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Abstract

In this paper, we study the problem of determining the maximum
number of edges in an n-vertex r-uniform hypergraph that contains no
(k + 1)-connected subgraph. The graph case is a classical problem initi-
ated by Mader, central to graph theory, and still open. First, for all r > 3,
we determine this maximum up to an O(n) error term, thereby identi-
fying its leading term. We also address a related question of Carmesin
by establishing a tight bound for r-uniform hypergraphs with no (k+1)-
connected subgraph on more than Ck vertices for any constant C' > 2
and sufficiently large r, and further obtain an asymptotically tight bound
in the case C' = 2. Our proof combines the separator tree method in-
troduced by Carmesin with several new combinatorial and optimization
techniques, and we conclude with related remarks and open problems.

1 Introduction

A fundamental question in graph theory asks for the maximum possible number of edges in an n-vertex graph
that contains no (k+1)-connected subgraph. In 1972, Mader [10] proved that every graph with average degree at
least 4k contains such a subgraph (on more than 2k vertices). Mader’s result has inspired extensive subsequent
research and has found applications in diverse areas, including bipartite minors [2], girth problems [14], the
relationship between connectivity and chromatic number [2, 5, 11, 12], and the study of highly connected
substructures in Turdn type problems [16] and graph minors [13]. In 1979, Mader [11] proved a better bound
than 4k for large graphs and formulated the following famous conjecture:

Conjecture 1.1 ([11], Mader). For any integer k > 2 and all sufficiently large n, every n-vertex graph without

a (k + 1)-connected subgraph satisfies e(G) < () — (";k) + 5L —2k)=3(k—3)(n—k).

In the same paper, Mader gave the following construction G achieving the bound. Let k, ¢ be integers with
n = gk. Partition the vertex set into Vp, Vi1,...,V,_1, each of size k, where V} is independent and V7,..., V1
induce cliques. Join every vertex of Vj to every vertex of Uf:_ll V;, and add no other edges. Twenty years later,
Yuster [17] improved Mader’s bound [11] to e(G) < 123k(n — k). The current best result, due to Bernshteyn
and Kostochka [1], states that e(G) < 13k(n — k). Improving the original result of Mader [10], Carmesin [3]
proved that every graph with average degree at least %k contains a (k + 1)-connected subgraph on more than
2k vertices, and showed that the bound 1—301@’ is sharp under the requirement that the subgraph has more than
2k vertices. (The significance of the cut-off at 2k vertices will be discussed in the concluding remarks.)

In this paper, we study hypergraph analogues of Mader’s result and conjecture [10, 11]. All hypergraphs
considered are r-uniform for some fixed r > 3. A natural question in this direction is the following:

Determine the maximum number F,.(n, k) of edges in an n-vertex r-uniform hypergraph that contains
no (k + 1)-connected subgraph.

Here and throughout the paper, a hypergraph H is connected if for any z,y € V(H) there exists a sequence
x = ag,ay,...,as = y such that each pair {a;_1,a;} is contained in a common hyperedge, and it is (k + 1)-
connected if it remains connected after the deletion of any k vertices. Hypergraph connectivity has been studied
extensively, including j-connectivity in random hypergraphs [6]; extremal results for vertex-maximal uniform
hypergraphs [15]; analytic connectivity conditions [9]; minimum cut computation [7, 8]; and applications to
dynamical processes [4]. Despite these developments, deterministic density conditions guaranteeing a (k + 1)-
connected subgraph in hypergraphs remain largely unexplored.

*School of Mathematical Sciences, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, China.
TYau Mathematical Sciences Center, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2604.17038v1

Carmesin explicitly raised the question of extending his result in [3] to hypergraphs (see Question 8.1 in [3]).
To formalize this, for any ¢ > 0 and r > 3, let F, ,(n, k) denote the family of n-vertex r-uniform hypergraphs
containing no (k + 1)-connected subgraph on more than ck + k vertices. Carmesin’s question is to determine

max e(H) forc=1.
He]:c.r(nak)

Our main results indicate that the above questions for r > 3 differ substantially from the graph case (r = 2).
Suppose that H is an r-uniform hypergraph that is not (k 4 1)-connected. Then there exists a separator of size
k that separates the remaining vertices into two parts. Edges intersecting the separator and both parts do not
affect the connectivity of H; we emphasize that such edges (called bonded edges) do not appear in the graph
case. Moreover, the set of all edges intersecting the separator of k vertices forms a hypergraph containing no
(k + 1)-connected subgraph (of any size), which provides a lower bound (f) — (";k) for the above question of
Carmesin. It turns out that this lower bound constitutes the main term in maxgez, , (n,k) e(H) for any ¢ > 0.
This motivates the following notion, which is the main focus of the present paper. We define the surplus by

forln k)=  max e(H)— (”) + (” - k) (1)

