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Abstract

A k-uniform family F is called intersecting if F ∩ F ′ 6= ∅ for all F, F ′ ∈ F . The

shadow family ∂F is the family of (k − 1)-element sets that are contained in some

members of F . The shadow degree (or minimum positive co-degree) of F is defined as

the maximum integer r such that every E ∈ ∂F is contained in at least r members

of F . In 2021, Balogh, Lemons and Palmer determined the maximum size of an

intersecting k-uniform family with shadow degree at least r for n ≥ n0(k, r), where

n0(k, r) is doubly exponential in k for 4 ≤ r ≤ k. In the present paper, we present a

short proof of this result for n ≥ 2(r + 1)rk
(2k−1

k )
(2r−1

r )
and 4 ≤ r ≤ k.

1 Introduction

Let [n] be the standard n-element set {1, 2, . . . , n}. Let 2[n] denote the power set of [n]

and let
([n]
k

)
denote the collection of all k-element subsets of [n]. A subset F of

([n]
k

)
is

called a k-uniform family. We call F an intersecting family if F ∩F ′ 6= ∅ for all F,F ′ ∈ F .

The matching number ν(F) is the maximum number of disjoint sets in F . The transversal

number τ(F) is the minimum size of T ⊂ [n] such that T ∩ F 6= ∅ for all F ∈ F .

One of the most important results in extremal set theory is the Erdős-Ko-Rado theo-

rem.

Theorem 1.1 (Erdős-Ko-Rado [2]). Suppose that n ≥ 2k > 0, F ⊂
([n]
k

)
is intersect-

ing, then

|F| ≤

(
n− 1

k − 1

)
.(1.1)

For n > 2k, the equality holds in (1.1) if and only if F = {F ∈
([n]
k

)
: x ∈ F} =: Sx for

some x ∈ [n].

A subfamily of Sx is called a star. Hilton and Milner proved a strong stability result

of the Erdős-Ko-Rado theorem.

Theorem 1.2 (Hilton-Milner Theorem [6]). Suppose that n > 2k ≥ 4, F ⊂
([n]
k

)
is

an intersecting family that is not a star, then

|F| ≤

(
n− 1

k − 1

)
−

(
n− k − 1

k − 1

)
+ 1.(1.2)

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.00465v2


Let us define the Hilton-Milner family

H(n, k) =

{
H ∈

(
[n]

k

)
: 1 ∈ H, H ∩ [2, k + 1] 6= ∅

}
∪ {[2, k + 1]},

showing that (1.2) is best possible.

For F ⊂
([n]
k

)
and E ⊂ [n], let

F(E) = {F \ E : E ⊂ F ∈ F}.

If E = {x} then we simply write F(x). Define the immediate shadow ∂F and the shadow

degree (or minimum positive co-degree) δ+k−1(F) as

∂F =

{
E ∈

(
[n]

k − 1

)
: E ⊂ F ∈ F

}
and δ+k−1(F) = min{|F(E)| : E ∈ ∂F}.

It is easy to check that δ+k−1(Sx) = 1 and δ+k−1(H(n, k)) = 1.

It is natural to ask for the maximum size of an intersecting family with shadow degree

at least r. Let us define the function:

f(n, k, r) = max

{
|F| : F ⊂

(
[n]

k

)
with δ+k−1(F) ≥ r

}
.

Note that Theorem 1.1 implies f(n, k, 1) =
(
n−1
k−1

)
for n ≥ 2k.

Example 1.3. For n ≥ 2k, k ≥ r ≥ 1 define

L(n, k, r) =

{
F ∈

(
[n]

k

)
: |F ∩ [2r − 1]| ≥ r

}
.

Clearly L(n, k, r) is intersecting, δ+k−1(F) = r and

|L(n, k, r)| =
∑

r≤i≤2r−1

(
2r − 1

i

)(
n− 2r + 1

k − i

)
.

In 2021, Balogh, Lemons and Palmer proved the following results.

Proposition 1.4 ([1]). If F ⊂
([n]
k

)
is a non-empty intersecting with δ+k−1(F) ≥ r then

r ≤ k.

