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Abstract

Let {(A;, B;)}I"; be a set pair system. Fiiredi, Gyarfas and Kirdly called it 1-cross
intersecting if |A; N B;| is 1 when ¢ # j and 0 if ¢ = j. They studied such systems
and their generalizations, and in particular considered m(a,b,1) — the maximum size
of a l-cross intersecting set pair system in which |4;| < a and |B;| < b for all 1.
Fiiredi, Gyérfss and Kiraly proved that m(n,n,1) > 5(*=1/2 and asked whether there
are upper bounds on m(n,n, 1) significantly better than the classical bound (2;?) of
Bollobés for cross intersecting set pair systems.

Answering one of their questions, Holzman recently proved that if a,b > 2, then
m(a,b,1) < @(“:b). He also conjectured that the factor % in his bound can be

= 30
replaced by %. The goal of this paper is to prove this bound.

1 Introduction

Let {(A;, B;)}™, be a family of m > 2 pairs of finite sets. This system is cross intersecting
if

A; N B; =0 and A; N B; # () for all distinct i, j € [m].

This notion introduced by Bollobas [I] turned out to be a quite useful concept in extremal
combinatorics. The reader can find interesting results on cross intersecting set pair systems
and their applications in surveys [2],[5] and [6].

The classical result of Bollobés [I] on the sizes of such systems is as follows.
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Theorem 1.1 ([1]). Let {(A;, B;)}1%, be a cross intersecting set pair system with |A;| < a;
and |B;| < b; for every 1 <i < m. Then

m

1
= ()

and equality holds only if there exist a, b and an (a + b)-element set M such that for every
1, A; is an a-element subset of M and B; = M — A;.
In particular, if {(A;, B;)}™, is a cross intersecting set pair system with |A;| < a and
|B;| < b for every 1 <i <m, then
m < (a + b) '
a

Fiiredi, Gyarfas and Kiraly [3] have introduced a more restricted class of set pair systems.

<1,

They call a set pair system 1-cross intersecting if it is cross intersecting and |A4; N B;| =1
for all distinct 4,5 € [m]. A set pair system {(A4;, B;)}™, is (a,b)-bounded if for all i we
have |A;] < @ and |B;| < b. Fiiredi, Gyarfas and Kirdly [3] studied 1-cross intersecting
set pair systems and some variations of them. They also pointed out connections of these
problems with problems on edge partitions of special bipartite graphs into complete bipartite
subgraphs.

In particular, they considered how large such systems can be if the sizes of the sets in the
systems are bounded. Let m(a,b, 1) denote the maximum size of a 1-cross intersecting set
pair system in which |4;| < a and |B;| < b for all i. Firedi, Gyarfas and Kirdly [3] proved
that m(n,n, 1) is at least exponential in n:

Proposition 1.2 ([3]). Ifn is even, then m(n,n,1) > 52 and if n is odd, then m(n,n, 1) >
2. 5m=1)/2

On the other hand, they conjectured that there exists an € > 0 such that m(n,n,1) <
(1—¢)(*") for every n > 2 and that

lim ) g, (1)
2n

n—00 ( )

Very recently, Holzman [4] proved the first conjecture in the following stronger form.

Theorem 1.3 ([4]). Let a;,b; > 2 for 1 < i < m, and let {(A;, B;)}"; be a 1-cross inter-
secting set pair system with |A;| < a; and |B;| < b; for every 1 <i < m. Then




In particular, if a,b > 2 and {(A;, B;)}™, is a 1-cross intersecting set pair system with
|A;| < a and |B;| < b for every 1 <i < m, then

mia,b,1) < ?)2(“25)

One of the ideas of Holzman was to prove a stronger and more detailed statement in
order to employ the stronger induction assumption similar to the ideas of Bollobés [1] in the
proof of Theorem [Tl Holzman [4] also writes:

t29

It seems likely that our constant 55 can be improved to %, which would be best possible...

Mentioning sharpness of %, Holzman refers to the following result of Fiiredi, Gyarfas and

Kiraly:

Proposition 1.4 ([3]). Let {(A;, B;)}*, be a 1-cross intersecting set pair system with |A;| <
2 and |B;] < 2. Then m < 5, and equality holds only if {A;}>_, and {B;}>_, form two
complementary 5-cycles (that is, the vertices may be written as 0,1,2,3,4 (mod 5), so that
A;={i,i+1} and B; ={i—1,i+2} for 1 <i <5).

