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Abstract

We analyze a random greedy process to construct g-uniform linear hypergraphs using the
differential equation method. We show for ¢ = o(y/logn), that this process yields a hypergraph

. n(n—1)
with 2=

(1 —0(1)) edges. We also give some bounds for maximal linear hypergraphs.

1 Introduction

1.1 F-free processes and the Differential Equation Method

The differential equation method for graph processes was popularized by Wormald in 1999 [13]
to analyze random graph processes. Random graph processes have been well studied in various
contexts [6l, 12 [7, [T, 2, [I0]. The survey [3] provides an accessible introduction to the differential
equation method. A common application of the differential method is the analysis of the F-free
process where F is a family of graphs. This is random process which creates a graph G; on n
vertices by adding edges uniformly at random one at a time so G; contains no subgraph in the
family F. The case in which F is a single graph has been studied for graphs including K3 and K4
to give lower bounds on the Ramsey numbers r(3,¢) and r(4,¢) [, 8, 11].

This paper uses the differential equation method to construct approximate partial Steiner systems.
An (n, q,t) partial Steiner system is a family H C ([Z]) so that any ¢ subset is contained in at most

one element of H. It is easy to see that |H| < %,)) When |H| = %(1 —o(1)) as n — oo we say
H is an approximate Steiner system. Theorem 7.1 of [I3] uses the differential equation method to
show that a greedy matching of a k-uniform hypergraph will use almost all of the vertices given
certain degree conditions are satisfied. The problem of finding an (n, g, t) partial Steiner system on
[n] can be viewed as finding a matching in a particular k-uniform hypergraph. In [I3], Wormald
analyzes the greedy packing process to construct a hypergraph matching. He comments that while
the proof only works for fixed k, one should be able to allow k to grow as a function of the number
of vertices and get an analogous result. Wormald’s result suggests the greedy packing process
could construct a (n,q,2) approximate partial Steiner system for ¢ = o(v/logn). We explain the
connection between Wormald’s result and our result in Section 1.2. Our main contribution is
that we show that an F-free process constructs an (n, g,2) approximate partial Steiner system for

q = o(y/logn).

Bohman and Warnke showed there exists approximate partial Steiner triple systems with high
girth by analyzing an F-free process [5]. Our work uses their approach to analyze the process of
g-uniform graphs where ¢ may depend on n.
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1.2 g¢-Linear Process

A hypergraph H is called linear if for any A, B € E(H) we have |AN B| < 1. In other words, any
pair of vertices appears in at most one edge. Suppose that H is g-uniform. Then

|E(H)| < % = % as the (%) pairs in each edge are distinct.
Consider the following simple randomized greedy algorithm for constructing a maximal g-uniform
linear hypergraph where we add one edge at each step. Let H; be the hypergraph at step ¢ and
let e; be the edge added at step @

1. Let Ho be the empty g-uniform hypergraph on [n].

2. For i > 1, at step ¢ pick e; uniformly at random from the set

{ee <[n]):|eﬁej|§1for1§j§i—1}
q

and form H; by adding e; to H;_1.

We call this the g-linear process. We analyze the stopping time of this algorithm for various
values of ¢ that may depend on n. Our first result gives a lower bound on sizes of maximal linear
hypergraphs. Note that such lower bounds give a lower bound on the stopping time of the
g-linear process.

Proposition 1. Let H be a g-uniform linear hypergraph on [n] that is mazimal (i.e. no edge can

be added to H while maintaining linearity). Then e(H) > % = Z—:(l —o(1)).

Observe that Proposition [[l shows that any maximal partial (n, g, 2) Steiner system has at least

2—32 edges. In particular the g-linear process must continue for at least 2—32 steps.

In addition to Proposition [Il notice that there is a trivial lower bound for the size of a maximal

(n,q,2) partial Steiner system of % by a counting argument. Notice that since % > Z—j when

q > +/n then once g > /n the trivial lower bound is better than the bound from Proposition [II
Furthermore, when the trivial lower bound is better than the bound from Proposition [I]
Proposition 2 says exactly how long the process continues asymptotically.

