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Abstract

Celebrated results often unfold like episodes in a long-running series. In the field of extremal
set thoery, Erdés, Ko, and Rado in 1961 established that any k-uniform intersecting family on [n]

has a maximum size of (Zj), with the unique extremal structure being a star. In 1967, Hilton

and Milner followed up with a pivotal result, showing that if such a family is not a star, its size

is at most (Z:i) — ("gf;l) + 1, and they identified the corresponding extremal structures. In

recent years, Han and Kohayakawa, Kostochka and Mubayi, and Huang and Peng have provided
the second and third levels of stability results in this line of research.

In this paper, we provide a unified approach to proving the stability result for the Erdés-Ko-
Rado theorem at any level. Our framework primarily relies on a robust linear algebra method,
which leverages appropriate non-shadows to effectively handle the structural complexities of these
intersecting families.

1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

We say that a set system F < 2lnl ig intersecting if F1 n Fo # & for every pair of sets Fq,Fo € F. A
fundamental result in extremal set theory, due to Erdés, Ko, and Rado [7], determines the maximum
size of a k-uniform intersecting family F.

Theorem 1.1 (Erdds-Ko-Rado [7]). Let n,k be positive integers with n > 2k. If F < ([Z]) is an
intersecting family, then we have
n—1
Fl < .
7= (7))

The equality holds if and only if F = {F € ([Z]) :p€ F} for some p e [n].

Note that the only extremal family in the Erdés-Ko-Rado theorem is the star, also known as
a trivially intersecting family. Hilton and Milner [2I] established a stability result, showing that
the size of non-trivially intersecting families is significantly smaller than the maximum given by
the Erdés-Ko-Rado theorem. Before presenting a series of stability results, we first introduce some
necessary notations. For a set system F < 2[", we define the mazimum degree of F as

Amax(F) :=max {F € F:ie F}|.

1€[n]
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We use [i,j] to denote the set {i,i + 1,...,j}. Let k > 3 be a positive integer, we will use ([Z]) to
denote the family of all subsets of [n] with size k. For i € [3,k + 1], we define

M, = {Fe <[Z]> 1e F,F A[2,i] # @} U {Fe <[Z]> S 1¢ F,[2,i] gF}.

It is not hard to check that M; is intersecting and |[M;| = > (173) + (ki;il) In particular, we

can see that |./\/13| = (Z:g) + 2(2:;’) = (Z:g) + (Z:g’) + (Z:;‘) + (Z:g) = | My|. Moreover, we can see

dnax(M;) = X (Z:%) For j € [1,n — k] we further define
j=2

My, = {Fe <[Z]> 1€ F,F A[2,k] #@}U{FE <[Z]> 1€ F,F A [2,k] :@,[k+1,kz+j];F}

U{FE <[Z]> 1¢ F[2,k] S F|F A [k+1k+ ]| _1}.

In particular, one can easily check that My, ,,_p = My, My 1 = Mj41.
For two distinct sets Ey, Es € ([Z]) with |E] n Es| = k — 2, and an element zg € [n]\ (E1 U E2),
we define

[n]

’C(El,Eg,:E(]) = {GE < k

>Il‘oEG,GﬁE1¢®,GﬂE2¢®}U{El,Eg},

and we write Ky for any family isomorphic to K (E1, E9, ).

Theorem 1.2 (Hilton-Milner [21]). Let n,k be positive integers with n > 2k. If F < ([Z]) s an
intersecting family and (\per F = &, then we have

n—1 n—k—1
< - 1.
7] <k—1> < k1 >+

For k = 3, the equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to Mgz or My; for k = 4, the equality
holds if and only if F is isomoprhic to M.

If the intersecting family F < ([Z]) is neither extremal Erd6s-Ko-Rado family nor extremal Hilton-
Milner family, what is the maximum size of 7?7 Han and Kohayakawa [20] resolved this problem.
Here we use Fgkr and Fyum to denote the corresponding extremal families in Theorems [I[.1] and
respectively.

Theorem 1.3 (Han-Kohayakawa [20]). Suppose that k = 3 and n > 2k, let F < ([Z]) be an
intersecting family. Assume that F is neither a sub-family of Fgxkr nor Fum, then we have

n—1 n—k—1 n—k—2
< —~ — :
(o)) -5
Moreover, when k = 4, the equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to Myo, M3 or My; when
k=5 or k =3, the equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to My, 5.

Han and Kohayakawa [20] further asked what the next maximum intersecting k-uniform families
on [n] are? Kostochka and Mubayi [25] answered this question when n is sufficiently large. Recently,
Huang and Peng [22] completely answered this question for any n > 2k + 1 as follows.



Theorem 1.4 (Huang-Peng [22]). Let k > 4 and F < ([Z]) be an intersecting family which is neither
a sub-family of Fgkr nor Fum. Furthermore, F & My, o, in addition F & M3 and F & My ifk = 4.
Then the followings hold.

(1) If 2k +1 < n < 3k — 3, then |F| < (Zj) — 2(";&;1) + ("2513) +2. Moreover, when k =5, the
equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to Ko. When k = 4, the equality holds if and only
if F is isomorphic to Ko or My 3.

(2) If n = 3k —2, then |F| < (}7;) — (ngffl) - ("2552) - (ngfg?’) + 3. Moreover, when k =5, the
equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to Ms3 or Ms. For every other k, the equality
holds if and only if F is isomorphic to My, 3.

