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Abstract

Let f()(n;s, k) be the maximum number of edges of an r-uniform hypergraph on n vertices not
containing a subgraph with & edges and at most s vertices. In 1973, Brown, Erdés and Sés conjectured
that the limit

lim n=2f® (n; k + 2, k)

n—oo

exists for all positive integers k > 2. They proved this for £ = 2. In 2019, Glock proved this for kK = 3
and determined the limit. Quite recently, Glock, Joos, Kim, Kiithn, Lichev and Pikhurko proved this
for £ = 4 and determined the limit. We combine their work with a new reduction to fully resolve the
conjecture by proving that indeed the limit exists for all positive integers k > 2.

1 Introduction

In an r-uniform hypergraph, an (s, k)-configuration is a collection of k edges which span at most s vertices.
An r-uniform hypergraph is said to be (s, k)-free if it contains no (s, k)-configuration. In 1973, Brown,
Erdés and Sés [2] initiated the study of f()(n;s, k), the maximum number of edges in an (s, k)-free r-
uniform hypergraph on n vertices, and they made the following conjecture:

Conjecture 1.1 (Brown, Erdés and S6s [2]). The limit lim,, oo n 2 f3) (n; k + 2, k) exists for all k > 2.

The main result of this paper is that we prove Conjecture [LIl In [2], Brown, Erdés and Sés proved
Conjecture [[LT] for £ = 2 (the limit in this case is 1/6, with extremal examples given by Steiner triple
systems). In 2019, Glock [5] proved this for £ = 3 and determined the limit (namely 1/5). Quite recently,
Glock, Joos, Kim, Kiihn, Lichev and Pikhurko [7] proved this for k¥ = 4 and determined the limit (namely
7/36). According to [7], the best known general upper bound to date for limsup,, . n = 2f®) (n; k + 2, k)
is % by Brown, Erdds and Sés [2] in 1973.

For lower bounds, this problem is related to a famous conjecture of Erdés [4] from 1973 on the existence
of high girth Steiner triple systems. Namely, Erdds conjectured that: for every k and large enough n
satisfying the necessary divisibility conditions, there exists a Steiner triple system on n vertices with no
(¢ + 2, 0)-configuration for every ¢ € [2,k]. Erdds’ conjecture implies a lower bound of 1/6 on the
liminf, oo n 2f®) (n;k + 2,k). In 1993, Lefmann, Phelps, and Rodl [I3] proved a weak form of Erdés’
conjecture which implies a lower bound here of ¢; for some small positive constant ¢, depending on k. In
the last few years, Edrds’ conjecture was proved asymptotically by Glock, Kiihn, Lo, and Osthus [9], and
independently by Bohman and Warnke [I], which yields the following corollary:
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Theorem 1.2 ([I, @]). Let k > 2 be an integer. Then

liminf n=2f®) (n; k + 2,k) >

n—oo

| =

We remark that Erd6s’ conjecture was proven in full just this year by Kwan, Sah, Sawhney and
Simkin [I2]. Of course by not requiring the 3-uniform hypergraph to be linear (i.e. (4,2)-free), more
efficient lower bound constructions are in theory possible (such as were done above for k = 3 and k = 4).

Glock, Kiihn, Lo, and Osthus [9] and Keevash and Long [II] conjectured a generalization of Erdés’
conjecture: for every k and large enough n satisfying the necessary divisibility conditions, there exists
an (n,r,t)-Steiner system with no ((r — ¢)¢ + t, £)-configuration for every ¢ € [2,k]. Note for k = 2 this
is the famous Existence of Designs Conjecture, only recently solved by Keevash [10] (and more recently
using purely combinatorial methods by Glock, Kiihn, Lo, and Osthus [8]). So this conjecture is a common
generalization of Erdés’ conjecture and the Existence Conjecture. It light of this conjecture, it is natural
to study n~t ") (n; (r — t)k 4 t, k) and indeed in 2020, Shangguan and Tamo [I4] conjectured the limit of
this exists for all integers » > ¢ > 2 and k£ > 2.

