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INTRODUCTION

By an r-uniform hypergraph (or r-graph, for short) H = (¥, E) we mean a
collection E = E(H) = |E,..... £} of r-element subsets (called edges) of a set
V = V{H), called the vertices of H. Let # = [H,,.., H,] be a family of r-
graphs, each having the same number of edges. By a U-decomposition of #
we mean a set of partitions of the edge sets E(H,) of the H,, say E(H,) =
2.i-1 E; , such that for each j, all the E, , are {somorphic (as hypergraphs).
Such decompositions always exist since (by our assumptions) we can always
take all the E; ; to be single edges.

Let us define the quantity U[-#") as the least possible value of ¢ & U-
decomposition of # can have. Finally, we let U (n, r) denote the larpest
possible value U(-#") can assume as -# ranges over all families of & r-graphs,
each having n vertices and the same (unspecified) number of edges.

For the value r = 2, r-graphs are just ordinary graphs and in this case, the
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functions L/.(n, 2) = U.(n) have been investigated extensively by the authors
and others in |1, 2|. In particular, it is known that

Uiin)=4n + aln),

and

Udm)=1n+on), k>3,

In this paper we continue this study to the much more complex case of
= 2. Our basic results are the following (where ;. ¢y...., denote appropriate
positive constants):

e, n** logiog nflog n < Uy(m; 3y < e, n™; (1)

for any £ >0, e, ¥ < U(n:3) <ogn®th, (2)

es" < Uy(mir) < egn™ for reven; (3)

et e il F) < egn™? for rodd; (4)

L T Bl it for r>=3, (5)
PRELIMINARIES

We first prove several auxiliary lemmas. Suppoese # = (H,.... H, |, where
each M, is an r-graph having n vertices and e edges. Let us denote by c{-#7)
the maximum number of edges in any hypergraph H occurring in all the H,
as & common subhypergraph.

LEmMma 1,

o
e[ #7) E*TT:T-

(r)

Progf. Let 2, denote the set of all one-to-one mappings of V{H;} into
V(H,). For 1, R,, e, € E(G,), 1 < i<k, define

Ligonl€rongy) =1 if 4 mapse ontoe,,

=0 otherwise,
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where we say that A, maps e, onto ¢, if e, = U,,H,I Adx). Consider the sum

5= \_ l I-H _____ @ ey)
P R
ey EEIN;  AyEN,

= Y (rlip—r)* ' =eMrlin =)t
ey EEH )

eyeE MG

Since |£2;| = n! for all i then for some choice of A, € 2,.... 4, ER2,.

s gt
sl I =
. W | s —= == B]
PR o 3 [H”& ! (H )* s
E‘IEEUF*] r

Consequently, the 1, 2 < i< k, determine a subhypergraph H common to all
of the H, which has at least e*/(")* ' edges. |}

Lemma 2. Let H be an r-graph with |E(H)| = rab + 1. Suppose degv =
[le€ E(H): v € e]| < a for all vertices v e V{H). Then H contains b disjoint
edges.

Progf. Suppose F is a maximal set of disjoint edges. If |F| < b, the
number of edges containing some element of F must be at most |Flar <
|E(H)|, contradicting the maximality of F. [l

LemMma 3, Ifr=3,
ey
N Sn

Progf. It suffices to prove there is a star with (= [v/e/5n] edges
contained in each H,. By a star § we mean a collection of edges e, such that
for some point x, e, e, = {x| for all i+ j, Suppose H has n vertices and e
edges and does not contain §. Consider the set P of disjoint pairs of vertices
of F{H) defined as follows:

(i} Select v, with degy(v,) = deg,lv) for any v £ F(H). Let v be a
vertex in H, of maximum degree and define P, = {v\,v{¥} (where, for
xEV(H)., H, denotes the ordinary (2-) graph with edge set [{yz|
{x, w2zt E E(H)}).

