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GROWTH OF REGULAR PARTITIONS 2: WEAK REGULARITY

C. TERRY

Abstract. This is Part 2 in a series of papers about the growth of regular partitions
in hereditary properties 3-uniform hypergraphs. The focus of this paper is the notion
of weak hypergraph regularity, first developed by Chung, Chung-Graham, and Haviland-
Thomason. Given a hereditary property of 3-uniform hypergraphsH, we define a function
MH : (0, 1) → N by letting MH(ǫ) be the smallest integer M such that all sufficiently large
elements of H admit weak regular partitions of size at most M . We show the asymptotic
growth rate of such a function falls into one of four categories: constant, polynomial,
between single and double exponentials, or tower. These results are a crucial component
in Part 3 of the series, which considers vertex partitions associated to a stronger notion
of hypergraph regularity.

1. Introduction

This is Part 2 in a series of papers about the growth of regular partitions in heredi-
tary properties of graphs and hypergraphs. A hereditary graph property H is a class of
finite graphs closed under induced subgraphs and isomorphisms. There is a rich literature
studying structural dichotomies among hereditary graph properties and their generaliza-
tions. Examples include dichotomies related to speeds [2,3,7–14,16,24,36,47], bounds for
the removal lemma [30], sizes of cliques and independent sets [20, 25, 26, 28, 39, 51], and
regular partitions [6, 28, 38, 49, 50]. Many of these results have substantive connections to
model theory (see for example, [15, 17, 37, 39, 42]).

Szemerédi’s reguarlity lemma provides structural decompositions for finite graphs. In-
formally speaking, the regularity lemma says any large finite graph can be partitioned into
a bounded number of pieces, so that most pairs of peices behave quasi-randomly. We state
here a version of the regularity lemma, and refer the reader Section 3 for precise definitions.

Theorem 1.1 (Szemerédi [46]). For all ǫ > 0 there exists M = M(ǫ) so that the following
holds. For all finite graphs G = (V,E) there exists 1 ≤ m ≤ M and an partition P of V ,
so that at least most (1− ǫ)|V |2 many pairs of vertices in V 2 lie in an ǫ-regular pair from
P2.

The regularity lemma comes equipped with several parameters which generate dichotomies
in hereditary properties. These include results related to the existence irregular pairs
[39], densities of the regular pairs [5, 28, 38, 39], and the behavior of the bound M(ǫ)
[5, 6, 27, 38]. Extensions of these types of results to the hypergraph setting have appeared
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in [1, 18, 19, 48, 50]. This series of papers focus on open problems related to hypergraph
analogues of the function ǫ 7→ M(ǫ).

We begin by discussing the case of graphs in more detail. Proofs of Theorem 1.1 yield
a tower-type dependence between ǫ and M(ǫ), where the tower function, Tw : N → N,
is defined by setting Tw(1) = 1, and for i > 1 setting Tw(i) = 2Tw(i−1). A tower type
dependence was shown to be necessary by Gowers, who proved M(ǫ) ≥ Tw(ǫ−1/16) [31].
This was later improved by Fox and Lovász, who showed M(ǫ) ≥ Tw(Ω(ǫ−2)) [27]. This
matches the best known upper bound of Tw(2+ ǫ−2/16), also due to Fox and Lovász [27].

On the other hand, under certain hypotheses, the dependence of M(ǫ) on ǫ is much
better. In particular, work of Alon-Fischer-Newman and Lovász-Szegedy showed a polyno-
mial type dependence suffices for graphs of uniformly bounded VC-dimension [4,38] (with
best current bounds due to Fox, Pach, and Suk [28]). The partitions constructed in these
papers are not only regular, but also homogeneous, meaning most pairs of parts have edge
density near 0 or 1.

It was observed in a paper of Alon, Fox, and Zhao [6] that these results yield a dichotomy
for hereditary graph properties. To state this precisely, we associate a growth function to
a hereditary property H based on the sizes of regular partitions for elements of H.

Definition 1.2. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. Define MH : (0, 1) → N

by letting MH(ǫ) be smallest integer so that any sufficiently large graph in H has an an
ǫ-regular partition with at most MH(ǫ) parts.

In other words, MH(ǫ) is the best bound one can use in Theorem 1.1, if one cares only
about graphs in H. In analogy to the question posed in [45] about speeds of hereditary
graph properties, one can ask the following question about MH(ǫ).

Question 1.3. What is the possible asymptotic behavior a function of the form MH :
(0, 1) → N for H a hereditary graph property?

By “asymptotic,” we mean as ǫ → 0. It was observed in [6] that one cannot have arbitrary
behavior for such a function. In particular, Theorem 4.11, in conjunction with the work
of Fox and Lovász [27] shows there is a dichotomy, or “jump,” in the possible behavior of
MH(ǫ), based on whether the VC-dimension of H is finite or infinite (for definitions see
Section 3.2).

Theorem 1.4. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. Then one of the following hold.

(1) V C(H) = ∞. In this case MH(ǫ) ≥ Tw(2 + ǫ−2/16).
(2) V C(H) < ∞. In this case, there is some constant C > 0 so that MH(ǫ) ≤ ǫ−C .

We will will show there is one additional jump, yielding the following theorem.

Theorem 1.5. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. Then one of the following hold.

(1) (Tower) Tw(2 + ǫ−2/16) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(2 + ǫ−2/16).
(2) (Polynomial) For some C > 0, ǫ−1+o(1) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ ǫ−C .
(3) (Constant) There is a constant C ≥ 1 so that MH(ǫ) = C.
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Theorem 1.5 is closely related to an analogous question about the growth of homogeneous
partitions in graphs. In particular, the work of [4, 38], on graphs of small VC-dimension
naturally gives rise to the following analogue of Definition 1.2 (see Section 3.2 for more
details).

Definition 1.6. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property with finite VC-dimension.
Define Mhom

H : (0, 1) → N by letting Mhom
H (ǫ) be smallest integer so that any sufficiently

large graph in H has an an ǫ-homogeneous partition with at most MH(ǫ) parts.

Using this, we now give a more detailed version of Theorem 1.5, which shows that when
Mhom

H is defined, it grows at roughly the same rate as MH.

Theorem 1.7. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. Then one of the following hold.

(1) (Tower) H has infinite VC-dimension and

Tw(2 + ǫ−2/16) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(2 + ǫ−2/16).

(2) (Polynomial) H has VC-dimension k < ∞ and

ǫ−1+o(1) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom
H (ǫ3) ≤ ǫ−6k−3.

(3) (Constant) There is a constant C ≥ 1 so that MH(ǫ) = Mhom
H (ǫ) = C.

The main result of this paper is an analogue of Theorem 1.5 for 3-uniform hypergraphs.
There are many kinds of hypergraph regularity, and we refer the reader to [40] for a
survey on this. The focus of this paper is on weak regularity for 3-uniform hypergraphs,
as first developed by Chung [23], Chung-Graham [22], and Haviland-Thomason [34]. In
Parts 3 and 4 of this series, we consider the stronger notion of regularity developed in
[29, 32, 33, 40, 41, 43, 44]. While understanding the growth of weak regular partitions is
interesting in its own right, we will show in Part 3 that it is also crucial for understanding
the growth of regular partitions in the stronger sense. However, in this paper we will only
be discussing one type of regularity (the “weak” kind). For this reason we will usually
omit the work “weak” from our definitions, and refer simply to regularity for 3-graphs.

Weak regularity for 3-graphs is defined in close analogy to graph regularity (see Section
4.1 for precise definitions). Informally speaking, given a 3-uniform hypergraph H = (V,E),
a triple of subsets (X, Y, Z) is called ǫ-regular if for all large subsets X ′ ⊆ X , Y ′ ⊆ Y , and
Z ′ ⊆ Z, the density of edges between X, Y, Z is within ǫ of the density of edges between
X ′, Y ′, Z ′. An ǫ-regular partition forH is then a partition P of V so that at least (1−ǫ)|V |3
many triples from V 3 are in an ǫ-regular triple from P3.

All 3-uniform hypergraphs admit ǫ-regular partitions of this kind. We state the version
of this result from [23]. To give a precise statement of the bound involved, we will use the
following notation. Given f : N → N, define Twf : N → N by setting Twf(1) = f(1), and
for all x > 1, Twf(x) = 2f(x−1).

Theorem 1.8 (Chung [23]). Let f : N → N be the function defined by f(1) = f(2) =

f(3) = 3 and for x > 3, f(x) = 2(
f(x−1)

3 ).
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For all ǫ > 0 there exists T ≤ Twf(2ǫ
−4) such that the following holds. If H = (V,E)

is a sufficiently large 3-uniform hypergraph, then there is some 1 ≤ t ≤ T and an ǫ-regular
partition for H with t parts.

In light of Theorem 4.3, we give the following analogue of Definition 1.2.

Definition 1.9. Given a hereditary property H of 3-uniform hypergraphs, define MH :
(0, 1) → N by letting MH(ǫ) be the smallest integer so that every sufficiently large H ∈ H
has an ǫ-regular partition with at most MH(ǫ) parts.

Theorem 4.3 implies that for any hereditary propertyH of 3-uniform hypergraphs, MH(ǫ)
is bounded above by a tower of height polynomial in ǫ−1. The only other known result
about this function is due to Fox, Pach, and Suk, who showed that when the propertyH has
finite VC-dimension, then MH(ǫ) is bounded above by a polynomial in ǫ−1 [27]. The same
paper [27] includes an example showing there is a property H with finite VC-dimension
for which MH(ǫ) is bounded below by a polynomial.

The main result of this paper is the following theorem, which shows that any function
of the form MH must fall into four distinct growth classes: constant, polynomial, between
one or two exponentials (which we will call “almost exponential”), or tower.

Theorem 1.10. Suppose H is a hereditary property of 3-uniform hypergraphs. Then one
of the following hold.

(1) (Tower) For some C,C ′ > 0, Tw(ǫ−C) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(ǫ−C′
),

(2) (Almost Exponential) For some C,C ′ > 0, 2ǫ
−C ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ 22

ǫ−C′

,
(3) (Polynomial) For some C,C ′ > 0, ǫ−C ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ ǫ−C′

,
(4) (Constant) There is some C > 0 so that MH(ǫ) = C.

In analogy to the graphs case, Theorem 1.10 is closely related to homogeneous partitions.
In particular, an analogue of Definition 1.6 makes sense for certain hereditary properties
of 3-uniform hypergraphs (a characterization of when this makes sense was given in [50]).
Using the analogous notation (defined precisely in Section 4), we can state the following
more detailed version of Theorem 1.10.

Theorem 1.11. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property. Then one of the following
hold.

(1) (Tower) For some C,C ′ > 0, Tw(ǫ−C) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(ǫ−C′
),

(2) (Almost Exponential) For some C,C ′ > 0 and K ≥ 1,

2ǫ
−C ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom

H (ǫK) ≤ 22
ǫ−C′

,

(3) (Polynomial) For some C,C ′ > 0 and K ≥ 1, ǫ−C ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom
H (ǫK) ≤ ǫ−C′

,
(4) (Constant) There is some C > 0, MH(ǫ) = Mhom

H (ǫ) = C.

The ingredients in the proof of Theorem 1.11 include tools developed in this paper to
prove the (2)-(3) gap in Theorem 1.5, a lower bound construction for graphs due to Fox and
Lovász [27], results of the author and Wolf [50] about homogeneous decompositions and
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slicewise VC-dimension, the main theorem of Part 1 of this series (which bounds the size
of regular partitions of 3-uniform hypergraphs graphs with small slicewise VC-dimension),
and the efficient regularity lemma for hypergraphs of small VC-dimension due to Fox,
Pach, and Suk [28]. Our proofs provide explicit characterizations of the properties in each
growth class according to forbidden substructures. An overview of these characterizations
are provided at the end of this introduction.

We now discuss some open problems. Regarding Theorem 1.10, the most glaring open
questions are about range (2). In this paper we will exhibit a property H where MH(ǫ) is

bounded above and below by functions of the form 2ǫ
−C

. This shows the form of the lower
bound in range (2) cannot be improved. The current upper bound comes from Part 1 of
the series. One possibility is that the bound there can be improved. However, the author
conjectures the form of this upper bound is tight, and that instead range (2) contains two
distinct classes, a single exponential class and a double exponential class.

With regards to Theorem 1.5, there are also problems left open. For instance, can the
upper or lower bounds in (2) can be improved? More specifically, can the lower bound
in (2) be improved to Ω(ǫ−1)? It is also open to understand the optimal exponent in the
upper bound of range (2). The graph properties in this range all have finite VC-dimension,
and the exponent on the polynomial in the upper bound, due to Fox, Pach, and Suk [28],
depends linearly on the VC-dimension. In [28], an example is given showing this type of
dependence is necessary, however, it remains open to determine the correct coefficient.

1.1. Statements of Characterizations. To aid the reader as they read the paper, we
include here the combinatorial characterizations of the properties in each growth class. We
list references for the required definitions. We intend this section as a reference for the
reader, who may choose to skip this section for now. We begin with the graphs case.

Theorem 1.12 (Constant). Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. Then the following
are equivalent.

(1) MH(ǫ) = C for some constant C.
(2) For all irreducible graphs G on C + 1 vertices, there exists some n ≥ 1 so that H

contains no n-blow up of G (see Definitions 3.7, 3.23).
(3) BH contains only finitely many non-isomorphic graphs (see Definition 3.24).

Theorem 1.13 (Polynomial). Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. Then the follow-
ing are equivalent.

(1) ǫ−C ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ ǫ−C′
for some constants C,C ′.

(2) There exist k ≥ 1 so that U(k) /∈ Bip(H), but for all m ≥ 1, there is some
Gm ∈ {M(m), H(m),M(m)} so that Bip(H) contains an n-blowup of Gm (see
Definitions 2.3,3.12, 3.25, 3.7).

(3) H has finite VC-dimension and BH contains infinitely many non-isomorphic graphs
(see Definitions 3.11, 3.24).

Theorem 1.14 (Tower). Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. Then the following
are equivalent.
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(1) Tw(ǫ−C) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(ǫ−C′
) for some constants C,C ′.

(2) For all k ≥ 1, U(k) ∈ Bip(H) (see Definitions 2.3, 3.12).
(3) H has infinite VC-dimension (see Definition 3.11).

We now state the characterizations in the 3-graphs case.

Theorem 1.15 (Constant). Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property. Then the follow-
ing are equivalent.

(1) MH(ǫ) = C for some constant C.
(2) For all irreducible 3-graphs G on C + 1 vertices, there exists some n ≥ 1 so that H

contains no n-blow up of G (see Definitions 4.5, 7.2).
(3) BH contains only finitely many non-isomorphic 3-graphs (see Definition 7.3).

Theorem 1.16 (Polynomial). Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property. Then the fol-
lowing are equivalent.

(1) ǫ−C ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ ǫ−C′
for some constants C,C ′.

(2) There exist k, n ≥ 1 so that H contains no n-blowup of Û(k) but for all m ≥ 1,

there is Gm ∈ {M(m), H(m),M(m)} so that Trip(H) contains an n-blowup of Ĝm

(see Definitions 3.12, 6.2, 3.25, 4.5).
(3) H is close to finite VC-dimension and BH contains infinitely many non-isomorphic

3-graphs (see Definitions 7.3, 6.1).

Theorem 1.17 (Almost Exponential). Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property. Then
the following are equivalent.

(1) 2ǫ
−C ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ 22

−C′

for some constants C,C ′.

(2) For all k, n ≥ 1, Trip(H) contains an n-blowup of Û(k), but for some m ≥ 1,
m⊗ U(m) /∈ Trip(H) (see Definitions 6.2,4.5, 4.17).

(3) H is far from finite VC-dimension and close to finite slicewise VC-dimension (Def-
initions 6.1, 4.19).

Theorem 1.18 (Tower). Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property. Then the following
are equivalent.

(1) Tw(ǫ−C) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Twf(4ǫ
−4) for some constant C.

(2) For all k ≥ 1, k ⊗ U(k) ∈ Trip(H) (see Definition 4.17).
(3) H is far from finite Slicewise VC-dimension (Definition 6.1).

1.2. Outline. We now give an outline of the rest of the paper. In Section 2 we cover
basic notation and definitions, and include a guide to some of the constructions used in
the paper. In Section 3, we prove Theorem 1.5. In Section 4 we introduce background
related to weak regularity for 3-uniform hypergraphs, homogeneous partitions, and various
generalizations of VC-dimension. In Section 5, we prove the existence of a jump between
the double exponential and tower speeds. In Section 6 we prove the existence of a jump
between polynomial and exponential speeds. Finally, in Section 7 we prove the existence
of a jump between constant and polynomial speeds.
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2. Preliminaries

This section contains preliminaries for the rest of the paper.

2.1. Basic notation. Given an integer n, let [n] = {1, . . . , n}. For a set V and an integer
k ≥ 1, define

(
V
k

)
= {X ⊆ V : |X| = k}. We will use the notation xy for a two element set

{x, y}, and xyz for a three element set {x, y, z}. Given ℓ ≥ 2 and sets X1, . . . , Xℓ, we let
Kℓ[X1, . . . , Xℓ] be the set of ℓ-element sets {x1, . . . , xℓ} where xi ∈ Xi for each 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ.
We will primarily use this notation for ℓ = 2, 3. In these cases we have

K2[X1, X2] = {xy : x ∈ X1, y ∈ X2, x 6= y} and

K3[X1, X2, X3] = {xyz : x ∈ X1, y ∈ X2, z ∈ X3, x 6= y, y 6= z, x 6= z}.
An equipartition of a set V is a partition V = V1 ∪ . . . ∪ Vt satisfying ||Vi| − |Vj|| ≤ 1 for
all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ t.