This conjecture was proved asymptotically by the authors [3] and independently by Glock, Joos, Kim,
Kiihn, and Lichev [6] which provides a lower bound on the limit infimum of n=tf") (n; (r — t)k + t, k),
generalizing Theorem [[.2] as follows:

Theorem 1.3 ([3,[€]). Let k > 2 be an integer. Then

linrr_1>i£fn_tf(’") (n; (r —t)k +t,k) > t'(%)
t

In fact, both groups actually developed a general theory of conflict-free hypergraph matchings (or equiv-
alently hypergraph matchings avoiding forbidden submatchings) and provided theorems where conflict-free
almost perfect matchings are found provided various necessary degree and codegree conditions hold. The
proofs use different approaches, a random greedy process versus the nibble method, but the general theory
is similar (except the nibble approach also works for coloring and for very sparse hypergraphs). This
general theory then yields Theorem [[.3] as a simple application.

In the recent paper of Glock, Joos, Kim, Kiihn, Lichev and Pikhurko [7] proving the limit exists for
k = 4, they in fact prove a more general version of Theorem by invoking the general theory of conflict-
free hypergraph matchings. Their most general version is useful for proving better lower bounds, but we
only need the following result:

Theorem 1.4 (Corollary 3.2 in [7]). Fiz integersk > 2, r > 3 andt € [2,r—1]. Also, fiz a ((r—t)k+t,k)-
free r-uniform hypergraph F on m vertices which is also ((r —t)¢+t—1,¢)-free for all ¢ € [2,k —1]. Then,

F
liminfn =t fO (n; (r — )k 4+ t, k) > |m_t|

n— oo

Specifically, our proof relies on the above result for » = 3 and ¢ = 2, namely:

Theorem 1.5 (Theorem [[L4 with r» = 3, t = 2). Fiz integer k > 2. Also, fix a (k + 2, k)-free 3-uniform
hypergraph F on m wvertices which is also (£ + 1,0)-free for all ¢ € [2,k — 1]. Then,

e —2(3), . |F]
hnnligfn FO sk +2,k) > s
We introduce the function g (n; k + 2, k) denoting the maximum number of edges in a (k + 2, k)-free
3-uniform hypergraph on n vertices that is also (¢ + 1,¢)-free for all £ € [2,k — 1]. We note that f is at
least g.
In this language, the following is a corollary of Theorem



Corollary 1.6. For all positive integers k > 2,

liminf n=2f®) (n; k 4+ 2,k) > limsupn~2¢® (ns k + 2, k).

n—o0 n—00
Our main technical result is the following then:

Theorem 1.7. For all positive integers k > 2,

lim sup n_zf(?’) (n;k+2,k) = limsup n_2g(3) (n;k + 2, k).

n—oo n— o0

As an immediate corollary of Corollary and Theorem [[.7] we have:

Theorem 1.8. For all positive integers k > 2, lim,,_, n_zf(?’) (n;k+2,k) exists and

lim n_2f(3)(n; k+2,k) = limsup n=2¢g® (n;k+2,k).

n—00 n—o00
We also prove the following lemma:

Lemma 1.9. Let F be a (k+ 2, k)-free 3-uniform hypergraph that is also (€ +1,£)-free for all ¢ € 2,k —1].

Then k—1 (u(F)\ k-1
— U —

F)< ——. < co(F)2.

(F) <5 ( 2 >_4/<;—2 o(F)

As a corollary of Lemma and Theorem [[.7] we improve the general upper bound of
limsup,, oo n 2f®) (n;k + 2, k) from 2L to A=L as follows:

Theorem 1.10.

