; < k. Let C =max{Cl, o :20+1 < k; <k}, where Cy, ¢ 5 is the constant given
by Lemma Choose a set I C V such that every vertex is included in I independently
with probability p = 5n_§i—:$, where § > 0 is a small constant that satisfies Cmd?* < 1/4.
Then by Lemma [3.5]
m
1= )
i=1

m

=E[1] - _E[#:(1]]

i=1

m
Z pn _ Z Cpk‘inmin{Qf—Lk‘i—f—l}
1=1

E

=pn — C Z pkin2€_1 + Z pkink‘i—f—l

i€[m]:k;>3¢ i€[m]:k; <301
> 5n% - Cm53£n% - Cm52€+1n% > 5n%/2.
241 , .
Therefore, there exists a set I of size (2 <n3f*1) such that H;[I] = () for i € [m], and it

follow from Lemma B3] that o(H) > |I| = Q (n%> [
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4
Remark. The lower bound nﬁf11 can be improved by optimizing the choice of ky. Indeed,

suppose that ¢ is sufficiently large. Repeating the argument above we obtain

E |- Zl"H ]—Elfl] ZEHHi[I]”
=pn— | D BRI+ Y EIREN+ Y ENH]]
k;>s

20+1<k;<s ko<k;<2¢

> pn — Zpk ko— 2 Z pknk —l— 1_|_ Z pkinf
ki>s

2+1<k;<s ko<k;<2¢

> pn — Cm <psnko—2 4 ptlps 2 +pkon€> 7

where kg and s will be determined later.

. _kg=3 _s—¢-3 £—
Notice that we need p < min {n s=1.m~ s—2 .m ko 1}

If 11, we obtain k:o kol — %2 ~ 0 and s ~ ko + ¢. This 1mphes that we should let

ko = <\/5+ ! —1—03(1)) 0, s= <\/52+3 —1—03(1)) ¢, and p= 5n7<\/5271

2

+0z(1)>

for some sufficiently small § > 0. Then we obtain

m s
K [!I! - Z \Hi[l]]] >pn—Cm <psnk0*2 +psips 2 +pkon€) > 5n<—2 +ou(1)) /2,
i=1

. . . . (3*\/5+0g(1))
which implies that H contains an independent set I of size Q) [ n\ 2 .

Similarly, the lower bound for g(n,6,2) can be improved from (n3/ 5) to Q (n2/ 3) by
letting ky = 4. Indeed, it is easy to see that when applying the decomposition algorithm
to an n-vertex Sy(2)-free 6-graph H with the threshold ko = 4, the outputted family F
consists of three hypergraphs: an Sy (2)-free 4-indecomposable 6-graph H1, an Sy (2)-free 4-
indecomposable 5-graph Hs, and an Sy (2)-free 4-graph Hs. By Theorem [LT] (the stronger
version in [11]), [Hz2| = O (n?) and |H3| = O (n?). By Theorem B4, H; = O (n?). So, it
follows from a similar probabilistic argument as above that a(H) > a(Hi1 U He U H3) =
Q (n2/3).

3.2 Pseudorandom bipartite graphs

Our construction for the upper bound in Theorem [I.4] is related to some pseudorandom
bipartite graphs, so it will be convenient to introduce some definitions and results related
to pseudorandom bipartite graphs.

For a graph G on n vertices (assuming that V(G) = [n]) the adjacency matriz Ag of G is
an n X n matrix whose (i, j)-th entry is

. 1, if{i,j} € E(G),
Ag(i,g) =
c(i.J) {O, otherwise.
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Denote by G(V1,V5) a bipartite graph with two parts V3 and Vs, and that say G(V1, Va)
is (dy,dy)-regular if dg(v) = d; for all v € V; and ¢ = 1,2.

The following fact about (dy, ds)-regular bipartite graphs is well-known and easy to prove
using the Perron-Frobenius theorem.

