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A note on vertex Turan problems in the Kneser cube

Daéaniel Gerbner* Balazs Patkos’

Abstract

The Kneser cube Kn,, has vertex set 2[" and two vertices F, F’ are joined by an edge
if and only if N F’ = (). For a fixed graph G, we are interested in the most number
vex(n, G) of vertices of Kn, that span a G-free subgraph in Kn,. We show that the
asymptotics of vex(n,G) is (1 + o(1))2"~! for bipartite G and (1 — 0(1))2" for graphs
with chromatic number at least 3. We also obtain results on the order of magnitude of
271 — vex(n,G) and 2" — vex(n, G) in these two cases. In the case of bipartite G, we
relate this problem to instances of the forbidden subposet problem.

1 Introduction

Graph Turan problems are among the most studied problems in extremal graph theory [12].
They ask for how large a subgraph F' of a given host graph H can be if F' does not contain G
as a subgraph, i.e. the input of the problem is (G,H). Largeness is usually measured by the
number of edges, but there are other parameters like spectral radius. Recently there have been
interest [2, (14} 19, 23| in vertez Turdn problems, where one is interested in the most number of
vertices that a vertex subset U of H can have such that the induced subgraph H[U] is G-free.

One particular host graph where this problem has been studied is the Kneser graph Kn(n, k)
with vertex set ([Z]) :={F C[n]: |F| =k}, where [n] = {1,2,...,n}, and F, F’ are connected
by an edge if and only if F' and F” are disjoint. Vertex Turan problems in the Kneser graph are
usually phrased as extremal finite set theory problems. The first such result is the Erdés-Ko-
Rado theorem [7], which determines the largest family of pairwise intersecting k-sets. In other
words, the Erdds-Ko-Rado theorem determines the largest independent set, i.e., the largest
Ko-free vertex subset of Kn(n,k). The Erdds matching problem [6] deals with the largest
family without r + 1 pairwise disjoint sets, i.e., the largest set of vertices without K, . For
results on this problem, see [I0] and the citations in it. Gerbner, Lemons, Palmer, Patkos and
Szécsi [13] studied the largest ¢-almost intersecting families, where each set is disjoint with
at most ¢ other sets, i.e., the largest Sy 1-free sets of vertices. Katona and Nagy [21] studied
(s, t)-union intersecting families, which have the property that the union of any s sets intersect
the union of any t sets, i.e., K ¢-free sets. Alishahi and Taherkhani [I] united these notions
and determined for every F' the largest F-free set of vertices in the Kneser graph Kn(n,k),
provided n is sufficiently large. More results in this topic can be found in [15] 25].
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In each of the above specific problems on set families, the non-uniform version has also been
studied, but not for the general problem. Here we address this. Our host graph is the Kneser
cube Kn, with vertex set 2"l := {F C [n]}, where F, F’ are connected by an edge if and
only if F' and F’ are disjoint. We denote by vex(n,G) the most number of vertices of Kn,,
that induce a G-free subgraph in Kn,,. Note that vex(n,G) > 2”1 if G contains an edge, as
shown by the family of sets each containing a fixed element. Therefore, the order of magnitude
of vex(n, @) is known, and the more interesting question may be to determine or bound the
order of magnitude of 2" — vex(n, G) or vex(n,G) — 2"~ L.

If G = K41, then the problem is equivalent to the non-uniform Erdds matching problem.
Kleitman [22] obtained a general and very nice upper bound on vex(n, K,1). Sharpenings
for special cases of r and the residue class of n modulo r 4+ 1 have been obtained in (among
others) [8, @, 1I]. A simple lower bound is obtained by taking each set of size larger than
n/(r 4+ 1); all the above results show upper bounds close to this.

Gerbner, Lemons, Palmer, Patkos and Szécsi [13] determined vex(n,Ss) and vex(n, S3) ex-
actly. Katona and Nagy [2I] also determined vex(n,Cy) exactly and for ¢ > 4 they showed
that vex(n,Sy) — 277! = (1 + 0(1))(Ln72j)' For t > s > 2, Katona and Nagy showed that
vex(n, Ksz) — 2" 1 = (1+ 0(1))(Lnn/2J)'

We shall consider all graphs G and the corresponding vertex Turan problem in the Kneser
cube. It turns out that there are three major graph classes with respect to the value of
vex(n, G): matchings, other bipartite graphs and graphs with chromatic number at least 3.
The following proposition about matchings is rather a simple exercise. We include its proof
for completeness in Section the interested reader is welcome to figure out the proof on its
own. M} denotes the matching with k edges.