The goal of this paper is to confirm Holzman’s conjecture:

Theorem 1.5. Let a;,b; > 2 for 1 <i < m, and let {(A;, B;)}™, be a 1-cross intersecting
set pair system with |A;| < a; and |B;| < b; for every 1 <i < m. Then

m
Z al—i-b S

=1

@IOT

In particular, if a,b > 2 and {(A;, B;)}", is a 1-cross intersecting set pair system with
|Ai| < a and |B;| < b for every 1 <i < m, then

Sfa+b
b,1) < - .
mtap ) < 3 (" ")

Our proof heavily uses and develops ideas of Holzman [4]. In particular, instead of
Theorem we prove the following slightly stronger statement in order to use the stronger
induction assumption.

Theorem 1.6. Let {(A;, B;)}™, be a 1-cross intersecting set pair system such that |A;| = a;
and | B;| = b; for every i, 1 <1< m. Then

m
Z al—l—b S

=1
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unless for some 1 <1 < j < m one of the following occurs:

3



(a) |Ail =|A;| =1 and BN B; # 0, or
(b) ‘Bl‘ = |BJ| =1 and Az mA] % (Z), or
(c) |Ail = |Aj] = |Bi| = |Bj| = 1.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In the next section, we introduce notation,
discuss the setup, cite two important lemmas from [4], and prove two new lemmas. In
Section 3 we prove Theorem

2 Setup and lemmas

Following the notation in [4], for a set pair system S = {(A;, B;) }ic; with ground set V'(S) =
Uier(A; U B;) and some R C V(S), S — R is the set pair system {(A;\R, B;\R) }ics-

An immediate corollary of this definition is that if S is 1-cross intersecting and there
exists no v € R and ¢ # j € I such that v € A; N B;, then S — R is also 1-cross intersecting.
Also, for J C I, S[J] is the set pair system {(A;, B;) }ies-

For a set pair system S = {(4;, B;) }ier, let £(S) = >, _(\Ai\i\Bi\‘)
[A;]

let I = {i € I|lv € A;} and similarly I? = {i € I|v € B;}. Now, we are ready to cite
the following result from [4], where the idea of Bollobés’ proof of Theorem [[.T]is stated in a

. For any v € V(S),

convenient form.

Lemma 2.1 ([]). Let S = {(Ai, Bi) }ier be a set pair system such that A; # 0, B; # 0 and
AN B; =0 for every i € I. Then

2(S) = ey vevis) D(SIL = {v}) < maxev(s) V(S — {v}),

and similarly

S(S) = ey Lvevis) DS = {v}) < maxuev(s) B(S[F] — {v}).

We will also use the following observation of Holzman.

a+b—2
Lemma 2.2 ([4]). For a,b > 2 we have ((‘;},)) < L. Moreover, the upper bound can be

3
improved to 1% unless a = b = 2.

Our first lemma is in the spirit of Lemma 2.2

(G

(")

Lemma 2.3. For a,b > 2, we have

(S



Proof. Note that
a+b—3
(1) _ ab(a — 1)

(") (a+b(a+b—1(a+b-2)

Let g(a,b) = (a+b)(a;fz;_1)l(a+b_2). We want to show g(a,b) > 5, for all integers a,b > 2. Let

c¢=a—1. We have g(a,b) = g(c+1,b) = (b+c+lgg(’:f)1()b+c_l). So,

g(a,b) > 5 if and only if f(c,b) = (b+¢)® — (b+¢) — 5be(c+1) > 0.

Now, the derivative of f with respect to c is
3(b4+¢)* —1—5b(2c+1)=3(b—c)>+b(2c—5)—1,
which is positive for ¢ > 3 and b > 2. On the other hand,
f(3,0) =04+ 90> —34b+24 = (b—1)(b—2)(b+12) > 0

for b > 2, which together with the positive derivative proves g(a,b) > 5 for a > 4 and b > 2.
Now, when ¢ = 1 we have f(1,b) = b> + 3b*> — 8b > 0 for b > 2, implying g(2,b) > 5 for
b > 2. When ¢ = 2 and therefore a = 3, we have f(2,b) = b+ 6b*> — 190 — 2 > 0 for b > 3,
and ¢(3,2) = 5, which implies ¢(3,b) > 5 for b > 2. This finishes the proof. O

For ease of notation, define f(A;, B;) = W for any two sets A;, B;. Now, we prove
[A;l
the following Lemma.