Fact 3.6. Let G = G(V1,Va) be a (dy,da)-regular bipartite graph with |Vi| = m and |Va| =
n. Then v/dids and —+/didy are the largest and smallest eigenvalues of Ag respectively,
and the corresponding eigenvectors are

T
FH(m,n) = [ 2m)~V2, ... 2m)” Y2, 2n) 72 2n) 72|, and
m times n times
T
7 (m,n) = [ 2m)7V2, . 2m)" Y2 —2n) V2, —(2n) 712
m times n times

For a bipartite G = G(V1, V) denote by A(G) the second largest eigenvalue of A;. Suppose
that G is (d1, dz)-regular. Then we say G is pseudorandom if \(G) = O (max{/dy,/dz}).

The well known Expander mixing lemma for regular graphs (e.g. see [4]) relates the
distribution of edges in a graph to spectral properties of its adjacency matrix. Similar
results for regular bipartite graphs were also obtained by several authors (e.g. see [14], 15,
17]). Here we show a similar result for (dy, ds)-regular bipartite graphs, and our proof is
basically the same as the original proof of the Expander mixing lemma.

Lemma 3.7. Let G = G(V1,Va) be a (dy,ds)-reqular bipartite graph with |Vi| = m and
|[Va| = n. Then for every X C Vi and Y C Va, the number e(X,Y) of edges between X
and Y satisfies

(X, ¥) ~ ZUx||y || < A@)V/XTVT

Proof of Lemma[3.7]. Let Ay > -+ > Ap4p be the eigenvalues of Ag and let 01, ..., Upin
be an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors of Ag, where ¥; is the eigenvector corresponding
to A; for i € [m +n]. Since G is (d1, d2)-regular, by Fact B:6l Ay = —A\j,4n = Vd1d2, and
we may assume that ¥; = 07 (m,n) and ¥, 1, = 0 (m,n). Let xx and yy denote the
characteristic vector of X and Y, and write yx = Z?:{" s;U; and Yy = ZZZE" t;U;. Then
m+n—1
e(X,Y) = (Aaxx, xy) = M181t1 + AmnSmtntmin + Z Aisiti
=2

m—+n—1

= 2\/dida|X|\/1/20|V[\/1/2m+ > Nisit;
=2

d m+n—1

1

:E|X||Y|+ E Aisit;.
i=2

Here we used the fact that md; = ndy = |G].
Since

m+n—1

m+n—1 Y2 mgn—1 1/2
S e, gA(G)( 5 ) ( 5 t3> < \(@)V/TXTT,
i=2 J J




we obtain

(X, ¥) ~ ZUx|| || < A@)V/XTVT

The Zarankiewicz number z(m,n,s,t) is the maximum number of edges in a bipartite
graph G(V7, Va) with |V1| = m, |Va| = n such that G contains no complete bipartite graph
with s vertices in V] and t vertices in V5.

Our construction of (n,k,¢)-systems is related to the lower bound (construction) for
z(m,n,s,t). More specifically, it is related to a construction defined by Alon, Mellinger,
Mubayi and Verstraéte in [5], which was used to show that z(n%/2 n,2,¢) = Q (n(””/ 2).

Let g be a prime power and F = GF(q) be the finite field of size q. Denote by F[X] the
collection of all polynomials over F. The graph G(qz ,q%,2,¢) is a bipartite graph with two
parts V; and Vs, where

Vi={P(x): P(x) e F[X],deg(P(z)) <¢—1}, and Va=FxF,
and for every P(z) € Vi and every (z,y) € Va, the pair {P(z),(z,y)} is an edge in
G(d",¢%,2.0) iff y = P(x).

It is clear that G(q’, ¢%,2,/) does not contain a complete bipartite graph with two vertices
in V1 and ¢ vertices in V5 since two distinct polynomials of degree at most ¢ — 1 over F
can have the same value in at most £ — 1 points. It is also easy to see that G(¢’, ¢%,2,/)
is (¢, ¢"1)-regular.