HEF., (n,k) r r
Note that F,(n,k) = () — (":k) + fo,r(n, k). For convenience, we further define the relative surplus

rl fer(n, k)

k) (2)

96,7’(”7 k) =
We now present our main results. Our first result shows that for any £ > r > 3 and ¢ > 0, the limit
limy, 00 ge,r(n, k) exists. This determines the function f. ,(n,k) up to O(n).

Theorem 1.2. For any k > r >3 and ¢ > 0, the limit gf,r = limy, 00 ger (0, k) exists.

In this limit formulation, the asymptotic version of Conjecture 1.1 asserts that glg’z =1- %7 while Carmesin’s

result [3] establishes that gfg = % — % for all £ > 2. As an immediate corollary, for any n > k > r > 3, we

determine the leading term of F.(n, k) as

O R G R} 3)

r r

The next result provides a general upper bound for the relative surplus.

Theorem 1.3. Letk>r>3,¢>1andn > (Q%T_Cl + 1)k. Then

1 1 k 1 1
r—1 k r—1
gc,r(”ak) <c + - (1 o 2) Tk and consequently, ey S + - (1 T ol g 2)- (4)

Our third result determines the precise value of the limit gfy, for any ¢ > 1 (asymptotically in the case ¢ = 1)
assuming k > r both are sufficiently large, thereby providing an answer to Carmesin’s question.

Theorem 1.4. Let r > 3. Then we have the following:

o [f c =1, then there exist infinitely many k € N such that

gfr =2—0.(1). (5)
o Ifc > (2r)Y/=1)  then for infinitely many k € N the exact value of gir is determined (see (39) for the
precise expression). Moreover, for all sufficiently large k > r, we have the asymptotic estimate:

1 1 1
k — r—1 1— _ — .
Jer =€ T3, ( o _ 1) Or (k) (6)

Note that the second item holds for any fixed ¢ > 1 and sufficiently large r (indeed, it holds that ¢ >
(2r)1/("=1)). We emphasize that, in both items, the upper bound holds for all sufficiently large k > 7. However,
due to the complexity of the lower bound construction, we do not aim to obtain matching lower bounds for all
such k; instead, we determine the exact value for infinitely many k and derive asymptotically matching lower
bounds for all sufficiently large k. We expect that a complete determination for all such k can be achieved using
our approach.




1.1 Organization and proof outline

We now describe the organization of the paper together with a proof outline. The starting point is to build
a framework (Section 2) that decomposes the hypergraph as follows: repeatedly remove a set of k vertices (a
separator) that disconnects it, and continue on each component until every piece has at most a prescribed size
(no more than ck + k). This yields a hierarchical partition of the vertex set (see Definition 2.1 for details).

We then introduce an abstract model that captures this decomposition. In this model, the total number of
edges is bounded by counting the missing edges (i.e. non-edges) at each separator and within each piece. By
maximizing the number of missing edges subject to the structural constraints, we first obtain an upper bound
for the case where all pieces are relatively large (see Section 3). If some pieces are smaller, we delete them one
by one and show that the resulting loss of edges is small enough to be controlled. This constitutes the most
technical part of the proof and is carried out in Sections 4, 5, and 6. Combining these arguments yields the
desired upper bounds for our main results.

Explicit constructions (Section 8) show that the bound in Theorem 1.4 is tight under the given conditions,
and in particular asymptotically tight for large uniformity when ¢ = 1.

Finally, we conclude with several remarks and open problems in Section 9.

2 The separator tree

We now analyze the structure of H € F, .(n, k) for ¢ > 0. Since any (k + 1)-connected hypergraph has at least
k + 2 vertices, we may assume without loss of generality that ¢ > %

Suppose that n > ck + k. Since H is not (k + 1)-connected, there exists a separator S of size at most k,
together with two subsets A and B, satisfying the following:

(a) ANB=S, AUB=V(H),and A\ S,B\ S # 0.

(b) No edge of H crosses between A\ S and B\ S; that is, for every edge e € E(H) with e C (AUB)\ S, we
have e C A\ SoreC B\ S.