Lemma 2.4. In a I-cross intersecting set pair system S = {(A;, B;) }ier, if |Ai] = |4 =2
with A; N A; # 0 and |B;| = |B;| = 2 with B; N\ B; # 0 for some i,j € I, then 3(S) < 2.
Proof. Suppose we have |A;| = |[As] = 2 with A1 N Ay # 0 and |B,| = |Bs| = 2 with
By N By # 0. Say Ay = {v,z}, Ay = {v,y}, By = {y,w}, and By, = {x,w}. Notice that
if © € A; for some ¢ > 3, then we must also have y € A; in order for A; to intersect Bj.
Similarly, if x € B; for j > 3, then y € B;. Thus we must have either z,y € A; or w € A,,
and either z,y € B; or v € B;. Since our set pair system is 1-cross intersecting, we cannot
have z,y € A; and z,y € B;. So, by symmetry, we may assume x,y ¢ B; for all j > 3.
Notice that this gives v € B; for all j > 3.

We partition all indices other than 1 and 2 into two sets. Let Iy = {i > 3|w € B;},
I, = {i > 3|w ¢ B;}. Notice that for all i,j € I, z,y € A; and v,w € Bj, so no A;,
B; can intersect in any of v,w,z,y. Thus S[[;] — {v,w,z,y} is 1-cross intersecting, so
X(S[L] —A{v,w,z,y}) < 1.

Case 1: |A;],|B;| > 2 for all i € I. If there exists ¢ € I} with |A;| = |B;| = 2, then
Ay, Ay, A; form a triangle, so i = 3 and there are no other sets in our system. This gives
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and we are done. Thus we may assume that there are no such pairs in I;. Applying Lemma
2.2 twice gives

1 3 1 1 1 1
BSID =2 ey < 10 2 Ay S 10 2 (ATEL S 10

i€l i€ly |Ai|—1 i€l |Ai]—2

IA

il
Since for all 7,5 € Iy, v € B;, w,z,y ¢ B;, and v ¢ A;, we also have that S[l5] —{v, w, x}

is 1-cross intersecting, so X(S[ls] —{v,w,z}) < 1. Notice also that |A; —{v,w,z}| = |A;| -1
and |B; — {v,w,z}| = |B;| — 1 for all i € I5. We can apply Lemma [22] to get

1 1 1
z(«%nzzwégsz

1€l |As i€l |[A;|—1

Wl =

Thus in total, we have

1 1 1 1 23 5
(S) = f(A, B Ay, By) + X(S[1 YSLN< =4+ -+ — + - == <« —,
(S) = f(Ar, B1) + [(Az, Bs) + X(S[11]) + (3[2])_6+6+10+3 30<6
Case 2: S contains a set of size 1, say |A3] = 1. Then we must have A3 = {w} and

w € B; for all i > 4. Thus I, = {3} and I; = I —[3]. Recall that for alli € I, z,y € A; and
v,w € B;. If |Bs| =1, then I; = ) since B3 = {v} and no B; can contain Bs. So, in this
case 1 1 1 5
5(8) = (A1, B1) + f(A2, B2) + f(As, Bs) = sts 37§
If |Bs| > 2, then f(As, Bs) < 3 and we may have I; # (. By the same argument as
above, X(S[;]) < - in this case. Thus in total, we have

X(S) = f(Ar, By) + f(Az, Ba) + f(As, Bs) + X(S[L]) < % + é +%+ 11_0 = % < %

This concludes all possible cases. O

3 Proof of Theorem

Suppose that the theorem does not hold and S = {(A;, B;)}ies is a counter-example is
minimal with respect to ) _..;(a; + b;). Since adding to a set A; or B; an element outside of
V(S) leaves the system 1-cross intersecting, we may assume that |A;| = a; and |B;| = b; for
all i € 1.

Let I = {1,2,...,m}. By the choice of §, X(S) = >_.; ﬁ > 2. We consider cases

ag

based on the number of sets A; or B; with size 1.

Case 1: There is exactly one set of size 1. Without loss of generality, let |A;| = 1 and
A; = {x}. We have two subcases:



Subcase 1.1: There exists some i € I — {1} such that |B;| = 2. We can assume |By| = 2.
Since |A; N By| = 1, we may assume By = {x,y}. This means for each j > 3, y € A; and
x € B;. Then by deleting = and y from all A; and B;, j > 3, we get for 1 =1 — {1,2} a
1-cross intersecting system S; = {(A; — y, B; — x) }ier,. So, by Lemmas 2.1] and 2.2]