Proposition 1.1. vex(n, My, 1) = 2" 1 + k.

The situation is somewhat different for bipartite graphs other than matchings. The asymp-
totics of vex(n, G) is still 271, but the second order term is different. Our next result deter-
mines the order of magnitude of 2"~! — vex(n, G).

Theorem 1.2. For any bipartite graph G that is not a matching, we have

on=t 4 <; — 0(1)> <n72> < vex(n,G) < 2" 1 4+ (14 0(1)) <WT/LQJ).

Both bounds of Theorem [I.2] can be tight. In Section [2.I, we shall relate the problem of
finding vex(n, G) for bipartite graphs G to a forbidden subposet problem (see the definitions
there). Whenever the corresponding problem is solved, we will be able to determine vex(n, G)
up to a 0((n72)) term and whenever that forbidden subposet problem is settled, the coefficient

of (7:/‘2) is always either 1/2 or 1.

Next, we shall turn our attention to non-bipartite graphs. We introduce the following notation:
() ="y (") and () :==3" (). The following simple proposition shows that if the
chromatic number of G is at least 3, then almost all vertices can be selected to obtain a G-free

induced subgraph of Kn,,.

Proposition 1.3. For any graph G with chromatic number at least 3, let ¢ = ((G) be the
length of the shortest odd cycle of G with £ = 2k + 1. Then 2" — vex(n,G) < (<L "k j)‘

2k+1




Our final theorem establishes that for odd cycles, the correct order of magnitude of 2" —
vex(n, Cor11) is given by the bound of Proposition . In the next theorem and later, log
denotes the natural logarithm.

Theorem 1.4. For any positive integer k, we have vex(n, Copiq) < (>[ kn -\—!—Q?k+1)10g(2k)'\)'

2k+1
Therefore, 2" — vex(n, Cogt1) = @k((ﬂjj%J))'

2 Proofs

2.1 Bipartite graphs

We start with the proof of Proposition [1.1

Proof of Proposition[I.1 Let F C 27l be such that Kn,, [F] is Myiq-free. To avoid a copy of
My 1, out of every pair of complement sets at most & can exist with both sets belonging to
F. This shows the upper bound. And for any family F containing exactly one of F,[n]\ F
for 2"~1 — k pairs of complements and both of them for the remaining k pairs, the induced
subgraph Kn,[F] is M}, with isolated vertices. O

To prove Theorem we need some auxiliary definitions and results. We say that a family
G is a copy of a poset P = (P, <) if there exists a bijection b : P — G such that p < ¢ implies
b(p) C b(q) for any p,q € P. A family F is P-free if it does not contain any copy of P.
The problem of finding the size of the largest P-free family F C 2l denoted by La(n, P),
is called the forbidden subposet problem (for a survey see [17| and Chapter 7 of [16]). If set
P of posets is forbidden, then La(n, P) denotes the maximum size of a family F C 2" that
is P-free for all P € P. It follows from an old result of Erdds [5] that for any poset P, we
have La(n, P) < (|P| - 1) - (Ln%J)’ but there exist stronger results (and used to be a stronger
conjecture - see at the end of this subsection). We will use a special case of the following
theorem of Bukh [3]. The Hasse diagram of a poset (P, <) is the oriented graph with vertex
set P and zﬁ is an arc if p < ¢ and there is no z € P with p < z < ¢. A poset is called a tree
poset if its Hasse diagram is a tree. The height h(P) of a poset P is the size of its longest
chain.

Theorem 2.1 (Bukh [3]). For any tree poset T', we have La(n,T) = (h(T') + 0(1))(7;}2).

Let G = (A, B, E) be a bipartite graph. We define Pg 4 to be the poset with Hasse diagram G
and each edge oriented towards its end-vertex in A. The poset Pg p is the dual poset of Pg a,
that is, the poset with the same Hasse diagram but with all edges oriented in the opposite
direction.