The theorems above can be viewed as the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd-level full stability results for the
Erdés-Ko-Rado theorem, respectively. Currently, there are several different proofs for these stability
results, particularly regarding the Hilton-Milner theorem [9, [1T], 15, 23], 28] 29] and some interesting
variants [12] 27]. However, as far as we know, no work has emerged that approaches proving these
stability results from multilinear polynomial methods. We aim to fill this gap.

The main contribution of this paper is to provide an algebraic approach to proving the stability
result at the ¢-th level of the Erdés-Ko-Rado theorem for arbitrary positive integer t. To more clearly
demonstrate our method, we will present a slightly weaker version of the stability result under the
following conditions. Specifically, we make two assumptions: first, for the stability result at the ¢-th

level, we assume k > t + 2; second, we assume n > W# ~ 3.618k instead of n > 2k.

Theorem 1.5 (t-th level stability). Lett > 4 be a positive integer. For any positive integer k > t+2,
let n > w and F < ([Z]) be a non-trivial intersecting family. Suppose F & My 1,1 for any

2<ty <t, then
n—1 ! n—k—j
Fl < — ) +t.
7! (k—1> Z( k—j >

=1

When k =t + 2, the equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to Mo or Mo, and when
k>t +2, the equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to My, .

Note that with our framework, combined with some simple and appropriate structural analysis,
we can also obtain stability results in Theorems to [L4] mentioned earlier, as well as higher-layer
stability results. However, since the main purpose of this paper is to present a new framework and
method, we will not fully expand on these full proofs. For interested readers, we will provide an
alternative proof of Theorem [[.3]in the Appendix using our unified framework.

We remark that in Theorem [[L5] we provide the upper bound for |F| under the assumption that
we prohibit all of the extremal structures up to the first ¢ — 1 levels. Moreover, we can characterize
the corresponding extremal structures. After completing this draft, we are informed by Jian Wang
that recent work by Kupavskii, and by Frankl and Wang [14] [16l 26] established a similar upper
bound under the condition that the diversity v(F) = |F|— dmax(F) is large. Although we do not use
the concept of diversity here, it has proven valuable in the study of k-uniform intersecting families.
We recommend the interested readers to [10} 13} 14} 26l 27] and the references therein. Instead, we
will introduce our framework and give the self-contained and elementary proofs in Section When
we finally try to analyze the extremal structures in Section [3.3] and Appendix, for convenience, we
will use a celebrated result of Frankl [§], see Theorem



2 Robust linear algebra methods

2.1 Some useful lemmas

The following triangular criterion is useful when we want to prove a sequence of polynomials to be
linearly independent.

Proposition 2.1. Let f1, fa, ..., fm be functions in a linear space. If v, 0@ ... 0™ are vectors
such that f;(v®) # 0 for 1 < i < m and fi(vY)) = 0 for i > j, then fi, fa,..., fm are linearly
independent.

We follow the notations on a proof of Erdés-Ko-Rado theorem via multilinear polynomials [I§].
Suppose that F := {F}, Fy,..., F,}, where F; < [n] for each 1 < ¢ < m. For a set P < [n] and
a non-negative integer (3, we say the set F' satisfies the property (P, 3)-intersection if |F n P| = .
Now suppose for each F; € F, we write a collection of s intersection properties (allow repetition) as

Ri = {(Pileil)7 (Pimﬂiz))?’ ce (‘Pl.s?B'ls)}

In [18], the authors built the relation between the multilinear polynomials and the certain collections
of intersection properties, here we introduce the following key lemma and the proof in details.

Lemma 2.2. Let F = {F,F5,...,F,} < olnl . Suppose that for each F; € F, one can find a set
X; € [n] and a collection of s intersection properties R; such that

(1) X; does not satisfy any of the conditions in R;;
(2) X; satisfies at least one condition in R; for all j > 1.

(i)

Then we have |F| <

>
I

Proof of Lemma[2Z2. For © = (x1,x2,...,%,), we define a sequence of n-variate real polynomials
fi(x) for 1 <i<m as
S
fim) =11 < > xb_ﬁia>'
a=1 bEP@a
For a subset A € [n], we will use a = (ay,as,...,ay) to represent its characteristic vector, that is, for

each 1 <7< n,a; =1if i € A and a; = 0 otherwise. Observe that the scale product a - b = |A N B)|
for any A, B < [n]. Thus, we can write f;(x) as

S

fite) = [ 14X Py, | = Bi)-

a=1

Let () be the characteristic vector of set X;. By condition (1), we can see f;(z)) # 0. By
condition (2), f; () = 0 for all j > 4. Then by Proposition 2.1} {fi}7*, are linearly independent.
Moreover, as each polynomial contains n variables and the degree of each polynomial is at most s,
S
thus we have m < Y] (7), as claimed. O
h=0

When we analyze the structural properties of set systems in proofs of Theorem [[.3] and Theo-

rem [0l we will take advantage of the following result of Frankl [§].

Theorem 2.3. Suppose that n > 2k, 3 < i < k+1, F < ([Z]) is an intersecting family with
Amax (F) < dmax (M), then | F| < |M;|. Moreover if | F| = | M;|, then either F is isomorphic to M,
or when i = 4, F is isomorphic to Ms.



2.2 Overview of the robust linear algebra methods

Our main approach is based on a robust linear algebra method developed in recent work of Gao,
Liu and the second author [19]. Here we first show an example and explain how the standard linear
algebra method works and then summarize some interesting tricks. Furthermore, we will briefly
introduce the main ideas on the robust linear algebra method. For more on the linear algebra
methods in combinatorics, we recommend the interested readers to the great textbook [3] and a
recent note [32].

