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On Counting H-Intersecting Families and Graph

Homomorphisms

Igal Sason

Abstract. This work leverages Shearer’s inequalities to derive a new upper bound on the maximum cardinality of

a family of graphs on a fixed number of vertices, in which every pair of graphs shares a fixed common subgraph.

The derived bound is expressed in terms of the chromatic number of the shared subgraph. Additionally, Shearer’s

inequalities, in conjunction with properties of the Shannon entropy, are employed to establish bounds related to the

enumeration of graph homomorphisms, providing further insights into the interplay between combinatorial structures

and information-theoretic principles.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Families of intersecting graphs are collections of simple graphs (i.e., graphs with no self

loops or multiple edges between vertices), where every two graphs of that family intersect in a

specified way, such as sharing at least one edge or another common subgraph. These families

play a central role in extremal combinatorics and graph theory, and determining their maximum

possible size has been a longstanding challenge. A pivotal conjecture, posed by Simonovits and

Sós, concerned the maximum size of triangle-intersecting graph families - those in which every

pair of graphs shares a triangle. Their foundational work, initially presented in [34], along with

other results on intersection theorems for families of graphs where the shared subgraphs are

cycles or paths, was surveyed by these authors in [35]. The first significant progress on this

conjecture was made by Chung et al. [6], who utilized Shearer’s inequality to establish a non-

trivial bound on the largest possible cardinality of a family of triangle-intersecting graphs with

a fixed number of vertices. That was ”midway” between the trivial bound and the conjectured

bound (or more formally, their geometric mean). The conjecture was ultimately resolved by Ellis,
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Filmus, and Friedgut [8], who proved that the largest triangle-intersecting family comprises all

graphs containing a fixed triangle. Building on the spectral approach in [8] (see also Section 4

in [9]), a recent work by Berger and Zhao [3] extended the investigation to K4-intersecting

graph families, addressing analogous questions for graph families where every pair of graphs

intersects in a complete subgraph of size four. Additionally, Keller and Lifshitz [19] provided

high-probability results for constructing, for every graph H, families of large random graphs

with a common vertex set such that every pair of graphs contains a subgraph isomorphic to H.

These are referred to as families of H-intersecting graphs. These contributions highlight the rich

interplay of combinatorial, probabilistic, and algebraic methods in advancing the understanding

of intersecting graph families.

The interplay between Shannon entropy and extremal combinatorics has significantly enhanced

our understanding of the structural and quantitative properties of combinatorial objects through

information-theoretic methods. Entropy serves as a versatile and powerful tool to derive concise,

often elegant proofs of classical results in extremal combinatorics (see, e.g., Chapter 37 of

[1], [12], Chapter 22 of [16], [25] [26], and [28]). Notable examples include Radhakrishnan’s

entropy-based proof of Bregman’s theorem on permanents of matrices [27] and the application

of Shearer’s lemma to upper-bound the size of the largest triangle-intersecting families of graphs

with a fixed number of vertices [6]. Beyond this specific context, Shearer’s inequalities have

found extensive applications across diverse areas, including finite geometry, graph theory, the

analysis of Boolean functions, and large deviations ([6], [10], [13], [17], [18], [23], [28], [29],

[30]). The reader is referred to a recent talk by the author on Shearer’s inequalities and their

various combinatorial applications [33]. The first part of this paper builds on the entropy-based

proof technique introduced in [6], extending the combinatorial version of Shearer’s inequalities

to derive a new upper bound on the cardinality of families of H-intersecting graphs with a fixed

number of vertices.

Graph homomorphisms serve as a versatile framework to understand graph mappings, which

facilitate studies of structural properties, colorings, and symmetries. Their applications span
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various fields, including statistical physics, where they model spin systems [5], and computational

complexity, where they underpin constraint satisfaction problems [15]. Recent research has

yielded profound insights into counting graph homomorphisms, a problem with deep theoretical

and practical relevance ([4], [11], [12], [22], [37], [38]). The second part of this paper relies

on Shearer’s inequalities and properties of the Shannon entropy to obtain two bounds on the

number of graph homomorphisms.

The paper is structured as follows: Section II presents essential preliminary material for

this paper, including three variations of Shearer’s inequalities. In Section III, the combinatorial

version of Shearer’s lemma is employed for upper bounding the size of H-intersecting families

of graphs. Section IV focuses on entropy-based proofs, also incorporating a probabilistic version

of Shearer’s lemma, to obtain bounds on the number of graph homomorphisms.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Shearer’s Inequalities

The following subsection introduces three versions of Shearer’s inequalities that are useful

in the analysis presented in this paper. The first version serves as a foundation for proving the

other two, which are directly applied in this work. Familiarity with the Shannon entropy and its

basic properties is assumed, following standard notation (see, e.g., Chapter 3 of [7]).

Proposition 1 (Shearer’s Lemma). Let

• n,m, k ∈ N,

• X1, . . . ,Xn be discrete random variables,

• [n] , {1, . . . , n},

• S1, . . . ,Sm ⊆ [n] be subsets such that each element i ∈ [n] belongs to at least k ≥ 1 of

these subsets.