The proof of the following result concerning the eigenvalues of G(q*, ¢%,2,¢) can be found
in [10].
Lemma 3.8 ([I0]). The eigenvalues of the adjacency matriz of G(q%,¢%,2,0) are

,...,0, _q(é’fl)/{ o _q(é—l)/Q’ —q

q2—q times q%2—q times

o2 (e-1)/2 (=72 %3

q )04

In particular, G(¢*,¢%,2,¢) is pseudorandom.

3.3 Upper bound

In this section we prove the existence of (n,k,)-systems with independence number

0] <n%l (log n)%) Our construction is obtained from a random subgraph of the bipartite

graph G(q%, ¢?,2,¢) defined in the last section, and the method we used here is similar to
that used in [17, 10].

First let us summarize the constructions used in [I7] and [I0] into a more general form.

Since we cannot ensure the random subgraph chosen from G(q¢’, ¢%,2, /) is exactly (dy, ds)-
regular for some dy, dy € N, it will be useful to consider the following more general setting.

Let C,dy,ds > 1 be real numbers. A hypergraph H is
(a) (C,dy)-uniform if d1/C < |E| < Cd, for all E € H, and
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(b) (C,dg)-regular if do/C < dy(v) < Cdy for all v € V(H).

The edge density of a k-graph H with n vertices is p(H) = |H|/(}). The bipartite incidence
graph G of H is a bipartite graph with two parts V; = E(H) and Vo = V(H), and for
every E € E(H) and v € V(H) the pair {E,v} is an edge in Gy iff v € E. Denote by Ay
the adjacency matrix of Gy.

Let n = |V(H)|, m = |H| and labelling the edges in ‘H with Ey,..., E,, We say a family F
of hypergraphs fits H if F = {G; : 1 <i <m} and G; is a hypergraph with |V (G;)| = | E]
for i € [m].

Given a hypergraph H and a family F that fits H we let H(F) be the hypergraph obtained
from #H by taking independently for every i € [m] a bijection ; : E; — V(G;) and letting
a set S C E; to be an edge in H(F) if ;(S) € G;.

Let 7 > 1 be an integer and denote by B;(G) the collection of 7-subsets of V(G) that are
not independent in G. Let b,(G) = |B-(G)| and p,(G) = bT(g)/(”(f)). In other words,
p-(G) is the probability that a random 7-subset of V(G) is not independent in G. For a
family F of hypergraphs define

pr(F) =min{p,(G): G € F}.
We extend the definition of Cg(2, 5) in Section 2 by letting Cg(2, j) denote the number of
pairs {E, E'} in a k-graph G with [ENE'| =jforall 0 <j <k—1.
The following lemma gives an upper bound for the independence number of H(F).

Lemma 3.9. Let C,dy,do > 1 be real numbers and k > 2 be an integer. Suppose that
H is a hypergraph with n vertices, m edges, and is (C,dy)-uniform, (C,ds)-regqular. Let
F ={G; : i € [m]} be a family of k-graphs that fits H. Suppose there exists A > 0 such
that the bipartite graph Gy satisfies

d
€6y (X.Y) = —|X|[Y]| < MWX[Y] (6)

forall X CV(H) and Y C E(H). Then, w.h.p. a(H(F)) < 2mn/dy, if T satisfies

2 242
pr(F) N 8C*logn and 7> 8C*\ . 1)
T d2 d2

Proof of Lemma[39. Let T be a real number that satisfies (), V = V(H), and I C V be
a set of size [27n/d;| (we may assume that 27n/d; € N to keep the calculations simple).

Let m = |H| and label the edges in H by {E1,. .., En}. Let m; = |E;| for i € [m]. Since H

is (C, dy)-uniform and (C, dy)-regular, we obtain di|H|/C < >, oy, dy(v) < Cdi|H|, and

md1/6’2 S nd2 S Cdel. (8)

Define
Si={EFeH  |EnI|<71}, and & ={FEe€H:|ENI|>37}.