(i) Suppose now that P,..., P, have been defined. We form P, as
follows. Choose ¢, | so that:

(a) vy &P forlgj<ihy

cf#) =
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(b) ©;,, has maximum degree i the subhypergraph induced on
¥{H)— X, where

¢

Xj'z" U -F;-

J=1 |

Let ©7 , be the vertex the graph H, — X, having maximum degree at least

onein H,_ . Define P, = {v,;, .07 |. We continue this process as long as
possible. The final set of pairs P is defined to be U, P;.

Let o, denote the degree of v; in the hypergraph induced in V(H)} - X,
{with X taken to be @), Since H does not contain a copy of S, we have

[{E€ E(H): P,< &) > dy/2

for all 12 1. Let d}* denote the degree of ¢ in the hypergraph induced on
VH)—X;_,—{v;}o Then d,=df and ¥, (d,+d*)=e Therefore,
2idze.

MNow, for any v & F(H), define a(v) by

alvl=|{eE V(H)Y: é= {u} U P, for some i}),
Thus,

Natv)2 N |[E€ E(H): P, € é)|

i I

>N difu
I

=gl (6)
However, the assumption that § & H implies «(v) <1 — 1. Therefore, by (6)
(t — 1 mn=efdi,
which clearly contradicts the hypothesis that 1< /e/5n. I

In a similar way we can prove the following.

Lemsa 4. Let # be a family of r-graphs, each with e edees. Then

eGP S

where ¢ is a constant depending on k.
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Bounps oN Uy(n: 3)
The main result of this section is the following.

THEOREM 1.
e, loglog nflog n < Us{n:3) < esn™

Progf. We first prove the upper bound. Let G, and &, be two 3-graphs,
each with n vertices and e edges. We will successively remove isomorphic
subgraphs H from the G, thereby decreasing the number e of edges currently
remaining in each of the original graphs. The subgraph H = Hie) removed
will depend on the current value of e. We distinguish two ranges for e,

(iY eZ=n*". In this case we repeatedly remove a common subgraph
H{e) having at least e'/(7) edges. The existence of such an Hie) is
guaranteed by Lemma |. If e; denotes the number of edges remaining in each
hypergraph after { such subgraphs have been removed then

2

B K ——, 7
e (n) (M
3
Letting &, = e;/(§ ) we have
= a,—aj.
Since ;< land i~' —i7? < (i+1)7", it follows by induction that a, < i

for all i. Thus, after n*" steps. the remaining graphs have at most n"'? edges.

(ii) e<n’. For this range, we repeatedly apply Lemma3. Let g,
denote the number of edges each graph has at the beginning of this process.

In general, if g, denotes the number of edges remaining after i applications of
Lemma 3., then
e,
&g — Vi (8)

Setting @;= Se;n, we have a,,,<a,—/n,. By hypothesis, a,< 5n”.
Suppose

a, < (V5 n*? —if2)
for some § = 0. Then,

@, < O/S'? — 2 = /St 4 12
< (V5 n' =i+ 1)2)%
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Therefore, after at most 21/5 n*? steps, all edges in each graph will have
been removed, Since, the total number of steps required in (i) and (ii) is at
most (2 /5 + 1) n*”* then we have proved

Uidn; 3) < eyn'?
as required.

The lower bound is obtained by proving the existence of two hypergraphs
G, and G, with en®/* edges with the property that any common subgraph has
at most ¢'n'" log n/loglog n edges.

Let G, consist of the disjoint union of n’"? copies of complete 3-graphs on
n''? vertices. We remark here that although #™” and n'” may not be
integers, such statements are always made with the implicit understanding
that the hypergraphs (and quantities) involved may have to be adjusted
slightly by adding or deleting (asymptotically) trivial subgraphs (and
amounts) so as to make stated inequalities true.

(G, will be a 3-graph having the following properties:

{a) There is a point v; such that v, ¢ for all £ € E(G,);

(k) Consider the ordinary (2-) graph G' with F(G'} = (0., ;) and
E(G')= {é— {v,}: €€ E(G,)|. Then G’ has ("}") n*"* edges.