Theorem 1.5 ([1]). Let 2 ≤ r ≤ k ≤ n. If n ≥ n0(k, r) with n0(k, 2) = k4

3 , n0(k, 3) =

2k5 and n0(k, r) = ((k + 1)kr2k)2
k (2k−2r)k−r

(2r−1

r
)

for r ≥ 4, then

f(n, k, r) = |L(n, k, r)|.(1.3)

In [4], we proved Theorem 1.5 for n0(k, 2) = 28k, n0(k, r) = Ck2(r+1)k for 3 ≤ r < k

and n0(k, k) = 2k − 1.

In the present paper, by applying a result of Tuza [8], we give a short proof of Theorem

1.5, which provides a considerably improvement of n0(k, r) for 4 ≤ r < k. Precisely, we

prove the following result.

Theorem 1.6. Let 4 ≤ r ≤ k − 1. If n ≥ 2(r + 1)rk
(2k−1

k
)

(2r−1

r
)
, then

f(n, k, r) = |L(n, k, r)|.(1.4)
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Our proof works for the case r = 3 as well. However in that case the bounds given by

Balogh, Lemons and Palmer [1] are better.

We say that H ⊂ 2[n] is a critical intersecting family if H is intersecting and (H \

{H}) ∪ (H \ {x}) is no longer intersecting for any H ∈ H and x ∈ H. The rank of H is

defined as max{|H| : H ∈ H}.

We need the following result of Tuza.

Theorem 1.7 (Corollary 12 in [8]). Let H be a critical intersecting family with rank

k. Then

| ∪H∈H H| ≤

(
2k − 1

k − 1

)
+

(
2k − 4

k − 2

)
.

For k = 3 and r = 2, we determine f(n, 3, 2) for the full range.

Theorem 1.8. For n ≥ 6, f(n, 3, 2) = |L(n, 3, 2)|.

2 A slightly weaker bound for Tuza’s result

Even though Tuza’s proof is not too long it is quite involved. Let us include here a short

proof inspired by Katona [7] for a slightly weaker result.

Proposition 2.1. Suppose that H ⊂ 2[n] is a critical intersecting hypergraph of rank k,

∪H = [n]. Then

n ≤

(
2k − 3

k − 1

)
(2k − 1).

Proof. For 1 ≤ i ≤ n let us fix a pair (Gi,Hi), Gi,Hi ∈ H with Gi ∩ Hi = {i}. Let

π = (x1, . . . , xn) be an arbitrary permutation of [n]. We say that π separates (Gi,Hi)

if letting j be defined by xj = i, either Gi ⊂ {x1, . . . , xj} and Hi ⊂ {xj, . . . , xn} or

Hi ⊂ {x1, . . . , xj} and Gi ⊂ {xj , . . . , xn}. Set g = |Gi|, h = |Hi|, |Gi ∪Hi| = g + h− 1.

Whether π separates (Gi,Hi) depends only on the relative position of the elements of

Gi ∪Hi. Easy computation shows that the number of π separating (Gi,Hi) is

2
n!(g − 1)!(h − 1)!

(g + h− 1)!
=

2n!(
g+h−2
g−1

)
(g + h− 1)

≥
2n!(2k−2

k−1

)
(2k − 1)

.

Should the same π separate (Gi,Hi) and (Gj ,Hj) with xi preceding xj in π, either Gi or

Hi completely precedes either Gj or Hj, contradicting ν(H) = 1. Consequently,

n×
2n!(2k−2

k−1

)
(2k − 1)

≤ n!.

It follows that

| ∪ H| = n ≤

(
2k − 3

k − 1

)
(2k − 1).
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3 Proof of Theorem 1.6

Proposition 3.1. Let H ⊂
([n]
k

)
be a non-empty intersecting family with δ+k−1(H) ≥ k.

Then H =
(
Y
k

)
for some Y ⊂ [n] with |Y | = 2k − 1.

Proof. Let us first prove the following claim.