Given r1, r2 ∈ R and ǫ > 0, we use the notation r1 = r2 ± ǫ or r1 ≈ǫ r2 to mean that
r1 ∈ (r2 − ǫ, r2 + ǫ). We will use the notation x ≪ y to mean “x is sufficiently small
compared to y.”

Given an integer k ≥ 1, a k-uniform hypergraph is a pair (V,E) where E ⊆
(
V
k

)
. To

ease notation, we will refer to k-uniform hypergraphs as simply k-graphs, and 2-graphs as
simply graphs. Given a k-graph G, V (G) will denote its vertex set of V and E(G) will
denote its edge set of G. An induced sub-k-graph of G is a k-graph of the form (V ′, E ′)

where V ′ ⊆ V and E ′ = E ∩
(
V ′

2

)
. We let G[V ′] denote the induced sub-k-graph of G with

vertex set V ′.
Suppose G = (V,E) is a graph. We let E denote the ordered edge set of G, i.e.

E := {(x, y) ∈ V 2 : xy ∈ E}.
Given sets X, Y ⊆ V , we define

dG(X, Y ) := |E ∩ (X × Y )|/|X||Y |.
For any v ∈ V , the neighborhood in G of v is NG(v) = {x ∈ V : xy ∈ E}. We will also
use the following more general notation. Given an arbitrary set E ⊆

(
V
2

)
and v ∈ V , let

NE(v) = {x ∈ V : vx ∈ E}. Similarly, given two sets A,B, any subset E ⊆ A×B, a ∈ A,
we write NE(a) = {b ∈ B : (a, b) ∈ E}.

Suppose now H = (V,E) is a 3-uniform hypergraph. We let E denote the ordered edge
set of H , i.e.

E := {(x, y, z) ∈ V 3 : xyz ∈ E}.
Given sets X, Y, Z ⊆ V , we define

dG(X, Y, Z) := |E ∩ (X × Y × Z)|/|X||Y ||Z|.
For any x, y ∈ V , we let

NG(x) = {uv ∈
(
V

2

)
: xuv ∈ E} and NG(xy) = {z ∈ V : xyz ∈ E}.
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More generally, for an arbitrary set E ⊆
(
V
3

)
and x, y ∈ V , let

NE(x) = {uv ∈
(
V

2

)
: xuv ∈ E} and NE(xy) = {v ∈ V : yxv ∈ E}.

Similarly, given three sets A,B,C, any set E ⊆ A × B × C, and a ∈ A and b ∈ B, write
NE(a) = {(b, c) ∈ B × C : (a, b, c) ∈ E} and NE(a, b) = {c ∈ C : (a, b, c) ∈ E}.

Given ℓ ≤ k, we say G is ℓ-partite if there exists a partition V (G) = V1 ∪ . . . ∪ Vℓ so
that for every e ∈ E(G), |e ∩ Vi| ≤ 1, for each 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ. In this case, we will write
G = (V1∪ . . .∪Vℓ, E) to denote G is ℓ-partite with partition given by V (G) = V1∪ . . .∪Vℓ.

If G = (U ∪V,E) is a bipartite graph and U ′ ⊆ U and V ′ ⊆ V , we write G[U ′, V ′] for the
bipartite graph (U ′ ∪ V ′, E ∩K2[U

′, V ′]). Similarly, if H = (U ∪ V ∪W,E) is a tripartite
3-graph and U ′ ⊆ U , V ′ ⊆ V , and W ′ ⊆ W , we write H [U ′, V ′,W ′] for the tripartite
3-graph (U ′ ∪ V ′ ∪W ′, E ∩K3[U

′, V ′,W ′]).

2.2. Constructions of graphs and hypergraphs. This subsection contains an overview
the constructions which appear throughout the paper. We include this mainly as a point
of reference for the reader, and several of these definitions will be reintroduced at the
appropriate times later.

Given a graph G = (V,E), Bip(G) denotes the bipartite graph obtained by doubling the
vertices of G, and connecting pairs from different parts which come from edges in G. More
specifically,

Bip(G) = ({uv : v ∈ V } ∪ {wv : v ∈ V }, {uvwv′ : vv
′ ∈ E}).(1)

Similarly, for a 3-graph H = (V,E), we obtain a tripartite 3-graph, Trip(G) by tripling
the vertices of H , and connecting triples from different parts which come from edges in H .
In particular,

Trip(H) = ({xv : v ∈ V } ∪ {yv : v ∈ V } ∪ {zv : v ∈ V }, {xvyv′wv′′ : vv
′v′′ ∈ E}).(2)

We will also need two methods for turning a graph into a 3-graph. The first, defined
below, adjoins n new vertices.

Definition 2.1. Suppose G = (U ∪ V,E) is a bipartite graph. Given n ≥ 1, define

n⊗G := (U ∪ {c1, . . . , cn}, {ciuw : uw ∈ E}),
where c1, . . . , cn are n new vertices.

We now define a way of turning a bipartite graph into a 3-graph, by “doubling” some
vertices.

Definition 2.2. Suppose G = (U ∪ V,E) is a bipartite graph. Define

ĜUV = ({au : u ∈ U} ∪ {bv : v ∈ V } ∪ {cv : v ∈ V } : {aubvcv : uv ∈ E}).
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2.3. Hereditary Properties. This section contains preliminaries related to hereditary
properties. First, a hereditary k-graph property is a class of finite k-graphs closed under
induced sub-k-graphs and isomorphisms.

Given a hereditary graph property H, its bipartite analogue (defined below) will contain
much of the important combinatorial information about H.

Definition 2.3. If H is a hereditary graph property, then Bip(H) is defined to be the
closure of {Bip(G) : G ∈ H} under induced subgraphs (see (1) for the definition of Bip(G)).

We note that for any finite graph G, the condition G /∈ Bip(H) is equivalent to saying
H omits some finite collection of graphs. We now define analogues for 3-graphs.

Definition 2.4. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property, Trip(H) is the closure of
{Trip(H) : H ∈ H} under induced sub-3-graphs (see (2) for the definition of Trip(H)).

Similar to above, for any finite 3-graph H , the condition H /∈ Trip(H) is equivalent to
saying H omits some finite collection of 3-graphs. We now define a notion of “closeness”
for k-graphs, and then for hereditary properties.

Definition 2.5. Suppose H = (V,E) and H ′ = (V,E ′) are two k-graphs on the same
vertex set. We say H and H ′ are δ-close if |E∆E ′| ≤ δ|V |k.
Definition 2.6. Suppose H and H′ are hereditary k-graph properties. We say H is close
to H′ if for all δ > 0 there is N so that for all H ∈ H on at least N vertices, H is δ-close
to some H ′ ∈ H′ on the same vertex set.

When H is close to H′ and H′ is close to H, we write H ∼ H′.

3. Warm up: the graphs case

This section contains the proof of Theorem 1.5, which considers the growth of regular
partitions for hereditary graph properties. Several of the ideas and lemmas will appear in
later sections.

3.1. Background. This subsection contains background on graph regularity.

Definition 3.1. Suppose G = (V,E) is a graph. Given sets U,W ⊆ V , we say (U,W ) is
an ǫ-regular pair if for all U ′ ⊆ U and W ′ ⊆ W with |U ′| ≥ ǫ|U | and |W | ≥ ǫ|W |,

∣∣∣dG(U,W )− dG(U
′,W ′)| ≤ ǫ.

We now state the definition of an ǫ-regular partition.

Definition 3.2. Suppose G = (V,E) is a graph. A partition P of V is an ǫ-regular partition
if for at least (1 − ǫ)|V |2 many pairs (x, y) ∈ V 2, there is an ǫ-regular pair (X, Y ) ∈ P2

with (x, y) ∈ X × Y .

We note this is slightly different from the typical definition, in that it considers pairs of
the form (Vi, Vi) and also does not require P to be an equipartition. Definition 3.2 is the
correct formulation for the purposes of this paper. In particular, we will want to allow sets
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to be “regular” with themselves in order to allow regular partitions of constant size. For
instance, if H is the hereditary property consisting graphs containing no edges, we want
our definition of regular partition to output MH(ǫ) = 1. This is exactly what Definition 3.2
allows. This is also consistent with the definition used in [27]. We now state Szemerédi’s
regularity lemma, with the upper bound from [27].

Theorem 3.3 (Fox-Lovász [27]). For all m ≥ 1 and ǫ > 0, the following holds. Every
finite graph G has there is an ǫ-regular partition of size at most Tw(2 + ǫ−2/16).

We will use the following lemma which says sub-pairs of regular pairs are still somewhat
regular (see Lemma 3.1 in [4]).

Proposition 3.4. Suppose G = (A∪B,E) is a bipartite graph and |E| = d|A||B|. Suppose
A′ ⊆ A and B′ ⊆ B satisfy |A′| ≥ γ|A| and |B′| ≥ γ|B| for some γ ≥ ǫ, and G is ǫ-
regular. Then G′ := (A′ ∪ B′, G[A′, B′]) is ǫ′-regular with density d′, where ǫ′ = 2γ−1ǫ and
d′ ∈ (d− ǫ, d+ ǫ).

We now state a few results about hereditary properties that are close in the sense of
Definition 2.6. First, we show that when H,H′ are hereditary properties satisfying H ∼ H′,
their regular partitions grow at roughly the same rate. To prove this we will use the
following averaging Lemma. The proof is an exercise which appears in Part 1. This lemma
will also be used throughout the paper.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose a, b, ǫ ∈ (0, 1) satisfy ab = ǫ. Suppose A ⊆ X and |A| ≥ (1− ǫ)|X|.
For any partition P of X, if we let Σ = {Y ∈ P : |A∩ Y | ≥ (1− a)|Y |}, then |⋃Y ∈Σ Y | ≥
(1− b)|X|.
Proposition 3.6. Suppose H and H′ are hereditary graph properties and H is close to H′.
Then MH(2ǫ) ≤ MH′(ǫ).

Proof. Fix ǫ > 0 and let δ ≪ min{MH(ǫ)
−1,MH′(ǫ)−1}. Let N be sufficiently large so that

any element in H of size at least N is δ-close to some element in H′, and vice versa.
Suppose G = (V,E) ∈ H has at least N vertices and P is an ǫ-regular partition of G.

Let Σ ⊆ P2 be the set of ǫ-regular pairs in P, and let

Σ′ = {(X, Y ) ∈ Σ : min{|X|, |Y |} > δ1/4|V |}.
Standard arguments, and the fact that P is ǫ-regular, imply

|
⋃

(X,Y )∈Σ′

X × Y | ≥ (1− 2δ1/4 − ǫ)|V |2.

By assumption, there is G′ = (V,E ′) ∈ H′ which is δ-close to G. By Lemma 3.5, since
|E∆E ′| ≤ δ|V |2, there is a set Σ′′ ⊆ P2 so that for all (X, Y ) ∈ Σ′′, |(E∆E ′)∩ (X × Y )| ≤√
δ|X||Y |, and so that

|
⋃

(X,Y )∈Σ′′

X × Y | ≥ (1−
√
δ)|V |2.
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Clearly |⋃(X,Y )∈Σ∩Σ′∩Σ′′ X × Y | ≥ (1 −
√
δ − 2δ1/4 − ǫ)|V |2 ≥ (1 − 2ǫ)|V |2, so it suffices

to show that each pair (X, Y ) from Σ ∩ Σ′ ∩ Σ′′ is 2ǫ-regular with respect to G. To this
end, fix (X, Y ) ∈ Σ ∩ Σ′ ∩ Σ′′ and suppose X ′ ⊆ X and Y ′ ⊆ Y satisfy |X ′| ≥ 2ǫ|X| and
|Y ′| ≥ 2ǫ|Y ′|. Then

|dG′(X ′, Y ′)− dG′(X, Y )| ≤ |dG′(X ′, Y ′)− dG(X
′, Y ′)|+ |dG(X ′, Y ′)− dG(X, Y )|

+ |dG(X, Y )− dG′(X, Y )|

≤ δ
|V |2

|X ′||Y ′| + ǫ+ δ
|V |2

|X||Y |
≤

√
δ + ǫ+

√
δ

≤ 2ǫ,

where the second inequality is because (X, Y ) ∈ Σ∩Σ′′, and the third inequality is because
(X, Y ) ∈ Σ′. This shows MH(2ǫ) ≤ MH′(ǫ). �

Our next goal is to state a well known characterization of when a graph property is
close or far from omitting a certain induced subgraph. To state this result, we require the
following notion of a blow-up of a graph.

Definition 3.7. Suppose n ≥ 1, G = (U,E) is a graph. An n-blow up of G is any graph
H with vertex set of the form V (H) =

⋃
u∈U Vu, where each Vu has size n, and where

⋃

uu′∈E

K2[Vu, Vu′] ⊆ E(H) and
( ⋃

uu′∈(U2)\E

K2[Vu, Vu′]
)
∩ E(H) = ∅.

We say that H is a simple n-blowup of G if moreover, E(H) =
⋃

uu′∈E K2[Vu, Vu′].

We will use the following characterization of when a hereditary graph property is close
to omitting a finite collection of induced subgraphs.

Theorem 3.8. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property and F is a finite collection of
finite graphs. The following are equivalent.

(1) H is close to some H′ such that H′ ∩ F = ∅.
(2) There is some n so that for all H ∈ F , H contains no n-blowup of H.

Theorem 3.8 is well known consequence of the regularity lemma and the induced removal
lemma [4]. For more discussion on this, see the remarks following Theorem 4.6.

3.2. Homogeneity and VC-dimension. This section contains background on VC-dimension
and homogeneous partitions of graphs. We begin with the definition of homogeneous pairs
and homogeneous partitions of graphs.

Definition 3.9. Suppose G = (V,E) is a graph.

(1) Given sets X1, X2 ⊆ V , we say the pair (X1, X2) is ǫ-homogeneous with respect to
G if dG(X1, X2) ∈ [0, ǫ) ∪ (1− ǫ, 1].
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(2) We say a partition P of V is ǫ-homogeneous with respect to G if at least (1− ǫ)|V |2
of the tuples (x, y) ∈ V 2 are in X1×X2 for some ǫ-homogeneous pair (X1, X2) ∈ P2.

Homogeneous pairs are well known to be regular, as the next proposition shows. The
proof is an exercise we include for completeness.

Proposition 3.10. Let 0 < ǫ < 1/4. If G = (V,E) is a bipartite graph, V1, V2 ⊆ V , and
dG(V1, V2) ≤ ǫ, then (V1, V2) is an ǫ1/3-regular pair in G.

Proof. Suppose towards a contradiction (V1, V2) is not an ǫ1/3-regular pair in G. Then there
are V ′

1 ⊆ V1, V2 ⊆ V ′
2 satisfying |V ′

1 | ≥ ǫ1/3|V1|, |V ′
2 | ≥ ǫ1/3|V2|, with

|dG(V ′
1 , V

′
2)− dG(V1, V2)| > ǫ1/3 − ǫ.

Since dG(V1, V2) ≤ ǫ by assumption, this implies dG(V
′
1 , V

′
2) > ǫ1/3 − ǫ. But we now have

|E ∩ (V1 × V2)| ≥ |E ∩ (V ′
1 × V ′

2)| > (ǫ1/3 − ǫ)|V ′
1 ||V ′

2 | ≥ ǫ|V1||V2|,
contradicting dG(V1, V2) ≤ ǫ. �

Proposition 3.10 implies that an ǫ-homogeneous partition of a graph G is automatically
ǫ1/3-regular. Homogeneous partitions are closely related to VC-dimension. We recall the
definition of the VC-dimension of a graph here.

Definition 3.11. The VC-dimension of a graph G = (V,E), denoted VC(G), is the largest
k so that there exist vertices {ai : i ∈ [k]} ∪ {bS : S ⊆ [k]} ⊆ V , such that for all i ∈ [k]
and S ⊆ [k], aibS ∈ E if and only if i ∈ S.

We will also use a restatement of Definition 3.11 in terms of forbidden bipartite graphs.
For this we require notation for the so-called “power set” or “universal” graph.

Definition 3.12. Given k ≥ 1, the k-th power set graph is the bipartite graph U(k) with
vertex set {a1, . . . , ak} ∪ {bS : S ⊆ [k]} and edge set {aibS : i ∈ S}.

Note that the VC-dimension of a graph G is the largest k so that U(k) is an induced
subgraph of Bip(G). We extend this notion to hereditary graph properties as follows.

Definition 3.13. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. Define VC(H) ∈ N ∪ {∞}
to be sup{VC(G) : G ∈ H}.

The following is a well known exercise.

Fact 3.14. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. If V C(H) = ∞, then Bip(H)
contains every bipartite graph.

A standard application of the counting lemma shows regular pairs in graphs of small
VC-dimension are homogeneous.

Lemma 3.15. For all ǫ > 0 and k ≥ 1, there are δ and n0 so that the following hold.
Suppose G = (V,E) is a graph with VC-dimension less than k, and U,W ⊆ G are such
that min{|U |, |W |} ≥ n0, and (U,W ) is a δ-regular pair in G. Then

dG(U,W ) ∈ [0, ǫ) ∪ (1− ǫ, 1].
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Lemma 3.15 implies that any sufficiently regular partition of a large graph G with
VC(G) < k will automatically be ǫ-homogeneous. The theorems of Alon-Fischer-Newman,
Lovász-Szegedy, and Fox-Pach-Suk mentioned in the introduction [5, 28, 38] show much
more, namely that such homogeneous partitions exist with efficient bounds. We give a
more detailed statement here, including the bounds from [28].

Theorem 3.16. For all ǫ > 0, there is c = c(k) so that the following hold. Suppose
H = (V,E) is a graph with VC-dimension at most k. Then it has an ǫ-homogeneous
equipartition of size K, for some 8ǫ−1 ≤ K ≤ cǫ−2k−1.

In light of Theorem 3.16, the following analogue of Definition 1.2 makes sense.

