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Abstract

If a graph is n-colourable, then it obviously is n/-colourable for any n’ > n. But the
situation is not so clear when we consider multi-colourings of graphs. A graph is (n, k)-
colourable if we can assign each vertex a k-subset of {1,2,...,n} so that adjacent vertices
receive disjoint subsets.

In this note we consider the following problem: if a graph is (n, k)-colourable, then for what
pairs (n/, k') is it also (n’, k’)-colourable? This question can be translated into a question
regarding multi-colourings of Kneser graphs, for which Stahl formulated a conjecture in
1976. We present new results, strengthen existing results, and in particular present much
simpler proofs of several known cases of the conjecture.

1 Introduction and Main Results

All graphs in this note are finite, undirected and without multiple edges or loops. All colourings
we consider are vertex colourings. A proper colouring of a graph assigns a colour to each vertex
such that adjacent vertices receive different colours. A graph G is n-colourable if n colours
are enough for a proper colouring of G, and the chromatic number x(G) is the smallest n for
which G is n-colourable.

Multi-colouring generalises vertex colouring and itself has been the subject of extensive re-
search; see e.g. [10, Chapter 3]. In a k-multi-colouring of a graph, each vertex receives a set
of k colours, and such a colouring is proper if adjacent vertices receive disjoint colour sets.
A graph G is (n, k)-colourable if there is a proper k-multi-colouring using k-subsets from [n]
(=1{1,2,...,n}). For a positive integer k, the k-th multi-chromatic number xi(G) is the
smallest n such that G is (n, k)-colourable.

*The research in this publication was first published in the second author’s PhD Thesis [13].
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Note that if £ = 1, then k-multi-colouring is just normal vertex colouring, and x1(G) is just
the normal chromatic number x(G).

It this note we consider the following question.

Question 1.1.
If a graph G is (n, k)-colourable, then for what pairs (n’, k') are we guaranteed that G is also
(n', k")-colourable?

Note that the corresponding question for standard n-colouring is trivial: if G is n-colourable,
then it is n’-colourable for all n’ > n. More precisely: if x(G) = n, then G is n’-colourable if
and only if n’ > n. Maybe somewhat surprisingly, the question for multi-colouring appears to
be much more challenging, and in fact is mostly open.

Kneser graphs play a central role in the studies of multi-colouring. For n > k > 1, the Kneser

graph K(n, k) has as vertex set the collection of all k-subsets of [n] (denoted by <[Z]> ), and

there is an edge between two vertices if and only if the two k-sets are disjoint. We will usually
assume n > 2k, as otherwise the Kneser graph is edgeless.

It is well known and easy to prove (see e.g. [10, Section 3.2]) that a graph G is (n, k)-colourable
if and only if there is a homomorphism from G to K (n, k). (A homomorphism from a graph G
to a graph H is a mapping ¢ : V(G) — V(H) that preserves edges: if uv is an edge in G,
then ¢(u)p(v) is an edge in H.)

This means that the following questions are all equivalent to Question 11

1. Given n,k, for what n', k' is the Kneser graph K(n,k) also (n’,k’)-colourable?
2. Given n,k, for what n', k' is there a homomorphism from K(n,k) to K(n',k")?
3. Given n,k, for what n', k" do we have n' > x (K(n,k))?

The last question was studied by Stahl [11], who formulated the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.2 (Stahl [11]).
Let n, k be integers, n > 2k > 2. Then for k' = gk — r, where q,r are integers with ¢ > 1 and
0<r<k-—1, we have xpr (K (n,k)) = qgn — 2r.

The conjecture is known to hold for some special values of n, k, k', but few general results are
known. For instance, the conjecture is trivially true for k = 1 (since the Kneser graph K(n, 1)
is just the complete graph on n vertices). It is also true for k¥’ = 1 by Lovasz’s proof [8] of
the Kneser Conjecture: x1(K(n,k)) = x(K(n,k)) =n —2(k — 1). (Though note that at the
time [11] appeared the Kneser Conjecture was still open.)

In Stahl’s original paper it was proved that the conjectured value is an upper bound, i.e.
(n,k,q,r as in Conjecture [[.2)):

Xah—r (K (n,k)) < gn —2r. (1)
In the next section we explain how this bound can be derived.
In a follow-up paper [12], Stahl proved the following general lower bound for yx (K (n,k)):
Xak—r(K(n,k)) > qn — 2r — (k* — 3k + 4). (2)

Stahl also proved the conjecture for some special values of n, k, k.



Theorem 1.3.
(a) For all k and k', Conjecture [L2 is true for the bipartite Kneser graphs K (2k,k) and for
the so-called odd graphs K (2k + 1,k) (Stahl [11]).

(b) For all n and k, Conjecture L2 is true for any k' that is an integer multiple of k; in other
words: xqr(K(n,k)) = qn (Stahl [11]).

(c) For alln and k, Congecture[LZAis true for all k' < k; in other words: xj—(K(n,k)) =n—2r
(Stahl [11)).

(d) For all n and k', Conjecture is true for k =2 and k = 3 (Stahl [12]).

Our first results are based on the following simple observation, which seems to have been
missed in the research on Stahl’s Conjecture.

The independence number a(G) of a graph G is the maximum size of an independent set in G.

For any proper (n’,k’)-colouring of a graph G, each colour class (the set of vertices whose

colour set contains a particular colour) is an independent set, hence contains at most a(QG)

vertices. Since each vertex appears in k' colour classes, we have k' - [V(G)| < n’- «(G). This

KV(G)

means in particular that yp (G) > ———.
p xi (G) > (G)

For Kneser graphs, by definition we have |V (K (n, k))| = (Z) , while the celebrated Erdés-Ko-

n

k

those values in the lower bound for x4 (G) above immediately gives the following.