Claim 3.2. To every H ∈ H there exists H ′ ∈ H with |H ∩H ′| = 1.

Proof. To fixed H ∈ H choose G ∈ H with |G ∩H| minimal. By ν(H) = 1, G ∩H 6= ∅.

Say t = |G ∩ H| ≥ 2. Fix G0 ∈
(

G
k−1

)
, |G0 ∩ H| = |G ∩ H| − 1 = t − 1 ≥ 1. Then

|H \G0| = k− (t− 1) < k. Hence there exists x ∈ [n] such that G0 ∪ {x} ∈ H and x /∈ H.

Thus

|(G0 ∪ {x}) ∩H| = |G0 ∩H| < |G ∩H|,

a contradiction.

For notational convenience let H1 = [k], H2 = [k, 2k − 1] ∈ H.

Claim 3.3. Suppose that |G ∩Hi| = 1 (i = 1 or 2) then G ⊂ [2k − 1].

Proof. By symmetry let i = 1. Define j by G∩H1 = {j}. Using |H([k+1, 2k−1])| ≥ k and

ν(H) = 1, H̃ := [k + 1, 2k − 1] ∪ {j} ∈ H. If H̃ = G we are done. Otherwise |H̃ ∩G| < k.

Hence there exists x /∈ H̃ ∩G, H̃1 := ([k] \ {j})∪ {x} ∈ H. Then either H̃1 ∩ H̃ or H̃1 ∩G

is empty, a contradiction.

To prove Proposition 3.1 assume indirectly that there exists G ∈ H such that G 6⊂

[2k−1] and choose |G∩H1| to be minimal. By Claim 3.3 |G∩H1| =: t ≥ 2. Fix G0 ∈
(

G
k−1

)

with |G0 ∩H1| = t − 1. Since |H1 \ G0| < k there is x /∈ H1 with G̃ := G0 ∪ {x} in H.

Then G̃ 6⊂ [2k − 1], |G̃ ∩H1| = t− 1, the final contradiction.

Let X be a finite set. For H ⊂ 2X , let p(H) = min{|H| : H ∈ H}. For p(H) ≤ i ≤ k,

define

H(i) = {H ∈ H : |H| = i} .

Lemma 3.4. Let H ⊂ 2X be an intersecting family with p(H) = p. If τ(H(p)) ≥ r then

for p ≤ i ≤ k,

|H(i)| ≤ pr
(
|X| − r

i− r

)
.

Proof. We prove the lemma by a branching process. During the proof a sequence S =

(x1, x2, . . . , xℓ) is an ordered sequence of distinct elements of X and we use Ŝ to denote

the underlying unordered set {x1, x2, . . . , xℓ}. At the first stage, we choose H1 ∈ H(p) and

define |H1| sequences (x1), x1 ∈ H1.

In each subsequent stage, we pick a sequence S = (x1, . . . , xℓ) with ℓ < r. By τ(H(p)) ≥

r one can choose HS ∈ H(p) with Ŝ ∩ HS = ∅. Then replace S by the p sequences

(x1, . . . , xℓ, y) with y ∈ HS. Eventually we shall obtain pr sequences of length r.

Claim 3.5. For each H ∈ H, there is a sequence S with Ŝ ⊂ H.
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Proof. Let S = (x1, . . . , xℓ) be a sequence of maximal length that occurred at some stage

of the branching process satisfying Ŝ ⊂ H. Let us suppose indirectly that ℓ < r. Since

H1 ∩H 6= ∅ at the first stage, there is a sequence (x1) with x1 ∈ H1 such that {x1} ⊂ H.

Thus ℓ ≥ 1. Since ℓ < r, at some stage S was picked and there is some HS ∈ H(p) with

Ŝ∩HS = ∅ being chosen. SinceH∩HS 6= ∅, there is some y ∈ H∩HS. Then (x1, . . . , xℓ, y)

is a longer sequence satisfying {x1, . . . , xℓ, y} ⊂ H, contradicting the maximality of ℓ.