Suppose that F < 2" is an L-intersecting family for some subset L < [n] with |L| = s, Frankl and

Wilson [I7] showed that |F| < Y] ('}). We sketch the shorter proof of the above result by Babai [2] as
0

1=
follows. Let F = {F}, Fy,..., F,}, indexed so that |F1| < --- < |F,| and L = {¢1,...,¢s}. For each
i let ¥; be the incidence vector of F;. Define polynomials f1, fa,..., fm by fi(Z) = [[ (- v — l).
£k<‘Fi|
Then one can easily prove that {f;}, are linearly independent via Proposition [2Z.Jl Thus |F| can be
upper bounded by the number of all possible polynomials. The first trick one can use is multilinear
reduction, that is, we can replace each z! term by z; for any 1 <4 < n and ¢ > 2 because z; € {0, 1}.
S
Using this trick, one can efficiently give the upper bound Y] (}) for |F| as the total degree of each

=0
monomial is at most s.

The second trick is that, one can further add more associated polynomials. For example, we can
add Zf;é ("fl) many extra polynomials in the following way. Label the sets in (["S_Sl]) with label

(2
Bifor 1 <i<gq =Y, ("") such that |B;| < |Bj| when i < j. Let w; be the characteristic
vector of B;, and let hp,(Z) = | [,cp, ; for i > 1. Then define a multilinear polynomial gp, in n
variables as follows. gp, = =, — 1 and gp, = (x, — 1)hp,(¥) for i > 1. In [33], Snevily proved that

{fi}i, and {gs, };1-:1 are linearly independent. Thus the upper bound for |F| can be improved to
Sio (M) - Zf;& ("fl) =30 0 ("71). This trick has been applied to several problems, for example,

see [11 Z4, 5, 6] 24], 36, 31]. In a wolrd, this trick consists of two parts, the first step is to choose some
appropriate extra polynomials, one can see that in many previous works involved with this trick, the
extra polynomials usually are clear and natural, which associate some explicit family of subsets. For
instance in the above famous case, the extra polynomials associate to (["gsl]) exactly. The second
part is that we need to show the union of the original polynomials and the extra polynomials are
linearly independent. Usually the second part is much more complicated and difficult. Once we
prove the linear independence, we can immediately see the improvement on the bounds for size of
the family.

In the proofs of stability results of Kleitman’s isodiametric inequality, the authors in [19] mainly
focus on another direction about the second trick. More precisely, one can first carefully choose
a family of subsets which satisfies some appropriate properties and then associate each subset of
the chosen family with the extra polynomial one by one. Then it will be easier to prove the linear
independence. At the cost, one cannot know all of information about the chosen family, but sometimes
one can ignore it, e.g., see the proof in [19, Theorem 1.10]. While in some cases, then the main task in
the robust linear algebra method is to dig out the structural properties of the family one chooses, to
achieve this, usually one can apply some structural analysis, e.g., see the proof in [19, Theorem 1.8].

There are several advantages in this robust linear algebra method. The first is that the linear
independence usually will be easier to show. The second is that, usually the previous linear algebra
methods just provide the bound of the size, while the new method can be used to prove some
stability results, that means, we can not only capture the size of the family, but also obtain some
structural information. We believe that this method has the potential to be applied to a wider range
of problems.



3 A unified framework and proof of Theorem

3.1 High level overview of our framework

Although our proofs are relatively simple, it might be helpful to briefly outline the main ideas.

1. Following the ideas in [18], we partition the family F into two sub-families, Fy and F7, where
the sets in F7 contain the element that attains the maximum degree in F. We then introduce
two auxiliary families, H and G. At this stage, we can associate these families with certain
intersection conditions, which leads to an algebraic proof of [18].

2. The key ingredient involves finding one more auxiliary family &, which is a sub-family of
the non-shadows of F;. We carefully associate & with appropriate intersection conditions.
The first crucial point occurs at Claim B.I] after proving that the families 71, G, H, and S
satisfy certain properties analogous to linear independence in normal linear algebra method,
we obtain an important quantitative relation: |Fj| < (Zj) — |S], leading to the inequality
FlI < (21 = 181+ 1Fol.

3. To show the upper bound on |F|, it is sufficient to analyze the lower bound on |S| — |Fp|. We
establish a general lower bound on |S| in Claim B3] and later, through a stability argument,
refine this bound in Claim [B.4], which is essential for determining the extremal structures.

4. The final task is to carefully compare the specific sizes of several numbers. To do this, we
establish inequalities between variables, explore monotonicity, and analyze the structure at
extreme values in Claim and Claim Additionally, we will use Theorem of Frankl.
These steps are relatively straightforward and follow from natural analytical considerations.

3.2 Our framework

For positive integers n > 2k + 1, without loss of generality, we can assume that F is a maximal
non-trivial intersecting family of ([z]), that is, if we add any new member of ([Z]) to F, then F is

not non-trivial intersecting. For a family F € ([Z]), we denote the shadow of F as 0p_1F = {T €

(k[f]l) : T < F for some F € F}. Let p € [n] be the element which attains the maximum degree in F.
Consider the following families:

o Fo.={FeF:p¢F}
e H:={HCc[n]:p¢ H,0<[H|<k-2};

Fr:={FeF:peF}

G:={Gc[n]:peG,1<|Gl<k-1}
e S:={Sc (k[y_L]l)\ak—l]:l :p¢ S,3F € Fy such that S n F = F}.