• Xn , (X1, . . . ,Xn), and XSj
, (Xi)i∈Sj

for all j ∈ [m].

Then,

kH(Xn) ≤

m
∑

j=1

H(XSj
). (1)
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Proof.

• By assumption, d(i) ≥ k for all i ∈ [n], where

d(i) ,
∣

∣

{

j ∈ [m] : i ∈ Sj

}∣

∣. (2)

• Let S = {i1, . . . , iℓ}, 1 ≤ i1 < . . . < iℓ ≤ n =⇒ |S| = ℓ, S ⊆ [n].

• Let XS , (Xi1 , . . . ,Xiℓ).

• By the chain rule and the fact that conditioning reduces entropy,

H(XS) = H(Xi1) + H(Xi2 |Xi1) + . . .+H(Xiℓ |Xi1 , . . . ,Xiℓ−1
)

≥
∑

i∈S

H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1)

=

n
∑

i=1

{

1{i ∈ S} H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1)
}

. (3)

Consequently, we get

m
∑

j=1

H(XSj
) ≥

m
∑

j=1

n
∑

i=1

{

1{i ∈ Sj} H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1)
}

=

n
∑

i=1

{

m
∑

j=1

1{i ∈ Sj} H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1)

}

=

n
∑

i=1

{

d(i) H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1)
}

≥ k

n
∑

i=1

H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1) (4)

= k H(Xn),

where inequality (4) holds due to the nonnegativity of the conditional entropies of discrete

random variables, and under the assumption that d(i) ≥ k for all i ∈ [n].

Remark 1. If every element i ∈ [n] belongs to exactly k of the subsets Sj (j ∈ [m]), then

Shearer’s lemma also applies to continuous random variables X1, . . . ,Xn, with entropy replaced

by the differential entropy. Hence, Shearer’s lemma yields the subadditivity property of the

Shannon entropy for discrete and continuous random variables.
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Example 1. [Special case 1: Subadditivity of the Shannon entropy] Let n = m with n ∈ N,

and Si = {i} (singletons) for all i ∈ [n], so every element i ∈ [n] belongs to a single set among

S1, . . . ,Sn (i.e., k = 1). By Shearer’s Lemma, it follows that

H(Xn) ≤

n
∑

j=1

H(Xj),

which is the subadditivity property of the Shannon entropy for discrete random variables. This

also holds for continuous random variables, where the entropy is replaced by differential entropy

since every element i ∈ [n] is contained in exactly one subset (see Remark 1).

Example 2. Special case: Han’s Inequality [14] For all ℓ ∈ [n], let Sℓ = [n]\{ℓ}. By Shearer’s

Lemma (Proposition 1) applied to these n subsets of [n], since every element i ∈ [n] is contained

in exactly k = n− 1 of these subsets,

(n− 1)H(Xn) ≤

n
∑

ℓ=1

H(X1, . . . ,Xℓ−1,Xℓ+1, . . . ,Xn) ≤ nH(Xn). (5)

An equivalent form of (5) is given by

0 ≤

n
∑

ℓ=1

{

H(Xn)−H(X1, . . . ,Xℓ−1,Xℓ+1, . . . ,Xn)
}

≤ H(Xn). (6)

The equivalent forms in (5) and (6) are known as Han’s inequality. Note that, by Remark 1, the

right-hand side inequality of (6) remains valid for continuous random variables as well.

In the combinatorial version of Shearer’s lemma [6], the concept of entropy is hidden.

Proposition 2 (Combinatorial Shearer’s Lemma). Consider the following setting:

• Let F be a finite multiset of subsets of [n] (possibly with repetitions), where each element

i ∈ [n] is included in at least k ≥ 1 sets of F .

• Let M be a set of subsets of [n].

• For every set S ∈ F , let the trace of M on S , denoted traceS(M ), be the set of all

possible intersections of elements of M with S , i.e.,

traceS(M ) ,
{

A∩ S : A ∈ M
}

, ∀S ∈ F . (7)
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Then,

|M | ≤
∏

S∈F

∣

∣traceS(M )
∣

∣

1

k . (8)

Proof.

• Let X ⊆ [n] be a set that is selected uniformly at random from M .

• Represent X by the random vector Xn = (X1, . . . ,Xn), where Xi (for all i ∈ [n]) denotes

the indicator function of the event {i ∈ X}.

• For every S ∈ F , let XS = (Xi)i∈S . Then,

H(XS) ≤ log
∣

∣traceS(M )
∣

∣. (9)

• Applying Shearer’s lemma (Proposition 1) gives

k H(Xn) ≤
∑

S∈F

log
∣

∣traceS(M )
∣

∣. (10)

• H(Xn) = log |M | since Xn is in one-to-one correspondence with X , which is a set selected

uniformly at random from M . Hence,

log |M | ≤
1

k

∑

S∈F

log
∣

∣traceS(M )
∣

∣, (11)

and exponentiation of both sides of (11) gives (8).