Since there are only
(|X|−r

i−r

)
choices for the remaining elements of H ∈ H(i), the lemma is

proven.

Lemma 3.6. Let F ⊂
([n]
k

)
be an intersecting family. Then τ(F) ≥ δ+k−1(F).

Proof. Set δ = δ+k−1(F) and let D be an arbitrary set with |D| = δ− 1. We want to prove

that D ∩ F = ∅ for some F ∈ F . Argue indirectly pick an F ∈ F with 0 6= |D ∩ F |

minimal. Choose x ∈ D ∩ F and consider F \ {x}. Note that |D \ {x}| = δ − 2 and there

are at least δ − 1 choices for y 6= x with (F \ {x}) ∪ {y} =: F ′ ∈ F . By choosing y /∈ D,

|D ∩ F ′| < |D ∩ F |, a contradiction.

Let F ⊂
([n]
k

)
be an intersecting family. Define the trace F|X of F as the set {F∩X : F ∈

F}. We say that X is a support of F if F|X is intersecting.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. Let F ⊂
([n]
k

)
be an intersecting family with δ+k−1(F) ≥ r. Let X

be a support of F of minimum size. Let H = F|X and let B ⊂ H be the family of minimal

(for containment) members of H. It is easy to check that B is a critical intersecting family

and ∪B∈BB = X. Then by Theorem 1.7

|X| = | ∪B∈B B| ≤

(
2k − 1

k − 1

)
+

(
2k − 4

k − 2

)
≤

(
2k

k − 1

)
.(3.1)

Let p = p(H).

Claim 3.7. H(p) is intersecting with δ+p−1(H
(p)) ≥ r.

Proof. Since X is a support, H ∩H ′ 6= ∅ for H,H ′ ∈ H(p). Thus H(p) is intersecting.

Fix F ∈ F with H = F ∩X ∈ H(p) and let R ∈
(

H
p−1

)
. Since δ+k−1(F) ≥ r, there are r

distinct elements x1, x2, . . . , xr such that F ′
j := ((F \X) ∪R ∪ {xj}) ∈ F . If xj /∈ X then

F ′
j ∩X = R ∈ H and |R| = p− 1, contradicting the minimality of p. Thus xj ∈ X for all

j = 1, 2, . . . , r, proving δ+p−1(H
(p)) ≥ r.

Note that F ∩ X is a transversal of F for any F ∈ F . By Lemma 3.6 we infer that

p ≥ τ(F) ≥ δ+k−1(F) ≥ r. If p = r, then by Claim 3.7 and Proposition 3.1 we infer that

H(p) =
(
Y
r

)
for some Y ∈

(
X

2r−1

)
. We claim that |F ∩ Y | ≥ r for all F ∈ F . Indeed the

opposite would mean that F ∩H = ∅ for some H ∈
(
Y
r

)
. Choose E ∈

([n]\X
k−r

)
such that

H ∪ E ∈ F . Then F ∩ (H ∪ E) ∩ X = F ∩ H = ∅, contradicting the fact that X is a

support. Consequently F ⊂ {F ∈
([n]
k

)
: |F ∩Y | ≥ r}, i.e., F is contained in an isomorphic

copy of L(n, k, r). Thus we may assume that p ≥ r + 1.

By Claim 3.7 and Lemma 3.6, we have τ(H(p)) ≥ r. Then by Lemma 3.4,

|F| ≤
∑

p≤i≤k

|H(i)|

(
n− |X|

k − i

)
≤

∑

p≤i≤k

pr
(
|X| − r

i− r

)(
n− |X|

k − i

)
.
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Note that (|X|−r
i−r

)(
n−|X|
k−i

)
(|X|−r
i+1−r

)(
n−|X|
k−i−1

) =
i+ 1− r

|X| − i
·
n− |X| − k + i+ 1

k − i
.