Lemma 2.2. Let G be a connected bipartite graph, and let F C 2" be such that Kny[F] is
G-free. Then Fsym = F NFN U,?:Q/_?)nQ/g (Ln/[g}ﬂ) is Pg a-free if n is large enough.

Proof. Suppose towards a contradiction that F,,, contains a copy H of Py 4. Let H4 and
Hp be the parts of H that correspond to vertices of A and B, respectively. First we show
that we cannot have ' € H, and F¢ € Hp. This is because G is connected, and therefore
‘H is connected. As a result, there is a path vivs...vo, in H with vi = F, vgp, = F¢ and



2k < |[V(G)|. Observe that the Hamming distance between v; and the complement of v; 1
is at most 2n?/3 for any i. Therefore, the Hamming distance between v; and v is at most
4n?/3. This implies that the Hamming distance between v and voy_1 is at most 2(2k — 2)n2/ 3,
thus v9r_1 is not disjoint from the complement of vy, a contradiction.

Consider the family Hp U H. If there is a relation, i.e., a directed edge between H € Hp
and H' in Gp 4, then the edge goes to H', i.e., H C H'. This implies H N H'® = (), and thus
H and H'® are connected by an edge. So by definition of Pg 4, the family Hp U H¢ induces
a copy of G in Kn,, a contradiction completing the proof. O

Now we are ready to prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem[I.3. Let G be any bipartite graph that has at least one vertex of degree at
least 2, i.e. not a matching. First we show the lower bound vex(n,G) > 2"~ + %(n%) if nis

even, and vex(n,G) > 2"~ 1 + (Ln%]l_l) if n is odd. In the former case the family of all the
sets of size at least n/2 induce a matching in Kn,,, and the same holds in the odd n case for
the family consisting of all the sets of size larger than n/2 together with the sets of size |n/2|
sharing a common element.

To see the upper bound, let F C 2" be a family with K ny[F] being G-free. Observe first
that by the well-known Chernoff bound, |( "] Ju( [n] )| = o((n%)). We claim that

<n/2-n2/3 >n/24n2/3

Foym = FNFN Ull:/f;;ii;ﬁ ([Ti‘]) have size at most La(n, Pg 4) + 2|G|. Let C1,C?%,...,C™
be the components of G and A7 C A is the part of C7 that belongs to A. If |Faym| >
La(n, Pg,a) + 2|G|, then by Lemma [2.2] and by La(n, Poi 4i) < La(n, Pg a) for any 1 < j <
m, we obtain a copy of C7. Removing this copy and the complement sets, the remaining
family is still large enough to find the second component, and so on. As each time we throw
away 2|C7| sets, therefore even before finding the last component we still have more than
|F| — 2|G| > La(n, Pg,a) sets. So we found a copy of G and this contradiction yields |F| <
on—1 0( (7:}2) + %La(n,PGA) -+ 2’G|.

Observe that if G is bipartite, then Pg 4 has height 2 (all chains have length at most 2) and all
such posets are subposets of K 1 ; for appropriately chosen s and ¢, where K 1 ¢ is the so-called
complete 3-level poset with elements wuy,us, ..., us, v, w1, we, ..., w; and u; < v < w; for any
1 <i<s,1<j<tbeing all its relations. As K1, is a tree poset, Theorem implies that
for all bipartite G, we have La(n, Pg a) < (2 + 0(1))(n72). Plugging this in the upper bound
at the end of the previous paragraph, we obtain the statement of the theorem. O

In obtaining the upper bound of Theorem [1.2] we used the inequality vex(n,G) < 2"~ +
$La(n, Pg a) +0((n7}2)). In a similar fashion, vex(n,G) < 2"~!'+ 1 La(n, Pg,p) +o((n’;2)) and

vex(n,G) < on—l 4 %La(n, {Pc.a,PaB})+ of (n7;2>>

hold, where La(n, { Py, P»}) denotes the maximum size of a family F C 2[" that is both Pg a-
and Pg p-free. Also, if Lagym(n, P) denotes the maximum size of a P-free family F C 2ln]
that is complement closed, i.e. F¢ = F, then the above reasoning yields

e 1 n
vex(n,G) < 2! 4 B Lagym(n, Pg.a) + o <n/2>)

4



We conjecture that this upper bound gives the correct asymptotics of vex(n, G) for all bipartite
graphs that are not matchings.