Claim 3.10. |&;| < 2C%?\2m/dy < m/4 fori=1,2.
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Proof of Claim[310. Tt follows from (@] that

Y IENI| = eq, (I, &) = di|I||&1]/n — X (I]|E]),
Ee&r

and by definition, } pce, [N I| < 7|&1]. Therefore,
7l€n] > di|]|Exl /n = A(TIE])Y?.
Since |I| = 27n/d;, we obtain
2 2
& < MI|M? N2\ 222
! dilll/n—7) ~ \di|I|/2n ] — rdy’

which together with (&) implies |€1| < 2C?A\%?m/da7. Notice that (7)) implies that C2)\2/dao7 <
1/8, so |&1] < m/4.

Now consider &. Similarly, By (@),

S IENI| = ey (1,E) < di|||E/n + A (TIIE)Y?,
Ecé&s

and by definition, } pce, [E N I > 37[&|. Therefore,

371Es| < di[T]|Exl/n + A (T|E])'2,

Since |I| = 27n/d;, we obtain

2 2
NI|/? NI|/? 22%n _ 2C%°X\*m _m
Sl < | 77— | = = < <7

31 — di|I|/n di|I]/2n Tdy

For i € [m] let I; = I N E;. By Claim B.I0l the number of set I; that satisfies 7 < |I;| < 37
is at least m — 2m/4 = m/2. By the definition of p,(F), for every I; that satisfies
7 < |I;] < 31 we have

P (I; is independent in H(F)) < P (;(I;) is independent in G;) < 1 — p(F).

So, the probability that I is independent is at most (1 — p,(F ))m/ 2 and hence the expected
number of independent 2n7/d;-sets in H(G) is at most

9 2
< exp (—pT(]:)E + Corm log n)
2 do

<exp<—p7(.7:)%)—>0 as  m — 0.

Therefore, a(H(F)) < 2rn/d; holds with high probability. ]

The following corollary may be a simpler form to use Lemma B.9] and its proof can be
obtained easily using the Inclusion-exclusion principle.
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Corollary 3.11. Let H and F be the same as in Lemma[39. If there exists p > 0 such
that p(G;) > p fori € [m], A < (dam)Y? with 71 = (logn/pds)*V | and Cg,(2,7) <
1Gil (v(Gi) /)" for 0<j<k—1 and i€ [m], then, w.h.p. a(H(F)) = O (rin/ds).

Lemma 3.7 applied to the bipartite incidence graph G of H gives the following result.

Lemma 3.12 ([17]). Let ‘H be a dy-uniform dg-regular hypergraph on n vertices. Then
for every V! C V(H) and € C E(H),

d
S EAV| - 51|v'||5| < MGu)VIV'|IE].

Ee&

We also need the following Chernoff’s inequality (e.g. see Theorem 22.6 in [12]).

Theorem 3.13 (Chernoff’s inequality). Suppose that S,, = X1+ --+X,, where(0 < X; <1
for i € [n] are independent random variables. Let p = E[X ]+ ---+E[X,,]. Then for every
0<t<p,

2

t
P(1Sh— 2 1) < e 0.
Now we are ready to prove the upper bound in Theorem [[4l

Proof of the upper bound in Theorem [T.7) for the upper bound. Let G = G(q',¢%,2,¢) be
the bipartite graph on V; UV, with [V;]| = ¢* and |V3| = ¢®. Let G denote the hypergraph
on ¢? vertices whose bipartite incident graph is G. Note that G is a ¢~ '-regular ¢-graph,
and by Lemmas [3.8 and [3.12]

1 _
> 1BV = Vel < oV VE 9)

Ec&
holds for all V! C V(G) and € C G.