Proposition 2. Let H be a g-uniform linear hypergraph on [n] with ¢ > v/2n. Then e(H) < q.
Further, if H is mazimal then e(H) = O(%).

The problem of finding an (n, ¢,t) partial Steiner system on [n] can be viewed as finding a
matching in a (?)-uniform hypergraph H where V(H) = ([?]) and for each S € ([Z]) H has an
edge which corresponds to all of the t-sets in S. In [I3] Wormald defines the greedy packing
process on a hypergraph H as the process which picks an edge from H one at a time uniformly at
random and then deletes all the vertices in the chosen edge and continues until there are no edges

remaining. We state Wormald’s result below:

Theorem 3. Let H be a k-uniform hypergraph with v vertices where k is a fived constant.
Assume v < 1€ for some constant C,6 = o(r'/®) and r = o(v). Also if d(v) is the degree of vertex
v in H then assume |d(v) —r| < §. Then for any eg < m a.a.s. at most —& wvertices
remain at the end of the greedy packing process applied to H.

Based on the connection between partial Steiner systems on [n] and matchings in the hypergraph
H, the number of unused vertices in the greedy packing process is the number of unused pairs at
the end of the g-linear process. Note that the correspondences between the greedy packing
process and the g-linear process is given by v = (’2’) and k = (g) Hence, for the partial Steiner

system to have (1 — o(l))Z%Z:ll)) edges, Wormald’s result suggests that if & were allowed to grow

as a function of v then we would need that % = o(n?).Then using the fact that » = o(v) = o(n?)
and g = O(75) = O(q—&), we would need that ¢ = o(y/logn).




Our main result allows us to still get almost all of the edges until ¢ is o(y/logn), giving an
improvement over the expected result from Wormald 1999 [13].

Theorem 4. Let ¢ = o(vVInn) and let H be a q-uniform hypergraph on [n] obtained from the

q-linear process. Then whp |E(H)| > Zég:ll)) (1 —o0(1)).

Note that for ¢ between /logn and v/2n all we know about the g-linear process is the lower
bound from Proposition [l

In Section 2 of this paper, we will prove Proposition [l and Proposition Bl and in Section 3 we will
prove Theorem [l Throughout this paper, we will use the notation f(n) < g(n) to mean

f(n) = o(g(n)).

2 Auxiliary Results

We will begin by proving Proposition [I]

Proof. Let H be a g-uniform linear hypergraph on [n] that is maximal. Consider the graph G on
[n] whose edge set is pairs that are not present in any edge of H. Then G is K -free as a K, in G
corresponds to an edge that can be added to H. Then () = e(H)(2) + e(G). Hence, by Turan’s

theorem
w-()()-)
) (G)-0-70)%)
nn—q+1)
q(q —1)?

Next, we prove Proposition 2

Proof. Let H be a g-uniform linear hypergraph on [n]. Let e(H) = m and let

E(H) = {e; : i € [m]}. Now define H; as the g-uniform hypergraph on [n] with

E(H;) = {e; : j € [i]}. Define V; = [n] \ Ui_,e; be the set of vertices not used by any edge in ;.
Now notice that since H is linear, |e;41 NUS_ e;| <4, so [Vi\ Vig1] > ¢ —i. Now let Vo = [n] and
notice that Vi € [m]

Vil =n=>_ Vi1 \ V|
j=1

Sn—Zq—(J’—l)

1

Now let f(z) =n — gz + $z(z — 1) and notice that f(i) > |V;| for all i € [m]. Also, notice that
|Vi] is a non-negative integer for all ¢ € [m] since it is the number of vertices not used in any edge
of H;. Then notice that f(q) =n — % 2 %q < 0 since ¢ > v/2n, so if m > ¢ this would lead to a
contradiction since |Vg| < f(g) < 0 but |V,| > 0. Thus m < q.