We may further assume that |S| = k. Indeed, if |S| < k, note that H has at least k4 2 vertices. We can add
any k — |S| vertices from (AU B) \ S to S while keeping at least one vertex in each of A\ S and B\ S, thereby
obtaining a new separator S’. One can easily verify that (S’, AU S’, B) still satisfies properties (a) and (b).

Now, if |A| > ck+k or |B| > ck + k, then, because H contains no (k + 1)-connected subgraph on more than
ck+k vertices, we can again find a separator and two subsets within H[A] or H|[B], respectively. Repeating this
decomposition process on such subsets until each has size at most ck + k eventually yields a tree-like structure.
The process of separating an r-graph (or subgraph) into two parts via a separator can be viewed in reverse: we
glue the two parts along the separator to reconstruct the original hypergraph.

Definition 2.1. Suppose that H € F.,(n,k). We say a rooted tree Ty is a separator tree of H if it satisfies
the following:

e There are two types of nodes: subgraph nodes and separator nodes.

e Each subgraph node of Ty is labeled by a vertex subset A of H, and each separator node is labeled by a
k-vertex subset S.

e The root of Ty is labeled by V(H) (also denoted by H).

e For every subgraph node A with |A| > ck + k, it has exactly one child, which is a separator node S such
that S separates A.

e For every separator node S, it has a unique parent A and two children 4; and Ay, where (S, A1, As)
satisfies properties (a) and (b) with respect to the induced subgraph H[A].

e Every subgraph node A with |A| < ¢k + k is a leaf of Ty. We denote the leaves by atoms.

Let A and B be two nodes of Ty. We say that B is directly below A (or A is directly above B) if B is a child
of A. We say that B is below A (or A is above B) if there exists a downward path from A to B.

From the previous discussion, we can recursively construct a separator tree by applying the decomposition
process to the subgraphs of H. We state the following without a proof.

Proposition 2.2. For each H € F, ,(n, k), there exists a separator tree Ty.
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Figure 1: On the left, we sketch an r-uniform hypergraph H recursively separated by the separators S7 and Ss,
where S; = AN (BUC) and Se = BN C. The corresponding separator tree is shown on the right. The three
atoms are labelled A, B, and C, each of size at most ck + k.

In the remaining of this section, we fix an H € F. (n, k) and a separator tree Ty of H. Given the separator
tree, we obtain an inductive relation for the number of edges in the subgraph nodes.

Proposition 2.3. Let P be a subgraph node that is not a leaf, let S be the separator node directly below P,
and let A and B be the two subgraph nodes directly below S. Then

[Pl =[A[+[B[ =k and  e(P)=e(4) +e(B) + B(5) —e(S),
where 8(5) is the number of edges that intersect all three parts S, A\ S and B\ S in P.

Proof. The first equality holds because |S| = k and S separates A and B. Now consider an edge e in P. Then
either e C A, e C B, or e intersects all of S, A\ S and B\ S. Since S = AN B, the number of edges of the first
two types is e(A) + e(B) — e(S). By definition, the number of edges of the third type is 5(S). Summing these
gives e(P) = e(A) +e(B) — e(S) + B(S). O

We introduce the notion of anti-edge to obtain an effective upper bound for e(H). An r-subset of V(H) is
called an anti-edge if it is not an edge of H.

Definition 2.4. For an atom A, let €(A) = (‘fl) —e(A) denote the number of anti-edges in A. For a separator
node S, let P; and P, be the two subgraph nodes directly below S, and set py = |Py| — k and ps = |P2| — k.
We define &(5) = (k) — ¢e(S) as the number of anti-edges in S, and define

T

- k k k k
B(S)_<pl+p2+ )_(P1+ )_(P2+ )+( >_(p1+102>_’_<p1>_’_<p2)_6(5)
r r r r r r r
By the inclusion—exclusion principle, 3(S) is precisely the number of anti-edges that intersect all three parts
P \S, P\ Sand Sin P, UP,. We say these anti-edges bonded to S.

Lemma 2.5. Suppose that A is the set of atoms in Ty and S is the set of separator nodes in Ty. Then
n n—k Al -k -
e(H) = <7~) _ ( ; > Y ((I IT > é(A)> + " (e(S) - B(9)).
AcA Ses

Proof. We prove Lemma 2.5 by induction. First, suppose that H is an atom. Then A = {H} and S = 0.
Substituting into the formula yields

et = (M) —eten = () = ("7 1)+ (M) ) + et - aes)).

AcA Ses

which verifies the base case.