-1
Rado Theorem [3] means that a(K(n,k)) = < 1) for all k > 1 and n > 2k. Substituting

Observation 1.4.

k/ n kl
Let n, k, k' be integers, n > 2k > 2, k' > 1. Then we have xx/ (K (n,k)) > (n(_kl)) = ?n
k—1

Note that by combining this observation with () we obtain a proof of Theorem [L.3](b) that
is much simpler than its proof in [11].

In addition, since xx/(K(n,k)) is an integer, we immediately obtain the following result.

Theorem 1.5.

Let n, k be integers, n > 2k > 2. Then for k' = gk — r, where q,r are integers with ¢ > 1 and
/

0<r<k-—1, we have x} (K (n,k)) > V:?nw =qn — L%J =qn —2r — LL;WC)J

The estimate in Theorem is better than (@) if n < k? + 2.

We can obtain further results by using more detailed knowledge about independent sets in
Kneser graphs. Erdés, Ko and Rado [3] proved that if n > 2k + 1, then the only independent

-1
sets of order <Z 1) in the Kneser graph K (n, k) are the so-called trivial independent sets:

those vertex sets whose vertices correspond to family of k-sets in [n] that contain some fixed
common element ¢ € [n]. Using that information about the structure of independent sets of
order a(K(n,k)), the following can be proved.



Theorem 1.6.
Let n, k be integers, n > 2k +1 > 3. Then for all k' > 1 we have equality in Observation 1]
if and only if k' is an integer multiple of k.

The statement that x,i(K(n,k)) = pn if and only if p is an integer is sometimes attributed
to Stahl [11] (see, e.g., |5 Section 7.9] and [9]), but it is not explicitly stated in Stahl’s paper.
Stahl’s result [11, Theorem 9| states that K(n, k) has a particular (pn,pk)-colouring (called
“efficient” in the paper) if and only if p is an integer. Nevertheless, its proof in essence proves
the general result, as is made explicit in [5, Lemma 7.9.3| and its proof.

Surprisingly, by splitting the Kneser graph K(n, k) into smaller subgraphs and using Theo-
rem for each of the subgraphs, sometimes it is possible to get a better bound than using
the theorem directly.

Theorem 1.7.
Let n,k,r,q be integers, n > 2k > 2, ¢g>1 and 0 <r <k —1. Choose ny,...,n; such that
¢

t
n= ), n; and 2k < n; < 4k for all i. Then we have Xqp—r(K(n,k)) > qn— > L%J
Z i=1

We will prove this theorem in Subsection Bl And although the result is a fairly direct
corollary of Theorem [[.7] it actually can give better bounds in many cases. For example, if

n = t(2k+1), then Theorem [T with n; = --- = ny = 2k +1 gives xg—r (K(n,k)) > gn—2rt,
t
whilst Theorem only gives xgr—r(K(n,k)) > qn — 21t — L%J :

Observation [[4] also almost immediately gives the following small improvement of the main
result in Osztényi [9]; again with a much simpler and shorter proof. As before, details can be
found in Subsection Bl

Theorem 1.8.

Let n,k,r be integers, n > 2k +1 >3 and 0 < r <

Xqk—r (K (n,k)) = gn — 2r.

Then for all ¢ > 1 we have

Our next result shows that for a fixed k only a finite number of values of xu/ (K (n,k)) need
to be determined in order to conclude whether or not Stahl’s Conjecture is true for that value
of k and for all n and k'

Theorem 1.9.

Let k > 2 be fized. Then there exist no(k) and qo(n, k) such that the following holds. If for all
2k < n < no(k) we know that X g—x—1)(K(n, k)) = gn —2(k —1) for at least one ¢ > qo(n, k),
then we have Xqp—r (K (n,k)) = qn —2r for alln >2k, ¢ >1 and 0 <r <k —1.

Possible functions ng(k) and go(n, k) in Theorem [[L9 are given explicitly in Section 8l We use
these expressions to show that we can take ng(k) < k3 — k% + 2k — 2 and qo(n, k) < 4*(n — 2k)
foralln>2k+1>05.

We could replace qo(n, k) by g¢j(k) = max{qo(n,k) | 2k < n < ng(k)} in the theorem, to
remove the dependency of gy on n. We chose to keep qo(n,k), since for larger values of
n we get better bounds for qq(n,k). For instance, if n > k% + k — 1, then we can show

qo(n, k) < e(n — 2k).



Theorem generalises some known results. Chvatal et al. [I] showed that for fixed k& we
only need to find xx41(K(n,k)) for finitely many n to decide if Stahl’s Conjecture holds for
K =k +1 for all n. And Stahl [II] proved that for fixed n,k and sufficiently large k', the
conjecture holds for k' if and only if it holds for ¥’ — k. The proof of that latter result is
non-constructive and does not give an explicit bound on the value of &/, and hence it can only
give a version of Theorem without a bound on the function gg(n, k).

Recall that Stahl’s Conjecture was already proved by Stahl for £k = 2,3. For k = 4, our
methods show that we only need to find x44—3(K(n,4)) for 8 < n < 10 and ¢ = 13, and
for 11 < n < 39 and ¢ = 12. (In fact, for larger n even smaller ¢ are enough.) The cases
n = 8,9 follow from Theorem [[3](a). The case n = 10 is solved in [7]. So the first open
case is to determine whether or not y45(K(11,4)) = 126. Note that Stahl’s bound (I]) gives
X45(K(11,4)) < 126, while our bounds in the next section show x45(K(11,4)) > 124.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. In the next section we discuss some
of Stahl’s work in more detail. The proofs of our results can be found in Section B Final
observations and ideas for further research are discussed in Section [4]

2 Stahl’s Work

In this section we describe some of the original ideas behind Stahl’s Conjecture, as developed
in [ITL12], since many of these ideas are important in the development of our arguments.