1 1 1 1 1
S(Sh)) = Z m < 3 Z W = 52(3[[1] —{z,y}) < 3
i€l | Asl i€l |[Ai[—1

This implies $(S) = f(A1, B1) + f(A2, Bo) + S(S[L]) < 1+ 2+ 1 =13

Subcase 1.2: For all i > 2, | B;| > 3. By Lemma 2.1l we know there exists some v € V(S)
such that 3(S[I#] — {v}) > 2. However, since |B;| > 3 for all i > 2, S[IZ}] — {v} either has
at most one set of size 1, or it has exactly two sets of size 1, which can only occur if |B;| = 2
and v € By. In the former scenario, by the minimality of S we reach a contradiction. In the
latter scenario, suppose By = {v,y}. Now, all the Ay sets in S[I2] — {v} have y in them, and
all the By, sets in S[IA] — {v} have z in them (where k > 2), which means for J = I — {1}
we have

ST~ {0}) < f(AL B) + 2SS — foag)) < 545 =

Wl

a contradiction.

Case 2: There are exactly two sets of size 1.

Subcase 2.1: These two sets are A; and B; where ¢ # j. Without loss of generality, let
i=1,j = 2. Since |A; N By| = 1, we have A; = By = {x}, which means x € A;, B; for all
j > 3. However, if S has size at least 3, then we would have Az N By # (), a contradiction.
So, S has size 2, and

2 5

1
3°3 3 6

Subcase 2.2: These two sets are A; and B; for some i € I. Let A; = {z} and B; = {y},
where x # y. Then, for any j > 2, we have z € B; and y € A;. By an argument very similar

S(S) = F(An By) + f(Ay, By) <+ +

to Case 1.1, we obtain a contradiction.

Subcase 2.3: These two sets are A; and A; where ¢ # j. Let A; = {z} and Ay, = {y}.
By an assumption in the statement of the theorem, B; N By = (). We will have some cases
based on the size of B; and Bs.

Subcase 2.3.1: |By| = |Bz| = 2. We have B; = {y,u} and By = {x,z}, where these
four vertices are all distinct. Furthermore, for any ¢ > 3 we have x,y € B; and u,z € A,
implying that |A;|,|B;| > 3. Let J =1 —{1,2}. By Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2l we have

2 3

Y(S) = f(A1, Br) + f(A2, By) + 5(S[J]) < 3 + I_OE(S[J] —{z,u})
< % —i—% -%E(S[J] —{z,y,u,z}) < g 1—10 = % < g



Subcase 2.3.2: |Bi| = 2 and |By| > 3. Let B; = {y, u}. Recall that B; and B are disjoint.
Now, for every i > 3 we have z,y € B; and u € A;. By Lemma 23] for J = I — {1,2} we
have

1 7 1 47 5
+ NS~z ) € s p =<2

5(S) = f(A1, Bi) + f(As, Bo) +X(S[J]) < i 5 =1275 60

Ly
3
Subcase 2.3.3: |Bi|,|Bs| > 3. If there exists a B; of size 2, say |Bs| = 2, then we have
Bs = {z,y}, which implies I = [3]. So, we will have
X(S) = f(A1, By) + f(As, Bo) + f(A B)<1+1 1—2<§
= 1, b1 2, D2 b)) s gt te=3<¢
Subcase 2.3.4: |B;| > 3, for all i € I. By Lemma[ZT] we know there exists some v € V(S)
such that S(S[I3'] — {v}) > 2. However, S[I{!] — {v} has at most two sets of size 1 (namely,
A; and Ay) because all the sets B; have size at least 3. Since By N By = (), this contradicts
the minimality of S.

Case 3: There are at least three sets of size 1. Repeating the argument of Cases 2.1 and
2.2, we can assume all sets of size 1 in S are A;s. Now, let A; = {x;} for 1 < i < 3. Note
that x3 € By, By, which means B; and B, are not disjoint, contradicting the assumption in
the statement.

Case 4: There are no sets of size 1. We have a;,b; > 2 for all © € I. By Lemma 211 for
some u,v € V(S), we have S(S[IZ] — {v}),2(S[IF] — {u}) > 2. By the minimality of S,
any such S[IZ1] — {v} and S[IZ] — {u} both have at least two sets of size 1. Without loss
of generality, we may assume IZ = {1,2,...,m'} for some m’ < m. Let A} := A; — {u} for
all i € [m/]. Since |B;| > 2 for all 4, again by the minimality of S, there are 1 <i < j <m/
such that |Aj| = [A)| = 1 and B;N B; # (). Say |A}| = |Ay| = 1. We consider cases based on
| B1l, | Bal.