Conjecture 2.3. For any bipartite graph G that is not a matching, we have vex(n,G) =
on—1 % Lasym(n, PG"A) + o (n%))

There is a very important poset parameter that is relevant in forbidden subposet problems.
For a poset P, let e(P) denotes the largest integer k such that for any n and j < n the family
Ule (j[ﬂ) is P-free. In words, e(P) denote the maximum number of consecutive levels of the
Boolean cube that we can have without creating a copy of P. This means that if we consider
the family containing the middle e(P) levels of the Boolean cube, then we obtain the lower
bound (e(P)+o(1)) (nT/Lz) < La(n, P). There used to be a very important conjecture of Bukh [3]
and Griggs, Lu [I8] in the area of forbidden subposet problems. It stated that this construction
is asymptotically optimal for any poset P, and so La(n, P) = (e(P) + 0(1))(n72). This has
been very recently disproved by Ellis, Ivan, and Leader [4], but their smallest counterexample
is the Boolean poset By of dimension 4 with e(P) = 4. Our posets of interest all have height

2.

What bearings does the parameter e(P) have on vex(n,G) for bipartite graphs G7 As we
discussed in the proof of Theorem Pg 4 has height 2 and thus it is a subposet of K1
for s,t large enough, and thus e(Pg 4) < 2, and so e(Pg 4) is either 1 or 2. Note that
e(Pg,a) = e(Pg,p) by the definition of e and (e(Pg 4) + 0(1))(n7;2) < La(n,{Pg.4, Pa,B}).
Can we turn the middle level construction showing this lower bound into a construction that
gives the analogous lower bound for vex(n,G)? The answer is positive, but let us start with
the simpler case e(Gp ) = 1. Putting together the lower bound of Theorem and the upper
bound vex(n, G) < 2" 1 4+ o( (;}2)) + 3 La(n, Pg, 4), we obtain the following corollary for those
bipartite graphs G for which the generally false conjecture by Bukh and Griggs-Lu holds for
PG,A with e(PG,A) = 1.

Corollary 2.4. If for a bipartite graph G = (A, B, FE) that is not a matching, we have
e(Pg.a) = 1 and La(n, Pg a) = (1 + 0(1))(n72), then vex(n,G) = 2"t 4+ (1/2 + o(l))(n%)
holds.

Let us now consider bipartite graphs with e(Pg 4) = 2. This means that the union of the
two middle levels does not contain Pga nor Pgp. For a a family F C 2 let us write
U(F):={G C[n]:IF € F,F C G}. Let us introduce the following families:

Fm={FCn]:1€F,|F|=n/2-1,n/2} U{F C[n]:1¢ F,|F|=n/2,n/2+ 1},

odd __ [n] n odd __ odd even __ even
75~ () U (g 7=, 7w
Now ngd cannot contain Pg 4 nor Pg p by definition of e, while F§"*" has this property
as there is no containment between {F' C [n] : 1 € F,|F| = n/2 —1,n/2} and {F C [n] :
1¢ F,|F| =n/2,n/2+ 1}, and separately these two subfamilies are two consecutive levels
of Boolean cubes of dimension n — 1. Next, we claim that Kn,[F°] and Kn,[F"] are
G-free. Indeed, vertices corresponding to sets in Fevem \ F§ve" and Fo% \ F$% are isolated
in Kn,[Feen] and Kn,[F°], respectively. So a copy of G should be in Kn,[F§"] or in
Kn,[Fg¥]. Note that if G has components C',C?,...,C", then e(Pg ) = max{e(Pgi 4,) :
1 <i < r}, so there exists a C* with e(Pgi 4,) = 2. A copy of C* in Kny[F"] or Kn,[F°%]



would yield a copy of Pgi 4, in Kny[F®"] or Kny,[F°%] as in the proof of Theorem But
that contradicts e(Pgi_4,) = 2. So we obtained a lower bound vex(n, G) > 2" 1+ (1+0(1)) (n%)

for arbitrary bipartite graphs G with e(Pg, 4) = 2. Together with the upper bound of Theorem
it yields the following corollary.