{¢) Any induced subgraph of G' on n'?

' log nfloglog n edges.

points has at most

The existence of such a @, follows from the following probability
argument,

Consider the set .# of all ordinary (2-) graphs with n vertices and e=
("} ") n*? edges. A graph F €7 is said to be bad if there exists a set of n'"
points such that the induced subgraph on these vertices has at least
n'? log n/loglog n edges. The number of such bad graphs F €.7 is bounded

above by
g ( 1 ) ( n*i ) ({;’} — n"? log nfloglog n)
h '

13 fAn'" log nfloglog n )\ e —n"" log n/loglog n

A straightforward calculation shows

A 5 H ! H!.'! ni-‘!' leg w/loglogn iy nid
. <l
() ifn‘”ﬁe ( n'*logn n’ )
( e ) . elog logn

Thus,
A< ({‘51 ) =|F)
e

so that some graph G' €. is not bad.



DECOMPOSITIONS OF HYPERGRAPHS 247

MNow, let us consider a common subgraph of G, and G,. H must be
connected since all edges in G, contain the common vertex v,. Also,
| F{(H)| < n'? since any connected component of &, has at most n'"” vertices.
Finally, property (¢} of &, implies

|E{H )< n'" log nfloglog .
Since G, and G, each have at least n”'"/10 edges then
UG, G,|) = e, n*" loglog nflog n.

This completes the proof. 1

Bounps ox U,(n: 3)

In this section we consider U-decompositions of k =3 3-graphs, As might
be expected, our bounds are not as tight as in the case k=12,

THEOREM 2. For any & > 0,
eyt~ Mt L 3) <ent VA
Proof. Again, we first attack the upper bound. Let G,. G,..... G, be k 3-
graphs with i vertices and ¢ edges. There are two possibilities.

(i) ezn'"** In this case repeatedly remove a common subgraph
(guaranteed by Lemma 1) having at least */(7)*~' edges. Let e, denote the
number of edges remaining in each graph after i such subgraphs have been
removed. Then

&

i
Oy % 0, — Q.

CsE—

Letting a;=¢,/( ) we obtain

Since a,=¢/{J) < | and

{” =Litk=1) __ “}—ir.fm—n < i:l!'+ ]}—I.flk—li

then it follows by induction that

a; DRV Torallld
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e < (f)~V*-" ( ) )

After n*~'* such subgraphs have been removed, the number of edges
remaining in each graph is at most

t"l 1,-'1;}-- THE=1) ( n é "]—{2—!.-'£HI."H—T'II - '.l',3—2-'3r
3

=2k

(ii}) e<n . In this case we repeatedly apply Lemma 3. Let g
denote the number of edges each (hyper) graph has after | applications of
Lemma 3 (with e, denoting the initial number of edges on each graph at the
beginning of this step). Thus, —_—

|-€
€1 €~ A ﬁ

As in the proof of Theorem |, it can be shown that this implies

Sen < (y/Sn " —if2)%

Therefore, after at most 2 ﬁ n*~''* steps all edges have been removed from
all G,

Taking count of the number of subgraphs removed in each of the two
ranges for e, we conclude

Umi 3 < egn® =14
as required.

The lower bound on U (n; 3) will be proved using probability arguments.
More precisely, we claim that for all £ > 0, there exist 3-graphs &, G,.... G,
with n vertices and #* %% edges such that any subgraph common to all of
them has at most n'** edges, provided n is sufficiently large. Elementary
counting argumenis show that the number of k-sets of 3-graphs with n
vertices and n”~** edges which contain a common subgraph with at least
n'** edges is less than

e ) ()

Since

B - | LR
B "]H + ”tn"[] 2kl d

{n::l & = ltiﬂn'"eknnlim“' <1

9 n
ﬂ]_”lk
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for n sufficiently large then

(5) \*
B < (%)

and so, there exists a k-set of such graphs G,, G,.... G, with any common
subgraph having at most n'** edges. Thus,

U 3) 2 G G ) = - ﬂﬂ_ >y Yk

for n sufficiently large.
This completes the proof of Theorem 2. 1

BounDs on Uy(n:r)

This section will investigate bounds for general r-graphs. There are two
cases, depending on the parity of r,

Tueorem 3. For r even,
(.‘5.?1”'1 < UI[H: rF) < C',,ﬂ'”].