The following two results are essential in showing that the conjectured values of xx/ (K (n,k))
are indeed upper bounds.

Lemma 2.1 (Geller and Stahl [4]).
If a graph G is both (ni,ki)-colourable and (ng, ke)-colourable, then G is (ny + no, ki + ka)-
colourable.

Lemma 2.2 (Stahl [I1]).
For integers n > 3 and k > 2, there exists a homomorphism ¢ from K(n,k) to K(n—2,k—1).

The proof of Lemma 2] combines an (nq, k1 )-colouring using colours from [n1] = {1,...,n;}
and an (ng, ko)-colouring using colours from {nj + 1,...,n1 + na}.

The proof of Lemma 2.2 in [I1] is more cumbersome than required, so we give a new proof
here. First note that if n < 2k, then any mapping of vertices is a homomorphism, because
both K(n,k) and K(n — 2,k — 1) are edgeless.

So we can assume n > 2k. For each k-subset S C [n], let max S be the maximum element
of S. Now for each k-subset S with |S N {n —1,n}| <1 we set ¢(S) = S\ {maxS}. If
{n—1,n} C S, then let x be the largest integer in [n]\ S and set p(S) = (S\{n—1,n})U{z}.

To show that ¢ is a homomorphism from K(n,k) to K(n — 2,k — 1), we must show that if
any two k-sets Sp,S2 are adjacent in K (n, k), hence are disjoint, then ¢(S1) and ¢(S2) are
disjoint as well. This is obvious if both |[S;N{n —1,n}| <1 and |SoN{n —1,n}| <1, since
then ¢(S1) € S1 and ¢(S2) C Sa, hence ¢(S1) N@(S2) € S1 NSy = @. If for one of Sp, 52,
say S1, we have {n — 1,n} C Sj, then for Sy we must have |Sy N {n — 1,n}| = 0. Since



max So ¢ S1, we have that the largest element x in [n] \ S; satisfies x > max Sy. This means
that (S1U{z})N(S2\{maxSs}) = @, which guarantees that ¢(S51) and ¢(S2) are also disjoint
in this case. [

The existence of a homomorphism from K (n, k) to K (n—2, k—1) means that for any graph G,
if G is (n, k)-colourable (i.e. there is a homomorphism from G to K(n,k)), then G is also
(n—2,k —1)-colourable (i.e. there is a homomorphism from G to K(n—2,k—1)). And hence
for any graph G with at least one edge, we have xi_1(G) < xx(G) — 2. (For an edge-less
graph G we have xi_1(G) =k — 1 = xp(G) — 1 for all £'.)

Stahl’s Conjecture states that xgx—r(K(n,k)) = gn —2r, forallg > 1and 0 <r < k—1.
The two lemmas above can explain where this expression comes from. Firstly, by definition
K (n, k) is (n, k)-colourable. By using Lemma[2.1]q > 1 times, we find that K (n, k) is (gn, ¢k)-
colourable. (And then in fact Observation [L4] shows that (K (n,k)) = gn.) Now applying
Lemma r > 0 times gives that K (n, k) is (qn — 2r, gk — r)-colourable. So we’ve proved the
upper bound xg—r(K(n,k)) < gn — 2r from ().

Combining that g, (K(n,k)) = qn and xx—1(K(n,k)) < xw(K(n,k)) — 2 for all k¥, we can
conclude that for any fixed ¢, if xgp—x—1)(K(n,k)) = gn — 2(k — 1), then x4 (K (n,k)) =
qn — 2r for the same ¢ and all 0 < r < k — 1. This means that in order to prove Stahl’s
Conjecture, it suffices to prove it for r = k — 1. An immediate corollary of the Lovasz-Kneser
Theorem, x1(K(n,k)) = n—2k+2, is that the conjecture is true for ¢ = 1; see Theorem [[3c).

The observations in this section provide other ways to prove the lower bound xgx—r (K (n, k)) <
gn — 2r. For instance, we can use Lemma [2] to construct a (qgn — 2r, gk — r)-colouring of
K (n,k) by combining ¢ — 1 copies of an (n, k)-colouring and one copy of an (n — 2r,k — r)
colouring. And in fact, in general there are many ways to obtain similar multi-colourings.
For instance, if k,q,r > 2, we can take ¢ — 2 copies of an (n, k)-colouring, one copy of an
(n— 2,k —1)-colouring and one copy of an (n—2(r — 1),k — (r — 1))-colouring to get the same
bound.

This multitude of possible (n —2(r — 1),k — (r — 1))-colourings may be one of the reasons why
Stahl’s Conjecture is so difficult to prove. The proof of Theorem [[L6l shows that taking ¢ copies
of an (n, k)-colouring of K(n,q) is in essence the only way to obtain an (gn, gk)-colouring of
K (n,q), which might explain why for that case we can prove the conjecture.

As already observed by Geller & Stahl [4], for any graph G we have yp/(G) = x(G e Ky/),

where “o” denotes the lexicographic product of two graphs: V(Ge H) = V(G) x V(H), and

(u1,v1)(u2,v2) € E(Ge H) if and only if either ujus € E(G), or u; = ug and vive € E(H).