Definition 3.17. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property with VC(H) < ∞. Given
ǫ > 0, define Mhom

H : (0, 1) → N by letting Mhom
H (ǫ) to be the smallest integer M so that

all sufficiently large elements in H admit ǫ-homogeneous partitions with at most M parts.

The following is an immediate corollary of Proposition 3.10.

Fact 3.18. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property with VC(H) < ∞. Then MH(ǫ) ≤
Mhom

H (ǫ3).

This shows that for H of finite VC-dimension, the function MH is roughly bounded
above by Mhom

H . By the end of this section, we will have shown that these two functions
grow at about the same rate (when H has finite VC-dimension).

3.3. Polynomial to Tower Jump. In this section, we provide an exposition on the jump
between polynomial and tower. This dichotomy was first observed by Fox, and is stated
explicitly in a paper by Alon, Fox, and Zhao [6]. As the reader will see, it is an immediate
corollary of Theorem 4.11 and a construction of Fox and Lovász [27]. We include the
details in part to guide analogous arguments later in the paper. We begin by stating the
relevant theorem from [27].

Theorem 3.19 (Fox-Lovász [27]). There is a constant c > 0 so that for all sufficiently
small ǫ > 0, there are arbitrarily large bipartite graphs G so that any ǫ-regular partition of
G has at least Tw(cǫ−2) many parts.

We remark that in [27], they do not state explicitly the G they construct for Theorem
3.19 is bipartite. However, it is made clear that this is the case during the proof (see
Section 3 of [27]). We will use the following fact in combination with Theorem 3.19 to
prove the tower-type lower bound for properties of infinite VC-dimension.

Fact 3.20. For any hereditary graph property H, MBip(H)(2ǫ) ≤ 2MH(ǫ
9) + 1.

Proof. Fix 0 < ǫ ≪ 1, and let M = MH(ǫ
9). Suppose H = (A ∪ B,E) is a sufficiently

large element of Bip(H). By definition of Bip(H), there is some G = (V, F ) ∈ H and
subsets Z1, Z2 ⊆ V so that A = {av : v ∈ Z1}, B = {bv : v ∈ Z2}, and E = {avb′v : vv′ ∈
K2[Z1, Z2] ∩ F}. Without loss of generality, we may assume Z1 = V and Z1 ⊆ Z2. We
show H has a 2ǫ-regular partition of size at most 2M + 1.
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Assume first |B| ≤ ǫ3|A ∪ B|. Then the partition Q = {A ∪ B} is ǫ3-homogeneous for
H , since

|E| ≤ |A||B| ≤ ǫ3(|A ∪ B|)|A| ≤ ǫ3|A ∪B|2.
By Proposition 3.10, Q is ǫ-regular, so in this case we are done.

Assume now |B| ≥ ǫ3|A ∪B|. Let P = {V1, . . . , Vt} be an ǫ9-regular partition of G. For
each i ∈ [t], let Ai = {av : v ∈ Vi} and Bi = {bv : v ∈ Vi ∩ Z2}, and set

B0 = {Bi : |Bi| < ǫ5|Vi|}.
Setting B0 =

⋃
Bi∈B

Bi, we have |B0| ≤ ǫ5|V | ≤ ǫ2|B|. Finally, define B = {Bi : i ∈ [t]}\B0.
We consider the partition Q = {A1, . . . , At} ∪ {B0} ∪ B. Note |Q| ≤ 2t+ 1 ≤ 2M + 1.

Let Σreg ⊆ P2 be the set of ǫ9-regular pairs in G, and define Σ′
reg ⊆ Q2 as follows.

Σ′
reg = Q2 \ {(Ai, Bj) : Bj = or (Vi, Vj) /∈ Σreg}.

We show every (X, Y ) ∈ Σ′
reg is 2ǫ-regular in Bip(G). To this end, fix (X, Y ) ∈ Σ′

reg. If

(X, Y ) has the form (Ai, Aj) of (Bi, Bj), then E ∩ (X × Y ) = ∅, so (X, Y ) is ǫ-regular
by Proposition 3.10. This leaves the case where (X, Y ) has the form (Ai, Bj) for some
(Vi, Vj) ∈ Σreg. Suppose A′

i ⊆ Ai and B′
j ⊆ Bj satisfy |A′

i| ≥ 2ǫ|Ai| and |B′
j | ≥ 2ǫ|Bj|. Let

V ′
i = {v ∈ Vi : av ∈ A′

i} and V ′
j = {v ∈ Vj : bv ∈ B′

j}. Note |V ′
i | = |A′

i| ≥ 2ǫ|Ai| = 2ǫ|Vi|
and |V ′

j | ≥ 2ǫ|Bj| ≥ ǫ6|Vj|, where the second inequality is because Bj /∈ B0. We then have
the following, by definition of Bip(G), because (Vi, Vj) ∈ Σreg, and since |Vj ∩Z2| = |Bj| ≥
ǫ5|Vj|.

dBip(G)(A
′
i, B

′
j) = dG(V

′
i , V

′
j ) = dG(Vi, Vj)± ǫ9 = dG(Vi, Vj ∩ Z2)± 2ǫ9

= dG(Ai, Bj)± 2ǫ9.

This shows (X, Y ) is 2ǫ-regular, as desired. We now observe that

|
⋃

(Ai,Bj)/∈Σ′
reg

Ai ×Bj | ≤
∑

(Vi,Vj)∈Σ′
reg

|Ai||Bj|+ |B0||A| ≤ ǫ9|V |2 + ǫ2|A||B| ≤ ǫ6|A||B|+ ǫ2|A||B|

≤ 2ǫ|A||B|.
This finishes the proof that Q is 2ǫ-regular with respect to Bip(G). �

We now deduce the jump between polynomial and tower growth.

Corollary 3.21. For any hereditary graph property H, one of the following hold.

(1) V C(H) = ∞. In this case, there exists a constant C > 0 so that

Tw(ǫ−C) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(2 + ǫ−2/16).

(2) There is k ∈ N so that V C(H) = k. In this case MH(ǫ) ≤ O(ǫ−6k−3).

Proof. Fix a hereditary graph property H. If there exists k ∈ N so that V C(H) = k, then
MH(ǫ) ≤ O(ǫ−6k−3) holds by Theorem 4.11 and Fact 3.18.
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Suppose now V C(H) = ∞. Let c be as in Theorem 3.19. By Fact 3.20, Bip(H) contains
every bipartite graph. In particular, Bip(H) contains all the examples from Theorem 3.19,
so Tw(cǫ−2) ≤ MBip(H)(ǫ). Combining this with Fact 3.20, we have that

MH(ǫ) ≥
MBip(H)((2ǫ)

1/9)− 1

2
≥ 1

4
MBip(H)((2ǫ)

1/9) ≥ 1

4
Tw(c(2ǫ)−2/9).

Clearly there is some choice of positive constant C ′ so that the above is at least Tw(ǫ−C′
).

The fact that MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(2 + ǫ−2/16) is from Theorem 3.3. �

3.4. Constant to Polynomial Jump. This section contains the jump from constant to
polynomial growth rates for graphs. We will require several preliminaries. First, we define
an equivalence relation on the vertices of any graph. Roughly speaking, two vertices are
equivalent if they are connected to the same vertices (other than themselves).

Definition 3.22. Suppose G = (V,E) is a graph. Define x ∼G y if for all z ∈ V \ {x, y},
xz ∈ E if and only if yz ∈ E.

Note that for any graph G, ∼G is an equivalence relation, and further, each ∼G-
equivalence class is either a clique or independent set.

Definition 3.23. Suppose G = (U,E) is an graph. We say G is irreducible if every
∼G-class has size 1.

It is trivial to see that in any irreducible graph G, the number of vertices is also the
number of ∼G-classes. Further, for any graph G (not necessarily irreducible), if ℓ is the
number of ∼G-classes, then G contains an irreducible induced subgraph of size ℓ (just take
a single vertex from each ∼G-class). The jump between constant and polynomial growth
is closely related to the blow-ups which appear in a property H (recall Definition 3.7). In
particular, we associate the following auxiliary class to a hereditary graph property.

Definition 3.24. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property. Let BH be the class of
irreducible graphs G with the property that for all n, there is some n-blow up of G in H.
In other words,

BH = {G : G is irreducible and for all n ≥ 1, some n-blow up of G is in H}.

We will show that when BH contains finitely many graphs up to isomorphism, MH is
constant, and when BH contains infinitely many graphs up to isomorphism, MH is bounded
below by a polynomial.

We will first prove the lower bound. For this we need a bit more information about large
irreducible graphs. In particular, we need Theorem 3.29 below, which says that any large
irreducible graph contains one of a short list of special induced subgraphs. Roughly speak-
ing, the special subgraphs look like half-graphs, matchings, or compliments of matchings.
This theorem is related to a much stronger result about prime graphs due to Chudnovsky,
Kim, Oum, and Seymour [21].
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Definition 3.25. Given k ≥ 1, define

H(k) = ({a1, . . . , ak, b1, . . . , bk}, {aibj : 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ k}),
M(k) = ({a1, . . . , ak, b1, . . . , bk}, {aibi : i ∈ [k]}), and

M(k) = ({a1, . . . , ak, b1, . . . , bk}, {aibj : 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ k}).
Finding induced copies of the graphs appearing in Definition 3.25 is important in this

section, as well as later in the paper. For the later applications, it will be particularly
important to keep track of the vertex partition {a1, . . . , ak}∪{b1, . . . , bk} associated to the
graphs H(k), M(k), or M(k). For this reason, we now give a more detailed definition of
“induced copy” which will help us retain this additional information.

Definition 3.26. Let G = (U ∪ V,E) and G′ = (U ′ ∪ V ′, E ′) be bipartite graphs. A
(UV, U ′V ′)-copy of G′ in G consists of a set of vertices {xu : u ∈ U ′}∪{xv : v ∈ V ′} ⊆ V (G)
so that {xu : u ∈ U ′} ⊆ U , {xv : v ∈ V ′} ⊆ V , and xuxv ∈ E if and only if uv ∈ E ′.

If the graphG′ in Definition 3.26 is one ofH(k),M(k), orM(k), we will say simply a UV -
copy of G′ to mean a (UV,AB)-copy of G′, where A = {a1, . . . , ak} and B = {b1, . . . , bk}.
Definition 3.26 will be particularly important for applications later on in the paper. For
now, we use it in the statement of Lemma 3.27, which gives a sufficient condition for finding
large induced copies of the graphs from Definition 3.25. In particular, this lemma says that
if a graph G contains large subset U, V so that U which “looks irreducible” with respect
to V , then G must contain a large induced copy of a graph from Definition 3.26, with one
side inside U and one side inside V .

Lemma 3.27. For all k ≥ 1 there is N so that the following holds. Suppose G is a graph,
U, V ⊆ V (G), |U | ≥ N , and assume the following holds. For all u 6= u′ in U , there is some
v ∈ V with uv ∈ E(G) and uv′ /∈ E(G), or vice versa. Then G contains a UV -copy of
H(k), M(k), or M(k).

The proof of Lemma 3.27 consists of Ramsey type arguments common in model theory,
and similar to those appearing in [21]. We include the proof in the appendix. Before proving
Theorem 3.29, we define a more general class of graphs based on those in Definition 3.25.

Definition 3.28. Suppose k ≥ 1. Let Irr(k) be the set of all graphs with vertex set
{a1, . . . , ak, b1, . . . , bk} so that one of the following hold.

(1) For all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k, aibj ∈ E if and only if i ≤ j,
(2) For all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k, aibj ∈ E if and only if i = j,
(3) For all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k, aibj ∈ E if and only if i 6= j.

Note Irr(k) contains many more graphs than just those appearing in Definition 3.25.
In particular, Definition 3.28 does not require the elements in Irr(k) to be bipartite. We
now state and prove Theorem 3.29.

Theorem 3.29. For all k ≥ 1 there is N so that the following holds. Every irreducible
graph G = (V,E) with |V | ≥ N contains an element of Irr(k) as an induced subgraph.
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Proof. Let N be from Lemma 3.27 for 2k. Suppose G = (V,E) is irreducible and |V | ≥ N .
Let G′ = Bip(G) = (U ∪ W,E ′) where U = {uv : v ∈ V }, W = {wv : v ∈ V } and
E ′ = {uvwv′ : vv

′ ∈ E}. Note |U | ≥ N , and, because G is irreducible, U and W satisfy
the hypotheses of Lemma 3.27 in G′. Consequently, G′ contains a UW -copy of one of
H(2k), M(2k), or M(2k). By definition of G′ = Bip(G), this implies there are vertices
c1, . . . , c2k, d1, . . . , d2k ∈ V (not necessarily pairwise distinct) so that one of the following
hold.

(1) For all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 2k, cidj ∈ E if and only if i ≤ j,
(2) For all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 2k, cidj ∈ E if and only if i = j,
(3) For all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 2k, cidj ∈ E if and only if i 6= j.

This clearly implies the c1, . . . , c2k are pairwise distinct and the d1, . . . , d2k are pairwise dis-
tinct, but one could possibly have some ci = dj. By deleting pairs (ci, di) we can extract a
subsequence ci1 , di1, . . . , cik , dik which are all pairwise distinct. ThenG[{ci1 , di1, . . . , cik , dik}] ∈
Irr(k). �

We now use Theorem 3.29 to give a corollary of BH containing infinitely many non-
isomorphic graphs.

Corollary 3.30. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property. If BH contains infinitely
many non-isomorphic graphs, then for all n,m ≥ 1, H contains an n-blow up of some
element of Irr(m).

Proof. Suppose BH contains infinitely many non-isomorphic graphs. Then in particular, it
contains arbitrarily large irreducible graphs. By Theorem 3.29, for all k ≥ 1, BH contains
some element Gk ∈ Irr(k). By definition of BH, H contains an n-blowup of Gk for all
n ≥ 1. �

We now move on to proving that if BH contains infinitely many non-isomorphic graphs,
then MH is bounded below by a polynomial. Our first lemma in this direction, Lemma
3.31 below, shows that certain large blowups of the graphs from Definition 3.28 require
polynomial sized regular partitions.

Lemma 3.31. Suppose 0 < s1 < 1 − s1 < s2 < 1, and ǫ = ǫ(s1, s2) > 0 is sufficiently
small. Set m = ǫ−1/4 and let n be sufficiently large compared to ǫ−1. Suppose H ∈ Irr(m)
and G is an n-blowup of H. Then any ǫ-regular partition of G has at least ǫ−s2 parts.

Proof. Fix s1, s2, ǫ,m as in the hypotheses, and assume n is sufficiently large. Fix H ∈
Irr(m) and assume G = (W,E) is an n-blowup of H . By definition, this means H has
vertex set of the form

W = U1 ∪ . . . ∪ Um ∪ V1 ∪ . . . ∪ Vm,

where |Ui| = |Vi| = n for each i ∈ [m], and edge set of E satisfying one of the following.

(a) K2[Ui, Vj] ⊆ E if i = j and K2[Ui, Vj] ∩ E = ∅ if i 6= j,
(b) K2[Ui, Vj] ⊆ E if i 6= j and K2[Ui, Vj] ∩ E = ∅ if i = j, or
(c) K2[Ui, Vj] ⊆ E if i ≤ j and K2[Ui, Vj] ∩ E = ∅ if i > j.
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To ease notation, let U =
⋃m

i=1 Ui and V =
⋃m

i=1 Vi. Suppose towards a contradiction there
exists P = {A1, . . . , At}, an ǫ-regular partition of G with t < ǫ−s2 . Let Σreg be the set of
ǫ-regular pairs from P2, and let Σerr = P2 \Σreg. We begin with an observation about this
partition.

Claim 3.32. Suppose (X, Y ) ∈ Σreg, q > 2, and 1 ≤ i1 < . . . < iq ≤ m are such that
|X ∩ Uij | ≥ ǫ|X| for each 1 ≤ j ≤ q. Then |Y ∩ Vij | < ǫ|Y | for each 2 ≤ j ≤ q − 1.

Proof. Since (X, Y ) ∈ Σreg, our assumptions imply the following hold in each of the re-
spective cases (a)-(c) above.

(a) |Y ∩ Vij | < ǫ|Y | for each 1 ≤ j ≤ q,
(b) |Y ∩ Vij | < ǫ|Y | for each 1 ≤ j ≤ q,
(c) Either |Y ∩ Vij | < ǫ|Y | for each 1 ≤ j ≤ q − 1 or |Y ∩ Vij | < ǫ|Y | for each 2 ≤ j ≤ q.

In all three cases, we have that |Y ∩ Vij | < ǫ|Y | for each 2 ≤ j ≤ q − 1. This finishes the
proof of Claim 3.32. �

Let

Eerr =
⋃

(Ai,Aj)∈Σerr

Ai × Aj.

Since P is ǫ-regular, |Eerr| ≤ ǫ|U ∪ V |2. Let
X = {x ∈ U ∪ V : |NEerr(x)| < ǫ1−s1 |U ∪ V |}.

Since |Eerr| ≤ ǫ|U ∪ V |2, |X| ≥ (1− ǫs1)|U ∪ V |. Note that by definition, X is a union of
parts from P, and consequently, there is some Pi∗ ∈ P so that Pi∗ ⊆ X and

|Pi∗| ≥ |X|/t ≥ (1− ǫs1)|U ∪ V |/t.
Let

R = {Z ∈ {U1, . . . , Um, V1, . . . , Vm} : |Pi∗ ∩ Z| ≥ ǫ|Pi∗|} and r = |R|.
Our next goal is to obtain a lower bound for r = |R|. First, observe that by definition of
R,

|Pi∗| < rn+ (2m− r)ǫ|Pi∗|.
Rearranging and solving for |Pi∗| yields the inequality |Pi∗| < rn/(1− (2m− r)ǫ). On the
other hand, by choice of Pi∗ and assumption on t, we have

|Pi∗| ≥
(1− ǫs1)|U ∪ V |

t
=

(1− ǫs1)2mn

t
> ǫs2(1− ǫs1)2mn.