Let U C V(G) be a random set such that every vertex in V(G) is included in U inde-
2 2¢
pendently with probability p = ¢~ #+1. Then E[|U|] = pg® = ¢?+1, and by the Chernoff

inequality,
_r2)” )
P(‘|U| —pq2‘ >pq2/2) <e wZ = PI/M2 50 as g— .
£—1
For every E € G we have E[|ENU|] = pdy = ¢, and by the Chernoff inequality,

_ (pdy/2)?

P(|[ENU| —pdi| > pdi/2) < e 3h = e Ph/12,

Let B denote the collection of edges E € G such that ||[ENU|— pdi| > pdi/2. Then

-1

E[|B]] < ¢le P1/12 = fe= /12 40 as g — 0.

Therefore, w.h.p. the set U satisfies that qf%r_zl/Q <|U| < 3q‘3%r_el/2 and qijr_}/Q <|ENU| <
=1
3qt1 /2 for all F € G.
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Fix such a set U that satisfies the conclusion above, and in order to keep the calculations
1

2¢ 2¢
simple we may assume that |U| = ¢=1. Let n = |U| = ¢%+1, m = |G| = |H| = ¢ =n>2
-1 - (+1)(e=1) .
a =1 — p~2r . Let H be the hypergraph on U with

)

H={ENU:E€GqG}.

Then H is a (2, dy )-uniform da-regular hypergraph. Moreover, (@) also holds for all V! C U
and £ C G.

Label the edges in G with {Ei,...,E,} and let m; = |E;| for i € [m]. Let F =
{S;:i € [m]}, where S; is the k-graph on [m;] whose edge set is the collection of all
k-subsets of [m;] that contain [¢ + 1]. Our construction of the (n, k, £)-omitting system is
simply H(k,¢) = H(F), and indeed, one can easily check that |/ Ne’| # ¢ for all distinct
edges e, e’ € H(k, ).

Let 7 = [100 (log n)l/z], and to keep the calculations simple we may assume that 100 (log n)l/z €
N.

/+1
Claim 3.14. p,(F) > (?)dj—/ﬁ /2.

Proof of Claim[3.17. Fix i € [m] and let I be a random 7-subset of [m;]. It is easy to see
that I is not independent in S; iff [¢ + 1] C I. Since

(M) T =0

T

P(t+1)cl)=

we obtain

pe(F) > (ﬁ)gﬂ.

Observe that 7 satisfies

/41
pr(F) S (3dz/2> /2 _ 100¢ logn 100°¢ logn  32logn

T T C2(3/2)altt T 2(3/2)H1 dy ds
(here we used the fact that dy = d{™!) and

_ 2
e s 32 (q(é 1)/2)

7 = 100(log n) v}
q

We may therefore apply Lemma with C' = 2 to obtain

a(H(k,0) <2tn/d; = QOOn%(logn)l/g.
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4 Independent sets in (n,k,/, \)-systems

In this section we prove Theorem Our proof is a direct application of the following
theorem due to Duke, Lefmann, and Rodl [9].

Theorem 4.1 (Duke-Lefmann-Ro6dl, [9]). Let H be a k-graph on n wvertices satisfying
A(H) < =1 where t > k. If Cy(2,7) < nt?*=7717€ for 2 < j < k—1 and some constant
e >0, then a(H) > c(k, ) Qog ) *=V . n/t.

Proof of Theorem [[.4. Fix § > 0, and let € > 0 be sufficiently small such that % -0 <

((=1)(1—¢) Tt a L1 s
oy~ holds. Let t = A*=Tn*=T and H be a (n, k, £, \)-system, where 0 < \ < n¥==2"°,

Let j € [¢ —1] and S C V(H) be a set of size j. Since H is an (n, k, £, \)-system, Ly/(S)
is an (n,k — j,¢ — j, \)-system. Therefore,

It follows that
Cu(2,5) =0 ()\ng_j]H\) =0 <)\2n2€_j) <nt?RITlmC for 2< <01,

On the other hand, for ¢ < j' <k —1 and a set S C V(H) of size j’ the link Ly(S) has
size at most A. Therefore,