This allows us to translate the problem of finding multi-chromatic numbers to finding chro-

matic numbers. Since we also have that |V (G e K;/)| = K|V (G)| and (G e Ki/) = a(G), this
KV (G)|

i It ti f of v (G) > —————.
gives an alternative proof of y; (G) > o(G)

3 Proofs of Our Results

This section contains the proofs of the results from Section [[I Throughout this section we
use k' and gk — r interchangeably (i.e. k' = gk —r), where ¢ > 1 and 0 <r < k — 1.



3.1 Proof and Discussion of Theorems [I.7] and [1.8

We first prove Theorem [[.8 which states that Stahl’s Conjecture is true for 0 < r < o
n p—
Note that this result generalises the following known results.

(a) Stahl’s Congecture is true if k' is a multiple of k, i.e. if r =0 (Stahl [11)]).

(b) Stahl’s Conjecture is true if 2k <n < 3k and 0 <r < (Osztényi [9)).

n — 2k
Theorem [1.8l
Let n,k,r be integers, n > 2k +1 >3 and 0 < r <

Xqk—r (K (n,k)) = gqn — 2r.

. Then for all ¢ > 1 we have
n — 2k

k — 2k
Proof. If 0 <r < R then L%J = 0, and hence Theorem immediately shows
n [e—
that xgr—r (K (n,k)) > gn — 2r. We then have xgr—r(K(n,k)) = gn —2r by ().
k K k—
Ifr = —Y is an integer and 0 < r < k — 1, then Tn = w = qn — n—an =

qn — 2r — 1 is an integer. But as gk — r is not a multiple of k, since 1 < r < k — 1, by
Theorem we have that K (n, k) is not (gn — 2r — 1, gk — r)-colourable. We can conclude
that xgr—r(K(n,k)) = qgn — 2r by ). O

The result in [9] mentioned above follows from the following lower bound in that paper,
obtained after a long and quite elaborate proof.

Theorem 3.1 (Osztényi [9, Proposition 5|).
Let n, k, € be integers, k., > 2 and bk <n < 20k. Then for allg>1 andr, 0 <r <k-—1, we
br—1

=

have Xgk—r(K (n,k)) > qn —{lr —c+1, where c is a positive integer satisfying c >

We will show that the bound in Theorem is already at least as good than this bound,
r(n — 2k)

by proving that we never have qn — ¢r —c+1 > gn — 2r — for integers n, k, £, c

satisfying the conditions in Theorem Bl Since ¢ > 2, it is more than enough to show that for

-1 -2
bl Cﬂwﬁl' For
n—lk |

a contradiction, assume such a c exists for some n, k,r,£. Then since c is an integer, we have

lk < n < 20k there is no positive integer ¢ such that

ck <r(n—Lk). (3)

Lk Lk
Since n < 2Lk is equivalent to n — £k < £k —1 for integers, we have {7—‘ —-1> {——‘ —
n — Ltk lk—1

-1
1 > 0. Using this in L < ¢ gives c{ i —| —c¢ > fr — 1. We can rearrange this
[nfkgk] -1 n —lk
Lk L -1 175 L L
to {n—fkw > T+CC , and he;;e to L”—fk—‘ > T:_C = ?T + 1. Since {n—fkw is an
integer, we can conclude that % > —T, which gives ck > r(n — (k), contradicting (3]).
n— c
O



On the other hand, there are values of n, k,r for which Theorem gives a better bound
than Theorem Bl For instance if n = 137, k¥ = 56 and r» = 31, then Theorem gives
X56¢—31 (K (137,56)) > 137¢—75, whereas in Theorem [B.J]we need to take £ = 2 and ¢ > 15.25,
which gives at best the bound xs564—31(K(137,56)) > 137¢ — 77. And for n = 145, k = 30
and r = 17, Theorem gives x30q—17(K(145,30)) > 145q — 82, whereas in Theorem Bl
we need to take £ = 3 and ¢ > 50, or £ = 4 and ¢ > 16.75, which gives at best the bound
X30g—17(K (145, 30)) > 145¢ — 140.

In the remainder of this subsection, we prove and discuss Theorem [L.71

Theorem [1.71
Let n,k,r,q be integers, n > 2k >2, g > 1 and 0 <r <k —1. Choose ny,...,n; such that
¢ ¢ 4

n =Y, n; and 2k < n; < 4k for alli. Then we have Xqp—r (K (n,k)) > qn — > L%J
i=1 i=1

In fact, this theorem follows directly from the following more technical lemma.

Lemma 3.2.

Let k,r,q be mtegers n>2k>2,¢q>1and0<r <k-—1. Let ny,...,n; be positive integers

such that n = Z ni, and let Iy, Iy, Is C [t] be the sets of indices such that for i € Iy we have

n; < k, fori 6 Ig we have k < n; < 2k, and for i € I3 we have n; > 2k. Then we have

Xak—r(K (n.8)) > || - (g =) + = (ami = |57 ).

i€l3

The proof is based on the idea of partitioning K (n, k) into suitable subgraphs by splitting the
ground set [n]. Note that for any m with & < m < n — k, the subgraph of K(n, k) induced by

{F € <[Z]> ‘ F C [m]} is isomorphic to K(m, k), and the subgraph of K(n,k) induced by

{F € <[Z]> ‘ F C[m+1, n]} is isomorphic to K(n —m, k). Moreover, since the vertices of

these two subgraphs in K (n, k) are disjoint subsets of [n], there is a complete bipartite join
between them in K (n, k).

Setting k' = gk — r, these observations immediately give for k <m < n — k:
X (K (n,k)) 2> X (K (m, k)) + xw (K (n —m, k)).

Moreover, for m < k or m > n—k we have xx/ (K (m, k)) = 0, which means that the inequality
above in fact holds for 0 < m < n.