Since both i+1−r
|X|−i

and n−|X|−k+i+1
k−i

are monotone increasing functions of i, plugging in

i = r + 1 we obtain

2

|X| − r − 1
·
n− |X| − k + r + 2

k − r − 1
>

2(k − 1)(|X| − 1)

(k − 3)(|X| − 1)
> 2

for n ≥ k
(

2k
k−1

)
> k|X|. Thus,

|F| ≤
∑

p≤i≤k

|H(i)|

(
n− |X|

k − i

)
< 2pr

(
|X| − r

p− r

)(
n− |X|

k − p

)
.

Since p ≥ r + 1 > r implies
(

p
p+1

)r

≥
(

r
r+1

)r

≥ 1
e
, for n ≥ (2k + 1)

( 2k
k−1

)
> (2k + 1)|X|

we have

pr
(|X|−r

p−r

)(
n−|X|
k−p

)

(p + 1)r
( |X|−r
p+1−r

)(
n−|X|
k−p−1

) ≥
1

e
·

2

|X| − r − 1
·
n− |X| − k + r + 2

k − r − 1
≥

4k(|X| − 1)

ek(|X| − 1)
> 1.

By p ≥ r + 1, it follows that

|F| ≤ 2pr
(
|X| − r

p− r

)(
n− |X|

k − p

)
< 2(r + 1)r(|X| − r)

(
n− |X|

k − r − 1

)
.

By the minimality of X, for any x ∈ X there exists H1,H2 ∈ H such that H1 ∩H2 = {x}.

It follows that |X| ≥ |H1 ∪H2| ≥ 2r + 1. Thus, for n ≥ 2(r + 1)rk
(2k−1

k
)

(2r−1

r
)
we have

|F| < 2(r + 1)r(|X| − r)

(
n− 2r

k − r − 1

)
≤

(
2r − 1

r

)(
n− 2r + 1

k − r

)
< |L(n, k, r)|.

4 Proof of Theorem 1.8

A collection of sets F1, . . . , Fℓ is called a sunflower of size ℓ with kernel C if Fi ∩ Fj = C

for all distinct i, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ℓ}.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose that F ⊂
([n]
k

)
is intersecting and δ+k−1(F) ≥ 2. Then F

contains no sunflower of size 3 and kernel of size 1.

Proof. Let F1, F2, F3 ∈ F with Fi ∩ Fj = {x} for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 3. Consider G ∈ F , G 6= F3

with F3 \ {x} ⊂ G. Then G∩F1 6= ∅ and G∩F2 6= ∅ imply |G| ≥ k+1, a contradiction.

Fact 4.2. If δ+k−1(F) ≥ r then δ+k−2(F(x)) ≥ r for any x ∈ [n].

Proof. For any E ∈ F(x) and R ∈
(

E
k−2

)
, R∪ {x} is covered by at least r sets in F . Since

all these sets contain x, it follows that δ+k−2(F(x)) ≥ r.

For Y ∈
( [n]
2r−1

)
, define

L(n, k, Y ) =

{
F ∈

(
[n]

k

)
: |F ∩ Y | ≥ r

}
.

For G ⊂
([n]
2

)
, we use δ(G) to denote the minimum degree of G.
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Proof of Theorem 1.8. Let T ⊂
([n]
3

)
be an intersecting family with δ+2 (T ) ≥ 2. Let

X ⊂ [n] be a minimal support and let y ∈ [n] \ X. By Fact 4.2 we infer that T (y) is a

graph with minimum degree at least 2.

Since X is a minimal support, for any T, T ′ ∈ T ,

T ∩ T ′ = {z} implies z ∈ X.(4.1)

Since y /∈ X, by (4.1) we infer that T (y) is intersecting. By Proposition 3.1 we have either

T (y) = ∅ or T (y) =
(
Y
2

)
for some Y with |Y | = 3.

Claim 4.3. Let z ∈ [n]. If T (z) =
(
Y
2

)
for some Y with |Y | = 3, then T ⊂ L(n, 3, Y ).

Proof. Choose T ∈ T . If z ∈ T then |T ∩Y | = 2 by definition. If z /∈ T then by ν(T ) = 1,

T ∩ P 6= ∅ for each pair P ∈
(
Y
2

)
. Hence |T ∩ Y | ≥ 2.