Cu(2,3') = O \[H|) = O (AW) <nt?hilme for 0<j <k -1

Therefore, by Theorem 1l o(H) = Q2 <(log t)/ k=D n/t) =Q ()fﬁnll%f (log n)k%> |

5 The Ramsey number of the k-Fan

In this section we prove Theorem [[LI0l The lower bound (construction) is given by the so
called L-constructions. These were introduced in [7], where they were used to answer an
old Ramsey-type question of Ajtai-Erdés-Komlés-Szemerédi [1].

Let m,n > 2 and let L, ,, be the k-graph with vertex set [m| x [n] and edge set

{1, m), (@1,92), -+, (@p—1,92) 21 < -+ < Xp—1,91 > Y2} -

Proposition 5.1. For every m,n > 2 the hypergraph L., ,, is F*_free.

Proof of Proposition [51. Suppose that L, , contains a copy of F* = {E;,..., Ey, E}.
Let v = (i_, E; and assume that v = (z0,%0), £ = {(z1,91), (@1,%2),- .-, (@k-1,92)},
where £1 < -+ < zp_1 and y1 > yo.

By the definition of F*, for every vertex u € E, there exists an edge E; that contains
both u and v. It is easy to see that if ] < 2% and y] < y5, then there is no edge in Ly, ,,
containing both (z},v]) and (x4, y5). Therefore, we must have (see Figure [I)
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) o < 1 and yo > y1, or

) o > w1 and yo < Yo, or
3) xo =z1 and y2 < yo < y1, Or

) yo=1y2 and 1 < zp < Tp_1.
If 29 < 21 and yo > y1, then by the definition of £, ,, there is a (k — 1)-set J C [k] such
that ﬂjeJ E; = (x9,92), a contradiction. If 2y > x,_; and yo < y2, then by the definition
of Ly, n, there exist {i,j} C [k] such that E; N E; = (z1,0), a contradiction. Similarly, if

Case (3) or Case (4) happens, then there exist {i,j} C [k] such that F; N E; = (z1,%2), a
contradiction. [

(z1,91)
[n]

(Tr—1,Y2)

(z1,92) E

[m] T

Figure 1: Only vertices that lie in these two shaded areas and the L-shaped path that
connects these two areas can be adjacent to all vertices in F.

The following result gives an upper bound for the independence number of £, .
Proposition 5.2. The hypergraph L, satisfies (L, ) < m+ (k —2)n.

Proof of Proposition[5.2. Let I be an independent in L,, ,. Remove the topmost vertex
of each column and the k£ — 2 rightmost vertices of each row in I. It is easy to see that we

removed at most m + (k — 2)n vertices from I, and I has no vertex left since otherwise I
would contain an edge in L, . Therefore, a(Ly, ) < m+ (k — 2)n. 1

Now we finish the proof of Theorem [L.T0l

Proof of Theorem [L.I0. First we prove the lower bound. Let m = || and n = L%J

By Propositions 5.1l and 5.2} the k-graph L, ,, is F*-free and a(Ly,.5) < m+ (k—2)n < t.
So,

ri(F*,t) > mn = EJ {%J '

To prove the upper bound, let us show that ry(F¥,t) < r(SF,t) first. Indeed, let H be
a k-graph on rk(Sf ,t) vertices. We may assume that H does not contain an independent

25



set of size t. Then, there exist t distinct edges F1, ..., F; and a vertex v in H such that
E;NE; ={v}for1<i<j<t LetS beasetthat contains exactly one vertex from each
E;\{v} for i € [t]. Then S has size ¢t and hence contains an edge in #, and it implies that
H contains a copy of F*. Therefore, ry(F¥,t) < r,(SF,t), and it follows from Theorem [L9]

that r(FF,t) <t(t—1) + 1. |
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