Now notice that Y., [Vi—1\Vi| = 31" (¢ — (i — 1)) = mg — 2m(m — 1) and further,
> [Viei\Vi| < n. Thus we get that m(q — 3(m — 1)) < n but since m — 1 < ¢ then
m(q — 4q) <n. Thus m < 27” som = O(%).

Next, assume H,; is maximal and notice that every new edge uses at most ¢ vertices not used by
other edges, and there cannot be ¢ unused vertices because H is maximal. Thus
m > 2 =Q(2). Thus e(H) = O(%). |

q q

3 Analysis of the g-Linear Process

We prove Theorem (] using the differential equation method.

3.1 Trajectories and Definitions

To understand g-linear process we need to track the codegree of sets A C [n]. The codegree of A
at step ¢ is the number of B C [n] with AN B = so that AU B can be added to H;_;. Towards
this end, for each J C [n] with |J| = j € {0} U [¢ — 1] consider the sets:

H{(i) = {ee ([Z]) : |eﬂek|§1for1§k§i—1}
P;(i) == {Je ([?]) . J C e for some e € H(i)}

Yot {{Ke([gl\j);JuKeH(i)} JePi(i+1)
T v- T¢Pi(i+1)

Here P;(i) represents j sets which can still be a subset of a new edge at step i, and Y (i)
represents the codegree of a set in P;(7) with the convention that if J ¢ P;(i) then we freeze Y
at its current value. We are particularly interested in Yy (i) as this gives the number of available
edges at step 4, and we give this set another name H (i) for clarity.

Next we will define trajectory functions which we expect the random variables |Y; ()| to follow.
Observe that after ¢ steps the proportion of pairs that are not in any edge is

n\_ :(q .
%1)(2) =1- i:]((g—:i;. Our heuristic is that the probability that a pair is not in any edge at step
2

1is 1 — ZI((Z:B and the events that distinct pairs are not in any edges are mutually independent.
Now we will define a continuous time variable ¢ which relates to discrete steps by

t(i) =t; = m and define the following functions:

p(t):==1—-q(qg—1)t

(0 = (120G e o - U o)

q—1J
o (o

Notice that p is a continuous valued function which matches are heuristic for the probability that
a pair is not in an edge together at step ¢« when t = m Further, notice that if our heuristic is
close to true, then y;(t) gives the approximate size of Y; (i) when ¢t = 70T Siven that J € P;.

n(n
Also note that h(t) = yo(t).

Now with these trajectories functions, we define our targeted stopping time mg and the error we
allowed on the trajectories €; as follows:



1
"~ 6¢?
o n(n—1) "
o= 2= (1 - no#))
o= (17T elgty -2
q—17
€EH ‘= €

Now to prove Theorem [ we prove the following lemma:
Lemma 5. For all 0 <i < myg, and for all j € [¢ — 1] U {0} we have that

[[H(@)| — h(ti)| < en
Y7 ()] = y;(ti)] < e;¥J € P;(d)

whp

Now notice that if ez (t) = o(h(t)) and €;(t) = o(y;(t)), this will show that whp H ~ h and
Y; ~ y;, which since h(t;,,) > 1 this will prove Theorem [l Let G; be the event that all the
estimates in Lemma [B hold for all j < .

To see that €;(t) = o(y;(t)) for all j € [¢ — 1] U {0} notice that for all ¢ € [0, %]

ety (LhnHe (8) g/ p=(2)—2(5)
wit) (=)@
— qfn_1+35(3)p—3(3)

< qfnflJrﬁﬁ(g) =o(1)

Where last statement in the above follows from our choices of f and 5. Notice that since we want

n~? = o(1) then we need 8 = w(@), and we also need = @((%)) Thus we need that
2

(4) = o(logn) which holds since we assumed ¢ = o(/logn).