Proposition 3 (Shearer’s Lemma: Probabilistic Version). Let Xn be a discrete n-dimensional

random vector, and let S ⊆ [n] be a random subset of [n], independent of Xn, with an arbitrary

probability mass function PS . If there exists θ > 0 such that

Pr[i ∈ S] ≥ θ, ∀ i ∈ [n], (12)

then,

ES

[

H(XS)
]

≥ θH(Xn). (13)

January 7, 2025 DRAFT



7

Proof.

ES

[

H(XS)
]

=
∑

S ⊆[n]

PS(S) H(XS)

≥
∑

S ⊆[n]

{

PS(S)

n
∑

i=1

{

1{i ∈ S} H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1)
}

}

(14)

=

n
∑

i=1

{

∑

S ⊆[n]

{

PS(S) 1{i ∈ S}
}

H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1)

}

(15)

=

n
∑

i=1

Pr[i ∈ S] H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1)

≥ θ

n
∑

i=1

H(Xi|X1, . . . ,Xi−1) (16)

= θH(Xn).

where (14) holds by (3) that is valid for any set S ⊆ [n]; (15) holds by swapping the order of

summation, and (16) holds by the assumption that the random variables {Xi} are discrete (so,

the conditional entropies are nonnegative) and by the condition in (12), and the last equality

holds by the chain rule for the Shannon entropy.

Remark 2. Similarly to Remark 1, if Pr[i ∈ S] = θ for all i ∈ [n], then inequality (16) holds

with equality. Hence, if the condition in (12) is satisfied with equality for all i ∈ [n], then (13)

extends to continuous random variables, with entropies replaced by differential entropies.

B. Intersecting Families of Graphs

We start by considering triangle-intersecting families of graphs, which was the problem in

extremal combinatorics address in [6].

Definition 1 (Triangle-Intersecting Families of Graphs). Let G be a family of graphs on the

vertex set [n], with the property that for every G1,G2 ∈ G, the intersection G1 ∩ G2 contains a

triangle (i.e, there are three vertices i, j, k ∈ [n] such that each of {i, j}, {i, k}, {j, k} is in the

edge sets of both G1 and G2). The family G is referred to as a triangle-intersecting family of

graphs on n vertices.
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Question 1. (Simonovits and Sós, 1976 [34]) How large can G (a family of triangle-intersecting

graphs) be?

The family G can be as large as 2(
n

2)−3. To that end, consider the family G of all graphs on

n vertices that include a particular triangle. On the other hand, |G| cannot exceed 2(
n

2)−1. The

latter upper bound holds since, in general, a family of distinct subsets of a set of size m, where

any two of these subsets have a non-empty intersection, can have a cardinality of at most 2m−1

(A and Ac cannot be members of this family). The edge sets of the graphs in G satisfy this

property, with m =
(

n
2

)

.

Proposition 4 (Ellis, Filmus and Friedgut (2012), [8]). The size of a family G of triangle-

intersecting graphs on n vertices satisfies |G| ≤ 2(
n

2)−3, and this upper bound is attained by the

family of all graphs with a common vertex set of n vertices, and with a fixed common triangle.

This result was proved by using discrete Fourier analysis to obtain the sharp bound in

Proposition 4, as conjectured by Simonovits and Sós [34].

The first significant progress towards proving the Simonovits–Sós conjecture came from an

information-theoretic approach [6]. Using the combinatorial Shearer lemma (Proposition 4), a

simple and elegant upper bound on the size of G was derived in [6]. That bound is equal to

2(
n

2)−2, falling short of the Simonovits–Sós conjecture by a factor of 2.

Proposition 5 (Chung, Graham, Frankl, and Shearer (1986)). Let G be a family of K3-intersecting

graphs on a common vertex set [n]. Then, |G| ≤ 2(
n

2)−2.

We next consider more general intersecting families of graphs.

Definition 2 (H-intersecting Families of Graphs). Let G be a family of graphs on a common

vertex set. Then, it is said that G is H-intersecting if for every two graphs G1,G2 ∈ G, the graph

G1 ∩ G2 contains H as a subgraph.

Example 3. Let H = Kt with t ≥ 2. Then,

• t = 2 means that G is intersecting,

January 7, 2025 DRAFT
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• t = 3 means that G is triangle-intersecting.

Question 2. [Problem in Extremal Combinatorics] Given H and n, what is the maximum size

of an H-intersecting family of graphs on n labeled vertices?

Conjecture 1. (Ellis, Filmus, and Friedgut, 2012) Every Kt-intersecting family of graphs on

a common vertex set [n] has size at most 2(
n

2)−(
t

2), with equality for the family of all graphs

containing a fixed clique on t vertices.

• For t = 2, it is trivial (since K2 is an edge).

• For t = 3, it was proved by Ellis, Filmus & Friedgut [8].

• For t = 4, it was recently proved by Berger and Zhao [3].

• For t ≥ 5, this problem is left open.

C. Counting Graph Homomorphisms

In the sequel, let V(H) and E(H) denote the vertex and edge sets of a graph H, respectively.

Further, let T and G be finite, simple, and undirected graphs, and denote the edge connecting a

pair of adjacent vertices u, v ∈ V(H) by an edge e = {u, v} ∈ E(H).