Combining these inequalities yields the following.

ǫs2(1− ǫs1)2nm < |Pi∗| <
rn

1− (2m− r)ǫ
.

Rearranging, this implies

r ≥ 2ǫs2(1− ǫs1)m(1− (2m− r)ǫ) = 2ǫs2(1− ǫs1)m(1− 2mǫ) + 2ǫs2(1− ǫs1)mrǫ.
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Rearranging and solving for r, and using m = ǫ−1/4, we obtain the following.

r ≥ 2ǫs2(1− ǫs1)m(1−mǫ)

1− 2ǫs2(1− ǫs1)mǫ
= 2mǫs2

(1− ǫs1)(1− 1/2)

1− 2ǫs(1− ǫs1)4−1
= ǫs2−14−1 1− ǫs1

1− 2ǫs2(1− ǫs1)4−1
.

Note that since ǫ is sufficiently small, and 1− s1 < s2 < 1, the above quantity is large (e.g.
at least 4). Without loss of generality, assume |R ∩ {U1, . . . , Um}| ≥ |R ∩ {V1, . . . , Vm}|
(the other case is similar). Letting r′ = |R ∩ {U1, . . . , Um}|, we then have

r′ − 2 ≥ r

2
− 2 ≥ ǫs2−18−1 1− ǫs1

1− ǫs2(1− ǫs1)4−1
− 2 ≥

(ǫs2−1

16

)( 1− ǫs1

1− ǫs2(1− ǫs1)4−1

)
,(3)

where the last inequality is since ǫ is sufficiently small, and since s1 < 1− s1 < s2 < 1.
Let 1 ≤ a1 < . . . < ar′ ≤ m be such that R∩ {U1, . . . , Um} = {Ua1 , . . . , Uar′

}. By Claim
3.32, for all 1 ≤ j ≤ t such that (Pi∗ , Pj) ∈ Σreg, we have that for all 2 ≤ v ≤ r′ − 1,
|Pj ∩ Vav | < ǫ|Pj |. This implies
∣∣∣(Va2 ∪ . . . ∪ Var′−2

) ∩
( ⋃

{Pj∈P:(Pj ,Pi∗)∈Σreg}

Pj

)∣∣∣ =
∑

{Pj∈P:(Pj ,Pi∗)∈Σreg}

|Pj ∩ (Va2 ∪ . . . ∪ Var′−2
)|

< ǫ
( ∑

{Pj∈P:(Pj ,Pi∗)∈Σreg}

|Pj|
)
.(4)

On the other hand, by our choice of Pi∗ ,∑

{Pj∈P:(Pj ,Pi∗)∈Σreg}

|Pj| ≥ (1− ǫ1−s1)|U ∪ V |.(5)

Combining (4) and (5), we have

|
( ⋃

{Pj∈P:(Pj ,Pi∗)∈Σreg}

Pj

)
\ (Va2 ∪ . . . ∪ Vas′−2

)
∣∣∣ ≥ (1− ǫ)

∑

{Pj∈P:(Pj ,Pi∗)∈Σreg}

|Pj|

≥ (1− ǫ)(1− ǫ1−s1)|U ∪ V |.(6)

On the other hand, using (3), we have

|
( ⋃

{Pj∈P:(Pj ,Pi∗)∈Σreg}

Pj

)
\ (Va2 ∪ . . . ∪ Var′−2

)
∣∣∣ ≤ |U ∪ V | − |Va2 ∪ . . . ∪ Var′−2

|

= |U ∪ V | − (r′ − 2)n

= 2nm− (r′ − 2)n

= |U ∪ V |(1− (r′ − 2)m−12−1)

≤ |U ∪ V |
(
1− ǫs2

1− ǫs1

32(1− ǫs2(1− ǫs1)4−1)

)
.

Combining this with (6), we have

(1− ǫ)(1− ǫ1−s1) ≤
(
1− ǫs2

1− ǫs1

32(1− ǫs2(1− ǫs1)4−1)

)
.
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However, this is false since ǫ sufficiently small and s1 < 1 − s1 < s2 < 1. Thus we have a
contradiction. �

We are now ready to prove that if BH if infinite, then MH is bounded below by a
polynomial. The idea of the proof is that if BH is infinite, we will find large blow ups of
graphs appearing in Theorem 3.29. We will conclude using Lemma 3.31 that these require
at least polynomially many parts in their regular partitions, which yields the desired lower
bound for MH.

Corollary 3.33. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property and BH contains infinitely many
non-isomorphic graphs. Then MH(ǫ) ≥ ǫ−1+o(1).

Proof. By Theorem 3.29, for arbitrarily large m, BH ∩ Irr(m) 6= ∅. Fix 0 < s1 < 1− s1 <
s2 < 1, and assume ǫ is sufficiently small as in Lemma 3.31. Let m = ǫ−1/4, and let n be
sufficiently large, and fix H ∈ BH ∩ Irr(m). Since H ∈ BH, there is some G ∈ H so that
G is an n-blowup of H . By Lemma 3.31, any ǫ-regular partition of G requires at least ǫ−s2

parts. Thus, for all 0 < s2 < 1, we have MH(ǫ) ≥ ǫ−s2. �

An interesting open problem is to understand whether the form of the bound in Corollary
3.33 is tight. In particular, can the lower bound there be improved to Ω(ǫ−1)?

We now shift gears to considering hereditary graph properties H where BH contains
only finitely many graphs up to isomorphism. We begin by briefly discussing an example
of such a property. Suppose 1 ≤ t ≤ s, and consider Forb(Ks,t), the class of all finite graphs
omitting Ks,t as a non-induced subgraph. By Kővári-Sós-Turán, any G ∈ Forb(Ks,t) with
n vertices contains at most O(n2−1/t) edges. If n is sufficiently large compared to ǫ, the
trivial partition {V (G)} will be ǫ3-homogeneous for G, and thus ǫ-regular (by Proposition
3.10. This shows MForb(Ks,t)(ǫ) = 1. On the other hand, its easy to see the only graph
in BForb(Ks,t) is the graph with one vertex. This turns out to be a fairly representative
example.

In general, we will prove that when BH contains only finitely many graphs up to isomor-
phism, then MH(ǫ) is a constant function equal to the maximal size of a graph in BH. The
idea for the upper bound is that, by Theorem 3.8 and the definition of BH, any large graph
G in H is close to a graph G′ with a constant number of ∼G′-classes. The ∼G′-classes of
G will then yield a constant sized regular partition for the original graph G.

Lemma 3.34. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property and BH contains finitely many
graphs up to isomorphism. Then MH(ǫ) = max{|V (G)| : G ∈ BH}.
Proof. Suppose H is a hereditary graph property and BH contains finitely many graphs up
to isomorphism. Let

C = max{|V (G)| : G ∈ BH}.
Let F be the set of irreducible graphs on C + 1-vertices. Fix ǫ > 0. By definition of BH

and Theorem 3.8, there is some N so that every element in H on at least N vertices is
ǫ8-close to a graph containing no induced copy of any element in F .

SupposeH = (V,E) ∈ H has at least N vertices. ThenH is ǫ8-close to someH ′ = (V,E ′)
containing no induced copy of any element in F . This implies H ′ has at most C-many
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∼H′-classes. Say U1, . . . , Ut is an enumeration of the ∼H′-classes, for some t ≤ C. We
claim U1, . . . , Ut is an ǫ-regular partition of H . By our choice of H ′, |E∆E ′| ≤ ǫ8|V (H)|2.
By Lemma 3.5, if we let

Σ = {(Ui, Uj) : |(E∆E ′) ∩ (Ui × Uj)| ≤ ǫ4|Ui||Uj|},
then |⋃(Ui,Uj)∈Σ

Ui × Uj | ≥ (1 − ǫ4)|V (H)|2. It now suffices to show every (Ui, Uj) ∈ Σ is

ǫ-regular with respect to H . Fix (Ui, Uj) ∈ Σ. By construction, dH′(Ui, Uj) ∈ {0, 1}. Since
(Ui, Uj) ∈ Σ, this implies dH(Ui, Uj) ≤ [0, ǫ4) ∪ (1 − ǫ4, 1]. This shows every pair in Σ is
ǫ4-homogeneous with respect to H , and thus ǫ-regular with respect to H by Proposition
3.10. Thus MH(ǫ) ≤ C.

We now show MH(ǫ) ≥ C. Fix any 0 < ǫ ≪ C−1 and let n ≫ ǫ−1. By definition of C
and BH, there is some G ∈ BH with |V (G)| = C so that some n-blowup H of G satisfies
H ∈ H.

By definition of a blow up, H has vertex set
⋃

v∈V (G) Uv where each |Uv| = n, and edge

set E(H) satisfying
⋃

vv′∈E(G)

K2[Uv, Uv′ ] ⊆ E(H) and
( ⋃

vv′ /∈E(G)

K2[Uv, Uv′ ]
)
∩ E(H) = ∅.

Note |V (H)| = Cn. Suppose P = {V1, . . . , Vt} is an ǫ-regular partition of H . Let Σ ⊆ P2

be the set of ǫ-regular pairs from P. By assumption,
∑

(X,Y )∈Σ |X||Y | ≥ (1− ǫ)|V (H)|2.
Since t < C, there is some S ∈ P with |S| ≥ |V (H)|/(C − 1). By pigeon hole and the

definition of H , there is some v0 ∈ V so that

|S|/C ≤ |S ∩ Uv0 | ≤ |Uv0 | = |V (H)|/C.
By pigeon hole again, there is some v1 6= v0 ∈ V so that

|S ∩ Uv1 | ≥
|S \ Uv0 |
C − 1

≥ |S| − |V (H)|/C
C − 1

≥ |V (H)|/(C − 1)− |V (H)|/C
C − 1

> ǫ|S|,

where the last inequality is because |S| ≤ |V (H)| and our assumption that ǫ ≪ C−1. Since∑
(X,Y )∈Σ |X||Y | ≥ (1− ǫ)|V (H)|2, we have

|S||
⋃

{S′∈P:(S,S′)/∈Σ}

S ′| ≤ ǫ|V (H)|2 ≤ ǫ(C − 1)|V (H)||S|,

and consequently,

|
⋃

{S′∈P:(S,S′)/∈Σ}

S ′| ≤ ǫ(C − 1)|V (H)|.(7)

Since G is irreducible, there is some v3 ∈ V (G) with v1v3 ∈ E(G) and v0v3 /∈ E(G) or vice
versa. Using ǫ(C − 1) ≪ 1/C and (7), we have that
∣∣∣
( ⋃

{S′∈P:(S,S′)∈Σ}

S ′
)
∩Uv3

∣∣∣ ≥ |Uv3 |−ǫ(C−1)|V (H)| = |Uv3 |(1−ǫ(C−1)C) ≥ (1−
√
ǫ)|Uv3 |.
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Thus, there must be some S ′ ∈ P with (S, S ′) ∈ Σ and with

|S ′ ∩ Uv3 | ≥ (1−√
ǫ)|Uv3 |/C = (1−√

ǫ)|V (H)|/C2 ≥ ǫ|V (H)| ≥ ǫ|S ′|,
where the second inequality is because ǫ ≪ 1/C But now dH(S ∩ Uv1 , S

′ ∩ Uv3) = 1
and dH(S ∩ Uv2 , S

′ ∩ Uv3) = 0, or vice versa. In either case, this implies (S, S ′) /∈ Σ, a
contradiction.

�

We now put things together to prove Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Fix H a hereditary graph property. Suppose first BH contains
finitely many non-isomorphic graphs. Then by Lemma 3.34, MH(ǫ) is constant.

Suppose now BH contains infinitely many non-isomorphic graphs, and H has finite VC-
dimension. Say VC(H) = k. By Corollaries 3.33 and 3.21, ǫ−1+o(1) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ O(ǫ−6k−3).

If H has infinite VC-dimension, then by Corollary 3.21, there exists a constant C > 0
so that Tw(ǫ−C) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(2 + ǫ−2/16).

�

4. Weak hypergraph regularity

In this section we introduce preliminaries about weak regularity for 3-graphs. The ideas
are closely related to those needed to prove Theorem 1.5 in the graphs case. For this
reason, this section will therefore follow a similar outline to Section 3.

4.1. Background. Weak hypergraph regularity, developed by Chung in [23], Chung-
Graham [22], and Haviland-Thomason [34] extends the notion of graph regularity in a
natural way.

Definition 4.1. Suppose ǫ > 0 and H is a 3-graph, and U, V,W ⊆ V (H). We say the
triple (X, Y, Z) is ǫ-regular in H if for all U ′ ⊆ U , V ′ ⊆ V , and W ′ ⊆ W , satisfying
|U ′| ≥ ǫ|U |, |V ′| ≥ ǫ|V |, and |W ′| ≥ ǫ|W |,

|dH(U, V,W )− dH(U
′, V ′,W ′)| ≤ ǫ.

Definition 4.2. Suppose H = (V,E) is a 3-graph and P = {V1, . . . , Vt} is a partition of
V . We say P is an ǫ-regular partition for H if for all but at most ǫ|V |3 many (x, y, z) ∈ V 3,
there is some ǫ-regular (X, Y, Z) ∈ P3 so that (x, y, z) ∈ X × Y × Z.

We now state Chung’s regularity lemma. Recall that, given f : N → N, we define
Twf : N → N is defined by setting Twf(1) = f(1) and for x > 1, Twf(x) = 2f(x−1).

Theorem 4.3. Let f : N → N be the function defined by f(1) = f(2) = f(3) = 3 and

for x > 3, f(x) = 2(
f(x−1)

3 ). For all integers t0 ≥ 1 and ǫ > 0 there exists T ≤ Twf(2ǫ
−4)

and N = N(ǫ) such that the following holds. If H = (V,E) is a 3-uniform hypergraph with
|V | ≥ N , there is some t0 ≤ t ≤ T and an ǫ-regular equipartition for H with t parts.
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Note that for x > 3, and f as in Theorem 4.3, f(x) ≤ 2f(x−1)3 ≤ 22
2f(x−1)

, and conse-
quently, Twf(x) ≤ Tw(3x). Thus, the bound in Theorem 4.3 can be take as a tower of 2’s
whose height is polynomial in ǫ−1 (e.g. we could take the bound Tw(6ǫ−4)).

Theorem 4.3 tells us Definition 1.2 in the introduction makes sense for every hereditary
property of 3-graphs. In analogy to Proposition 3.6, it is true that if two hereditary
properties of 3-graphs H,H′ are close in the sense of Definition 2.6, then MH and MH′ are
roughly the same.

Proposition 4.4. Suppose H,H′ are hereditary 3-graph properties and H is close to H′.
Then MH(2ǫ) ≤ MH(ǫ).

We omit the proof as it is basically the same as the proof of Proposition 3.6. In analogy
of Definition 3.7, we will use a notion of blow-ups for 3-graphs.

Definition 4.5. Suppose n ≥ 1 and G = (U,E) is an 3-graph. An n-blowup of G is any
3-graph H with vertex set of the form V (H) =

⋃
u∈U Vu, where each Vu has size n, and

where ⋃

u1u2u3∈E

K3[Vu1, Vu2, Vu3 ] ⊆ E(H) and
( ⋃

u1u2u3∈(U3)\E

K3[Vu1 , Vu2, Vu3]
)
∩ E(H) = ∅

We say such anH is a simple n-blowup of G if moreover, E(H) =
⋃

u1u2u3∈E
K3[Vu1, Vu2 , Vu3].

We will also use the following analogue of Theorem 3.8.

Theorem 4.6. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and F is a finite collection of
finite graphs. The following are equivalent.

(1) H is close to some H′ such that for all H ∈ F , H /∈ H′.
(2) There is some n so that for all H ∈ F , H contains no n-blowup of H.

Theorem 4.6 is likely well known, but the author could not find an explicit proof in the
literature. It can be proved using stronger regularity for 3-graphs developed by Frankl-
R”odl and Gowers [29,32] as well as an induced removal lemma for 3-graphs [35]. For this
reason, we will provide a proof of Theorem 4.6 in Part 3 of this series, which deals with
this form of regularity (see the Appendix in Part 3). A sketch of the proof of the graphs
version, Theorem 3.8 will also appear there.

4.2. Homogeneity and VC-dimension in Hypergraphs. In this section we discuss
homogeneous partitions and versions of VC-dimension for 3-graphs. First, we define ho-
mogeneous partitions for 3-graphs.

Definition 4.7. Suppose G is an 3-graph.

(1) Given X, Y, Z ⊆ V , the tuple (X, Y, Z) is ǫ-homogeneous for G if

dG(X, Y, Z) ∈ [0, ǫ) ∪ (1− ǫ, 1].

(2) A partition P of V (G) is ǫ-homogeneous for G if for at least (1 − ǫ)|V |3 many
(x, y, z) ∈ V 3, there is an ǫ-homogeneous triple (X, Y, Z) ∈ P3 so that (x, y, z) ∈
X × Y × Z.
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Homogeneous triples are also regular in the sense of Definition 4.1, as the next proposition
shows. We omit the proof as it is almost identical to the proof of Proposition 3.10.

Proposition 4.8. Let ǫ > 0 and assume H is a 3-graph. Assume V1, V2, V3 ⊆ H and
dH(V1, V2, V3) ≤ ǫ. Then (V1, V2, V3) is ǫ1/4-regular for H.

Homogeneous partitions are closely related to two analogues of VC-dimension for 3-
graphs. As mentioned in Section 3, work of Alon-Fischer-Newman and Lovász-Szegedy
showed that graphs of bounded VC-dimemnsion have homogeneous partitions with ex-
tremely efficient bounds. We will need an extension of this theorem to hypergraphs due to
Fox-Pach-Suk [27]. We first define the notion of VC-dimension for 3-graphs used there.