To prove Lemma [Bl, we will define the following random variable where J € ([?]) for
j€lg—1u{0}:

v = | V701 = @5(t) £ e;) Gi holds
YJi (i—1) otherwise

3.2 Expected One-Step Change of Y

Let AY;(#) = |Yy(¢ +1)| — |Ys(¢)| and let F; be the natural filtration of the process at step i. We
refer to AY;(4) as the one step change of Y;(4).
We now show that
. 1 .
E[AY; (i) Fi] = TG > > (=D)EHTIS] + 1T = DY sur (i)
KeY;(i) \SCJ, TCK,|S|+|T|>2,|T|>1

Observe that AY;(7) is the number of elements in the codegree of Y;(i) that are made
unavailable by the addition of e; to H;_1. We show that for fixed K € Y () the number of edges



e; that causes K ¢ Y;(i + 1) is
(=1)HTI(S] 4+ |T] = 1)[Ysur (i)
SCJ, TCK,|S|+|T|>2,|T|>1

Suppose e € H (i) is such that |e N J| =k and |e N K| = ¢ such that k + ¢ > 2. We show that if
k = 0,1 then e is counted once in the sum and that if £ > 2 then e is counted 0 times in the sum.

Let K = 0. Then e is counted

3 (1) cvmom-n =1

m=2

times.
Let Kk = 1. Then e is counted

£ (D)o & (e

m=2

times.

Let £ > 2. Then e is counted

) 4

0<m1<k,1<m2<f,mi1+m2>2

times.

We leave the proof of the combinatorial identities used above for the appendix.

3.3 Supermartingale and Submartingale Properties

We now show that AY;" (i) is a supermartingale. We first note that

AYS (i) = (Yo (i + 1) = Y (0)) = (y;(tiva) — y(ta)) — (e (tivr) — €;(ts))
Since by Taylor’s theorem

yi(t) 1 yi(e)
nin—1)  2n2(n—1)2

Yyi(tiv1) —y;(t) =

for some ¢ € [t;, t;4+1], and similarly

) 1 €le)
nin—1) 2n2(n-—1)>2

€i(tiv1) —€5(ts) =
for some ¢ € [t;, t;1+1], then we have

o_1l€7(s)]

yilt) &t | S0, st |5 (s)] I s
nn—1) n(n-1) 2n2(n —1)2 2n2(n —1)2

E[AY ] (9)|F)] < E[AY;(3)|Fi] — (1)

Note that in the event G;_1

ElaYs (7] < LOOESUD 57 ((4) (7)) (= (17 ) + ent)

hit:) — en(t:) “=
5 () () v o

To show that {Y;"(i)} is a supermartingale, we need to verify that E[AY;"(i)|F;] < 0. We do this
by showing that the negative terms in (1) are larger than the positive terms. We do this by
showing the following:



Lemma 6. The following hold

€ .
h gn(n—1)
SWyepo,mo /(S Sy _mo )] ¢

n(zll)
2n2(n —1)2 2n2(n —1)2 < n(n—1)

We leave the proofs of these statements for the appendix.

3.4 Absolute Bound on One-Step Change

We will now give an absolute bound on the one step change of Y]Jr First, notice that

ly;(0)] €5 ()]
[AY (i) < [AY; ()] +  sup  —Fs+ —
7 t€(ti,tit) TL(TL - 1) t€[ti,tit1] TL(TL - ]‘)

We will start by bounding A|Y;(i)|. Notice that since Y; only changes when an available edge
containing J becomes unavailable, then existing edges can only cause the absolute change in

Y (i) to be smaller since sets that would have been removed from the codegree of J were already
not in the codegree of J. Thus WLOG we may assume ¢ = 0, and now we will consider three
types of edges, e, which can be added, edges where |[eN J| > 2, edges where |[eN J| = 1, and edges
where |e N J| = 0. First, since we freeze Y once J has an intersection with an existing edge of
size at least 2, in the case where |[e N J| > 2 we get that AY;(0) = 0. Next, when [eNJ| =1 we

get the following:
q—1 n—7j
AY;(0)] <
AT )'—( 1 )(q—j—l)