Definition 3. A homomorphism from T to G, denoted by T → G, is a mapping of the vertices

of T to those of G, σ : V(T) → V(G), such that every edge in T is mapped to an edge in G:

{u, v} ∈ E(T) =⇒ {σ(u), σ(v)} ∈ E(G). (17)

On the other hand, non-edges in T may be mapped to the same vertex, a non-edge, or an edge

in G.

Example 4. There is a homomorphism from every bipartite graph G to K2. To that end, let

V(G) = X ∪Y , where X and Y are the two partite sets. Then, a mapping that maps every vertex

in X to ’0’, and every vertex in Y to ’1’ is a homomorphism G → K2. This holds because every

edge in G is mapped to the edge {0, 1} in K2.

• Every non-edge in X or in Y is mapped to the same vertex in K2.

January 7, 2025 DRAFT
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• Every non-edge between two vertices in X and Y is mapped to {0, 1}.

The following connects graph homomorphisms to graph invariants. Let ω(G) and χ(G) denote

the clique number and chromatic number of a finite, simple, and undirected graph G. Then,

• ω(G) is the largest integer k for which a homomorphism Kk → G exists. This holds because

the image of a complete graph under a homomorphism is a complete graph of the same

size. This is valid because a homomorphism preserves adjacency, and for a complete graph

Kk, all pairs of vertices are adjacent. To preserve this property, the image of Kk under the

homomorphism must also be a complete graph of size k.

• A graph G is k-colorable if and only if it has a homomorphism to the complete graph Kk;

this is because k-coloring assigns one of k colors to each vertex such that adjacent vertices

receive different colors, which is equivalent to mapping the vertices of G to the k vertices

of Kk in a way that adjacency is preserved. Consequently, it follows by definition that χ(G)

is the smallest integer k for which there exists a homomorphism G → Kk.

Let Hom(T,G) denote the set of all the homomorphisms T → G, and let

hom(T,G) ,
∣

∣Hom(T,G)
∣

∣ (18)

denote the number of these homomorphisms.

Definition 4 (Fractional independence number). The fractional independence number of a graph

G, denoted as αf(G), is a fractional relaxation of the independence number α(G). It is defined

as the optimal value of the following linear program:

• Optimization variables: xv for every vertex v ∈ V(G).

• Objective: Maximize
∑

v∈V(G)

xv.

• Constraints: xv ≥ 0 for all v ∈ V(G), and
∑

v∈C

xv ≤ 1 for every clique C ⊆ V(G).

This relaxation allows fractional values for xv, in contrast to the integer programming formulation

for α(G), where xv must be binary (either 0 or 1) for all v ∈ V(G). Consequently, αf(G) ≥ α(G).

The following result was obtained by Alon [2] and by Friedgut and Khan [11], where the

latter provides an entropy-based proof that relies on Shearer’s lemma with an extension of the
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result on the number of homomorphisms for hypergraphs.

Proposition 6. Let T and G be finite, simple, and undirected graphs, having no isolated vertices.

Then,

hom(T,G) ≤
(

2|E(G)|
)αf(T). (19)

Furthermore, the upper bound in (19) is essentially tight for a fixed graph T in the sense that

there exists a graph G such that

hom(T,G) ≥

(

∣

∣E(G)
∣

∣

∣

∣E(T)
∣

∣

)αf (T)

. (20)

III. INTERSECTING FAMILIES OF GRAPHS

The following result generalizes Proposition 5 and it extends the concept of proof in [6] to

hold for every family of H-intersecting graphs on a common vertex set. it provides a new upper

bound on the maximum cardinality of a family of graphs on a fixed number of vertices, in which

every pair of graphs shares a fixed common subgraph. The derived bound is expressed in terms

of the chromatic number of the shared subgraph.

Proposition 7. Let H be a non-empty graph, and let G be a family of H-intersecting graphs on

a common vertex set [n]. Then, |G| ≤ 2(
n

2)−(χ(H)−1).

Proof.

• Identify G ∈ G with its edge set E(G), and let M =
{

E(G) : G ∈ G
}

(all these graphs have

the common vertex set [n]).

• Let U = E(Kn). For every G ∈ G, we have E(G) ⊆ U , and |U| =
(

n
2

)

.

• Let t , χ(H). For every unordered equipartition of [n] into t−1 subsets, i.e.,
t−1
⋃

j=1
Aj = [n],

which satisfies
∣

∣|Ai| − |Aj|
∣

∣ ≤ 1 for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ t− 1, let U({Aj}
t−1
j=1) be the subset

of U consisting of all those edges that lie entirely inside one of the subsets {Aj}
t−1
j=1.

• We apply Proposition 2 with F = {U({Aj}
t−1
j=1)} taken over all unordered equipartition

of [n], {Aj}
t−1
j=1, as above.
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• Let m = | U({Aj}
t−1
j=1) |, which is independent of the equipartition since

m =











































(t− 1)
(

n/(t−1)
2

)

if (t− 1)|n,

(t− 2)
(

⌊n/(t−1)⌋
2

)

+
(

⌈n/(t−1)⌉
2

)

if (t− 1)|(n − 1),

...