Let A:=FuHUGUS ={A1,...,An}. We define an ordering < on the sets, and for two families
A, B, denote A < B if and only if for any A € A and B € B, we have A < B. We first arrange the
sets in a linear order as follows: H < F; < G < §. We put the members of F; and § in arbitrary
order and the members of % and G in order increasing by size, for example, H; < H; if |H;| < |H}]|.
To apply Lemma 2.2] we need to associate each member A € A with a set X and at most k — 1 many
intersection conditions as follows.

e For H € H, we can set X := H with intersection conditions ({h},0) for each h € H and
(In)n— k- 1)



e For F' € Fi, we can set X := F\{p} with intersection conditions (F\{p}, ) for 0 < g < k — 2.
e For G € G, we can set X := G with intersection conditions ({g},0) for each g € G.

e For S €S, we can set X := S with intersection conditions ({s},0) for each s € S.

We claim that the system (A4;, X;, R;), in which A; € A, X; and the intersections conditions R;
are defined as above, satisfies the conditions in Lemma with s = k — 1.

Claim 3.1. For each A; € A, X; does not satisfy any of the conditions in R;, and X; satisfies at
k—1
least one condition in R; for all j > i. In particular, |A| < > (}).

Proof of claim. Recall that H < F; < G < §, and we put the elements of 7 and S in arbitrary
order and the members of H and G in order increasing by size. For distinct sets A; < A; € A, we
write A; — A; if X; satisfies at least one condition in R;, and in particular, A; — A; if X; does not
satisfy any of the conditions in R;. For sub-families X < ) of A, we write X — ) if for every X € X
and Y € Y with X <Y, we have X — Y. Then it suffices to check the following 10 situations:

1. H — H: For each H; € H, obviously it does not satisfy ({h},0) for each h € H; and ([n],n—k—1)
since |H| < k — 2, moreover, for any other H; with |H;| > |H;|, there exists some h € H; such
that h ¢ H;. Then H — H is checked.

2. H — Fy: For any H € H and any F € Fj, we have 0 < |[H n F| < k — 2, then H — Fj is
checked.

3. H — G: Since for any H € H and G € G, we have p¢ H and p € GG, then ‘H — G is checked.

4. H — S: Since for any H € H and S € S, |S| > |H]|, there exists some s € S such that s ¢ H,
then ‘H — S is checked.

5. F1 — Fi: Since F is k-uniform, for any distinct F; < Fj € Fq, we have |F; n Fj| < k—1 and
p € F; n Fj. Therefore there exists some x € F;\{p} and = ¢ F;\{p}, then F; — F is checked.

6. F1 — G: Since for any F € F; and G € G, we can see p € G and p ¢ F\{p}, then F; — G is
checked.

7. F1 —> S: Since for any FF e Fp and S€ S, S < (k[ﬁ]l)\ﬁk_l]:l, then there exists some = € S
such that = ¢ F\{p}. Then F; — S is checked.

8. G — G: For any distinct G; < G € G with |G;| < |G|, obviously there exists some g € G such
that G ¢ G;, then G — G is checked.

9. G — &: Since for any G € G and S € S, we have p € G and p ¢ S. Moreover, notice that
|G| < k—1 and |S| = k — 1, therefore there exists some element s € S such that s ¢ G. Then
G — § is checked.

10. § — §: Since for any distinct S; < 55 € S < (19[71]1) with S; < 9, there exists some s € S; such
that s ¢ .5;, then S — S is checked.

This finishes the proof. |



Then by Lemma and Claim BI], we have |H| + [F1| + |G| + |S| < X (7). Also note that

Gl =H|=X ("] 1) which implies

i=0
) = 1 < (7) —2?2]: (" )=o) -1

i=0
Moreover, we have
—1

n
= <
7= 1Rl 17l < ()

) - Gs1- 1
We can immediately derive the following results when |Fy| is very small.

1. When | Fy| = 0, suppose that there exists some S € S, then Su {p} ¢ F and (Su {p})nF # &
for any F' € F, which is a contradiction to that F is a maximal non-trivial intersecting family.
Therefore, when Fy = ¢, then S = ¢, which gives |F| < (Zj)

2. When |Fy| = 1, set Fy = {Fy}. By definitions, for each S € S, we can see S n Fy = & and
p ¢ S. Moreover, we claim that ([n]\(lif }lu FO)) c S. To see this, since F is an intersecting family,
then for any member P € 0,_1.F1, at least one of the events p € P and P n Fy # J occurs,
which yields that d,_1F; N ([n]\(Fokf{p} ) . Therefore, when |Fy| = 1, then |S| = (";ﬁ;l),
which also yields that |F| < (21) — (G " A+

In general, Let x := |Fy| = 1, and Fy := {F}, Fy,..., F,}, we have the following crucial claim by
extending the above argument in the case of |Fy| = 1.

Claim 3.2. S = U ( Fu{p}))

1=

Proof of claim. Set T := U ( A U{p})), we first prove that 7 = S. Note that for any T € T, we

can see p ¢ T and by deﬁmtlons there exists some F; € Fg such that T'n F; = ¢§. Then it suffices
to show that T' cannot be a shadow of F;. Suppose that there is a T' € 7T such that T < F for
some F' € Fj, then T' = F\{p}. Since F is an intersecting family, we have (T' u {p}) n F; # J for
each i € [z]. However, this is impossible, because p ¢ F;, and there exists some F; € Fy such that
T n F; = ¢, a contradiction to the definition of 7.