Claim 4.3 shows that |T | ≤ |L(n, 3, 2)| unless T (y) = ∅ for all y ∈ [n] \X. Thus we

may assume that X = [n]. Since X is a support of minimal size, for each x ∈ [n] there

exist Tx, T
′
x ∈ T with Tx ∩ T ′

x = {x}. In particular ν(T (x)) ≥ 2. By proposition 4.1

equality holds.

Claim 4.4. ∂T =
([n]
2

)
and the vertex set of T (x) is [n] \ {x} for any x ∈ [n].

Proof. Suppose that there exist x, y ∈ [n] with x 6= y such that {x, y} /∈ ∂T . Let

{u1, u2}, {v1, v2} ∈ T (x) be a matching. By ν(T ) = 1, T (x),T (y) are cross-intersecting.

It follows that T (y) ⊂ {{ui, vj} : i = 1, 2, j = 1, 2}. Since δ(T (x)) ≥ 2, T (y) =

{{ui, vj} : i = 1, 2, j = 1, 2}. Then by the cross-intersecting property we infer that

T (x) = {{u1, u2}, {v1, v2}}, contradicting δ(T (y)) ≥ 2. Thus ∂T =
(
[n]
2

)
. It follows

that the vertex set of T (x) is [n] \ {x}.

For n = 6 the Erdős-Ko-Rado theorem implies |T | ≤
(6−1
3−1

)
= 10 = 3n− 8. If |T | = 10

then |T |
(
3
2

)
= 2

(
6
2

)
. Hence every 2-subset of [6] is contained in exactly two edges of T .

There is a unique 2-design with these properties (cf. e.g. [5]). Summarizing, for n = 6

there are three distinct triple-systems achieving equality. Namely,
([5]
3

)
, L(6, 3, 2) and the

above 2-design.

From now on assume n ≥ 7.

Claim 4.5. For any x ∈ [n], T (x) contains no C2ℓ+1 for all ℓ ≥ 2.

Proof. Since ν(T (x)) = 2, T (x) contains no Cℓ, ℓ ≥ 6. Also if it contains C5 then T (x)

has exactly 5 vertices. Say x = 1, C5 is on [2, 6]. By n ≥ 7 we consider T (7). Now

τ(C5) = 3 implies the existence of (w, z) ∈ C5 with {u, v, 7} ∩ {1, w, z} = ∅, contradicting

ν(T ) = 1.

Claim 4.6. For any x ∈ [n], T (x) is a K2,n−3.

Proof. First let us show that T (x) is bipartite. By Claim 4.5 we are left to show that

T (x) is triangle-free. Indeed, otherwise let y1y2y3 be a triangle in T (x). By Claim 4.4,

{u, v} ∈ ∂T for any {u, v} ∈ [n]\{y1, y2, y3, x}. By δ+2 (T ) ≥ 2, we can choose w ∈ [n]\{x}

such that {u, v, w} ∈ T . Then one of {x, y1, y2}, {x, y2, y3}, {x, y1, y3} is disjoint to

{u, v, w}, contradicting ν(T ) = 1. Thus T (x) is bipartite.
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By König-Hall Theorem all the edges of T (x) are covered by two vertices, say {y, z}.

Should they be in different partite sets, we get a contradiction with δ(T (x)) ≥ 2. Thus

{y, z} is one of the partite classes. Using δ(T (x)) ≥ 2 again, the bipartite graph T (x)

must be K2,n−3.

Let T (x) = {{ui, vj} : i = 1, 2, j = 1, 2, . . . , n−3}. Then {x, u1}, {x, u2} ∈ T (v1). Since

δ+2 (T ) ≥ 2, there is some {v1, u1, z} ∈ T such that z 6= x. Since {v1, u1, z}∩{x, u2, vj} 6= ∅

for all j = 2, 3, . . . , n− 3, we must have z = u2. Thus {{x, u1}, {x, u2}, {u1, u2}} ⊂ T (v1),

contradicting Claim 4.6. Thus the theorem is proven.
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