(⌊n/(t−1)⌋
2

)

+ (t− 2)
(⌈n/(t−1)⌉

2

)

if (t− 1)|
(

n− (t− 2)
)

.

(21)

• By (21) with t , χ(H), it follows that

m ≤
1

χ(H)− 1

(

n

2

)

. (22)

Proof. The graph H is non-empty, so t = χ(H) ≥ 2. If (t− 1)|n, then,

(t− 1)

(

n/(t− 1)

2

)

=
n(n− (t− 1))

2(t− 1)

≤
1

2(t− 1)

(

n

2

)

.

Otherwise, (t − 1)|(n − j) for some integer j ∈ [t − 2], so n = j + r(t− 1) with r ∈ N.

Consequently, (21) gives

m = (t− 1− j)

(

r

2

)

+ j

(

r + 1

2

)

=
r

2

[

(t− 1− j)(r − 1) + r + 1
]

=
n− j

2(t− 1)

[

(t− 1− j)
(n− j

t− 1
− 1
)

+
n− j

t− 1
+ 1
]

=
n− j

2(t− 1)2

[

(t− 1− j)(n − j − t+ 1) + n− j + t− 1
]

=
(n− j)

[

n(t− 1)− (t− 1)(t− 2)− (j − 1)(n − j)
]

2(t− 1)2

≤
(n− j)n(t− 1)

2(t− 1)2

≤
n(n− 1)

2(t− 1)

=
1

t− 1

(

n

2

)

.
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• By a simple double-counting argument in regard to the edges of the complete graph Kn

(the set U ), if k is the number of elements of F in which each element of U occurs, then

m |F | =

(

n

2

)

k. (23)

• Let S ∈ F . Observe that traceS(M ), as defined in (7), forms an intersecting family of

subsets of S . Indeed,

1) Let us assign to each vertex in [n] the index of the subset Aj (1 ≤ j ≤ χ(H) − 1) in

the partitioning of [n] that corresponds to S . Let these assignments be associated with

χ(H)− 1 color classes of the vertices.

2) For any G,G′ ∈ G, the graph G ∩ G′ has a subgraph H (by assumption).

3) By the definition of the chromatic number of H as the smallest number of colors that are

required such that any two adjacent vertices in H are assigned different colors, it follows

that there exists an edge in H whose two vertices are assigned the same index (color).

Hence, that edge belongs to the set Aj , for some j ∈ [χ(H)− 1], so it belongs to S .

4) The complement of S (in U ) is therefore H-free (viewed as a graph with the vertex set

[n]).

Consequently, since |S| = m, we get

|traceS(M )| ≤ 2m−1. (24)

• By Proposition 2 (and the one-to-one correspondence between G and M ),

|G| = |M |

≤
(

2m−1
)

|F|

k (25)

= 2(
n

2)(1−
1

m
) (26)

≤ 2(
n

2)−(χ(H)−1), (27)

where (25) relies on (8) and (24), then (26) relies on (23), and (27) holds due to (22).
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The family G of H-intersecting graphs on n vertices can be as large as 2(
n

2)−|E(H)|. To that

end, consider the family G of all graphs on n vertices that include a particular H subgraph.

Combining this with Proposition 7 gives that the largest family G of H-intersecting graphs on

n vertices satisfies

2(
n

2)−|E(H)| ≤ |G| ≤ 2(
n

2)−(χ(H)−1). (28)

Specialization of Proposition 7 to complete subgraphs gives the following.

Corollary 1. Let G be a family of Kt-intersecting graphs, with t ≥ 2, on a common vertex set

[n]. Then, |G| ≤ 2(
n

2)−(t−1).

Proof. For a complete subgraph H = Kt, we have χ(H) = t.

Remark 3. The bound in Corollary 1 falls short of the conjectured result by Ellis, Filmus, and

Friedgut (2012), which states that for every Kt-intersecting family of graphs on a common vertex

set [n] has size at most 2(
n

2)−
t(t−1)

2 , with equality for the family of all graphs containing a fixed

clique on t vertices. It, however, generalizes Proposition 5, which is a specialized result with

H = K3 (triangle-intersecting graphs), and it uniformly improves the trivial bound of 2(
n

2)−1 for

H = Kt for all t ≥ 3.

Remark 4. If H is a bipartite graph, then χ(H) = 2. In that case, our result for an H-intersecting

family of graphs on n vertices is specialized to the trivial bound |G| ≤ 2(
n

2)−1.

The computational complexity of the chromatic number of a graph is in general NP-hard.

This poses a problem in calculating the upper bound in Proposition 7 on the cardinality of

H-intersecting families of graphs on a fixed number of vertices. This bound can be however

loosened, expressing it in terms of the Lovász ϑ-function of the complement graph H (see

Corollary 3 in [20]).