Corollary 2.5. If for a bipartite graph G = (A, B, E), we have e(Pg ) = 2, then vex(n,G) =
2n1 4 (14 o(l))(n/Q) holds.

Let us finish this subsection with two remarks on the smallest/simplest examples of bipartite
graphs G for which vex(n, G) is not known up the constant term of ( /2) Among even cycles
we have e(Pc, 4) = 2, and for any ¢ > 3, we have e(Pg,, 4) = 1. The corresponding posets
have special names: Pg, 4 is the butterfly poset < and Pg,, 4 for > 3 is the crown poset also
denoted by Cy;. (Note that Pc,, 4 = Pc,, g for any t > 2.) Corollary gives the asymptotics
of vex(n, Cy4), but, as mentioned in the introduction, its exact value was determined by Katona
and Nagy [2I]. The equality La(n, P) = (e(P) + 0(1))(7:;2) is known to be true for Cy; (for
t even proved by Griggs and Lu [I8], for ¢ odd proved by Lu [24]), with the exception of Cg
and C1g. So these two graphs are natural targets of future research.

As we have mentioned several times, Ellis, Ivan, and Leader [4] disproved the conjecture

La(n, P) = (e(P) + 0(1))(n72). They constructed a family F C (7[:}]2) of size 0.29(,, /2) that
does not contain all six sets of any 'middle 4-cube’, i.e. for any S C [n] with |S| = n/2 — 2,
|T| = n/2+ 2, we have {G : S C G C T,|G| = n/2} ¢ F. Adding sets of size n/2 £ 1,2
shows La(n, By) > (4.29 + 0(1))(n72), where By is the Boolean lattice of dimension 4. Also,
let G4 be the bipartite incidence graph of the complete graph Ky, that is G4 = (A, B, E) with
A= FE(Ky4),B=V(Ky4) and (e,v) € E if and only if v € e. Then the above F together with

all the sets of size n/2 — 1 shows that La(n, Pg, 4) > (1.29+0(1)) (n/2) Similarly, FU (n/[;lrl)

shows La(n, Pg, B) > (1.29 + o(1 ))(n%) On the other hand, the first family contains a
copy of Pg, p while the second contains a copy of Pg, 4. If the original conjecture would
have been true, then the parameter La(n, P) would have been principal, i.e. La(n,P) =
(1 + o(1)) min{La(n, P) : P € P} for any family P of posets. In view of the above, we
conjecture that this is not true, in particular we make the following conjecture.

Conjecture 2.6. La(n, Pg, 4) — La(n,{Pg, 4, Pa, B}) = Q((n%))

Let us point out that by a result of Griggs and Lu (Theorem 1.4 in [I§]) La(n, Pg, 4) <

14+ 2/3+ o(l))(n%) and so if the limit lim,, % exists, then its value is a non-
n/2

integer.

2.2 Non-bipartite graphs

To address the problem of estimating vex(n,G) for non-bipartite graphs G, we start with the
proof of Proposition [T.3]
Proof of Proposition[1.3 Consider the family 7, = {F C [n] : |F] > n}. We claim

2k+1
that Knn[}"k] is Copyq-free. Indeed, for any Fy, Fs, ..., Fory1 € Fi, we have M >

(2k+1)- 2kﬂn = k, and thus there exists an element x € [n] that belongs to at least k + 1

2k+1



Fis. Therefore these sets form an independent set in Kn,,, which does not exist in Cogy1. The
size of Fy, is 2" — (S%n) This completes the proof of the proposition. O
Now we turn to the proof of Theorem We will use Katona’s cycle method [20]. Let
7 be a cyclic permutation of [n]. We call a subset S of [n] an interval with respect to = if
S={n@i),m(i+1),7(i+2)...,7(i + j) for some 1 <i<n,0<j<n—1, where addition is
modulo 7, so for example {mw(n —1),7(n),m(1)} is an interval. We will omit "with respect to
7" whenever it is clear from context. For a family F C 2[" and a cyclic permutation 7 of [n],
we define Fr = {F € F : F is an interval with respect to 7w}. We shall also need the following
weight function: wy, : [n] = N with w, (i) = (7). The weight w,(F) of a set F is wy(|F|), and
we let wy,(F) = Y perwn(F), and we will sometimes omit the subscript n if it is clear from
context. The following lemma reduces our problem "to the cycle".