—1
nh_)llolo n=2fG (nsk+2,k) = lirl;n_)SOlcl)p n=2g® (nsk+2,k) < 4kl<: —5
We also note that the proof of the main technical result (Theorem 3.1) of [7] actually constructs graphs
which are not only ((r — t)k + t, k)-free but are also (r —t)¢{ +t — 1, ¢)-free for all ¢ € [2,k — 1]. Hence the
f in the liminf in the statement of Theorem 3.1 can actually be replaced by the function g we defined.
Hence as a corollary one obtains the following slightly stronger statement of Theorem 41

Theorem 1.11. Fiz integers k > 2, r > 3 and t € [2,7 — 1]. Also, if F is ((r — t)k + t, k)-free r-uniform
hypergraph on m wvertices which is also ((r — t) +t — 1,0)-free for all ¢ € [2,k — 1], then,

F
liminfn~tg™ (n; (r — )k 4+ t, k) > |m_t|

n— oo

It follows that
liminf n=tg") (n; (r — t)k + t, k) = limsupn~tg") (n; (r — )k + ¢, k),

n—00 n— 00

that is lim, o ntg") (n; (r — )k + t, k) exists.
Given Theorem [[.TT] Theorem [[.7] actually yields the following:

Theorem 1.12. For all positive integers k > 2, lim,,_~o n_2f(3) (n;k + 2,k) exists and

lim n 2f® (n;k+2,k) = lim n~2¢®) (n; k + 2, k).

n— oo n—oo



2 Proof

In [7], an approach to proving Conjecture [[I] in full was suggested, namely can one prove that one can
always delete o(m?) edges from a (k + 2, k)-free 3-uniform hypergraph F to make it (¢ + 1,¢)-free for all
¢ € [2,k — 1]7 While this strategy is intriguing, it seems difficult in general.

Here we pursue a different approach. Instead we prove (Lemma below) that provided that |F| >

£+ (1= 4) - v(F)?% there is a subgraph F’ with v(F’) > L\/;ik) and v(|§:|)2 > v(@)g that is (¢ + 1, ¢)-free for

all £ € [2,k —1]. That is, we prove that having (¢ + 1,¢)-configurations is ‘inefficient’ for the extremal
(k + 2, k)-free graphs. Given Lemma [Z3] Theorem [[7] follows straightforwardly (but we include a proof
for completeness).

To pursue this approach, we first prove a structural lemma. Let k > 2 be a positive integer and let
¢ € [2,k—1]. We say an (£+ 1,{)-configuration S in a (k+ 2, k)-free 3-uniform hypergraph F' is k-mazimal
if there does not exist an (¢ + 1, ¢')-configuration S” with S C S" and ¢ < ¢/ <k — 1.

Lemma 2.1. Let k > 2 be integer. Let F' be a (k+ 2, k)-free 3-uniform hypergraph. Let S be a k-maximal
(¢ + 1,0)-configuration of F with ¢ € [2,k — 1]. Then all of the following hold:

1. e(F[V(9)]) < k-1,
2. there does not ezist an edge e € E(F) with |eNV(S)| =2,
3. there do not exist edges e, f € E(F) with |eNV(S)| = [fNV(S)|=1and e\ V(S)= f\V(S), and

4. the graph H with V(H) = V(F)\V(S) and E(H) = {T € (VD) : 3e € B(F), [enS| =1, e\V(S) =
T} is a forest whose components have size at most k — £,

and hence
e(F) — e(F\ V(S)) < <1 _ %) (0(F) = o(S)) + (k — 1).

Proof. First we prove (1). Suppose not. Then e(F[V(S)]) > k and hence E(F(V[S])) is a (k,k)-
configuration, contradicting that F'is (k + 2, k)-free. This proves (1).

Next we prove (2). Suppose not. That is, there exists an edge e € E(F) with |[e N V(S)| = 2. If
¢ =Fk—1,then SUeis a (k+1, k)-configuration contradicting that F'is (k + 2, k)-free. So we may assume
that £ < k — 1. But then SUe is an (¢ + 2,/ + 1)-configuration contradicting that S is k-maximal. This
proves (2).

Next we prove (3). Suppose not. That is, there exist edges e, f € E(F) with [enV(S)| = |fNnV(S)| =1
and e\ V(S) = f\V(S). If £ = k — 1, then SUe is a (k + 2, k)-configuration contradicting that F' is
(k 4 2, k)-free. So we may assume that ¢ < k— 1. If £ = k — 2, then SU{e, f} is a (k + 1, k)-configuration
contradicting that F' is (k + 2,k)-free. So we may assume that ¢ < k — 2. But then S U {e, f} is an
(¢ + 3,¢ + 2)-configuration contradicting that S is k-maximal. This proves (3).