Corollary 2. Let H be a graph, and let G be a family of H-intersecting graphs on a common

vertex set [n]. Then, |G| ≤ 2(
n

2)−(⌈ϑ(H)⌉−1).
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Proof. The Lovász ϑ-function of the complement graph H satisfies the inequality

ω(H) ≤ ϑ(H) ≤ χ(H), (29)

so it is bounded between the clique and chromatic numbers of H, which are both NP-hard to

compute. Since the chromatic number χ(H) is an integer, we also have χ(H) ≥ ⌈ϑ(H)⌉.

The Lovász ϑ-function of the complement graph H, which appears in Corollary 2, can be

efficiently computed in polynomial time by solving the following semidefinite (SDP) problem:

maximize Tr(BJp)

subject to










B ∈ Sp
+, Tr(B) = 1,

Ai,j = 0 ⇒ Bi,j = 0, i, j ∈ [p], i 6= j.

(30)

where

• A = A(H) is the p× p adjacency matrix of H, with p , |V(H)|;

• Jp is the all-ones p× p matrix;

• Sp
+ is the set of all p× p positive semidefinite matrices.

The reader is referred to an account of properties of the Lovász ϑ-function in Chapter 11 of

[21], and a recent presentation in Section 2.5 of [32].

The following result generalizes Corollary 1 by relying on properties of the Lovász ϑ-function.

Proposition 8. Let G be an H-intersecting family of graphs on n vertices, where H is a non-

empty graph on t vertices.

(1)

log2 |G| ≤

(

n

2

)

−

⌈

max
T

λmax(T)

|λmin(T)|

⌉

, (31)

where the maximization on the right-hand side of (31) is taken over all symmetric nonzero

t × t matrices T = (Ti,j) with Ti,j = 0 for all i, j ∈ [t] such that {i, j} /∈ E(H) or i = j

(e.g., the adjacency matrix of H), and λmax(T) and λmin(T) denote the largest and smallest

(real) eigenvalues of T, respectively.
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(2) Specifically, if H is a d-regular graph and d ∈ [t− 1], then

log2 |G| ≤

(

n

2

)

−

⌈

d

|λmin(H)|

⌉

, (32)

where λmin(H) is the smallest eigenvalue of the adjacency matrix of the graph H.

(3) If H is a connected strongly d-regular graph with exactly λ common neighbors for every

two adjacent vertices and exactly µ common neighbors for every two non-adjacent vertices,

then

log2 |G| ≤

(

n

2

)

−

⌈

2d
√

(λ− µ)2 + 4(d− µ)− λ+ µ

⌉

. (33)

Proof. By Corollary 2,

log2 |G| ≤

(

n

2

)

−
(

⌈ϑ(H)⌉ − 1
)

. (34)

Item 1 then holds by the property that for every finite, simple, and undirected graph G on n

vertices

ϑ(G) = 1 + max
T

λmax(T)
∣

∣λmin(T)
∣

∣

, (35)

where the maximization on the right-hand side of (35) is taken over all symmetric nonzero

n × n matrices T = (Ti,j) with Ti,j = 0 for all i, j ∈ [n] such that {i, j} ∈ E(G) or i = j.

Equality (35) is then applied to G = H, so the maximization on the right-hand side of (31) is

needed to be taken over all symmetric nonzero t× t matrices T = (Ti,j) with Ti,j = 0 for all

i, j ∈ [t] such that {i, j} /∈ E(H) or i = j. This includes in particular the adjacency matrix of

the graph H, i.e., T = A(H).

We next prove Item 2, which refers to non-empty d-regular graphs on t vertices. Relaxing

the bound in (31) by selecting T = A(H) gives λmax(T) = d, and λmin(T) = λmin(H), which

gives the relaxed bound in (32).

Item 3 is then obtained from Item 2 by relying on the closed-form expression of the smallest

eigenvalue of the adjacency matrix of a strongly d-regular graph H on t vertices with exactly

λ common neighbors for every two adjacent vertices and exactly µ common neighbors for

every two non-adjacent vertices. In that case, the largest eigenvalue of the adjacency matrix is
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λ1(H) = d with multiplicity 1, and the other two distinct eigenvalues of its adjacency matrix

are given by

p1,2 =
1
2

(

λ− µ±
√

(λ− µ)2 + 4(d− µ)
)

, (36)

with the respective multiplicities

m1,2 =
1
2

(

t− 1∓
2d+ (t− 1)(λ − µ)
√

(λ− µ)2 + 4(d− µ)

)

. (37)

Specifically, by (36), the absolute value of the smallest eigenvalue of H is given by

∣

∣λmin(H)
∣

∣ = 1
2

(

√

(λ− µ)2 + 4(d− µ) + µ− λ
)

. (38)

Finally, substituting (38) into (32) gives (33).

It is natural to ask the following question:

Question 3. Is there a graph H (apart of an edge) for which the bound provided in Proposition 7

is tight for a largest H-intersecting family of graphs?