If 0 < n; <k, then K(n;, k) is empty, so xgu—r(K(n;,k)) = 0; while if & < n; < 2k, then
K (ni, k) has no edges, so xgk—r(K(n;,k)) = gk — r. Finally, for n; > 2k Theorem gives

Xqk—r (K (n4, k) > qn; — L%J . Combining it all we obtain

Xak-r Z Xak—r (B (ni,B)) > 1] -0+ || - (gk =) + 3 (ami = | 57 ).

i€l3

completing the proof of the lemma. ]



Note that Lemma allows for any value of the n;’s, whereas Theorem [[.7] considers 2k <
n; < 4k only. To justify this restriction, we show that the best bound in the lemma with
n =nji + -+ + n; can always be obtained by taking 2k < n; < 4k. First, if we have some n;
with n; < k, then since we know xgi—r (K (1, k)) = 0, adding this n; to another n; never will
give a worse bound.

Next assume we have some n; with k < n; < 2k, but none with n; < k. If there are two such n;,
say n; and n;, then it is easy to check that replacing them by n;+n; (where 2k < n;+n; < 4k)
gives at least as good a bound. If there is only one n; with k < n; < 2k, then, since n > 2k,

there must be an n; with n; > 2k. These two parts give gk — r + gn; — L%J to the

bound. Replacing them by n; + n;, where we have 2k < n; +n;, replaces this contribution by

q(n; +nj) — LWJ We can estimate
n; +n;)r ng +ng)r
q(ni +n;) — Li( — ) qu(ni+nj)_7( — d
n; n:r nir
> =gk =) +qn; - ij —1=>qk—r+qn; - L%J —1.
. . (ni +nj)r
And since ¢, k,r,n;,n; are all integers, we can conclude that g(n; + n;) — { 3 J >

gk — 1 +qn; — L%J , justifying the replacement.

Finally, assume we have some n; > 4k. Then we can take n; = ny + ny» with ng,ny > 2k.

Since LnimJ + VLWTJ < L(nzl i ni”)rJ, we find that splitting n; > 4k always gives at least

k k k
as good a bound.
For many values of n and k there will be multiple ways to write n = ny + -+ 4+ n; for

2k < n; < 4i. Although intuitive one would expect that smaller values of n; give better
bounds because of the rounding in the term LEJ, this does not in general give the best
bound. For instance, if n = 76, k = 7 and r = 4 (and ¢ can be anything), the choice
ni =ng =nz = ng = 15 and ns = 16, gives the bound x7,—4(K(76,7)) > 76¢g — 41. But if we
take ny = ng = ng = ng = 19, we get x74-4(K(76,7)) > 76q — 40.

Another intuitive idea is that the best bounds are obtained if the n; are similar in size (so
they give roughly the same term L%J . Also that idea appeared to be wrong. For instance,
if n =79, k =10 and r = 6 (again ¢ can be anything), the best bound is found by taking
n1 = 23 and ne = n3z = 28, or by taking n; = ne = 23 and n3 = 33.

We did quite extensive computations of bounds that can be obtained using Theorem [L.7 but
weren’t able to discover a pattern for what would be the optimal choice of the n;’s for different
values of n, k,r.

3.2 Proof and Discussion of Theorem [1.9]

Theorem is a corollary of the following two results.

Lemma 3.3.
For all k > 2 and n > 2k + 1 there exist qo(n, k), such that if ¢ > qo(n, k) + 1, then we have
Xak—r (K (1, k) > 1+ X (g—1)k—r (K (0, k)) for all0 <7 <k —1.



Lemma 3.4.
For all k > 2 there exists no(k) < k3 — k? + 2k — 2, such that if n > ng(k) + 1, then we have
Xak—r(K(n,k)) > q + Xgh—r (K (n — 1,k)) for allg>1 and 0 <r <k — 1.

We first show how these lemmas provide Theorem [l

Theorem

Let k > 2 be fixed. Then there exist ng(k) and qo(n, k) such that the following holds. If for all
2k < n < no(k) we know that X gx—k—1)(K(n, k)) = qn—2(k —1) for at least one ¢ > qo(n, k),
then we have Xqp—r(K(n,k)) = qn —2r for alln > 2k, ¢ > 1 and 0 <r <k —1.

Proof. Fix k > 2. Since Stahl’s conjecture holds for n = 2k, we can assume n > 2k 4+ 1. Let
no(k) be the integer as in Lemma [34] So if n > ng(k) + 1, then for all 0 < r < k — 1 we have

Xgh—r(K(n, k) > ¢+ Xqh—r(K(n — 1,k)). (4)

For each n > 2k + 1, let go(n, k) be the integer as in Lemma 33 So if ¢ > go(n, k) + 1, then
for all 0 <r <k —1 we have

Xqk—r (K(n7 k)) >n+ X(g—1)k—r (K(n7 k)) (5)
Next note that for all n > 2k and ¢’ > 2 we have
Xq'k—r (K(’I’L, k)) <n+ X(¢'-1)k—r (K(’I’L, k))’ (6)

since combining a (X (y/—1yk—r (K (n, k)), (¢ —1)k—r)-colouring and a (n, k)-colouring of K (n, k)
produces a (¢'k — r)-multi-colouring.

Assume the conditions in Theorem [L.9 hold. ILe. for each 2k < n < ng(k) there is a
qn > qo(n, k) such that xg p—k—1)(K(n,k)) = gun — 2(k — 1). Then we immediately have
Xqnk—r (K (n,k)) = gon — 2r for all 0 < r < k — 1, since for any non-empty graph G we have
Xi'+1(G) > xw(G) + 2 (by Lemma 22)), and xg4,x(K (1, k)) = gon. Combining this with (D),
@), and (@), gives xqr—r(K(n,k)) = gn —2r for all 2k <n <ng(k),¢>1and 0 <r <k-—1.