On the other hand, for any S € S, there exists some F; € Fy such that S n F; = ¢#. Then
Se ([n]\(]i“f{p })), which yields & € 7. This finishes the proof. [ |

For Fo = {F1,F5,...,F,}, let C; = {C < (k["l) p¢ C,CnF, = J}. Moreover, for each
2 <1 <z, we define

Ci::{C';(k[i]l) ptgC,CnF,=d,CnF;#Fforany 1 <j< z—l}

By deﬁnitions one can see that Cy,Co,...,C, are pairwise disjoint, moreover, it is not hard to see
that U Ci = U (["]\(,fjkf{p })). When 1 < < 2 < k, by definition we have |C;| > (".*77), therefore,

i=1

we have the following lower bound on |S]| by Claim

Claim 3.3. When 1<z <k, |S| > 2 (")



k )
By Claim and Claim B3] we can see |S| = ] (";ﬁ;]) when z > k. Indeed, we can
j=1

strengthen Claim [3.3] in the following form, which plays a key role when we analyze the extremal

structures. Recall that a family W is called a sunflower with s common elements, if there is a set
S < [n] with |S| = s such that for any distinct W;, W; € W, we have W; n W; = S.

Claim 3.4. The followings hold.

(1) When 1 <z <k, S| = ] (";EJ_J) if and only if Fo = {F1, Fs, ..., Fy,} forms a sunflower with

k — 1 common elements. In particular, if Fy is not a sunflower with k — 1 common elements,
x
—k—j —k—3
then |S| = > (nkfjj) + (")

k )
(2) When k+1 <z <n—k [S] = (”;ﬁ;]) if and only if Fo = {F1,Fs,...,Fy} forms a
=1

sunflower with k — 1 common elements. In particular, if Fy is not a sunflower with k — 1

k .
common elements, then |S| = > ("EEJ_J) + (";ﬁgg)

Proof of claim. We focus on the case when 1 < x < k and one can apply the almost identical
argument to show the remaining cases. On one hand, if for any distinct ,j € [z], F; n Fj = A for

some A < (]{,[7—7/]1)7 then for each i € [z], set F; = A U {a;}, it is easy to calculate |Cy| = (";EZZ) for

each ¢ € [x]. This implies that in this case, |S| = >] (";E;])

On the other hand, we need to show that if |S| = >’ (";E;J), then Fy has to be a sunflower

7j=1

with & — 1 common elements. First suppose that there exists a pair of sets F;, F; € Fy such that
|F; n Fj| < k — 2, by suitable re-labelling, we can assume |F; n Fy| < k — 2. Then there exist
two elements in Fj\Fy, denoted by {a1,as} S Fi\F;. Then we can see the size of Cy is at least

(";552) + (";ﬁ;?’), since one can pick ("2552) sets that contain a1, and at least (";ﬁgg) sets that

x .
do not contain ay. Therefore if |[S| = )] (";ﬁ;’) for any distinct 4,j € [z], we can assume that

j=1
|F; n Fj| = k—1. When z = 2, then we are already done. When = > 3, we set B := Fy n [},

Fy = B u {b1} and F» = B U {by}. Then it suffices to show for any distinct ¢,m € [z], F; n F,, = B.

Case 1. If {{,m} n {1,2} # J, then by symmetry and suitable re-labelling, it suffices to consider
the case that £ = 1 and m = 3 € [z]\{1, 2}. Suppose that F} n F5 # B, then there is some
b € B such that b ¢ F3, which yields that b € (F1\F3) n (F3\F3). Moreover since |F3| = k
and |F3n Fy| = |F5n Fy| = k—1, then we have F5 = {b1, b2} U B\{b}. Therefore we can see

Cal = (557 = (8% + (557) = (M55), which yields 8] = Y (" 5) + (57,

a contradiction.

Case 2. If {{,m} n {1,2} = &, by symmetry we can assume that £ = 3 and m = 4. Suppose that
FsnFy=D+# B=F,nFy, set F3:= Du{dg} and Fy = Du{d4}. Since |F1(WF3‘ =k-—1
and B # D, we have by = d3, similarly since |F} n Fy| = k—1 and B # D, we have b; = dj.
However, this implies that F3 = Fj, a contradiction.

This finishes the proof. One can apply the same argument to show the statement in (2), we omit the
repeated details. |



k .
Recall that S| = ] (";ﬁj_]) when = > k. We then define the function g(x) to be
j=1

x .
3 (";ﬁ;]), if1 <x<k,
j=1

Next we will carefully determine the values at which the function f(z) := g(z) — x attains its
minimum. Recall that |S| — |Fo| = f(]Fo|), then to obtain the ¢-th level of stability result for Erdds-

Ko-Rado theorem, we need to understand the exact values of h(t) = . min i f(x) since we have
<rsn—

\FI < (371) = h(t) when t <2 <n—k.
Claim 3.5. For given 1 <t < n — k, then the followings hold.

o Ifk>1t+3, then h(t) = f(t) < min f(z).

TH#L
o Ifk=1t+2, then h(t) = f(t) = f(n —k) < min f(z).
x¢{t,n—k}
o Ifk<t+1, then h(t) = f(n—k) < gl1£1kf(x)

Proof of claim. A straightforward calculation shows that f(x) with z € [1,n — k] is monotonically
increasing when x € [1, k] and monotonically decreasing when x € [k,n — k]. Therefore h(t) is either

f(t) or f(n—k). Note that f(n—k)— f(t) = (;:(f;f)) - ("7{“%), then the claim follows by computing

the exact values directly. |
For given positive integer x, let F(z) be the largest intersecting family among all F < ([Z]) with

o| = x. Let dpax(x) represent the maximum degree o r) < . serve that for any x € NN,
F Let d h imum d fF ). ob hat f N
|F(x)| = x + dmax(x). The following observation is crucial.