We provide a partial reply to Question 3 by comparing the leftmost and rightmost terms in

(28), which is equivalent to comparing |E(H)| and χ(H)− 1. According to the inequality

χ(H) ≤ ∆(H) + 1, (39)

where ∆(H) is the maximum degree of the vertices in the graph H, it follows that unless H is

an edge, there is a gap between the size of the graph (|E(H)|) and the chromatic number minus

one (χ(H) − 1). Furthermore, according to Brooks’ Theorem, for connected, undirected graphs

H that are neither complete nor odd cycles, the chromatic number satisfies

χ(H) ≤ ∆(H), (40)

which provides a tighter bound in comparison to (39), further increasing the gap between |E(H)|

and χ(H)− 1 unless H is an edge. It is also noted that the chromatic number satisfies

χ(H) ≤ 1
2

(

1 +
√

1 + 8|E(H)|
)

, (41)
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with an equality if and only if H is a complete graph. This bound arises by observing that

the chromatic number cannot exceed the largest integer k such that
(k
2

)

≤ |E(H)|. Hence, as

m = |E(H)| gets large, the smallest possible gap between χ(H)− 1 and |E(H)| is increased.

IV. NUMBER OF GRAPH HOMOMORPHISMS

Proposition 9. Let G be a finite, simple, and undirected graph on n vertices, and let mℓ be the

number of cliques of order ℓ ∈ N in G. Then, for all s, t ∈ N with 2 ≤ s < t ≤ n,

(t!mt)
s ≤ (s!ms)

t. (42)

We next provide a generalization of Proposition 9.

Proposition 10. Let G be a finite, simple, and undirected graph on n vertices, let s, t ∈ N with

s < t < n, let T be an induced subgraph of G on t vertices, and let m(H,G) denote the number

of copies of a subgraph H in the graph G. Then,

(

t!m(T,G)
)s

≤ max
S

(

s!m(S,G)
)t
, (43)

where the maximization on the right-hand side of (43) is with respect to all induced subgraphs

S of T on s vertices. Equivalently, in terms of homomorphism counts,

(

t!

aut(T)
· hom(T,G)

)s

≤ max
S

(

s!

aut(S)
· hom(S,G)

)t

, (44)

where the maximization on the right-hand side of (44) is as in (43), and aut(H) denotes the

size of the automorphism group of H.

Proof.

• Label the vertices of G by the elements of [n], and let T be an induced subgraph of G with

|V(T)| = t < n.

• Select a copy of T in G uniformly at random, and then choose a uniform random ordering of

the vertices in that copy. This process produces a random vector (X1, . . . ,Xt), representing

the selected order of the vertices.
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• Let m(T,G) denote the number of copies of T in G. Then,

H(X1, . . . ,Xt) = log
(

t! m(T,G)
)

, (45)

as the vertices of each copy of T in G can be ordered in t! equally probable ways.

• Let S ⊆ [t] be chosen uniformly at random from all subsets of [t] of fixed size s, where

1 ≤ s < t. Then,

Pr[i ∈ S] =
s

t
, ∀ i ∈ [t]. (46)

• By Proposition 3 and equalities (45) and (46), it follows that

ES

[

H(XS)
]

≥
s

t
· log

(

t! m(T,G)
)

. (47)

• The random subvector XS corresponds to a copy, in G, of an induced subgraph S ⊆ T with

s vertices. All s! permutations of the subvector XS correspond to the same copy of S in

G, and there are m(S,G) such copies of S in G.

• The entropy of the random subvector XS therefore satisfies

H(XS) ≤ log
(

s! m(S,G)
)

, (48)

where m(S,G) denotes the number of copies of a graph S in G, and s! accounts for the s!

permutations of the vector XS that corresponds to the same copy of S in G.

• By (48), it follows that

ES

[

H(XS)
]

≤ max
S

log
(

s! m(S,G)
)

, (49)

where the maximization on the right-hand side of (49) is taken over all induced subgraphs

S of T on s vertices.

• Combining (47) and (49) yields

s

t
· log

(

t! m(T,G)
)

≤ max
S

log
(

s! m(S,G)
)

, (50)

and exponentiating both sides (50) gives (43).
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• Let aut(H) denote the size of automorphism group of a graph H, defined as the number of

vertex permutations that preserve the graph’s structure, i.e., its adjacency and non-adjacency

relations. Then,

hom(H,G) = aut(H)m(H,G), (51)

which gives inequality (44) by combining (43) and (51). Furthermore, by (51), inequalities

(43) and (44) are equivalent.

Remark 5 (Specialization of Proposition 10 to Proposition 9). Proposition 9 follows as a

corollary of Proposition 10 by setting T = Kt (a clique of order t), for which every induced

subgraph of T on s vertices is a clique S of order s (S = Ks). In that case, aut(T) = t! and

aut(S) = s!. Consequently, the maximization on the right-hand side of (44) is performed over

the single graph Ks, which gives

hom(Kt,G)
s ≤ hom(Ks,G)

t, 1 ≤ s < t < n. (52)

By (51), we have

hom(Kt,G) = t!mt, (53)

hom(Ks,G) = s!ms, (54)

where mt and ms denote, respectively, the number of cliques of orders t and s in G. Combining

(52), (53), and (54) then gives

(t!mt)
s ≤ (s!ms)

t, 1 ≤ s < t < n. (55)

This reproduces Proposition 9, which establishes a relationship between the numbers of cliques

of two different orders in a finite, simple, undirected graph G.