In particular we have that xgr—r(K(n,k)) = gn — 2r for n = ng(k) and all ¢ > 1 and
0 <7 < k—1. Combining this with () and ) gives xqx—r(K(n,k)) = gn — 2r for all
n >ng(k), ¢ >1and 0 <r <k — 1, completing the proof. O

Essential in the proofs of Lemmas [3.3] and [3:4] is some more detailed information about large
independent sets in Kneser graphs. Recall that for all n > 2k the independence number of the

-1
Kneser graph K (n, k) is a(K(n,k)) = <Z 1
trivial independent sets: vertex sets whose vertices are k-sets in [n] that contain some fixed
common element ¢ € [n]. We say that such an independent set is centred at i.

) [3], and for n > 2k +1 equality only occurs for

Hilton and Milner [6] showed that if n > 2k 4+ 1 and an independent set in the Kneser graph
n—1 n—k—1
k—1) \ k-1

bound is significantly smaller than the Erd&s-Ko-Rado bound, which means that for large n
and ¢, many of the colours used in a ‘good’ (¢gk — r)-multi-colouring of K (n, k) must induce

—1 —k-1
trivial independent sets. In the remainder, we use a*(K (n, k)) = (Z 1> — <n b1 > +1
for the Hilton-Milner bound.

K (n, k) is not trivial, then it has order at most +1. This ‘second best’
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Proof of Lemma[33 Fix some k> 2, n>2k+1and 0 <r <k —1. Take ¢ > qo(n, k) + 1,
where qo(n, k) is a function that we will specify later. Fix a proper (z, gk — r)-colouring C' of
K (n, k) for some x < gn — 2r (which we know exists by (II)). We will show this means there
also exists a proper (x —n, (¢ — 1)k — r)-colouring of K (n, k).

Let y be the number of non-trivial colour classes in C' (the colour classes that are not a subset
of {F € <[Z]> ‘ ieF } for some ¢ € [n]). Hence there are x — y trivial colour classes. By

counting the appearance of each vertex in all colour classes, we have

(k=) (1) < (@ = (Kl 0) + yo (K (n. 1)
<207 ) +((00) - () )

-1
Since (gk — ) <Z> = <qn — %) (Z B 1>, this gives

(2 — 2r) (Zj) r(n— 21‘/’)(2:})
LE? _ _ (7)
TOEN T TR )

We claim that if ¢ > go(n, k) + 1, where

| (k=1D)(n—2k+1) (k—1)(n—2k)(n —1) <(zj) _ (n;ﬁ;l))
qo(n, k) := { n—k + ko k:)((";ffl) B 1) J

then for all ¢ € [n] there is a trivial colour class in C' that is centred at i. For a contradiction,
assume that there is no colour class centred at i* for some i* € [n], i.e. none of the colour

classes in C' is a subset of F = {F € <[Z]> ‘ * e F } Then each trivial colour class

;o (8)

: n—2 L . :
contains at most vertices in F, and each non-trivial colour class contains at most

k—2

-1 —k—-1
<Z 1) — <n k1 > vertices in F. Counting the appearance of each vertex in F in all

colonr dasse, we fnd
w-nr e (i) () - ()
<= 23) () - (G20) - (550)
since (gn — )7 = (n ) (1~ ) = 0= (0 Y aa (1 21) - (123 -
oo
(22 (1)) s et ey
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Combining () and (@), we obtain

r(n—2k)(;7,) ((Z:f) - (n;ﬁ;l)) S qin—k)—r(n—2k+1) <n — 2)
CEER k-1 k-2)
We can rearrange this to
rn—2kt1) =200 -1 - ()
nok kn-R (N -1)

Since r < k — 1, the right-hand side of this inequality is smaller than go(n, k) + 1 as defined
in (8), a contradiction.

q=<

So we can assume that for all ¢ € [n] there is a trivial colour class in C that is centred at i. By
removing one such trivial colour class centred at ¢ for each i € [n], we remove n colour classes
in total and at most k colours for each vertex. This gives a proper (x—n, (¢—1)k—r)-colouring

of K(n, k), thus proving x(g—1)k—r (K (1, k)) < Xxqk—r(K(n,k)) —n. O
We need the following technical result for the proof of Lemma [3.4]

Lemma 3.5.
o (K(n,k))

For all k > 2, if ng(k) := k3 — k% + 2k — 2 then for n > ng(k) + 1 we have AWK, k) <
n
W2 1)

Proof. We can write

% n—1 n—k—1 k—1 .
o (K(n, k)) _ (k—l)_( k—1 )+1 :1_Hn—k—1+ 1
a(K(n, k) (Z:D - T L (Z:D
k=1 — o — k—1 k k k—1
. B n-k—v_ B c (1__ k& .
We first estimate i];ll — zl;ll(l n—i) < (1 n—k:—{—l)
. . . 1 1 1
Next, it is straightforward to check that if k = 2, then we have ——— = < =
(2_1) n—1 n—2
2k — 2
——foralln>3. For £k > 2 and n > 2k + 1, we can estimate by induction on k:
k(n — 2k +2)
1 B 1 < k 2k — 2
n—1 T n—k(n-1 _ I _
((k+1)—1) EGo)  n—k k(n—2k+2)
2k —=2)(k+1)(n —2k) 2(k+1)—2
 2k(n—Kk)(n—-2k+2) (k+1)(n—-2k+1)+2)
2(k+1)—2
(k+1)(n—2k+1)+2)
. 1 2k — 2
This shows that (Zj) < Rn— 2k +2) forallm >2k+1>5.
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All in all, this means that it suffices to find ng(k) > 2k + 1 such that for all n > ng(k) + 1 we

have L 1 ok 9
- - n
1- (11— —F—— < .
< n—k:—l—l) +k(n—2k—|—2)_kz(n—2k—|—2)

k k—1 1
This inequality is equivalent to <1 — m) >1- 7 hence to
k 1
F-Dhn(1- ———) >In(1- 7).
( ) In n—k+1/)=" k
1
Now we use the standard inequalities 1 — — < In(z) < x — 1 to obtain that it is enough to
x
—k -1
guarantee (k — 1) - P YR > T This holds for n > k? — k% + 2k — 1, completing the
proof. O

Note that for specific values of k& we can get better bounds on ng(k). For instance, compu-
tations show that for & = 4 the conclusion of the lemma already holds for n > 39 (whereas
no(4) + 1 = 55).