Definition 4.9. Given a 3-graph H , the VC-dimension of H is the maximal k ≥ 1 for
which there exist vertices {a1b1, . . . , akbk} ∪ {cS : S ⊆ [k]} so that aibicS ∈ E(H) if and
only if i ∈ S.

This extends to hereditary 3-graph properties in the natural way.

Definition 4.10. For a hereditary 3-graph property H, we then define VC(H) ∈ N∪{∞}
as follows.

VC(H) = sup{VC(H) : H ∈ H}.
We will now state the relevant version of the theorem of Fox, Pach, and Suk.

Theorem 4.11 (Fox-Pach-Suk [27]). For all k ≥ 1 there is C = C(k) > 0 so that the
following holds. Suppose H is a 3-graph with VC-dimension at most k. Then H has an
ǫ-homogeneous equipartition of size K for some ǫ−1 ≤ K ≤ ǫ−C .

We note that the theorem proved in [27] is stronger and more detailed than what we
have stated above. In particular, their result applies to r-graphs for any r ≥ 3, and also
gives an explicit expression for C in terms of the dual VC-dimension of the hypergraph.
We have stated above only what we need for this paper.

Theorem 4.11 shows that 3-graphs of finite VC-dimension admit homogeneous partitions.
It turns out the existence of homogeneous partitions can be extended to a wider class of 3-
graphs, namely those satisfying a different generalization of VC-dimension called “slicewise
VC-dimension.”1 To define this, we require the following notion of “slice graphs.”

Definition 4.12. Suppose H = (V, F ) is a 3-graph. For each x ∈ V , define the slice graph
of H at x, denotedHx, to be the graph with vertex set V and edge set {yz ∈

(
V
2

)
: xyz ∈ F}.

We now give a second analogue of VC-dimension for 3-graphs, which is defined in terms
of the slice graphs.

Definition 4.13. Suppose H = (V,E) is a 3-graph. The slicewise VC-dimension of H is

SVC(H) := max{V C(Hx) : x ∈ V },
We then extend this definition to hereditary properties.

1In [50], this notion is called weak VC-dimension.
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Definition 4.14. For a hereditary 3-graph property H, the slicewise VC-dimension of H
is

SVC(H) = sup{SVC(H) : H ∈ H}.
It is an exercise to see that for any 3-graph H , VC(H) ≤ SVC(H). Work of Wolf and

the author [50] and, inedependently, Chernikov and Towsner [19] showed the existence of
homogeneous partitions can be extended to 3-graphs with bounded slicewise VC-dimension.

Theorem 4.15. For all k ≥ 1 and ǫ > 0, there is an integer M(ǫ) ≥ 1 so that any 3-graph
H with SVC(H) < k admits an ǫ-homogeneous partition with at most M(ǫ) parts.

The proof of this by Chernikov and Towsner is non-quantitative. The proof by the
author and Wolf is quantitative, but relies on a strong version of the hypergraph regularity
lemma. For this reason, it produced a Wowzer style bound for M(ǫ). A crucial ingredient
for this paper is the following quantitative improvement which is the main result of Part 1
of this series.

Theorem 4.16 (Theorem 1.4 of Part 1). For all k ≥ 1 there is C > 0 so that for all
sufficiently small ǫ > 0, the following holds. Suppose H = (U, F ) is a sufficiently large
3-graph with SVC(H) < k. Then there exists an ǫ-homogeneous partition for H of size at

most 22
ǫ−C

.

We will also require a characterization of which hereditary 3-graph properties admit
homogeneous partitions from [50] (similar results were obtained independently in [19]).
Before stating the full theorem, we remind the reader of the following notation for a 3-
graph built from a graph by adjoining n new vertices.

Definition 4.17. Suppose G = (U ∪ V,E) is a bipartite graph. Given n ≥ 1, define

n⊗G := (U ∪ {c1, . . . , cn}, {ciuw : uw ∈ E}),
where c1, . . . , cn are n new vertices.

Recalling the definition of U(k) from Definition 3.12, we note that for any hereditary
3-graph property H,

SVC(H) = max{k : 1⊗ U(k) ∈ Trip(H)}.
It is an exercise to verify the following analogue of Fact 3.20.

Observation 4.18. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and k ⊗ U(k) ∈ Trip(H)
for all k ≥ 1. Then for all bipartite graphs G and all n ≥ 1, n⊗G ∈ Trip(H).

It turns out that whether or not a property H satisfies k⊗U(k) ∈ Trip(H) for all k ≥ 1
is related to whether or not it is “close” to some other property which has finite slicewise
VC-dimension (in the sense of Definition 2.6). We will use the following definition to make
this precise.
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Definition 4.19. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property. We say H is close to finite
slicewise VC-dimension if H is close to some H′ with VC(H′) < ∞.

We say H is far from finite slicewise VC-dimension if it is not close to finite slicewise
VC-dimension.

We now state the result from [50] which characterizes which hereditary 3-graph properties
admit homogeneous partitions.2

Theorem 4.20. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property. The following are equivalent.

(1) For some k ≥ 1, k ⊗ U(k) /∈ Trip(H),
(2) H is close to finite slicewise VC-dimension
(3) H admits homogeneous partitions in the following sense: for all ǫ > 0 there is M(ǫ)

so that all sufficiently large elements in H have ǫ-homogeneous partitions with at
most M(ǫ) parts.

Theorem 4.20 tells us that we are guaranteed the existence of homogeneous partitions if
and only if k ⊗ U(k) /∈ Trip(H) for some k ≥ 1. For this reason the following analogue of
Definition 3.17 makes sense.

Definition 4.21. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and k⊗U(k) /∈ Trip(H) for
some k ≥ 1. Define Mhom

H : (0, 1) → N by setting Mhom
H (ǫ) to be the smallest integer M

so that all sufficiently large elements in H have ǫ-homogeneous partitions with at most M
parts.

If two properties H,H′ are close in the sense of Definition 2.6, then Mhom
H and Mhom

H′ are
roughly the same (when both are defined).

Proposition 4.22. Suppose H,H′ are hereditary 3-graph properties so that for some
k, k′ ≥ 1, k ⊗ U(k) /∈ Trip(H) and k′ ⊗ U(k′) /∈ Trip(H′). If H is close to H′, then
Mhom

H (2ǫ) ≤ Mhom
H′ (ǫ).

We leave the proof as an exercise to the reader, as it is similar to the proof of Proposition
3.6. An immediate corollary of Proposition 4.8 is the following.

Lemma 4.23. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and k ⊗ U(k) /∈ Trip(H) for
some k ≥ 1. Then MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom

H (ǫ4).

Lemma 4.23 implies that, when its defined, Mhom
H gives a rough upper bound for MH.

By the end of the paper, we will see that something much stronger is true, namely that
MH and Mhom

H grow at roughly the same rate (when both are defined).

5. Jump from Almost Exponential to Tower

In this section we prove there exists a jump from almost exponential to tower growth.
The proof is closely related to Section 3. We begin with an analogue of Fact 3.20.

2In [50] the term of vdisc3(ǫ)-quasiranomness is used in place of ǫ-regularity. These notions are easily seen
to be equivalent.
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Fact 5.1. MTrip(H)(ǫ) ≤ 3MH(ǫ
12).

The proof is very similar to the proof of Fact 3.20, and is thus relegated to the appendix.
We next prove a technical lemma about regular triples in 3-partite 3-graphs. In particular,
Lemma 5.2 tells us that any regular triple in a 3-partite 3-graph H is either sparse, or
approximately respects the 3-partite partition of H .

Lemma 5.2. Let 0 < ǫ < 1/3. Suppose H = (X1 ∪ X2 ∪ X3, E) is a 3-partite 3-graph,
D1, D2, D3 ⊆ V (H), and (D1, D2, D3) is an ǫ-regular triple in H. Then one of the following
hold.

(1) dH(D1 ×D2 ×D3) ≤ ǫ or
(2) There are pairwise disinct f(1), f(2), f(3) ∈ {1, 2, 3}, so that for each 1 ≤ i ≤ 3,

|Di ∩Xf(i)| ≥ (1− 2ǫ)|Di|.
Proof. Fix an ǫ-regular triple (D1, D2, D3) and assume (2) fails. For each i ∈ [3], let
f(i) ∈ {1, 2, 3} be such that |Di∩Xf(i)| = max{|Di∩X1|, |Di∩X2|, |Di∩X3|}. Note that
for each i ∈ [3], |Di∩Xf(i)| ≥ |Di|/3. Since (2) fails, either f(1), f(2), f(3) are not pairwise
distinct, or they are pairwise distinct, but for some i ∈ [3], |Di ∩Xf(i)| < (1− 2ǫ)|Di|.

Suppose first f(1), f(2), f(3) are not pairwise distinct, say f(1) = f(2) = 1 (the other
cases are similar). In this case, since H is 3-partite, we have

dH(D1 ∩X1, D2 ∩X1, D3) = 0.

Since |D1∩X1| ≥ |D1|/3 and |D2∩X1| ≥ |D2|/3 and (D1, D2, D3) is ǫ-regular, this implies
dH(D1, D2, D3) ≤ ǫ1, so (1) holds.

Suppose now f(1), f(2), f(3) are pairwise distinct but for some 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, we have
|Di ∩ Xf(i)| < (1 − 2ǫ)|Di|. Without loss of generality (the other cases are similar),
let us assume |D1 ∩ Xf(1)| < (1 − 2ǫ)|D1|. By definition of f(1), we now have that
|D1|/3 ≤ |D1 ∩ Xf(1)| < (1 − 2ǫ)|D1|. This implies that either |D1 ∩ Xf(2)| ≥ ǫ|D1| or
|D1 ∩Xf(3)| ≥ ǫ|D1|. Without loss of generality, say |D1 ∩Xf(2)| ≥ ǫ|D1| (the other case
is similar). We now have |D1 ∩ Xf(2)| ≥ ǫ|D1| and |D2 ∩ Xf(2)| ≥ ǫ|D2| and, since H is
tripartite,

dH((D1 ∩Xf(2), D2 ∩Xf(2), D3) = 0.

Since (D1, D2, D3) is ǫ-regular, this implies dH(D1 × D2 × D3) ≤ ǫ, so (1) holds. This
finishes the proof. �

We next prove a lemma which shows that for any bipartite graph G, we can construct a
regular partition for G, given a regular partition for the 3-graph n⊗G.

Lemma 5.3. Let 0 < ǫ < 1/3. Suppose G = (U ∪V,E) is a bipartite graph and H = n⊗G
where n = max{|U |, |V |}. If H has an ǫ-regular partition of size t, then G has an 36ǫ1/18-
regular partition of size at most 2t+ 2.

Proof. Let G = (U ∪ V,E), and let H = n ⊗ G where n = max{|U |, |V |}. Assume H has
an ǫ-regular partition of size t. We show G has an 36ǫ1/18-regular partition of size at most
2t+ 2. If min{|U |, |V |} ≤ ǫ1/3|U ∪ V |, then

|E| ≤ |U ||V | ≤ min{|U |, |V |}max{|U |, |V |} ≤ ǫ1/3|U ∪ V |2.
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This implies the trivial partition {U ∪ V } is ǫ1/3-homogeneous for G, and thus ǫ1/9-regular
by Proposition 3.10, so in this case, we are done.

Assume now min{|U |, |V |} ≥ ǫ1/3|U ∪ V |. By Definition 4.17, we may assume H has
vertex set U ∪ V ∪ C, where C is a new set of n vertices, and edge set

E(H) = {uvc : uv ∈ E, c ∈ C}.
Let P = {X1, . . . , Xt} be an ǫ-regular partition of H , and let Σreg ⊆ P3 be the set of
ǫ-regular triples from P with respect to H . Define Sreg =

⋃
(Xi,Xj ,Xs)∈Σreg

Xi × Xj × Xs.

By assumption, |Sreg| ≥ (1− ǫ)|V (H)|3.
We now work towards defining the desired partition of G. First, for each i ∈ [t], let

Ui = Xi ∩ U , Vi = Xi ∩ V , and Ci = C ∩Xi. We now set aside the resulting parts which
are too small. In particular, let

U0 = {Ui : |Ui| ≤ ǫ2/3|Xi|}, V0 = {Vi : |Vi| ≤ ǫ2/3|Xi|}, and C0 = {Ci : |Ci| ≤ ǫ2/3|Xi|}
Then let U0 =

⋃
Ui∈U0

Ui, V0 =
⋃

Vi∈V0
Vi, and C0 =

⋃
Ci∈C0

Ci. Observe that by definition

of U0 and since |U | ≥ ǫ1/3|U ∪ V |, we have

|U0| ≤ ǫ2/3|V (H)| ≤ ǫ1/3|U |.
A similar argument shows |V0| ≤ ǫ1/3|V |, and |C0| ≤ ǫ1/3|C|. Let

U = {Ui : i ∈ [t]} \ U0, V = {Vi : i ∈ [t]} \ V0, and C = {Ui : i ∈ [t]} \ C0.
We now define Q to be the partition of V (G) given by U∪V∪{V0, U0}. Clearly |Q| ≤ 2t+2.
We show Q is 36ǫ1/18-regular for G.

To ease notation, set U ′ =
⋃

Ui∈U
Ui, V

′ =
⋃

Vi∈V
Vi, and C ′ =

⋃
Ci∈C

Ci. Note that

|Sreg ∩ (U ′ × V ′ × C ′)| ≥ |U ′||V ′||C ′| − ǫ|V (H)|3 ≥ |U ′||V ′||C ′| − 9ǫ2/3|U ||V ||C|
≥ (1− 12ǫ1/3)|U ′||V ′||C ′|.(8)

Let Cgood be the set of Ci ∈ C so that

|Sreg ∩ (U ′ × V ′ × Ci)| ≥ (1− 12ǫ1/9)|U ′||V ′||Ci|.
By (8) and Lemma 3.5, we have |⋃Ci∈Cgood

Ci| ≥ (1− ǫ1/9)|C ′|. Thus by pigeon hole, there

is some Cs∗ ∈ Cgood with |Cs∗| ≥ (1− ǫ1/9)|C ′|/t. Let

Ω = {(Ui, Vj) ∈ U × V : |Sreg ∩ (Ui × Vj × Cs∗)| ≥ (1− ǫ1/18)|Ui||Vj||Cs∗|}.
By Lemma 3.5 and our choice of Cs∗,

|
⋃

(Ui,Vj)∈Ω

Ui × Vj | ≥ (1− 12ǫ1/18)|U ′||V ′| ≥ (1− 36ǫ1/18)|U ||V |.

Thus, it suffices to show every (Ui, Vj) ∈ Ω is ǫ1/18-regular in G. To this end, fix (Ui, Vj) ∈ Ω
and let U ′

i ⊆ Ui and V ′
j ⊆ Vj be such that |U ′

i | ≥ ǫ1/18|Ui| and |V ′
j | ≥ ǫ1/18|Vj|. Since Ui ∈ U ,
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Vj ∈ V, and Cs∗ ∈ C, we have that |U ′
i | ≥ ǫ|Xi|, |V ′

j | ≥ ǫ|Vj|, and |Cs∗| ≥ ǫ|Xs∗|. Then,
since (Xi, Xj, Xs∗) ∈ Σreg and by definition of H , we have

|E ∩ (U ′
i × V ′

j )| =
1

|Cs∗|
|E(H) ∩ (U ′

i × V ′
j × Cs∗)| =

(dH(Xs∗ , Xi, Xj)± ǫ)|Cs∗||U ′
i ||V ′

j |
|Cs∗|

= (dH(Xs∗ , Xi, Xj)± ǫ)|U ′
i ||V ′

j |.
This shows dG(U

′
i , V

′
j ) = dH(Xs∗ , Xi, Xj)±ǫ. The same computation with Ui, Vj in place of

U ′
i , V

′
j shows dG(Ui, Vj) = dH(Xs∗ , Xi, Xj)± ǫ. Consequently, dG(U

′
i , V

′
j ) = dG(Ui, Vj)± 2ǫ.

This finishes the proof. �

We can now prove a sufficient condition for MH bounded above and below by a tower.

Theorem 5.4. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and Trip(H) contains k⊗U(k)
for all k ≥ 1. Then for some K,K ′ > 0, Tw(ǫ−K) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(ǫ−K ′

).

Proof. Let C be as in Theorem 3.19. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and
Trip(H) contains k ⊗ U(k) for all k ≥ 1. The upper bound for MH(ǫ) holds by Theorem
4.3 (see also the remark following the statement of Theorem 4.3).

For the lower bound, suppose ǫ > 0 is sufficiently small and n is sufficiently large. Let G
be as in Theorem 3.19 with |V (G)| ≥ n. Let tG be the size of the smallest ǫ18/36-regular
partition of G, and let tH be the size of the smallest ǫ-regular partition of H := n⊗G. By
Theorem 3.19, tG ≥ Tw((ǫ18/36)−C). By Lemma 5.3, tG ≤ 2tH + 2. By Observation 4.18,
H ∈ Trip(H). Thus, we have shown MTrip(H)(ǫ) ≥ Tw(ǫ−C′

) for some C ′ > 0 depending

only on C. By Lemma 5.1, we then have MH(ǫ) ≥ MTrip(H)(ǫ
12)/3 ≥ Tw(ǫ−12C′

)/3. Clearly
this implies that for some K > 0, MH(ǫ) ≥ Tw(ǫ−K). �

We can now characterize the jump to tower.

Theorem 5.5. For any hereditary 3-graph property, H, one of the following hold.

(1) For all k ≥ 1, k ⊗ U(k) ∈ Trip(H). Then for some C,C ′ > 0,

Tw(ǫ−C) ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Tw(ǫ−C).