Now to show this bound on |AY;(0)| when |e N J| =1 is larger than our bound when |e N J| = 0,
and also to show that this bound is the largest term in the bound for Y (i), we will give a lower

bound on the quantity (¢ — 1)(qﬁ;jl).

a-0(," 7)) 2 -y

qg—j—1 qg—Jj—1
— Q(nq—j—lq—q+j+2)

Next, when e N J| = 0 we get the following:

[AY;(0)]

IN

(255

1 2(@)%3‘72
27 'q—5—2
— O(nq—j—2eq—j—2q2)

—q+j+2)

IN

=o(n? 77 1q



Thus for all J and for all i we have that |AY;(i)] < (¢ — 1)(,"77,)

q—j—1

WSO Notice that for all ¢ € [0, mo]

Next, we will bound sup,¢py, ¢, ] =)

o) } OO (@) - (@) (—alg - 1)

n(n—1)| n(n—1)

ne
=
_ O(nq—J—2q4eq—])

- O(nq—j—lq—q-i-j-i-?)

=0((

) q'nT?)

0]

tit1] n(n—1)"

Finally we will bound sup;c,, Now notice that for all ¢ € [0,mo] we get that

A0 - () @y B2 (- (G) —2(9)(~ata ~ 1)

nin—1) n(n—1)

B O((E)H"ﬂ+36(g>qf(1 —dle= 10 - 1) )~ B2 1241
= O(nq_j_3+36(g)+ﬂ((§)+2(g)+1)q4+feq—j)

_ O(nq—j—lq—q-i-j-i-?)

Thus [AY;(i)| < (¢ —1)(,";7,) for all J and i.

3.5 Freedman Inequality

To finish the proof of Lemma [B] we use Freedman’s Inequality which we state below [9].

Theorem 7. Let {S(i)},~, be a supermartingale with respect to the filtration F = {F;},~,-
Writing AS(i) = S(i+ 1) — S(i), suppose that max;>o |AS(i)| < C and 3~ E(|AS(@)| | F;) < V.
Then, for any z > 0 B

2

P(S(i) 2 5(0) + = for some i > 0) < exp {_m}

Observe that if we set S =Y, and z = —Y; (0) = ¢;(0) and show that Wlﬂ

then we will have shown that P(Y; (i) < 0 for all i) goes to 1 as n goes to infinity. This along
with the analogous statement of Y;” and a union bound argument will show that the inequalities
in Lemma [{] hold.

— 00 as n — 0

We now compute C' and V. From the absolute bound on the one step change in Y; we know that

IAY;(0)] < <qz 1) (q ﬁj_i 1)

So we can take C = (qzl)( ") Furthermore, Lemma [G implies that

. n(n—1) SUD¢€[0,t ] e} ()]
glﬁuﬂf@um < q<q_1>0< D )
_ nln =1 o (|G M @O (- G) —2(3) (-t - 1)
~ale—1) n(n — 1)

co((5 o)



Hence, we can set V = O ((’q’:g)qf”n’l*w(g)).

Set z =¢€;(0) = (Z:;) n~1+38(3 )qf Notice that z <V, so to verify that 5 (V+Z> > 1, it suffices

to check that ZV > 1. Observe that

.2 (Z:j_')?n—wﬁﬁ(g)qw
Vo (e ) (7,157

Since f > 4, this shows C’f—i, > 1. To get the conclusion of Lemma[5 we show P(Gy, ) — 0 as
n — oo. Observe that

P(Gy,,) <P U {Y; (i) > 0 for some i >0} U{Y; (i) <0 for some i >0}
JC[n],|J|<q

2q<n>e_9(qf4)
q
en q 79( f74)
2 — | e\
q

q
log (q <%> > =logqg+ q+qlogn —qloggqg

IN

IN

Observe that

Since the largest (in the asymptotic sense) term is glogn we need to verify that that
q _
qlogn < ¢/~*. To see this note that f > log log" Hence, 2¢ (%) e~ U™ = o(1) and we have
P(Gpm,) — 1 as n — oo which proves Lemma