Claim 3.6. If x1 > =2, dyax(71) < dpax(22).

Proof of claim. Suppose that 1 > x9 and |F(z1)| > |F(z2)|+ (z1 —x2), then one can remove x1 — 9
many sets from F(x1) to obtain an intersecting family F of size larger than |F(x2)| with |Fo| = x2,
a contradiction to the definition of F(x2). [

3.3 Stability at arbitrary level: Proof of Theorem

With the new framework in hand, we then prove the t-level stability result for FErdés-Ko-Rado
theorem. Based on Theorems to [[L4, we then consider the case of t > 4. Let F C ([Z]) be a
non-trivial intersecting family and F & My, ;o1 for any 2 < tg < t. Let Fo := {F1, F», ..., F,}. Since
when |Fy| < 1, F is a star, or a sub-family of My, it suffices to consider the case of |Fy| = 2.
Claim 3.7. min {|S|—|Fo|} > min {[S|—|Fol}.
2<|Fol<t—1 t<|Fo|<n—k

Proof of claim. When z = |Fy| <t — 1, under the assumption that F & My 4,1 for any 2 < ¢y <,
by the definition of My, 4,1, we can see Fy is not a sunflower with £ — 1 common elements. Recall

that C; = {C < (k[ﬁ]l) :p¢ C,C n Fy =}, and for each 2 < i < |Fyl,

C,-:—{Cc(k[i]l):p¢C,CmFi—@,CmF};é@foranyléjéi—l}.
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Under the condition that Fg is not a sunflower with k — 1 common elements, we then take advantage
of the proof of Claim B4l If x = 2, then |C3| > (”2552) + (";ﬁgg), which yields that |S| — |Fp| =
G+ 1Cal — 2 = (") + (M) + (5% — 20 If @ = 3, we can see that |Ci] + |Ca + |C3| =
(";f;l) + ("2552) + (";ﬁgg) + (";E;?’) Moreover, since for any 3 < i < |Fol, |C;| = (";ﬁ;’) > 1, we
then conclude that

. n—k—1 n—k—2 n—k—3
2<|}I:3\12t,1{|8‘ | Fol} < k—1 >+( k—2 >+< k—2 > 2

t .
Since k >t + 2, by Claim 8.5 we have  min  {|S| — |Fo|} = > (”7]“7]) —t. Note that

t<|Fol<n—k j=1 k=g
n—k—1 n—k—2 n—k—3 ! n—k—j
—_9 _ —
() () (5005

(1) () ),

t . k .
where we take advantage of >’ (”;ﬁ;]) < D> (";ﬁ;]) = (";ﬁgz) Note that when n > %25)]6_7, it
=3 j=3

is easy to check that (";ﬁ 53) —2— ((";ﬁ §2) —t) is strictly larger than 0. This finishes the proof. W
By Claim [3.7] it then suffices to consider the case when x = |Fy| > t. If x > n—k+1, by Claim[3.6]

k )
we have dpax () < dmax(n — k) = (Zj) -3 ("EEJ_J) = dmax(M}), where we take advantage of the
j=1
formulas (Zj) = Z?;ll (";ﬂ;l) + (Z:]f) and (Z:If) = Z?Zl (";f]_]) Therefore by Theorem 23] in

k .
this case we have |F| < [My| = X (}71) + n — k. Moreover, Theorem 23] states that the equality
j=2
holds if and only if F is isomorphic to M. However, in this case we assume that = = |Fy| > n — k,
therefore F cannot be isomorphic to My, which yields that |F| < |[My| = (771) — f(n — k).
By definition of h(t), we can see h(t) < f(n — k), it then remains to consider the case when
t <o <n— k. Recall that in this case we have |F| < (Zj) — h(t), we then consider the following

cases based on Claim

Case 1. If £k =t + 2, by Claim we have h(t) = f(t) = f(n —t —2). We then determine the
extremal structures when |F| = (Zj) — h(t), according to the size of Fy.
Subcase 1.1. If Fy = {F}, Fy, ..., F}, by Claim[3.4] Fj is a sunflower with ¢+ 1 common elements.
¢
We denote A = () F; = {a1,a2,...,at+1}, and Fy\A = {bs} for each ¢ € [¢t]. Then
i=1

for any F € Fp,if F n A = &, then {by,bs,...,b} S F, therefore F; = {G : (t[il]2) :
peGGnA#Iu{Ge (t[::]2) i {b1,b2, ..., be,p} € G}. Since Fy is a sunflower
with ¢ + 1 common elements, we can see F is isomorphic to M, 9 in this case, as
desired.

Subcase 1.2. If |[Fy| =n —t— 2, we can see dyax(n — t — 2) < dpax(Mi42), then by Theorem 23]
|F| < |Mis2|. Moreover, the equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to My o,
as desired.

t .
Case 2. When k >t + 3, by Claim B, we have h(t) = f(t) = > (”;ﬁ;]) —t. Then it suffices to
j=1

consider the case when |Fy| = ¢t. By an almost identical argument as that in Subcase 1.1,
we can see JF is isomorphic to My, ;, we omit the details here.

11



This finishes the proof.