Lemma 2.7. Let G be a set of pair (G, 7) with G being a family of intervals with respect to
7w and T is a cyclic permutation of [n]. Assume that w(G) < n- B for every G for which there
exists a T such that (G,m) € G. Suppose further that for some F C 21" it holds that for any
cyclic permutation w, we have (Fr,m) € G. Then |F| < B.

This lemma is well-known, we include a proof for the sake of completeness.

Proof. Let us count ) _w(Fx) in two ways, where the summation runs over all cyclic permu-
tation 7 of [n]. By the assumptions of the lemma, it is at most (n — 1)! - nB = n!B, as the
number of cyclic permutations is (n — 1)!. On the other hand, every F' C [n] is an interval
with respect to exactly |F|!(n — |F|)! cyclic permutations, so the sum equals

S IF|Mn = [F)l-w(F) = nl.

FeF FeF
We obtained
n! = Z n! <n!B,
FeF
and dividing by n! yields the statement of the lemma. O

Let us continue with the proof of Theorem [I.4]

Proof of Theorem[1.] Based on Lemma it is enough to prove that for any family G of
intervals such that Kn,[G] is Cax41-free, we have

wn(G) < 3 (’;)

i=[ gpi7 1= [2(k+1) log(2k)]

For any j < 2k+1 let m(j) denote the maximum number m such that LQlljilj —j+2km < kn.
Observe that m(j) is monotone increasing in j and m(j 4+ 2k) = m(j) + 1. Also, m(j) < n/2

with equality only if n is even and j = {%J We also have m(j) > [2,’;%} —[(k+1)log(2k)].

Consider the following mapping: for any interval F' of size szﬂj —j,let f(F)={Fy, Fs,..., Fo},
where all F;s are intervals of size m(j) such that Fj is the interval with left endpoint imme-
diately after F’s right endpoint, F5 is the interval with left endpoint immediately after Fi’s
right endpoint, and so on.



By definition and by the sizes of the intervals F is disjoint with F}, F; is disjoint with Fj;
for all 1 < i < 2k — 1. Also, by the definition of m(j), F' is disjoint with Fyg. Indeed, if

F={1,..., {2511 — J}, then the last element of Fyy is L;gﬁj J +2km < kn, and the first

element is more than L%J — j if n is sufficiently large. Therefore, F' and the sets in f(F)
form a Co,11 in Kn,. This means that for every G € G at least one set of f(G) does not
belong to G.

Observe that if j is fixed, then an interval F' of size m(j) belongs to exactly 2k images f(G)
with |G| = L%HJ — j. As mentioned above, for every m > 2k+1
of j for which m(j) = m. Suppose there are M intervals of size m mlsmng from G. Then for
any j with m(j) = m, G can contain at most 2kM intervals of size | 582 | — j. Therefore, if

% > w”qzkHJ_j)Sw”(m)’

Jm(j)=m

2k+1

then the weight of all the n intervals of length m is larger than the weight of all the j-element
intervals with m(j) = m plus the weight of the m-element intervals in G. In other words, to
achieve largest possible weight, it is not worth putting any interval of length sz +1J — 7 into
G. Proving this for every possible m would complete the proof of the upper bound on w,(G).

Now for h < n/2, we have wwzlh(ﬂ) = ((Z)) — ”_ZH. So if h < 2k+17 then w?}@l) > kL
" h—1 Wn

Hence writing z := LQ}:%J, we have

wa(m(j)) - wn(2) E+1\ o,
wn<z—j>2wn(z—j>>( k ) > AR

if j > 2(k +1)log(2k) as (14 )" > e for all k < 1. This means that for any m such that
m(j) = m implies j > 2(k + 1) log(2k), we have

Y ow@+ Y wn<G>Sn(;).

GeG:|Gl=m GeG:|Gl=z—j,m(j)=m

This implies }qeg W(G) <30, o(k11) log(2k) (?), as needed.

The second statement of the theorem follows as the first statement and Proposition [I.3] imply

(< <Lk ?kJrl)log%) < 2" — vex(n, Oggtq) < (SL;,’:“%J)’ and for any m < (1/2 — €)n we have
(<m) < Ce(in)- -
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