3.6 Appendix
3.6.1 Proof of Lemma [6]
We now prove Lemma

We first show that ((2) — (J)) 222 = &

(3) - () =(5)- () <’3—5>p<%>(—;; (00




Next, we show that (‘21) yjhe2 < %

GG By, G20
T )
T ('
2) k=10 (e By OO ) a(g) a1
( n(n=1) )
B 1
(3)+2(5) ~ 2

To prove the rest of Lemma [ we will first give a lower bound on ﬁ and then prove this is

asymptotically larger than all the remaining terms. First notice that

¢ (@l B2 () +2(2)(alg - 1))
n(n—1) n(n —1)
— ("I rrss(@) gty ()29
Q((q—j) vor )

YiYm

Now, we will compute q(r‘;) where 3 < m < ¢ — 1 and show that each of these terms is

o ()9 g rapm()20) ),

q<q) Y _ q(q> (1=2)pB=0) (2= p(H)-(%)

m) h m (")pl)

- (Z: j)q(%)%qﬁemww%)qp-@)
(g e
= o (T gy (2

Next, notice that since for all 3 < m < ¢ — 1 we have that €, = o(y;,) then

q(Q) e _ o<q(‘J) bathm) _ o (” - J’) n=3+38(2) g+~ () -2(9)-1)

m m q—17

. "
. sup, €[0, 20|y ()] SUP o, _mo |7 ()
Lastly, we need to verify that 52 (n=1)? and 2 (n=1)2

(9 g rapm(B)2(0) ),

are also both

q J

sup, € [0, 722 lly) () (22D @)D =E72((9) — (@) - (@) - DPa— D)

2n%(n — 1)? 2n(n —1)?
- 0((7;:;)71‘4(18)
o[ TN, 388(3) gy, (3)—2(3) 1
((q - j> vy !

Similarly, we compute

10



SUPsepy,snn [S8) _ (n29) 138 (E) g 48 (p ey )~ () -2(2) -2

2n2(n —1)2 n2(n —1)2

o (” - J_) = 3438(3) g+ - () =2(2) -1
q—J
This completes the proof of Lemma

3.6.2 Proof of Combinatorial Identities

We first show that anﬂ (i) (=1)™(m — 1) = 1. Observe that

This means

Letting z = —1 yields S_° (l)(—l)m(m -1)=1

m=2

We now show that 3¢ _, (£)(=1)™(m — 1)+ 3% _, (£)(=1)™"1m = 1. Observe that
g
L m
1+z) = mZ:O (m):zr

Differentiating and letting x = —1 yields anzl (i) (—=1)™*+m = 0, so we have
L m £ m
Yz () (FD™m = 1)+ 35 () (D)7 m =1
We now show that
k 6 mi+m
> (=1)™ 72 (g 4 my — 1) = 0
mq mo
0<m; <k, 1<ma<l,mi+ma>2
We show this by verifying that
k l
> ( )( >(—1)’”1+’”2(m1 +mp—1)=1
ma ma
0<m1<k,0<m2<{,mi+m2>2
and the mo = 0 part
k l
—1)0tm -1 =1
> () (5)evosm -
0<m;<k,m1>2

This second equality is the same as the first identity we proved. For the first one, observe that

(I+a)f -1 (Q+a)f(+a)f-1_ 3 (k)(ﬁ)xml+m_1
x x mi ma
0<m1 <k,0<m2 <l mi+ma>1

This implies

S5 OO

0<m1<k,0<m2<f£,mi1+ma>2

Substitution x = —1 yields

> (ﬂ];) (ni) (=)™*™2 (my +my — 1) =1

0<m1 <k,0<mo<tl,mi+mz>2

11
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