Now we are ready to prove Lemma [3.4]

Proof of Lemma[3.4) Take k > 2 and n > ng(k) + 1, with ng(k) as in Lemma (hence
definitely n > 2k + 1), and assume there exists a proper (x, gk — r)-colouring of K(n,k) for
some x < gn — 2r. We will prove there is a proper (z — ¢, gk — r)-colouring of K(n — 1,k),
which shows xgx—r(K(n —1,k)) < xgh—r(K(n,k)) —q.

We first claim there are at least (¢ — 1)n + 1 trivial colour classes in the (z, gk — r)-colouring
of K(n,k). If this is not the case, then there are at most (¢ — 1)n colour classes that appear
on more than o*(K(n,k)) vertices. Hence counting the total number of appearance of each
vertex in all colour classes, we have

(ah =) () < (@ = Dna(K () + (o~ (a = Dn)a” (K . 1)

< (¢ = Dna(K(n, k) + (gn — 2r — (¢ — 1)n)a” (K (n, k)).

. n nin-—1 n .
Since <k> =7 <k B 1> = %Q(K(n, k)), we can rearrange this to

o (K(n,k)) _ nk—r) n n — 2k n
(K (n, k) = k(n—2r) 2k <1 B ) = k(

2%k n—2r n—2k+2)’

where we use that » < k — 1.

This contradicts Lemma Hence there are at least (¢ — 1)n + 1 trivial colour classes in
(S F}
for some i € [n]. Therefore there is some i* € [n] such that at least ¢ trivial colour classes

are subsets of {F € <[Z]>

(x — q, gk — r)-colouring of K (n — 1, k), as required. O

the (x, ¢k — r)-colouring, where each trivial colour class is a subset of {F € <[Z]>

it el } Removing those q trivial colour classes, we obtain an
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As we already know that Stahl’s Conjecture is true for n = 2k and n = 2k + 1, Theorem [[.9]
shows that for every k, at most k3 —k? —3 values of x/(n, k) of x4 (n, k) need to be determined
(one for each n, 2k +2 < n < ng(k)) to prove the conjecture for that value of k and all n, q
(or find a counterexample).

We next prove the upper bound of go(n, k) mentioned in Section [I1

Proposition 3.6.
For all n > 2k + 1 we have qo(n, k) < 48(n — 2k).

Proof. We first estimate, using the definition of go(n, k) in (8],

(=) =2k 47) | (k= D= 200 DG - )

qo(n, k) <
° ok k=R () 1)
k=D -2k -1)( G2 -1 (k—1)(n—2k+1)
- K —F) ((nkkll) _ 1) * n—k
_k=Dm-20)n-1) (-1  (k-1)n-2k-1)
k(n —k) (") -1 b
(=D -26)n-1) ( () 1 D)
TR <("kf£> * oy =1 (e )
(k=D —2k-1)
i

(k=D -28)n-1)( () D) 1
- k(n —k) <("kf£> TG 1>
(k—1)(n—2k—1)

k
n—2
(n—2k)n-1 (D -1
= " — (n —2k) + ——
(n — k) (nkfl 1) n—k
k—1 .
n—1 k—1
= (n—2k — —(n—2k)+ ——
(n )Z_l_[ln—k:—i (n )+n—k
o
-2k _
< )i[[ln—k:—i
) ) n—2 n—k—1 2k+1—-k—-1
> > =K.
In the second inequality we used that (k—l) _( b1 >_< b1 ) k
k=1 p—4
We bound [] P — by estimating its logarithm for n > 2k + 1:
i=1 =R =1
k—1 . n—k—1 n—k—1
n—i k k
1n<i1'[17n_k_i>;§k+11n<1+;)</n% ln<1+;)dx

=(m—-1)In(n—1)4 (n—2k)In(n — 2k)
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—(n—k—=1)Inn—k—-1)—(n—k)In(n—k).
We will estimate this by setting, for > 2k + 1:
fl@)y=(x—-1)In(zx—-1)+(z—2k)In(z —2k) — (x —k—1)In(z —k—1) — (x — k) In(x — k).