4 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we focus on developing a unified framework for deriving stability results for the cel-
ebrated Erdos-Ko-Rado theorem using a robust linear algebraic approach. To illustrate our main
ideas, we first present a slightly weaker version that applies to arbitrary levels, extending beyond pre-
vious results in [20] 2], 22], 25]. In Theorem [[L5l we impose two stronger assumptions: k >t + 2 and

n > W# Indeed, by carefully extending the arguments in the proofs of Claim [3.4] Claim
and Claim B.7] the case under the natural conditions n > 2k + 1 and k >t + 1 can be readily ana-
lyzed. In fact, we provide an alternative proof of Theorem [[3]in the Appendix, While it is feasible
to further extend our methods to give a full proof of Theorem [[L4] we do not pursue it here. It is
worth noting that in the Appendix, where we prove Theorem [[.3] the case k = 3 = 2+ 1 is relatively
more complicated. Similarly, when proving the complete stability of Theorem [[4] (i.e., for the third
level), we find that the case k = 4 = 3 + 1 is also more intricate. However, interestingly, when ¢ > 4
the case k = t+ 1 actually becomes simpler. Although we do not fully present this proof in the paper,
we encourage interested readers to explore this phenomenon independently.

We believe that a more interesting direction for research is to continue exploring the potential of
this robust linear algebra method to obtain more stability results more efficiently.
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Appendix: An alternative proof of Theorem

Since when |Fy| < 1, F is a star, or a sub-family of M1, it suffices to consider the case when | Fy| > 2.
By Claim 3.6 for any x > n—k, we have dpax(2) < dmax(n—k) < (Zj) —Zle (”;ﬁ;l) = dmax(My),
which yields |F| < [M| = 22?22 (+=7) +n — k. Moreover, by Theorem 2.3 the equality holds if and
only if F is isomorphic to My, in particular, when k = 4, it could be isomorphic to Ms. Therefore,
generally in this case except k = 4, when x > n — k, F cannot be isomorphic to My, which implies
|F| < |Mj|. Additionally, when k = 4, if |F| = |My|, F can be isomorphic to Ms.

When 2 < z < n — k, note that [F| < (}_}) — h(2), we consider the following cases.

Case 1. When k = 3, by Claim[B.5] h(2) = f(n—3), then |F| < (";") — f(n—3) < ("3") — (("3*) +
(") + 1)+ (n—3) = (") — ("3 + 1. Moreover, when |Fy| = n — 3 and the above
equality holds, then by Claim [3.4] we can see that Fy is a sunflower with 2 core elements
ay,az. Since F is 3-uniform and n — 3 > 3, then any F' € F\Fy must contain either a;
or ag, therefore F = {F € ([g]) . |F n {a1,a2,p}| = 2}. Indeed, this configuration is an
extremal structure in Theorem [[.2] which is a contradiction to the assumption.

Subcase 1.1. When |F| = 2, by ClaimB.3, |[F| < (") —[S|+2 < (")) = (") = (") +2 = 2n—2.
By Claim B.4] the equality holds if and only if Fy is a sunflower with 2 common
elements, therefore, |F| = 2n — 2 if and only if F is isomorphic to M3 .

Subcase 1.2. When 3 < |Fy| < n — 3, note that F is not a sub-family of extremal structures
in Theorem [[.2] namely M, or M3. Suppose that Fy is a sunflower with 2 common
elements, say Fy = {F € ([g]) s {wi,we} < F}, then since Fy is a star and F is
intersecting, then F must be a sub-family of M3, a contradiction to the assumption.
Therefore Fy is not a sunflower with 2 common elements, then by Claim B4] |F| <
("3 =S|+ 1Fol < (") = (Y = ("7°) = ("7°) = 1 + |Fo|, in particular, the
equality holds only if |C3] = 1. Then it suffices to consider the case |Fy| = n — 3,
otherwise |F| < 2n — 3. Since |Fy| = n — 3 > 3, there exists some Fj € Fj such that
|F1\F3| = 2 or |F»\F3| = 2. Suppose that former case occurs, set Fi\F3 := {a1,as},
and set b € Fy\F3, then {aq,b}, {as, b} < C3, which implies that |C3| = 2, combining
with the proof in Claim B4}, we can see |[F| < (";,') —|S|+n—3 < (";") - ("3") -
") - -2+ (n—3)=2n-3.
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Subcase 1.3. When |Fy| = n — 2, we first have the following claim.
Claim 4.1. (\pz, F = .

Proof of claim. Suppose that g € (| F, then we consider the sub-family Fj , :=
FeFo
{F e Fi:g¢ F} of Fi. Pick arbitrary set A € F; 4, denoted by A = {a1, az,p}. Sup-

pose that there exists some az # g such that {a1, a3, p} € Fi 4, then the subset in F
that contains as but does not contain a; must be {ag, as, g}. Then Fy = {az, a3, g} v

< U {a,aq, g}>, which implies i 4 must be {a1, a3, p} U {a1,a2,p}. By sym-
ag[n]\{p,a1,9}
metry, we can conclude that in this case, we have |Fy 4| < 2, which implies that the

degree of g is larger than the degree of p, a contradiction. If there is no ag such
that {a1,as3,p} € Fi 4 or {as,as,p} € Fi g4, then either |F; 4| < 1, or there exist some
b1, by with {b1,b2} n {a1,a2} = & such that {b1,bs,p} € F1 4. However, this implies
that Fo < {a1,b1,p} U {ay,be,p} U {as, by, p} U {asz,be, p}, which is a contradiction to
|Fol =n—2>4. |