Next we prove (4). Suppose not. That is, H has a component of size greater than k — ¢ or H has a
cycle of length at most k — ¢. First suppose that H has a component of size greater than k — ¢. Thus H
contains a tree T on exactly k — £ + 1 vertices. Let E(T) = {e1,ea,...,ex_¢}. For each i € [k — /], let
fi € E(F) such that f; \ V(S) = e;. But then SU{f; : i € [k — (]} is a set of |S| + (kK —¢) = k edges on a
set of |[V(S)| + (k — €+ 1) = k + 2 vertices, contradicting that F'is (k + 2, k)-free.

So we may assume that H has a cycle C of length j where j < k —{¢. Let E(C) = {ey,...,e;}. For
each i € [j], let f; € E(F) such that f; \ V(S) =¢;. Let S’ = SU{f;: i € [j]}. Hence S is a set of £ + j
edges on a set of £+ j + 1 vertices. If j = k — ¢, then S’ is a (k + 1, k)-configuration, contradicting that
F is (k + 2,k)-free. So we assume that j < k — £. But then S’ is an (£ + j + 1,/ + j)-configuration where
(+j<k—1and ¢+ j > ¢, contradicting that S is k-maximal. This proves (4).



Finally we prove the formula. For each i € [3], let E; := {e € E(F) : [enV(S)| = i}. Since F is a
3-uniform hypergraph, we have that

e(F)—e(F\ V(S Z|E|

By (1), we have that |E3| < k — 1. By (2), we have that |Ey| = 0. By (3), we have that |F1| = e(H).
Combining, we find that

e(F)—e(F\V(9)) <k—1+4e(H).
Let a be the number of components of H. By
hence

), each component of H has size at most k — ¢ < k and

o(F\ V(S)).

(4
0>t
~k
By (4), H is a forest and hence

e(H) =v(F\V(S)) —a<

Combining, we find that

e(F) — e(F\V(S)) < e(H) +k—1< (1—%

N—
—~
<
—~
B
SN—
|
<
—
nn
~
S~—
_|_
—
o
|
—_
~

as desired. ]

We now apply Lemma 2] to find an induced subgraph that is (¢ + 1, ¢)-free for all ¢ € [2, k — 1] where
not too many edges are lost in proportion to the number of vertices deleted.

Lemma 2.2. Let k > 2 be integer. Let F be a (k + 2,k)-free 3-uniform hypergraph. There ezists a
(k + 2, k)-free subgraph F' of F that is also (€ + 1,0)-free for all £ € [2,k — 1] such that

1 1
e(F) —e(F') < G (1 - %> (v(F) —v(F) - (v(F) +v(F') + 2k).
Proof. We proceed by induction on v(F). First suppose F is also (¢ + 1,¢)-free for all £ € [2,k — 1]. Then
F' = F is as desired. So we may assume that there exists an (£ + 1, £)-configuration in F.

Let S be a k-maximal (¢ + 1, ¢)-configuration in F' with ¢ € [2,k — 1]. By Lemma 2.1}, we have that

e(F) — e(F\ V(S)) < <1 _ %) (0(F) —v(S)) + (k- 1).

Note that v(S) > 3 since F' is 3-uniform hypergraph and hence v(F\ V(S)) < v(F'). Thus by induction, we
find that there exists a (k + 2, k)-free subgraph F” of F'\ V(S) that is also (£ + 1,¢)-free for all £ € [2,k — 1]
such that

CF\V(S) ~elF) < g+ (1= 1 ) - 0O \VIS) = o(F) - (P \V(S)) + o(F) + 20
_ % . <1 _ %) C(F) = v(S) — o(F")) - (u(F) — () + v(F") + 2k)
- <1 - %) - (0(F) = o(F")) - (u(F) + u(F") + 2k)
- é - (1 - %) o(S) - (2 0(F) + 2k — v(S)).



Now using that 2 - v(F) —v(S) > 2(v(F) — v(5)), we have that

1 1

: (“%) () (2-v(F) + 2k —u(s)) > 20 <<1—%> (oF) — () +(1<:—1)>

Using that v(S) > 3, we find that

1 1

o <1 - E> 0(S) - (2 v(F) + 2k — v(S)) > (1 - E) (u(F) = o(S)) + (k — 1).