(2) For some k ≥ 1, k ⊗ U(k) /∈ Trip(H). Then for some K > 0,

MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom
H (ǫ4) ≤ 22

ǫ−K

.

Proof. Part (1) follows immediately from Theorem 5.4. We now prove (2). Suppose there is
some k ≥ 1 so that k⊗U(k) /∈ Trip(H). Let C > 0 be as in Theorem 4.16 for k. By Theorem

4.20, H is close to some H′ with SVC(H′) < k. By Theorem 4.16, Mhom
H′ (ǫ) ≤ 22

ǫ−C

. By
Proposition 4.22, Mhom

H (ǫ) ≤ Mhom
H′ (ǫ/2). Combining with Lemma 4.23 we have

MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom
H (ǫ4) ≤ Mhom

H′ (ǫ4/2) ≤ 22
(ǫ4/2)−C

.

This implies that for some K > 0, MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom
H (ǫ4) ≤ 22

ǫ−K

. �
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6. Jump from Polynomial to Almost Exponential

In this section we prove the existence of a jump from polynomial growth to exponential.
While the jump in the previous section (almost exponential to tower) was characterized by
being close to finite slicewise VC-dimension (see Definition 4.19), the jump from polynomial
to exponential is characterized by being “close” to having finite VC-dimension (defined
below). We already know from Theorem 4.11 that if a hereditary 3-graph property H has
finite VC-dimension, then MH is bounded above by a polynomial. By Proposition 4.4, this
implies that for any H which is close (in the sense of Definition 2.6) to some H′ of finite
VC-dimension, MH is also bounded above by a polynomial. It turns out that this will
characterize the jump between polynomial and exponential. This is the motivation for the
following definition.

Definition 6.1. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property. We say H is close to finite
VC-dimension if there is some H′ so that H is close to H′, and VC(H′) < ∞.

We say H is far from finite VC-dimension if it is not close to finite VC-dimension.

We show that if a hereditary 3-graph property H is close to finite VC-dimension, then
MH is bounded above by a polynomial, and if H is far from finite VC-dimension, then MH

is bounded below by an exponential.
We begin with a combinatorial characterization of what properties are close to finite

VC-dimension using Theorem 4.6. We recall our notation for 3-graphs built by “doubling”
some vertices of a bipartite graph.

Definition 6.2. Suppose G = (U ∪ V,E) is a bipartite graph. Define

ĜUV = ({au : u ∈ U} ∪ {bv : v ∈ V } ∪ {cv : v ∈ V } : {aubvcv : uv ∈ E}).
An important example of Definition 6.2 is the case where the starting graph G is U(k).

We recall from Definition 3.12 that U(k) = (Ak ∪ Bk, Ek), where Ak = {a1, . . . , ak},
Bk = {bS : S ⊆ [k]}, and Ek = {aibS : i ∈ S}. To ease notation, we will write Û(k) to

denote the 3-graph Û(k)AkBk
. In other words,

Û(k) = ({a1, . . . , ak} ∪ {c1, . . . , ck} ∪ {bS : S ⊆ [k]}, {aicibS : i ∈ S}).

Note that for any hereditary 3-graph property, VC(H) = max{k : Û(k) ∈ Trip(H)} (see
Definition 3.11).

The following characterization of which hereditary 3-graph properties are close to finite
VC-dimension follows immediately from Theorem 4.6.

Proposition 6.3. For any hereditary 3-graph property H, the following are equivalent.

(1) H is far from finite VC-dimension.

(2) For all n, k ≥ 1, H contains an n-blowup of Û(k).

We now give an overview of the strategy we will use for the rest of this section. First,
we will show an exponential lower bound for graph theoretic regular partitions of graph
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theoretic blow ups of U(k). We will then prove two lemmas which will allow us to transfer

this lower bound to 3-graph blowups of Û(k).
We begin by proving the following lower bound on the size of a graph theoretic regular

partition for a certain graph theoretic blow up of the power set graph.

Proposition 6.4. For all c ∈ (0, 1), the following holds. Suppose ǫ > 0 is sufficiently
small, K = ǫ−1, n is sufficiently large, and N = ǫ2ǫ

−1
n. Let Γ be a simple N-blowup of

U(K) (in the sense of Definition 3.7). Then there is an induced subgraph G of Γ, so that

any ǫ100-regular partition of G has at least 2ǫ
−1+c

parts.

Proof. Suppose ǫ > 0 is sufficiently small compared to c, K = ǫ−1, n ≫ ǫ−1, and N =
ǫ2ǫ

−1
n. Suppose Γ is a simple N -blowup of U(K) (in the sense of Definition 3.7). By

definition, this means Γ has vertex set of the form

V (Γ) = V1 ∪ . . . ∪ VK ∪
⋃

S⊆[K]

WS,

where for each i ∈ [K] and S ⊆ [K], |Vi| = |WS| = N , and edge set

E(Γ) =
⋃

i∈S

K2[Vi,WS].

For each S ⊆ [K], let US ⊆ WS be any subset of size n. We then set

V =

N⋃

i=1

Vi and U =
⋃

S⊆[K]

US,

and define G = Γ[V, U ]. Note |V | = |U | = KN = 2Kn (the reason we pass from Γ to G
is to ensure |V | = |U |). Suppose P = {X1, . . . , Xt} is an ǫ100-regular partition of G. Let
Σreg denote the set of regular pairs from P with respect to G, and set

Sreg =
⋃

(X,Y )∈Σreg

X × Y.

For each i ∈ [t], let XV
i = Xi ∩ V and XU

i = Xi ∩ U , and define

PU = {XU
i : i ∈ [t]} and PV = {XV

i : i ∈ [t]}.
Now define

P0 := {XV
i : i ∈ [t], |XV

i | < ǫ50|Xi|} ∪ {XU
i : i ∈ [t], |XU

i | < ǫ50|Xi|}
∪ {Xi : i ∈ [t], |Xi| < ǫ50|U ∪ V |/t},

and let P0 :=
⋃

Z∈P0
Z. One can easily check that |P0| < 3ǫ50|U ∪ V |. Let

Σ′
reg = {(XV

i , X
U
j ) : (Xi, Xj) ∈ Σreg, X

V
i ∈ PV \ P0, and XU

j ∈ PU \ P0}.
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By Lemma 3.4, every (XV
i , X

U
j ) ∈ Σ′

reg is 2ǫ
50-regular. Setting S ′

reg =
⋃

(X,Y )∈Σ′
reg

(X × Y ),

we have

|(U × V ) \ S ′
reg| ≤ |(U × V ) \ Serr|+ |P0||U ∪ V | ≤ ǫ100|U ∪ V |2 + 3ǫ50|U ∪ V |2

≤ 4ǫ50|U ∪ V |2

= 16ǫ50|U ||V |.(9)

We now define an auxiliary graph G. In particular, let G be the bipartite graph with vertex
set U ∪ V and edge set S ′

reg. Now let

Vgood = {x ∈ V : |NG(x)| ≥ (1− 4ǫ25)|U |} and Ugood = {x ∈ U : |NG(x)| ≥ (1− 4ǫ25)|U |}.
Inequality (9) implies |Vgood| ≥ (1− 4ǫ25)|V | and |Ugood| ≥ (1− 4ǫ25)|U |. Set

PV
good = {XV

i ∈ PV \ P0 : |XV
i ∩ Vgood| ≥ (1− ǫ20)|XV

i |} and

PU
good = {XU

i ∈ PU \ P0 : |XU
i ∩ Ugood| ≥ (1− ǫ20)|XU

i |}.
Let

V = {Vj : j ∈ [K], |Vj ∩ Vgood| ≥ (1− 2ǫ10)|Vj|},
and then define

V ′
good =

⋃

Vj∈V

Vj ∩ Vgood.

By Lemma 3.5 and the lower bound above for |Vgood|, we have |V ′
good| ≥ (1−2ǫ10)|V |. Since

all Vj have the same size, this implies |V| ≥ (1− 2ǫ10)K.

Claim 6.5. For all XU
i ∈ PU

good, |XU
i | ≤ |U |

(1−ǫ49)2(1−ǫ2)ǫ−1 .

Proof. Fix XU
i ∈ PU

good. Define

J(XU
i ) =

⋃

{XV
i′
∈PV

good:(X
U
i ,XV

i′
)∈Σ′

reg}

(XV
i′ ∩ V ′

good).

Since XU
i ∈ PU

good, |J(XU
i )| ≥ (1 − 4ǫ25 − 2ǫ10)|V ′

good|. Since all the Vj have the same size,

the lower bound for |J(XU
i )| implies there exists a set

J (XU
i ) ⊆ {Vj : j ∈ [K]},

such that |J (XU
i )| ≥ (1−ǫ2)K and such that for all Vj ∈ J (XU

i ), |J(XU
i )∩Vj| ≥ (1−ǫ2)|Vj|.

Now for each Vj ∈ J (XU
i ), by pigeon hole principle, there is some XV

f(i,j) ∈ Pgood
V so that

|XV
f(i,j) ∩ Vj ∩ J(XU

i )| ≥ |Vj ∩ J(XU
i )|/t ≥ (1− ǫ2)|Vj|/t = (1− ǫ2)|U ∪ V |/tK

= ǫ(1− ǫ2)|U ∪ V |/t
≥ ǫ48|XV

f(i,j)|,



33

where the last two lines are by definition of K and because XV
f(i,j) ∈ PV

good. For each

Vj ∈ J (XU
i ), let

U(XV
f(i,j), 1) =

⋃

j∈S

US and U(XV
f(i,j), 0) =

⋃

j /∈S

US.

Note

(XV
f(i,j) ∩ Vj)× (U(XV

f(i,j), 1)) ⊆ E and (XV
f(i,j) ∩ Vj)× (U(XV

f(i,j), 0)) ∩ E = ∅.(10)

By construction, (XV
f(i,j), X

U
i ) ∈ Σ′

reg and |XV
f(i,j)∩Vj| > ǫ100|Xf(i,j)|, so by (10), must have

either

|XU
i ∩ U(XV

f(i,j), 1)| < ǫ100|Xi| ≤ ǫ50|XU
i | or |XU

i ∩ U(XV
f(i,j), 0)| < ǫ100|Xi| ≤ ǫ50|XU

i |.
Consequently, there is some function σ : J (XU

i ) → {0, 1} so that if we let

R(XU
i ) =

⋂

Vj∈J (XU
i )

U(XV
f(i,j), σ(j)),

then
|XU

i \R(XU
i )| ≤ Kǫ50|XU

i | = ǫ49|XU
i |.

This shows that |XU
i | ≤ |R(XU

i )|+ ǫ49|XU
i |, so |XU

i | ≤
|R(XU

i )|

(1−ǫ49)
. We now observe that

|R(XU
i )| ≤

|U |
2|J (XU

i )|
≤ 2−(1−ǫ2)ǫ−1 |U |.

Combining these inequalities finishes the proof of Claim 6.5. �

Using Claim 6.5, we have
∣∣∣

⋃

XU
i ∈PU

good

XU
i

∣∣∣ ≤ t|U |
(1− ǫ49)2(1−ǫ2)ǫ−1 .

On the other hand, by definition of PU
good, Lemma 3.5, and since |Ugood| ≥ (1−4ǫ25)|U |, we

have ∣∣∣
⋃

XU
i ∈PU

good

XU
i

∣∣∣ ≥ (1− ǫ5)|U |.

Combining these inequalities yields that

(1− ǫ5)|U | ≤ t|U |
(1− ǫ49)2(1−ǫ2)ǫ−1 .

Rearranging, this yields that t ≥ (1−ǫ5)(1−ǫ49)2(1−ǫ2)ǫ−1 ≥ 2ǫ
−1+c

, where the last inequality
is because we have assumed ǫ is sufficiently small. �

We now turn to proving two lemmas which will allow us to bootstrap Proposition 6.4 into
a lower bound about 3-graphs. The first, Lemma 6.6 below, will imply that homogeneous

partitions of 3-graphs which are blowups of Û(k) will yield homogeneous partitions of graph
theoretic blowups of U(k).
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Lemma 6.6. There exists D > 0 so that the following holds. Suppose G = (U ∪ V,E) is

a bipartite graph, 0 < ǫ ≪ |U |−1, |V |−1, and n ≫ |U | + |V |. Assume H = ĜUV and H

is a simple n-blowup of H (as in Definition 4.5), and assume there is an ǫ-homogeneous
partition of H with at most t parts. Then there is a simple n-blow up G of G (as in
Definition 3.7) so that G has an ǫ1/D-homogeneous partition with at most t parts.

Proof. By definition, we may assume H has vertex set V (H) =
⋃

u∈U Au ∪
⋃

v∈V Bv ∪ Cv

where for each u ∈ U and v ∈ V , |Au| = |Bv| = |Cv| = n, and

E(H) =
⋃

uv∈E

K3[Au, Bv, Cv].

Note |V (H)| = (|U | + 2|V |)n. To ease notation, let A =
⋃

u∈U Au, B =
⋃

v∈V Bv and
C =

⋃
v∈V Cv. Let G be the graph with vertex set A ∪ B and edge set

E(G) =
⋃

uv∈E

K2[Au, Bv].

NoteG is a simple n-blow-up ofG (in the sense of Definition 3.7) and |V (G)| = (|U |+|V |)n.
Suppose P = {D1, . . . , Dt} is an ǫ-homogeneous partition of H. We show G has an

ǫ-homogeneous partition with size at most t. Define

Ω2 = {(X, Y, Z) ∈ P3 : ǫ < dH(X, Y, Z)| < 1− ǫ},
Ω0 = {(X, Y, Z) ∈ P3 \ Ω2 : dH(X, Y, Z)| ≤ ǫ},
Ω1 = {(X, Y, Z) ∈ P3 \ Ω2 : dH(X, Y, Z)| ≥ 1− ǫ}, and

Since P is ǫ-homogeneous, |⋃(X,Y,Z)∈Ω0∪Ω1
X × Y × Z| ≥ (1− ǫ)|V (H)|3.

Note P induces a partition on V (G), namely Q = {D′
1, . . . , D

′
t}, where for each i ∈ [t],

D′
i = Di ∩ (A ∪ B). We show Q is ǫ1/2-homogeneous with respect to G. We first define a

set of parts from Q which we wish to ignore (as they are small).

Q0 = {D′
i ∈ Q : |D′

i| < ǫ1/4|Di|}.
We next define three subsets of pairs from Q.

Σ0 = {(D′
i, D

′
j) ∈ (Q \ Q0)

2 : for some k ∈ [t], (Di, Dj, Dk) ∈ Ω0},
Σ1 = {(D′

i, D
′
j) ∈ (Q \ Q0)

2 : for some k ∈ [t], (Di, Dj, Dk) ∈ Ω1}, and

Σ2 = Q2 \ (Σ1 ∪ Σ0).

We claim that every (D′
i, D

′
j) ∈ Σ1 ∪ Σ0 is ǫ1/8-homogeneous with respect to G. Suppose

first (D′
i, D

′
j) ∈ Σ0. Then there is some k ∈ [t] so that (Di, Dj, Dk) ∈ Ω0. We then have

|E(G) ∩ (D′
i ×D′

j)||Dk| ≤
∑

uv∈E

|(D′
i ∩Au)× (D′

j ∩Bv)||Dk|+ |(D′
i ∩ Bv)× (D′

j ∩Au)||Dk|

≤ |E(H) ∩ (Di ×Dj ×Dk)|
≤ ǫ|Di||Dj||Dk|.
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Consequently, |E(G) ∩ (D′
i ×D′

j)| ≤ ǫ|Di||Dj| ≤ ǫ1/2|D′
i||D′

j|, where the last inequality is
because D′

i, D
′
j /∈ Q0 by definition of Σ0.

Assume now (D′
i, D

′
j) ∈ Σ1. Then there is some k ∈ [t] so that (Di, Dj, Dk) ∈ Ω1. Since

H is tripartite (because it is a simple blowup), this implies (possibly after relabeling), that
the following hold.

|Di ∩A| ≥ (1− ǫ)|Di|, |Dj ∩B| ≥ (1− ǫ)|Dj |, and |Dk ∩ C| ≥ (1− ǫ)|Dk|.(11)

Consequently,

|E(G) ∩ (D′
i ×D′

j)| =
∑

uv∈E

|(D′
i ∩ Au)× (D′

j ∩ Bv)|+ |(D′
i ∩Bv)× (D′

j ∩ Au)|

=
∑

uv∈E

|(Di ∩ Au)× (Dj ∩ Bv)| ± 2ǫ|D′
i||D′

j|.

On the other hand,

(1− ǫ)|Di||Dj||Dk| ≤ |E(H) ∩ (Di ×Dj ×Dk)|
=

∑

uv∈E

|(Di ∩Au)× (Dj ∩Bv)× (Dk ∩ Cv)| ± 6ǫ|Di||Dj||Dk|

≤
∑

uv∈E

|(Di ∩Au)× (Dj ∩Bv)||Dk| ± 6ǫ|Di||Dj||Dk|

Combining these inequalities, we have

(1−ǫ)|Di||Dj| ≤
∑

uv∈E

|(Di∩Au)×(Dj∩Bv)|±6ǫ|Di||Dj| = |E(G)∩(D′
i×D′

j)|±6ǫ|D′
i||D′

j|.

Thus every (D′
i, D

′
j) ∈ Σ1 is ǫ1/2-homogeneous (since ǫ is sufficiently small). This finishes

our verification that each pair in Σ0 ∪ Σ1 is ǫ1/2-homogeneous. Thus, it suffices to show
|⋃(X,Y )∈Σ2

X × Y | ≤ ǫ1/8|V (G)|2. Note

2ǫ1/4|V (H)|3 ≥ |
⋃

X∈Q0

V × V ×X|+
∣∣∣

⋃

(X,Y,Z)∈Ω2

X × Y × Z
∣∣∣ ≥

∣∣∣
⋃

Z∈P

⋃

(X,Y )∈Σ2

X × Y × Z
∣∣∣

= |V (G)||
⋃

(X,Y )∈Σ2

X × Y |.