Subcase 4.1: |By| = |Ba| = 2. Since |A}| = |A}] = 1, we have |A;| = |As] = 2 with
A1 N Ay = {u}. We also have By N By # 0, so Lemma 2.4 gives that $(S) < 2.

Subcase 4.2: |Bi| = 2,|Bs| > 3. We have A} = {z}, A, = {y}, and By = {y,2}. For
every 3 < i < m/, we have x,y € B; and z € A]. Let J = {3,...,m'} and notice that
S[J] —{x,y, 2z} is 1-cross intersecting. Applying Lemma 23], we have

11 7 1

S(S[IF]—{u}) = f(AL Bi)+f(Ay, Bo)+E(S[J]) < %+1+32(5m_{x7%2}) < ot <

S| Ut

Subcase 4.3: |Bi|,|Ba| > 3. Observe that we must also be in the corresponding case for
ST — {v}. Let B; = B; — {v} for all i € I;. Then we have |Bf| = |B;| =1, A;NA; # 0,
and |4;],|A4;| > 3 for some i,j € IZ. Recall that |By|,|Ba| > 3, so i,j cannot be 1 or 2.
Thus we may assume without loss of generality that ¢ = 3, 7 = 4. Then in S, we have



|A1| = |Bs| = 2 and | By, |A3|] > 3, so we can repeat and develop the corresponding case in
Holzman’s proof [4].

To match notation, we let A; = {z,y} and By = {z, z}, noting that u =z or y and v = =
or z. We partition I — {1,3} into Iy, I5, I3 as follows:

={iel : x€A,ye B;,z¢ A;}
:{ZGI . LEEBi,ygBZ’,ZGAi}
IgZ{iEI . ZL’%AZUBz,yGBZ,ZEAZ}
Note that
3(8) = f(Ar, Br) + f(As, Bs) + X(S[L]) + X(S[12 U I]).

+
We have f(Ai, Bi), f(As, Bs) < 15 and by Lemma 2.2, 3(S[11]), X(S[I> U I3]) <
that if either S[1;] or S[/z U 3] contams no pair of size (2,2

%. Notice
), then by Lemma 2.2 we have
1 1 3 1 5
Y8 < —=+—=+—+-==
()_10+10+10+3 6
Thus we may assume S[I], S[Iy U I3] each contain at least one pair of size (2,2).
Suppose |A;| = |A4;| = |B;| = |B;| = 2 for some i,j € I;. Notice that since we have
x € A, Aj and y € B;, B, Lemma [2.4] gives that X(S) < %
Thus we have exactly one such pair in [y, say (4;, B;). Consider S[I;]—{x,y}, and notice
that |A; — {z}| = |B; — {y}| = 1. Then we have

S(S[] ~ {z,y}) = f(A —{a}, Bi={uh) + > f(A—{a}, B, {y}) <1

jenh—{i}

Since f(A; —{z}, B; — {y}) = 1, this gives > jen—gy f(A = {2}, B —{y}) < 1. Then using
Lemma [2.2] gives

_11.31 19
S(S[I f(A;, By) T
(S[hL]) = f(A;, E f(A <3 57102 = 80

jelh—{i}

If we also have exactly one pair of size (2,2) in I U I3, then we apply a similar argument
to above to obtain o) < i N i N E N E ) §
— 10 10 60 60 6
Thus we have at least two such pairs in I, U I3.
If either I, or I3 contains two such pairs, then we can apply Lemma 2.4 to get ¥(S) < %.
The remaining possibility is that we have exactly one (2,2) pair in each of I3, I, and I3. We
call these pairs (A;, B;), (A, B;), and (Ay, By), respectively. Recall that A; = {z,y} and

Bs = {x,z}. By the definition of I, we have A; = {z,a} and B; = {y,b} where a,b,z,y



Figure 1: The subsystem S[{1, 3,1, 7, k}|.

and z are all distinct. Notice that using the definition and the fact that A, and By must
respectively intersect B; and A;, we get Ay = {z,b} and By, = {y,a}. Then in order for A;
to intersect B; and B; to intersect Ay, we must have A; = {z,y} and B; = {x,b}. Finally,
we need a,z € By and a,b € Az for S to be 1-cross intersecting.

Finally, consider A;. We know |Ay| = 2 and |By| > 3, so 4, j,k # 2. However, there is
no way for A, to intersect each of By, Bs, B;, B, By in exactly one vertex. Thus this case
cannot occur, finishing the proof of Theorem [l
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