Altogether then, we find that

e(F) —e(F') < é . <1 - E) ~(W(F) —v(F") - (v(F) +v(F") + 2k),
as desired. ]

We need an upper bound on the number of edges in a (k 4 2, k)-free 3-uniform hypergraph that is also
(¢ + 1,0)-free for all £ € [2,k — 1]. While a trivial upper bound would suffice for our purposes, finding a
better upper bound is also of interest in light of Theorem [[.71 Thus we found Lemma which we now
prove, but first a definition.

The t-shadow of an r-uniform hypergraph F' is the t-uniform hypergraph H with V(H) = V(F) and
E(H)={S e (V(tH)) :Jde€ E(F) with S Ce}. If Y is a subset of E(H), then we define the t-shadow of
Y in F as the t-shadow of the subgraph F” that is the union of the edges in Y (so V/(F') =,y V'(€) and
E(F')=Y).

Proof of Lemmal[L9. Let H be the graph with V(H) = E(F) and

B(H) = {{S,T} c <V(2H)> ST > 2}.

Claim 2.2.1. If T is a connected subgraph of H, then v(T) < k — 1 and V(T) (as a set of edges of F')
spans exactly v(T') + 2 vertices of F'.

Proof. Let T' be a connected subgraph of H. It follows from the definition of H that V(1”) (as a set of
edges of F') spans at most v(T") 4 2 vertices of F' and hence V(T") is a (v(T") + 2,v(T"))-configuration of
F.

Since F is (k + 2,k)-free, it follows that there does not exist a connected subgraph 7" of H with
v(T") > k. Thus v(T) < k — 1. Moreover, if V(T') spans at most v(T') 4+ 1 vertices of F, then V(T) is a
(v(T') + 1,v(T))-configuration of F', contradicting that F' is (¢ 4 1,¢)-free for all £ € [2,k — 1]. O

Claim 2.2.2. If T is a connected subgraph of H, then the 2-shadow of V(T') in F has exactly 2 -v(T) + 1
edges.

Proof. We proceed by induction on v(T"). Let a be the number of edges in the 2-shadow of V(T) in F'. If
v(T) = 1, then a = 3 as desired.

So we may assume that v(7') > 2. Let X7 be the set of vertices of F' that V(T') spans. By Claim 2.2.T]
|X7| = v(T) + 2. Since T is connected, there exists a connected subgraph 7" of T such that v(T") =
o(T) — 1. Let V(T)\ V(T") = {e}. Let X1 be the set of vertices of F' that V(T”) spans. By Claim 2.2.T]
| X7 | =v(T") + 2.

Note that X7 C Xp. Let X7 \ X7 = {v}. It follows that v € e and yet v ¢ f for all f € V(T”). Let
e = vvyvy. Hence vvy,vvg are in the 2-shadow of V(T') in F but are not in the 2-shadow of V(7”) in F.
By definition of H, it then follows that vvy is in the 2-shadow of V(T7).

By induction, the number of edges in the 2-shadow of V(T”) is exactly 2 - v(T”) + 1. Thus the number
of edges in the 2-shadow of V(T is exactly (2-v(T")+ 1) +2=2-v(T) + 1, as desired. O



Let T1,...,T, be the components of H. For each i € [r], let F; be the 2-shadow of V(T;) in F. By
Claim [2Z2.2] we have for each ¢ € [r]| that e(F;) = 2 - v(T;) + 1. By the definition of H, it follows that
E(F;)NE(F;) =0 for each i # j € [r]. By Claim [Z21] v(T;) < k—1 for all i € [r]. It follows that for each
i € [r], we have that

v(T3) k—1
U (B < —— .
o) 41 ) S gy

Since the F; are edge-disjoint, we find that

o(Th) = F).

(U(F)) ZZe(E) L 2k o(T}) = 2% — 1 (P,

Rearranging, we find that

as desired. O

We are now prepared to state and prove Lemma 23] about finding a large (¢ + 1, ¢)-free subgraph for
all £ € [2,¢ — 1] that is as dense as the original (k + 2, k)-free 3-uniform hypergraph.