Now let g be the element attaining the maximum degree of Fy, and denote Fy, =
{F e Fo,qe F}and Foo = {F € Foy,q ¢ F}. By Claim @], |Foo| > 0. Obviously we
have |Fpq| = 2, otherwise |Fpo| = 0, a contradiction. Moreover if |Fy 4| = 2, then
3 Fol < D) |Fogql < 2(n—1), which implies |Fp| < % <n—2whenn>7,
ve[n]\{p}

a contradiction to |Fy| = n — 2. Then we divide our argument according to |Fo4|:
Subsubcase 1.3.1. If |Fy,| = 3, we arbitrarily pick a set A := {a1,a2,a3} € Fo, denote Fy,
to be A; U Ay U A3, observe that the sets in Fy, = {F € Fi,q ¢ F'} are of
the form {p,a;,*} for some i € [3]. If there exists some a; appearing exactly
twice in Fy 4, assume a; = a; by symmetry, then we denote A; = {q,a1,b1},

As = {q,a1,b2} and A3 = {q,a9,bs}, in particular, bs # a;. Then {p,aq,*}

can only be {p, a1, a2} or {p,ai,bs}, and {p,aq, *} can only be {p,a;,as}. We

then consider the possibilities of {p, as, *}.

e If by = a3 or by = ag, without loss of generality, assume by = ag, then
if bg3 = ag, then {p,as,*} has to be {p,as,a1} or {p,as,bs}, in this case
{p,as,a1} = {p,ai,bs}, which implies |F; 4| < 3. If b3 # a3, then the ele-
ment = of {p, as, *} belongs to Ay Az, which implies that either {p, a3, *} =
{p,as,ba} or {p,as,«} = J. Therefore, in this case we have |Fj 4| < 3.

o If az ¢ {by,ba}, then if bs = a3, then the element = of {p, a3, *} belongs to
Ay n Ag, which yields that {p,as,*} has to be {p,as,a1}. Therefore, in
this case we have |Fy 4| < 3. If bg # as, it is easy to see that {p,as,*} =
or {p,as,*} = {p,as, b1} when by = by = bz, which yields that |F; 4] < 3 in
this case.

In all, we have |F; 4| < 3. If each a; appears exactly once in F 4, then we

denote A1 = {q,a1,b1}, As = {q,a2,b2} and A3 = {q, a3, bs} with {by,bs,b3} N

{a1,a2,a3} = . Observe that if by, by, b3 are pairwise distinct, then |F; 4| = 0.

By symmetry if by = by # b3, then F; 4 can only consist of {p, a3, b;}. In partic-

ular, if by = by = bs, then Fy 4 < {p,a1,b1} U {p,a2,b1} U{p,as,b1}. Therefore,

|F1,4] < 3. Moreover, we can see Fi\F1,4 S {p,q,a1} U {p,q,a2} U {p,q, a3},
which together implies that |F;| < 6. Note that 3|Fo| < > |Foql <
ve[n]\{p}

3(n — 1), therefore, |[F| = |Fo| + |Fi| < n+5 < 2n—3 whenn > 8. In

particular, when n = 7, if |Foo| = 1, then |F| < 14+3+4+6 = 10 < 11,
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and if [Foo| = 2, then |Fi\Fi4| < 2, which implies that |[F;| < 5, then
IF| < |Fol +5<6+5=11 < 12.

Subsubcase 1.3.2. If |Fy,| > 4, then we directly apply the argument in Subsubcase 1.3.1, we
can see |Fi 4| < 3. Then the degree of element ¢ is larger than the degree of
element p, a contradiction.

In all, when |Fo| = n —2, |F| <2n—3.
Thus when k = 3, | F| < 2n — 2, the equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to M3 5.

Case 2. When k = 4, by Claim 85, h(2) = f(2) = f(n —4), then |F| < ("3') —h(2) = ("3") -
(”55) — ("56) + 2. Then there are different types of extremal configurations.

Subcase 2.1. When Fy = {F1, F5}, by Claim B4 |F} n Fy| = 3. We set F} n Fy = {a,a9,as},
F)\Fy = {b1} and F»\F; = {bo}. Then for any F € Fy, if F n {a1,a2,a3} = &, then
{b1,bo} < F, therefore, 1 = {G € ([Z]) :{b1,b2,p} € G} U{G € ([Z]) :peG,Gn
{a1,a2,a3} # J}. Moreover, Fy = {G € ([Z]) :{ay,a2,a3} € G,G n {b1,ba} # T}.
Therefore, F is isomorphic to My, o.

4 )
Subcase 2.2. |Fy| =n—4 >4, dpax(n—4) < (”gl)— > (”ﬁ;l) = dmax(My), then by Theorem 2:3]
i=
|F| < |My|. Moreover, the equality holds if and only if F is either isomorphic to
M3, or isomorphic to My. Furthermore, by checking the structure of Ms, we can
see F has to be isomorphic to My in this case.

. n— n— n—k—

Case 3. When k > 5, by Claim B35, h(2) = f(2), then |F| < (}7)) —h(2) = (771) — (1Y) -
(”;552) + 2. Using the almost identical argument as that in Subcase 2.1, we can show the
above equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to My, 2, we omit the repeated details

here.

In all, when k& = 4, |F| < ("gl) — ("§5) — (";6) + 2, and the equality holds if and only if F is
isomorphic to My 2, M3 or My. When k > 5 or k = 3, we have |F| < (Zj) — (”;ﬁ;l) — (";ﬁgz) +2,
and the equality holds if and only if F is isomorphic to My, 5. This finishes the proof.
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