Then we have f/(z) = (In(z — 1) — In(z — k — 1)) — (In(z — k) — In(z — 2k)). Now set
9(y) :=Iny—In(y—k), for y > k+1. It’s straightforward to check that ¢'(y) < 0 for y > k+1.
Hence g(y) is strictly decreasing and so for z > 2k+1 we have f'(z) = g(x —1)—g(z—k) < 0.
So also f(z) is strictly decreasing; which means that f(z) < f(2k + 1) for all x > 2k + 1.
Using this we obtain

k-1 .
n—i
ln(il_!: m) < 2k In(2k) +In1— klnk — (k+ 1) In(k + 1)
=2kIn2— ((k+1)In(k+1) — klnk) < 2kIn2.
k=l p—i
We can conclude that ————— < 2 — 4k which gives qo(n, k) < 4¥(n — 2k). O

Z‘:ln—]{?—i

Note that for specific values of n, k we can get better bounds on go(n, k). For instance, if k = 4
and n > 11, direct computation shows gg(n,4) = 12. Hence for each n > 11 it suffices to find
X124—(4—1) (K (n,4)) = x45(K(n,4)) to decide Stahl’s Conjecture for k& = 4 and those n.

k=1 4 n—k-1 [ 4+
For fixed k, larger n can give better bounds for the expression [[ ————— = -
imin—k—i o Topr 0
that appears in the proof above, which in its turn gives smaller go(n, k). For instance,
n—k—1 ; —
(a) if n > ck — 1 for some constant ¢ > 2, then  [] k%'—z < (C !
i=n—2k+1 ? c—2

k—1
) , and hence

c—1\Fk-1
c— 2) ’

n—k-1 L 44 k k—1
(b) ifn>k?>+k—1, then T[] %,_Z < <ﬁ) < e, and hence qo(n, k) < e(n — 2k);
i=n—2k+1 ? -

qo(n, k) < (n— 2k)<

k=1 pn—q k2
ifn > k3 — <

(¢) ifn >k +k—1, thenil;lln—k—i_<k2—1
k+1 k—1 n
—(n=2k)—(n—-2k)+ —— < —.
(0 ) —(n )t <

k—1 1
> <1+ E’ and hence qo(n, k) <

Note that if Stahl’s Conjecture is false for some n, ¢, k, r, then Lemmas 3.3 and B4l immediately
give an infinite number of counterexamples.

Corollary 3.7.
If for somen,q,k,r,n > 2k+1>5,¢>1,0 <r < k-1, we have xgb—r(K(n, k) < gn—2r—1,
then for any r',q" withr <1’ <k—1 and ¢’ > q+r'—r we have xgx—p (K(n, k)) < ¢'n—2r"—1.

Csorba and Osztényi [2] showed that the topological lower bounds used by Lovéasz to prove
the Kneser Conjecture cannot be used on their own to prove Stahl’s Conjecture. They proved

that for &' > (Z) that topological lower bound implies xx (K (n,k)) > k' L%J only.
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On the other hand, our bounds in (the proofs of) Lemmas [3.4] and B3] show that for large n
compared to k, we only need to determine one xu/ (K (n,k)) with &' = gk — (k — 1), where
q < qo(n,k) can be quite small. Hence it might still be possible that topological methods
similar to those Lovéasz used can prove Stahl’'s Conjecture for large enough n (depending

on k).

4 Concluding Remarks

Our starting point for the research describe in this note was Question [T, which we felt was
a quite natural question, and then discovered was equivalent to a conjecture made by Stahl
in 1976. We consider as our main contribution the simple observation that allowed us to give
short proofs for many of the known cases of Stahl’s Conjecture; and in fact sometimes extend
those cases.

On the other hand, we have no illusion that similar observations will be enough to prove the
conjecture. For the most part it remains stubbornly open.

We want to end with a question about multi-colouring we felt was (almost) equally natural
and where the equivalent question for normal colouring again is trivial. But in this case we
can give the full answer for multi-colouring as well.

The question “for what n and n' can we guarantee that every n-colourable graph is also n’-
colourable?” essentially asks for what pairs n,n’ there is a homomorphism from K, to K, .
And the answer is obvious: “if and only if n’ > n”. This means that the answer to the
question “for what pairs n,n’ is there both a homomorphism K,, — K, and a homomorphism
K,, — K, ?” is even more straightforward: “if and only if n = n/'.

The similar questions for multi-colouring the situation don’t seem so obvious. “For what
pairs (n,k) and (n', k') is there a homomorphism from K(n,k) to K(n',k')?” is Stahl’s
Conjecture; which remains widely open after 50 years. But we can answer the symmetric
case: “for what pairs (n,k) and (n',k") is there both a homomorphism K(n,k) — K(n', k')
and a homomorphism K(n', k') — K(n,k)?”. To answer it we actually needed some knowledge
about special cases of Stahl’s Conjecture, as the proof below shows.

Theorem 4.1.

For all integers n,k, n > 2k > 2, we have that there is both a homomorphism K(n,k) —
K(n', k') and a homomorphism K(n', k') — K(n,k) if and only if

(1) n=n"and k =F, or

(2) n =2k and n’ = 2k'.

Proof. It n =n' and k = K/, then clearly there are homomorphisms K(n, k) — K(n', k') and
K(n' k) — K(n,k).

If n = 2k and n’ = 2K/, then both K(n,k) and K(n', k") are bipartite. We can easily map
any bipartite graph to any graph with at least one edge, by mapping all vertices in one part
of the bipartition to one endvertex of an edge, and all vertices in the other part to the other
endvertex of that same edge.

For the reverse implication, assume that we have homomorphisms K (n,k) — K(n', k') and
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K(n',k") = K(n,k). This means that xx (K (n,k)) <n' and xx(K(n',k")) < n. On the other
K kn'
hand, Observation [[4] gives xu/ (K (n,k)) > Tn and yi(K(n' k")) > k:_7? So we have both

k:/ k / !/
Tn < n' and k:_7? < n. This leads to the equality % = % and in particular gives that both
K kn’

xi (K(n,k)) = Yn and xx(K(n' k) = k—qz If conclusion (2) does not hold, we must have
/ kl k /

% = % > 2. We obtain n’ = 7“ > 2k and n = ?TIL > 2k. Then Theorem [l gives that &’

is a multiple of k¥ and k is a multiple of ¥. That means k = &/, hence also n = n’, and so

conclusion (1) holds. O
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