Lemma 2.3. Let F be a (k+2, k)-free 3-uniform hypergraph with v(F) > 8k* and e(F % (1- 2—116) v(F)?.
Then there exists a (k + 2, k)-free subgraph F' of F that is also (¢ + 1,¢)-free for all E € [2,k — 1] such that
both of the following hold:

1. 0(F) > %8 and

o(F)? = o(F)?"

Proof. By Lemma [Z2] there exists a (k + 2, k)-free subgraph F’ of F' that is also (¢ + 1,/)-free for all
¢ € [2,k — 1] such that

o(F) ~ e(F) < ¢ (1 - %) (0(F) = o(F")) - (o(F) + o(F") + 2K)
By Lemma [[.9) we have that
o(F) < T () < 1 olF')?

~v(F)? + L <1 — l) (W(F) —v(F") - (v(F) +v(F") + 2k).

Since e(F) > & (1 — 5%) - v(F)?, we have that as k > 2,

k—1

1 1 / /
E.U(F)2<— v(F')? + —5—  (W(F) —v(F"))

Multiplying by 12k and upper bounding (k — 1)(v(F) — v(F") by k - v(F) yields

v(F)? < k-v(F)? 4+ 4k* - o(F) < v(F')? + % cv(F)?,

where for the last inequality we used that v(F) > 8k%. Rearranging gives

1
§U(F)2 <k-o(F)?,



Taking square roots, it now follows that

This proves (1).

Now we prove (2). Let a = e((F)) Suppose towards a contradiction that (( ))2 < a. Note this implies

that v(F") < v(F). Moreover, it implies that

e(F) —e(F') > a- (v(F)* —v(F")?) = a- (u(F) = o(F")) - (v(F) + v(F")).

But then using that v(F) — v(F’) > 0, it follows that
a-(v(F)+v(F")) < e(F) - e(F) < % . <1 - 1> ~((F) +v(F) + 2k).

Using that a > % (1 — ﬁ), we find that

1 k-1
— < -
o (F) + () < 22
But this implies that
v(F) < 4k,
contradicting that v(F) > 8k?. This proves (2). O

We now prove Theorem [[.7] which stated that the limsupn=2f (3) (n;k+2,k) and
limsupn—2¢(3)(n; k + 2, k) were equal.

Proof of Theorem [T, Suppose not. Let a = limsup,, ., n~2f®) (n; k + 2, k) and
b= limsup,_,.on 29 (n;k +2,k). Let € = a —b. Since f® (n;k+2,k) > ¢® (n; k + 2, k) for all positive
integers n, we find that a > b. Since a # b, we have that € > 0.
Let ¢ = max{a — %,% . (1 — ﬁ)} Since a > % by Theorem [[.2] we find that ¢ < a. Yet by definition,
c>a— % > b. Let
I;={neN:n2fOm;k+2k) >c}.
Let
I,={neN: n" 23 (n;k+2,k) > ¢}

Since ¢ < a, |If| is infinite. Since ¢ > b, |1, is finite. Let ng = max{n : n € I;}. Let
ny = max{v2/<; “ng + 1,8k2} .

Since |I¢| is infinite, there exists n € Iy such that ny > ny. That is, there exists a (k + 2, k)-free 3-uniform
hypergraph F' on nj vertices such that e(F) >c-v(F)%

Note that v(F) > 8k? by definition of nf,. Since ¢ > % (1 — 5 ), we have that e(F) > £-(1 — &) -v(F)%
Hence by Lemma 23] there exists a (k + 2, k)-free subgraph F' of F that is also (£ + 1,/¢)-free for all
¢ € [2,k — 1] such that both of the following hold:

v(F") > U(Fk), and

@

e(F’ e(F
2. U((F/))Q > v((F)2'

—

By (1) and the definition of n{,, we find that v(F’) > ng. By (2), we find that e(F’) > ¢ - v(F’)?. Hence
v(F') € I, contradicting that ng is the maximum value in I,. O
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