We next rely on the Shannon entropy to derive a lower bound on the number of homomor-

phisms from any complete bipartite graph to any bipartite graph, and examine its tightness by

a derivation of an upper bound that relies on Proposition 6.
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Proposition 11. Let G be a simple bipartite graph having no isolated vertices. Let its partite

vertex sets be of sizes n1 and n2, and let its number of edges be equal to αn1n2 with α ∈ (0, 1].

Then, the number of homomorphisms from the complete bipartite graph Ks,t to G, where s, t ∈ N,

satisfies

αstns
1n

t
2 ≤ hom(Ks,t,G) ≤ (2αn1n2)

max{s,t}. (56)

Proof. We first provide an entropy-based proof of the lower bound in the leftmost term of (56).

Let U and V denote the partite vertex sets of the simple bipartite graph G, where |U| = n1 and

|V| = n2. By assumption, |E(G)| = αn1n2 where α ∈ (0, 1].

Let (U, V ) be a random vector taking values in U × V , and distributed uniformly at random

on the edges of G. Then, its entropy is H(U, V ) = log(αn1n2). The random vector (U, V ) can

be sampled by first sampling U = u from the marginal probability mass function (PMF) of U

(PU ), and then sampling V from the conditional PMF PV |U (·|u).

Next, consider the random vector (U1, V1, . . . , Vt) by first sampling U1 = u1 from the marginal

PMF PU , and then sampling V1 = v1, . . . , Vt = vt independently at random from the conditional

PMF PV |U(·|u1). Then,

H(U1, V1, . . . , Vt) = H(U1) +

t
∑

i=1

H(Vi|U1)

= H(U) + tH(V |U)

= tH(U, V )− (t− 1)H(U)

= t log(αn1n2)− (t− 1)H(U)

≥ t log(αn1n2)− (t− 1) log n1

= log(αtn1n
t
2). (57)

Further, consider the random vector (U1, . . . , Us, V1, . . . , Vt) by first sampling (V1, . . . , Vt) =

(v1, . . . , vt) from the joint PMF PV1,...,Vt
, and then sampling U1, . . . , Us independently from the
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conditional PMF PU |V1,...,Vt
(·|v1, . . . , vt), where

PU |V1,...,Vt
(u|v1, . . . , vt) =

PU (u)
t
∏

i=1
PV |U(vi|u)

∑

u∈U

{

PU (u)
t
∏

i=1
PV |U(vi|u)

} , u ∈ U . (58)

Then,

H(U1, . . . , Us, V1, . . . , Vt)

= H(V1, . . . , Vt) +

s
∑

i=1

H(Ui|V1, . . . , Vt)

= H(V1, . . . , Vt) + sH(U1|V1, . . . , Vt)

= s
[

H(V1, . . . , Vt) + H(U1|V1, . . . , Vt)
]

− (s− 1)H(V1, . . . , Vt)

= sH(U1, V1, . . . , Vt)− (s − 1)H(V1, . . . , Vt)

≥ s log(αtn1n
t
2)− (s− 1)H(V1, . . . , Vt) (by (57))

≥ s log(αtn1n
t
2)− (s− 1) log(nt

2)

= log(αstns
1n

t
2). (59)

The vector (U1, . . . , Us, V1, . . . , Vt) corresponds to a homomorphism from Ks,t to G (this holds

by construction, see (58) where PUV is uniformly distributed over the edges of the graph G, PU

is the marginal PMF of U , and PV |U is the conditional PMF of V given U ). Hence,

H(U1, . . . , Us, V1, . . . , Vt) ≤ log hom(Ks,t,G). (60)

Combining (59) and (60) yields

hom(Ks,t,G) ≥ αstns
1n

t
2. (61)

We next prove the upper bound on the number of homomorphisms in the rightmost term of

(56). By Proposition 6, with
∣

∣E(G)
∣

∣ = αn1n2, we get

hom(Ks,t,G) ≤ (2αn1n2)
αf(Ks,t). (62)

Every bipartite graph is a perfect graph, so α(Ks,t) = αf(Ks,t) = χ(Ks,t). The independence

number of Ks,t is the size of the largest among the left and right vertex sets, so it satisfies
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α(Ks,t) = max{s, t}. Similarly, Ks,t = Ks ∪Kt is the disjoint union of the complete graphs Ks

and Kt, so χ(Ks,t) = max{s, t}. Since α(H) ≤ αf(H) ≤ χ(H) for every graph H, it follows that

αf(Ks,t) = max{s, t}, whose substitution into (62) gives the rightmost inequality in (56).

Setting s = t in Proposition 11 gives the following.

Corollary 3. Let G be a bipartite graph having no isolated vertices. Then, in the setting of

Proposition 11,

αs2(n1n2)
s ≤ hom(Ks,s,G) ≤ (2α)s(n1n2)

s, (63)

so, for a fixed α ∈ (0, 1), it follows from (63) that the number of homomorphisms from the

complete bipartite graph Ks,t to G scales like (n1n2)
s.
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