Thus

|
⋃

(X,Y )∈Σ2

X × Y | ≤ ǫ1/4
|V (H)|3
|V (G)| =

ǫ1/4((K1 + 2K2)n)
3

(|U |+ |V |)n ≤ ǫ1/4((2|U |+ 2|V |)n)3
(|U |+ |V |)n

= 8ǫ1/4(|U |+ |V |)|V (G)|2

< ǫ1/8|V (G)|2,
where the last inequality is because, by assumption, ǫ ≪ |U |−1, |V |−1. �

Our next lemma shows all regular partitions of certain blow-ups are homogeneous.
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Lemma 6.7. Let t ≥ 1, 1 ≤ K1 ≤ K2, 0 < µ < 1/2K1 and assume n is sufficiently large.
Suppose G = (U ∪ V,E) is a bipartite graph with |V | = K1, |U | = K2, and H is a simple

n-blowup of the 3-graph H = ĜUV . Suppose P is a µ-regular partition of H with at most
t parts. Then P is 4µ-homogeneous with respect to H.

Proof. Let t, K1, K2, µ be as in the hypotheses, and assume n is sufficiently large. Suppose
G = (U ∪ V,E) is a bipartite graph with |V | = K1, |U | = K2, and H is a simple n-blowup

of the 3-graph H = ĜUV .
By definition, we may assume H has vertex set

⋃
u∈U X1

u ∪
⋃

v∈V X2
v ∪X3

v and edge set
E(H) =

⋃
uv∈E K3[X

1
u, X

2
v , X

3
v ]. To ease notation, let X1 =

⋃
u∈U X1

u, X
2 =

⋃
v∈V X2

v , and
X3 =

⋃
v∈V X3

v . Note that H has slicewise VC-dimension less than K1 +K2.
Suppose P = {D1, . . . , Dt} is an µ-regular partition of H. For each i ∈ [t], let

D1
i = Di ∩X1, D2

i = Di ∩X2, and D3
i = Di ∩X3.

For each i ∈ [t], let f(i) ∈ {1, 2, 3} be such that |Df(i)
i | = max{|D1

i |, |D2
i |, |D3

i |}.
Given a triple (Di, Dj, Dk) ∈ P3, we say (Di, Dj , Dk) is crossing if f(i), f(j), f(k) are

pairwise distinct, and moreover, |Di ∩Xf(i)| ≥ (1 − 2µ)|Di|, |Dj ∩Xf(j)| ≥ (1 − 2µ)|Dj|,
and |Dk ∩ Xf(k)| ≥ (1 − 2µ)|Dk|. By Lemma 5.2, every µ-regular, non-crossing triple is
µ-homogeneous.

Suppose now (Di, Dj , Dk) is crossing and µ-regular. Say f(i) = 1, f(j) = 2, and
f(k) = 3. By pigeon hole principle, since |V | ≤ K1 and µ < 1/2K1, there are v, v′ ∈ V so
that

|Dj ∩X2
v | ≥ (1− 2µ)|Dj|/K1 ≥ µ|Dj|, and

|Dk ∩X3
v′ | ≥ (1− 2µ)|Dk|/K1 ≥ µ|Dk|.

Since (Di, Dj, Dk) is µ-regular,

|dH(Di ∩X1, Dj ∩X2
v , Dk ∩X3

v′)− dH(Di, Dj, Dk)| ≤ µ.(12)

If v 6= v′, then by definition of H, dH(Di ∩ X1, Dj ∩ X2
v , Dk ∩ X3

v′) = 0, so (12) implies
dH(Di, Dj , Dk) ≤ µ. If v = v′, then

dH(Di ∩ (
⋃

u∈NG(v)

X1
u), Dj ∩X2

v , Dk ∩X3
v′) = 1 and(13)

dH(Di ∩ (
⋃

u∈U\NG(v)

X1
u), Dj ∩X2

v , Dk ∩X3
v′) = 0.(14)

Since (Di, Dj, Dk) is µ-regular this implies

min{|Di ∩ (
⋃

u∈NG(v)

X1
u)|, |Di ∩ (

⋃

u∈U\NG(v)

X3
u)|} < µ|Di|.

Combining this with the fact that |Di ∩X1| ≥ (1− 2µ)|Di|, we have that either

|Di ∩ (
⋃

u∈NG(v)

X1
u)| ≥ (1− 3µ)|Di| or |Di ∩ (

⋃

u∈U\NG(v)

X1
u)| ≥ (1− 3µ)|Di|.
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Combining this with (13) and (14), we have that

dH(Di ∩X1, Dj ∩X2
v , Dk ∩X3

v′) ∈ [0, 3µ) ∪ (1− 3µ, 1].

Combining with (12), this implies dH(Di, Dj, Dk) ∈ [0, 4µ)∪ (1− 4µ]. We have now shown
all regular triples of P are 4µ-homogeneous. �

We are now ready to prove the jump from polynomial to exponential.

Theorem 6.8. For all k ≥ 1 there exists C1, C2 > 0 so that the following hold. Suppose
H is a hereditary 3-graph property such that k ⊗ U(k) /∈ Trip(H), and such that H is far

from finite VC-dimension. Then 2ǫ
−C1 ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom

H (ǫ4/2) ≤ 22
ǫ−C2

.

Proof. Fix H is a hereditary 3-graph property such that k ⊗ U(k) /∈ Trip(H), and such

that H is far from finite VC-dimension. The inequalities MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom
H (ǫ4/2) ≤ 22

ǫ−C2

are from Theorem 5.5.
For the lower bound, let D be as in Lemma 6.6. Fix a sufficiently small ǫ > 0, let

K = ǫ−1, 0 < c < 1, and let n be sufficiently large. Since H is far from every property

of finite VC-dimension, Proposition 6.3 implies H contains an n-blowup of H := Û(K).
This implies that there is a simple n-blowup H of H in Trip(H). Let P = {V1, . . . , Vt} be
an ǫ4D/4-regular partition of H whose size is as small as possible. By Lemma 6.6, P is
ǫD-homogeneous with respect to H. By Lemma 6.6, there is a simple n-blowup G of U(K)
which has an ǫ4-homogeneous partition Q of size t (note G is a graph). By Proposition

3.10, Q is ǫ-regular. By Proposition 6.4, t ≥ 2ǫ
(−1+c)/100

.
The argument above shows MTrip(H)(ǫ

4D/4) ≥ 2ǫ
−C

for some C > 0. Consequently,

MTrip(H)(ǫ) ≥ 2(4ǫ)
−C/4D

. This shows that for some C0 > 0, MTrip(H)(ǫ) ≥ 2ǫ
−C0 . Fact 5.1

then implies that for some C1 > 0, MH(ǫ) > 2ǫ
−C1 . �

We now show the general form of lower bound cannot be improved beyond a single
exponential.

Theorem 6.9. There is a hereditary 3-graph property H with SVC(H) < ∞, so that H is
far from finite VC-dimension, and so that for some C,C ′ > 0,

2ǫ
−C ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ 2ǫ

−C′

.

Proof. For all k, n ≥ 1, let H(k, n) be the 3-partite 3-graph with vertex set U1 ∪ . . .∪Uk ∪
V1 ∪ . . . ∪ Vk ∪

⋃
S⊆[k]WS where for each i ∈ [k] and S ⊆ [k], |Ui| = |Vi| = |WS| = n, and

with edge set

E(H) =
⋃

S⊆[k]

⋃

i∈S

K3[Ui, Vi,WS].

In other words, H(k, n) is a simple n-blowup of Û(k). Let H be the hereditary 3-graph
property obtained by taking the closure of

⋃
k,n≥1H(k, n) under isomorphism and induced

sub-3-graphs. Since H contains n-blowups of Û(k) for every k and n, Theorem 4.20 implies
H is far from finite VC-dimension. We leave it as an exercise to the reader to see that on
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the other hand, H has finite slicewise VC-dimension. By Theorem 6.8, there is some C so
that 2ǫ

−C ≤ MH(ǫ).
The rest of the proof is devoted to the stated upper bound for MH(ǫ). Fix a sufficiently

small ǫ > 0, and suppose H ∈ H is sufficiently large. By definition of H, we may assume
there are n, k so that V (H) = U ∪ V ∪W , where U = U1 ∪ . . . ∪ Uk, V =

⋃
S⊆[k] VS, and

W =
⋃

S⊆[k]WS, and for each i ∈ [k] and S ⊆ [k], each |Ui|, |Vi|, |WS| ≤ n, and where

E(H) =
⋃

S⊆[k]

⋃

i∈S

K3[Ui, Vi,WS].

We show H has an ǫ1/4-regular partition of size at most 23+ǫ−4
. If

min{|U |, |V |, |W |} ≤ ǫ|V (H)|,
then the partition Q = {V (H)} is ǫ-homogeneous, and thus ǫ1/4-regular, so we are done.
Assume now min{|U |, |V |, |W |} ≥ ǫ|V (H)|. Let PU = {U1, . . . , Uk}, PV = {VS : S ⊆ [k]},
and PW = {WS : S ⊆ [k]}. Let

FU = {X ∈ PU : |X| ≥ ǫ10|U |} and FV = {X ∈ PV : |X| ≥ ǫ10|V |}
and let

FW = {X ∈ PW : |X| ≥ ǫ4|W |}.
Note each of FU , FV , and FW have size at most ǫ−4. Now define

U0 :=
⋃

X∈PU\FU

X, V0 :=
⋃

X∈PV \FV

X, and W0 :=
⋃

X∈PW \FW

X.

Observe that we have no information about the sizes of U0, V0,W0. Let

J = {S ⊆ [k] : WS ⊆ W \W0}.
By definition of W0, |J | ≤ ǫ−4. Let S1, . . . , St enumerate all Boolean combinations of
elements in J . Clearly t ≤ 2|J |. For all 1 ≤ i ≤ t, define

IUSi
=

⋃

{Ui∈FU :i∈S}

Ui and IVSi
=

⋃

{Vi∈FV :i∈S}

Vi.

Now let U = {IUSi
: i ∈ [t]} and V = {IVSi

: i ∈ [t]}, and define

Q := {WS : S ∈ J } ∪ V ∪ U ∪ {V0,W0, U0}.
Observe that Q is a partition of V (H) and

|Q| ≤ 1 + |J |+ 2 · 22|J |

+ 3 ≤ 8 · 2|J | ≤ 8 · 2ǫ−4

We show Q is 5ǫ-homogeneous, which will finish the proof. Let Σ be the set of 5ǫ-
homogeneous triples form Q and let Shom =

⋃
(X,Y,Z)∈Σ X × Y × Z. Let us call a triple

(X1, X2, X3) ∈ Q3 crossing if there is some permutation σ : [3] → [3] so that Xσ(1) ⊆ U ,
Xσ(2) ⊆ V , and Xσ(3) ⊆ W . Note that because H is tripartite, any non-crossing triple from
Q3 has density 0, and is thus in Σ. Therefore, it suffices to show

|Shom ∩ (U × V ×W )| ≥ (1− ǫ)|V (H)|3.(15)
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We first show that if |W0| ≥ ǫ2|V (H)|, then
|Shom ∩ (U × V ×W0)| ≥ (1− ǫ)|U ||V ||W0|.(16)

Indeed, observe that if |W0| ≥ ǫ2|V (H)|, then

|(W0 × V × V ) ∩ E(H)| =
ℓ∑

i=1

∑

{S⊆[k]:WS∈PW \FW ,i∈S}

|Ui||Vi||WS| ≤
ℓ∑

i=1

∑

S⊆[k]

|Ui||Vi|ǫ4|W |

≤ ǫ4|U ||V ||W |
≤ ǫ2|U ||V ||W0|.

By Lemma 3.5, at least (1− ǫ)|U ||V ||W0| triples from U × V ×W0 are in an element of Σ,
so (16) holds. We next show that if |U0| ≥ ǫ2|V (H)|, then

|Shom ∩ (U0 × V ×W )| ≥ (1− ǫ)|U ||V ||W0|.(17)

Indeed, observe that if |U0| ≥ ǫ2|V (H)|, then

|(U0 × V ×W ) ∩ E(H)| =
∑

{i∈[k]:Ui∈PU\FU}

∑

{S⊆[k]:i∈S}

|Ui||Vi||WS| ≤
ℓ∑

i=1

∑

S⊆[k]

ǫ4|Ui||Vi||WS|

≤ ǫ4|U ||V ||W |
= ǫ2|U0||V ||W |.

Thus by Lemma 3.5, at least (1− ǫ)|U0||V ||W | triples from U0 × V ×W are in an element
of Σ, so (17) holds. A similar argument shows that if |V0| ≥ ǫ2|V (H)|, then

|Shom ∩ (U × V0 ×W )| ≥ (1− ǫ)|U ||V ||W0|.
Consider now a triple of the form (IUSi

, IVSj
,WS) for some 1 ≤ i, j ≤ t, and WS ∈ FW . If

Si 6= Sj , then Si ∩ Sj = ∅, so by construction, dH(I
U
Si
, IVSj

,WS) = 0, and consequently,

(IUSi
, IVSj

,WS) ∈ Σ. If Si = Sj , then either Si = Sj and both are contained in S, or

Si = Sj and both are disjoint from S. If Si = Sj ⊆ S, then dH(I
U
Si
, IVSj

,WS) = 1, so

(IUSi
, IVSj

,WS) ∈ Σ. If Si = Sj and both are disjoint from S, then dH(I
U
Si
, IVSj

,WS) = 0, so

(IUSi
, IVSj

,WS) ∈ Σ. In all cases, (IUSi
, IVSj

,WS) ∈ Σ.

Now let Qsmall = {Y ∈ {V0,W0, U0} : |Y | < ǫ2|V (H)|}. Then we have shown

|(U × V ×W ) \ Shom| ≤ |Qsmall|ǫ2|V (H)|3 + ǫ|U ||V ||W | ≤ 5ǫ|V (H)|3.
�

7. Jump from Constant to Polynomial

This section contains the jump from constant to polynomial growth. Ideas for this proof
are very close to those for the corresponding jump for graphs. In particular, we will use
blowups the following analogues of Definitions 3.22 and 3.23.
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Definition 7.1. SupposeG = (V,E) is an 3-graph. Define x ∼ y if for all z2, z3 ∈ V \{x, y},
xz1z2 ∈ E if and only if yz1z2 ∈ E.

Definition 7.2. Suppose G = (U,E) is an 3-graph. We say G is irreducible if every ∼-class
has size 1 or 2.

Irreducible 3-graphs will play a similar role here as irreducible graphs did in Section 3.
Note that any irreducible 3-graph with ℓ-many distinct ∼-classes contains at at least ℓ and
at most 2ℓ vertices. Further, for any (not necessarily irreducible) 3-graph with ℓ-many
∼-classes contains an induced irreducible sub-3-graph of size at most 2ℓ (just take two
vertices from each ∼-class of size at least 2 and one vertex from each ∼G-class of size 1).
We now state the 3-graph analogue of Definition 3.24.

Definition 7.3. Let BH be the class of irreducible 3-graphs G so that for all n, there is
some n-blow up of G in H.

In analogy to Section 3, we will show that when BH contains only finitely many 3-
graphs, up to isomorphism, then MH is constant, and when BH contains infinitely many
non-isomorphic 3-graphs, then MH is at least polynomial.

We begin with the lower bound. We will use the following, which shows that when BH

contains infinitely many non-isomorphic 3-graphs, we can find blow-ups of certain special
3-graphs in Trip(H). The reader may wish to revisit Definition 3.26 at this point.

Proposition 7.4. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and BH contains infinitely
many non-isomorphic 3-graphs. Then for all k, n ≥ 1, Trip(H) contains a simple n-blow

up of Ĝ for some G ∈ {H(k),M(k),M(k)}.
Proof. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and BH contains infinitely many non-

isomorphic 3-graphs. Fix k, n ≥ 1. We want to show Trip(H) contains an n-blow up of Ĝ
for some G ∈ {H(k),M(k),M(k)}. Let N ≫ k and choose some H = (V,E) ∈ BH with
at least N vertices (this exists by our assumption on BH). We first show that Trip(H)

contains an induced sub-3-graph isomorphic to Ĝ for some G ∈ {H(k),M(k),M(k)}. Let
U1, . . . , UK enumerate the ∼H-classes of H .

Suppose first at least half of the ∼H -classes have size 1. Say U1, . . . , Ut have size 1, and
for each i ∈ [t], Ui = {ui}. In this case, we define a bipartite graph Γ with vertex set X ∪Y
where X = V × V and Y = {u1, . . . , ut}, and with edge set

E(Γ) = {ui(b, c) : i ∈ [t], uibc ∈ E}.
Because H is irreducible, the graph Γ, with distinguished sets X and Y , satisfies the
hypotheses of Lemma 3.27. Consequently, there exists an XY -copy in Γ of some G ∈
{H(k),M(k),M(k)}. This precisely implies Trip(H) contains Ĝ as an induced sub-3-
graph.

Suppose now at least half the ∼H -classes in H have size 2, say U1, . . . , Ut have size 2,
and for each i ∈ [t], Ui = {xi, yi}. In this case, we define a bipartite graph Γ with vertex
set X ∪ Y , where X = V and Y = {(x1, y1), . . . , (xt, yt)}, and with edge set

E(Γ) = {v(xi, yi) : i ∈ [t], vxiyi ∈ E}.
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Because H is irreducible, the graph Γ, with distinguished sets X and Y , satisfies the
hypotheses of Lemma 3.27. This implies there exists an XY -copy in Γ of some G ∈
{H(k),M(k),M(k)}, and therefore, Trip(H) contains Ĝ as an induced sub-3-graph.