Progf. Let G, and G, be two r-graphs, each with n vertices and e edges.
There are two possibilities.

(i) e=n"". For this case we apply Lemma 1 repeatedly, removing
common subgraphs having at least ¢®/( %) edges. If e; denotes the current
number of edges remaining after i steps. then it can be shown by methods
similar to those used in Theorems | and 2 that e, < (7 )/i. Thus, after at most
n'"* steps there are at most n™* edges left.

(i} e < n™ In this case we simply remove one edge at a time.

Combining the two processes, the decomposition requires at most 2n™*
and so,

Uinir) € e,n™™

The lower bound is established by constructing two hypergraphs G, and
G, with ¢n"* edges for which the largest common subgraph has a single
edge. To begin with, let G| be the (hyper)graph deéfined by F(G))=
[V 0} A0d E(G]) = {10] v VsV W& BE 0,5 genigh |E[ =112 Gy
will be formed by selecting an arbitrary set of ¢,n"” edges from G;.

G, will be an r-graph with (})/(.};)(,);) edges having the property that
any two edges of G, intersect in at most r/2 — | vertices. The existence of
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such a &, is guaranteed by the following considerations. Let § be an
arbitrary r-subset of |1, 2,..., n}. The number of r-seis which intersect 8 in {
elements is (J)( 727 ). The total number of r-sets which intersect § in more
than r/2 — 1 elements is 3 [ (1)(";"). Therefore, there must exist a family
& of r-sets such that:

(a) any two r-sets in.# intersect in at most r/2 — 1 elements;
(%) 5 ()
I T TRMh)

it =1

(b) | |= 2eqnt

Note that any two edges in &, intersect in at least r/2 elements. Thus, the
largest common subgraph of G, and @, has just one edge. This implies

Uynir) 2 U(|G,. Gy)) 2 e5n"",

and the proof of Theorem 3 is complete. [l

THeEOREM 4. For r odd.

; loglog i h
c?”1r—1}1.ﬂlr—lrli'—g < U!{”', r} < I':;ﬂ”:.
En

Progf. The upper bound proof follows the 'same lines as the
corresponding result in Theorem 3.

For the lower bound, we consider the following two r-graphs &, and G,
on n vertices. G, consists of n'"~ "%~ disivint copies of complete r-graphs
on p'r=E =3V yertices, Observe that G, has ¢'n'" "=V edoes. For G,
we will take a hypergraph satisfying the following properties:

{a} There is & vertex v, which belongs to all edges of G,

(b) G, hase'n'" "~ 13 agpes:

(¢} Consider the (r —1}-graph G’ given by W{(G')= V(&) — v, | and
E(G')=|g—{v,): €€ E(G;)]. Then any induced subhypergraph of G’ on
n't == points has at most a'" 1 3 log n/log log n edges.

The (probabilistic) proof that such a graph & exists is very similar to that
used in Theorem | and is omitted.

Any common subgraph of ¢, and &, must be connected and has at most
n't= 3= vertices, Thus, it has at most #'"~ 2% = Jog n/loglog n edges.
It follows from this that

th(nyr) s gyntt— =0,
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ConcLUuDING REMARKS

We close this section with the final result of the paper. Its proof uses no
new techniques and will not be included.

THEOREM 5. For all r=3 and all k.
nl‘—l.—l'."ﬁ e Lr".{ﬂ‘:. F"} < =1 I-'l:‘

Sor n sufficiently large.
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