We have now shown that Trip(H) contains an induced sub-3-graph isomorphic to Ĝ for
some G ∈ {H(k),M(k),M(k)}. Since H ∈ BH, we know that H contains an n-blowup of
H . It is an exercise to see this implies Trip(H) contains a simple n-blowup of Trip(H),

and consequently, Trip(H) contains a simple n-blowup of Ĝ. �

We can quickly show that when BH contains arbitrarily large 3-graphs, MH is at least
exponential. The idea of this proof is to use Lemmas 6.7, 6.6 in conjunction with the graph
theoretic lower bound construction from Lemma 3.31.

Theorem 7.5. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and BH contains infinitely many
non-isomorphic 3-graphs. Then for some C > 0, ǫ−C ≤ MH(ǫ) ≤ Mhom

H (ǫ4).

Proof. Note that the upper bound is just from Proposition 4.8. Fix H a hereditary 3-graph
property so that BH contains infinitely many non-isomorphic 3-graphs. If H is far from
finite VC-dimension, we are done by Theorem 6.8.

Assume now H is close to finite VC-dimension. Let ǫ > 0 be sufficiently small, set
K = ǫ−1/4, and let n be sufficiently large. By Proposition 7.4, there is some G ∈
{H(K),M(K),M(K)} so that Trip(H) contains a simple n-blowup H of Ĝ. Let P be
an ǫ-regular partition of H of size t. By Lemma 6.7, P is 4ǫ-homogeneous. By Lemma 6.6,
there is an ǫ1/D-regular partition of size t for the graph G obtained by taking the simple
n-blowup of G. By Lemma 3.31, t ≥ (ǫ1/100D)−1+c for some 0 < c < 1. This shows that
MTrip(H)(ǫ) ≥ ǫ−C for some C > 0. By Fact 5.1, the conclusion follows. �

Our next goal is to show that when BH contains only finitely many graphs, up to iso-
morphism, MH is constant. The proof is similar to Lemma 3.34 in Section 3.

Theorem 7.6. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and BH contains finitely many
graphs, up to isomorphism. Let

C = max{ℓ : there is G ∈ BH with ℓ-many ∼G-classes}.
Then MH(ǫ) = C.

Proof. Suppose H is a hereditary 3-graph property and assume BH contains only finitely
many graphs, up to isomorphism and

C = max{ℓ : there is G ∈ BH with ℓ-many ∼G-classes}.
Let F be the class of irreducible 3-graphs G with the property that G has C + 1 many
distinct ∼G-classes. Note every element in F has at most 2C vertices. Fix ǫ > 0 sufficiently
small. By Theorem 4.6 and definition of BH, there is N so that for all H ∈ H on at least
N vertices, H is ǫ9-close to some H ′ omitting all elements of F .

Let G = (U,E) be a sufficiently large element of H. By above, G is ǫ9-close to some
G′ on the same vertex set, such that G′ contains no element of F as an induced sub-3-
graph. Since G′ omits all elements of F , G′ has at most C-many ∼G′-classes. Say these are
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U1, . . . , Ut for some t ≤ C. One can now show {U1, . . . , Ut} is ǫ-regular for G via a similar
argument to that at the end of the proof of Lemma 3.34. The arguments are sufficiently
close that we omit the details here.

We now need to show MH(ǫ) ≥ C. Let n ≫ N . By definition of C, there is an irreducible
3-graph Γ with C-many ∼-classes, so that H contains an n-blowup of Γ. Let us enumerate
the ∼Γ-classes in Γ as {x1}, . . . , {xC1}, {u1, v1}, . . . , {uC2, vC2}, where C1 + C2 = C. By
definition, V (Γ) = {x1, . . . , xC1 , u1, v1, . . . , uC2, vC2}.

By assumption, there exists an n-blowup H of Γ with H ∈ H. We may assume H has
vertex set

⋃
a∈V (Γ) Za where each |Za| = n and edge set E(H) satisfying

⋃

abc∈E(Γ)

K3[Za, Zb, Zc] ⊆ E(H) and
( ⋃

abc/∈E(Γ)

K3[Za, Zb, Zc]
)
∩ E(H) = ∅.

We now pass to subsets to ensure some equitability properties hold. For each 1 ≤ j ≤ C2,
let Z ′

uj
⊆ Zuj

and Z ′
vj

⊆ Zvj have size n/2 and let W ′
j = Z ′

uj
∪ Z ′

vj
. For each 1 ≤ i ≤ C1,

let Z ′
xi
= Zxi

.
Define H ′ = H [

⋃
a∈V (Γ) Z

′
a]. By construction, we have that for each 1 ≤ i ≤ C1 and

1 ≤ j ≤ C2, |Z ′
xi
| = |W ′

j | = n , and consequently |V (H ′)| = C1n + C2n (obtaining these
facts is why we shrink the vertex sets). Since H is hereditary H ′ ∈ H. We show any
ǫ-regular partition of H ′ has at least C parts, which implies MH(ǫ) ≥ C, finishing the
proof.

Suppose towards a contradiction there exists 1 ≤ t < C and an ǫ-regular partition
P = {V1, . . . , Vt} of H ′. Suppose towards a contradiction t < C. Let Σ ⊆ P3 be the set of
ǫ-regular triples of P with respect to H ′, and set

S =
⋃

(X,Y,Z)∈Σ

X × Y × Z and

Ω = {(X, Y ) ∈ P2 : for all (x, y) ∈ X × Y, |NS(x, y)| ≥ (1−
√
ǫ)|V ′(H)|}.

Let

S ′ =
⋃

(X,Y )∈Ω

X × Y

By Lemma 3.5, |S ′| ≥ (1−√
ǫ)|V (H ′)|2. Set

R = {X ∈ P : for all x ∈ X, |NS′(x)| ≥ (1− ǫ1/2)|V ′(H)|2} and R =
⋃

X∈R

X.

By Lemma 3.5, |R| ≥ (1 − ǫ1/4)|V (H ′)|. Consequently, by pigeon hole principle, there is
some T ∈ R with

|T | ≥ (1− ǫ1/4)|V (H ′)|/t ≥ (1− ǫ1/4)|V (H ′)|/(C−1) = (1− ǫ1/4)n(C1+C2)/(C1+C2−1),
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where the second inequality is because t < C. Since each Z ′
i and W ′

j have size n, this
implies that for some A 6= B ∈ {Z ′

x1
, . . . , Z ′

xC1
,W ′

1, . . . ,W
′
C2
}, we have

min{|T ∩A|, |T ∩ B|} ≥ (|T | − n)/C ≥ (C1 + C2)
−1
((1− ǫ1/4)n(C1 + C2)

(C1 + C2 − 1)
− n

)

=
n(2− ǫ1/4(C1 + C2))

C1 + C2

> 2ǫ|T |,
where the last inequality is by the lower bound on T and assumption on ǫ. Observe that
one of the three cases following hold.

(1) A = Z ′
xi

and B = Z ′
xi′

some 1 ≤ i 6= i′ ≤ C1.

(2) A = Z ′
xi

and B = W ′
j some 1 ≤ i ≤ C1, 1 ≤ j ≤ C2. In this case, there is

b ∈ {uj, vj} so that if B′ = Z ′
b, then |T ∩ B′| > ǫ|T |.

(3) A = W ′
j and B = W ′

j′ some 1 ≤ j 6= j′ ≤ C2. In this case, there are a ∈ {uj, vj}
and b ∈ {uj′, vj′} so that if A′ = Z ′

a and B′ = Z ′
b, then |T ∩A′|, |T ∩B′| > ǫ|T |.

In each of these cases, we have that for some distinct pair a, b ∈ V (Γ) with a ≁Γ b, we
have |T ∩ A′|, |T ∩ B′| > ǫ|T |, where A′ = Z ′

a and B′ = Z ′
b,

Since Γ is irreducible, there are some c, d ∈ V (Γ) \ {a, b} so that cda ∈ E(Γ) and
cbd /∈ E(Γ), or vice versa. Assume cda ∈ E(Γ) but cbd /∈ E(Γ) (the other case is similar).
By choice of T ,

|Z ′
c ∩

( ⋃

{X∈P:(T,X)∈R}

X
)
| ≥ |Z ′

c| − ǫ1/4|V (H ′)| ≥ |Z ′
c|(1− ǫ1/4(C1 + C2)).

By pigeon hole principle, there exists T ′ ∈ P so that (T, T ′) ∈ R, and such that

|Z ′
c ∩ T ′| ≥ |Z ′

c|(1− ǫ1/4(C1 + C2))/t > ǫ|T ′|,
where the last inequality is because ǫ ≪ C−1 and t < C. Since (T, T ′) ∈ R,

|Z ′
d ∩

( ⋃

{X∈P:(T,T ′,X)∈Σ}

X
)
| ≥ |Z ′

d| −
√
ǫ|V (H ′)| ≥ |Z ′

d|(1− (C1 + C2)ǫ
1/2).

Thus, there is some T ′′ ∈ P so that (T, T ′, T ′′) ∈ Σ, and

|Z ′
d ∩ T ′′| ≥ (1− (C1 + C2)ǫ

1/2)/t > ǫ|T ′′|,
where the last inequality is because ǫ ≪ C−1 and t < C. But we also have that dH′(Z ′

a ∩
T, Z ′

c ∩ T ′, Z ′
d ∩ T ′′) = 1 while dH′(Z ′

b ∩ T, Z ′
c ∩ T ′, Z ′

d ∩ T ′′) = 0, contradicting (T, T ′, T ′′) ∈
Σ. �

8. Appendix

We begin with the proof of Lemma 3.27, which shows we can always find one of
H(k),M(k),M(k) is certain bipartite graphs.
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Proof of Lemma 3.27. Fix k ≥ 1 and let N ≫ m ≫ M ≫ k. Assume G is a graph and
U, V ⊆ V (G) satisfy |U | ≥ N . Assume that for all u 6= u′ ∈ U , V ∩ (NG(u)∆NG(u

′)) 6= ∅.
We construct a sequence of sets and vertices inductively. To ease notation, we set E =
E(G), and let E1 = E and E0 =

(
V (G)
2

)
\ E.

Step 0: Fix any z0 6= z1 ∈ U and x1 ∈ V such that x1z1 ∈ E and x1z0 /∈ E. Let α(1) ∈
{0, 1} be that |NEα(1)(x)∩U | ≥ |U |/2, and let β(1) be such that {0, 1} = {α(1), β(1)}. Let
y1 = zβ(1) and Y1 = NEα(1)(x1) ∩ U .

Step k+1: Suppose we have constructed tuples (x1, . . . , xk) ∈ V k, (y1, . . . , yk) ∈ Uk, and

(α(1), β(1), . . . , α(k), β(k)) ∈ {0, 1}2k,
and a sequence of subsets U ⊇ Y1 ⊇ . . . ⊇ Yk where |Yk| ≥ 2. Choose z0, z1 ∈ Yk and
xk+1 ∈ V \ {z1, z0} so that xk+1z1 ∈ E and xk+1z0 /∈ E. Let α(k + 1) be such that
|NEα(k+1)(xk+1) ∩ Yk| ≥ |Yk|/2. Now let yk+1 = zβ(k+1) and set

Yk+1 = NEα(k+1)(xk+1) ∩ Yk.

Since N ≫ m, this will proceed at least m steps. After m steps we will have chosen
vertices x1, . . . , xm ∈ V , y1, . . . , ym ∈ U , α(1), β(1), . . . , α(m), β(m) so that for all 1 ≤ i <
j ≤ m, xiyi ∈ Eα(i) and xiyj ∈ Eβ(i). By pigeon hole principle, there are {α, β} = {0, 1}
so that at least half the pairs are of the form (α(i), β(i)) are equal to (α, β). Define the
sequence 1 ≤ i1 < . . . < it ≤ m so that for each u ∈ [t], we have (α(iu), β(iu)) = (α, β)

We now construct a sequence of integers ti, sets Bi, and tuples (ai1, . . . , a
i
ti
), (bi1, . . . , b

i
ti
).

Step 0: Let t0 = t, (a01, . . . , a
0
t0
) = (xi1 , . . . , xit), (b

0
1, . . . , b

0
t0
) = (yi1 , . . . , yit), and set

B0 = {b01, . . . , b0t−1}.
Step 1: Let τ(1) be such that |NEτ(1)(a0t ) ∩ B0| ≥ |B0|/2 and set B1 = NEτ(1)(a0t ) ∩ B0.

Say B1 = {b0j1 , . . . , b0jt1} where j1 < . . . < jt1 . Then define (a11, . . . , a
1
t1
) = (a0j1, . . . , a

0
jt1
) and

(b11, . . . , b
1
t1
) = (b0j1 , . . . , b

0
jt1
).

Step k + 1: Let τ(k + 1) be such that |NEτ(k+1)(aktk) ∩ Bj| ≥ |Bk|/2 and define Bk+1 =

NEτ(k+1)(aktk) ∩ Bk. Say Bk+1 = {bks1, . . . , bkstk+1
} where s1 < . . . < stk+1

. Then define

(ak+1
1 , . . . , ak+1

tk+1
) = (aks1, . . . , a

k
jstk+1

) and (bk+1
1 , . . . , bk+1

tk+1
) = (bks1 , . . . , b

k
jstk+1

).

Since m ≫ M , this will proceed at least M steps. After M steps, we will have tuples
(aM1 , . . . , aMtM ) and (bM1 , . . . , bMtM ) so that for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ M , aMi bMi , aMj bMj ∈ Eα,

aMi bMj ∈ Eβ , and aMj bMi ∈ Eτ(j).

After deleting at most M/2 pairs (aMi , bMi ), we will be left with some τ ∈ {0, 1} and
subsequences (aMu1

, . . . , aMus
) and (bMu1

, . . . , bMus
) so that τ(ui) = τ for each i ∈ [s]. Note we

may assume s ≫ k since s ≥ M/2.
To ease notation, let (c1, . . . , cs) = (aMu1

, . . . , aMus
) and (d1, . . . , ds) = (bMu1

, . . . , bMus
). By

construction, we now have that for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ s, cidi, cjdj ∈ Eα, cidj ∈ Eβ, and
cjdi ∈ Eτ . We now have that G[{c1, . . . , cs} ∪ {d1, . . . , ds}] is an induced copy of one of

H(s),M(s),M(s).
�

We now provide a proof of Fact 5.1.
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Proof of Fact 5.1. Let H = (A ∪ B ∪ C,E) be a sufficiently large element of Trip(H).
By definition of Trip(H), there is some G = (V, F ) ∈ H and subsets Z1, Z2, Z3 ⊆ V so
that A = {av : v ∈ Z1}, B = {bv : v ∈ Z2}, C = {cv : v ∈ Z3} and E = {avb′vcv′′ :
vv′v′′ ∈ K3[Z1, Z2, Z3] ∩ F}. Without loss of generality, we may assume Z1 = V and thus
Z2, Z3 ⊆ Z1.

If |B| ≤ ǫ4|A∪B∪C| or |C| ≤ ǫ4|A∪B∪C|, then observe that partition P = {A∪B∪C}
is ǫ4-homogeneous for H , as |E| ≤ |A||B||C| ≤ ǫ|A ∪ B ∪ C|3. We then have that P is
ǫ-regular by Proposition 4.8.

Assume now |B|, |C| ≥ ǫ4|A∪B∪C|. Let P = {V1, . . . , Vt} be an ǫ12-regular partition of
G. For each i ∈ [t], let Ai = {av : v ∈ Vi}, Bi = {bv : v ∈ Vi ∩Z2}, Ci = {cv : v ∈ Vi ∩ Z3}.
Let

B0 = {Bi : |Bi| < ǫ8|Vi|} and C0 = {Ci : |Ci| < ǫ8|Vi|}
Let B0 =

⋃
Bi∈B

Bi and C0 =
⋃

Ci∈B
Ci. Note |B0| ≤ ǫ8|V | ≤ ǫ|B| and |C0| ≤ ǫ8|V | ≤ ǫ|C|.

Let B = {Bi : i ∈ [t]} \ B0 and C = {Ci : i ∈ [t]} \ C0.
Let Σ ⊆ P3 the set of ǫ12-regular triples in G, and let

Σ′ = {(Ai, Bj , Ck) : (Vi, Vj, Vk) ∈ Σ and Bi ∈ B, Ck ∈ C}.
We show every (Ai, Bj, Ck) ∈ Σ′ is ǫ-regular in Trip(G). To this end, fix (Ai, Bj, Ck) ∈ Σ
and A′

i ⊆ Ai, B
′
j ⊆ Bj, C

′
k ⊆ Ck with |A′

i| ≥ ǫ|Ai|, |B′
j| ≥ ǫ|Bj|, and |C ′

k| ≥ ǫ|Ck|. Let
V ′
i = {v ∈ Vi : av ∈ A′

i}, V ′
j = {v ∈ Vj : bv ∈ B′

j}, V ′
k = {v ∈ Vk : cv ∈ C ′

k}. Note

|V ′
i | ≥ ǫ|Ai| = ǫ|Vi|, |V ′

j | ≥ ǫ|Bj| ≥ ǫ9|Vi|, and |V ′
k| ≥ ǫ|Ck| ≥ ǫ9|Vk|.

dTrip(G)(A
′
i, B

′
j, C

′
k) = dG(V

′
i , V

′
j , V

′
k) = dG(Vi, Vj, Vk)± ǫ12

= dG(Vi, Vj ∩ Z2, Vk ∩ Z3)± 2ǫ12

= dG(Ai, Bj , Ck)± ǫ.

�
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[25] P. Erdős and A. Hajnal, Ramsey-type theorems, vol. 25, 1989, Combinatorics and complexity (Chicago,

IL, 1987), pp. 37–52. MR 1031262
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