Now assume that the formula holds for H[P] for every subgraph node P except P = H. Let Sy be the
separator node directly below H, and let P, P, be the two subgraph nodes directly below Sy. Let A;, A5 be
the sets of atoms in P;, P, and let S1, Ss be the sets of separator nodes in Py, P, respectively. Set p; = |Py|—k
and py = |Py| — k; then n = p; + po + k.

By Proposition 2.3 and the induction hypothesis, we have

e(H) = e(Pl) + €(P2) + (B(S()) — 6(50))

7)) 2 ((4)-wa) Zosso

AeA, SeS
N (pzj’f) _ (ff) +A§2 (('A|) _ em)) 4 Sezsg(é(s) — B(S)) + (B(S0) — e(S0)).-



~ Observe that A = A; UA; and S = &1 U S, U {Sp}. Since e(Sp) = (f) —e(Sp), comparing the definition of
B(So) with (7) yields the desired formula. O

From Lemma 2.5, we see that given the shape of Ty and the sizes of all atoms in T, the number of edges

e(H) depends only on
W=>"eS) - Y ed)-> B(S).

Ses AcA sSes

We analyze the contribution of each anti-edge to W. For an anti-edge e, define
w(e) =|[{Se€S:eC S} —|{9 €S:eisbonded to S’} —|[{A e A:eC A}

Then W =" w(e). To estimate w(e), we introduce the notion of a free anti-edge.

anti-edge e

Definition 2.6. Fix an arbitrary orientation o of T ; that is, for every separator node S € S, we designate one
of its two child subgraph nodes as the small branch and the other as the big branch. The distinction between
the two will be specified later. For a subgraph node P and an anti-edge e C P, we define the relation between
e and P recursively as follows:

1. If P is an atom, then e is atomic in P.

2. Otherwise, let Sy be the separator node directly below P, let A be the small branch, and let B be the big
branch.

(a) If all endpoints of e belong to both A\ Sy and B\ Sy, then e is free in P.

(b) If e is bonded to Sp, then e is bonded in P.

(¢) If e C B, then the relation between e and P is the same as the relation between e and B.
)

(d) Otherwise, e C A, and the relation between e and P is the same as the relation between e and A.

For a separator node S and an anti-edge e C S, we say that e is free in S if e is free in the small branch of
S. Let f,(S) denote the number of free anti-edges in S. Let f,(5) denote the number of free anti-edges in S;
when no ambiguity arises, we simply write f(.9).

Lemma 2.7. For any anti-edge e, we have

w(e) < |{S €8 :eis free in S}|. (8)

e(H) < (:f) - (”;k> +Y ('AL_ k) + 37 £(9).

AcA Ses

Consequently,

Proof. By the definition of w(e), it suffices to show that for any two distinct separators Sp, Se such that e
is not free in either S; or Ss, there exist distinct subgraph nodes A;, As such that the recursive process in
Definition 2.6 applied to (e, S1) and (e, S2) terminates at A; and As, respectively. If this holds, then

|{S € S :eis not free in S}| < |{S’ € S: e is bonded to S’} + [{A € A:e C A} (9)

Indeed, for each (e, S;) with e not free in S;, there exists a corresponding subgraph node A;. If A; is an atom,
then e C A;; if A; is not an atom, then e is bonded to the separator node S} directly below A;. In either case,
the pair (e, 4;) or (e, S;) is counted at most once on the right-hand side. Clearly, (9) implies (8), and the lemma
follows.

Now suppose, for contradiction, that A; = As. For i = 1,2, let P; be the small branch of S;. Then A; lies
below P;, and consequently one of P; and P, is below the other. Without loss of generality, assume that P; is
below Ps.

Consider the recursive process starting from P,. Since A; = A,, the process must pass through P;. However,
because e C 57, this anti-edge lies entirely within the big branch of Sy (since S; is a separator and e is contained
in it). According to Definition 2.6 2(c), when the process encounters Si, it proceeds into the big branch of S;
rather than into P;. Hence the process cannot reach Py, contradicting the assumption that A; = As. Therefore,
A; and A, must be distinct. O

Equipped with Lemma 2.7, to estimate the number of edges in H, we only need to determine:

e The shape of Ty and the sizes of all atoms in Tx; and

e The quantity } g g f(5).



This is why we do not need to concern about the specific structure inside each subgraph node. Instead, we aim
to wisely orient Ty and derive an upper bound for f(.5) for each separator.

Definition 2.8. Suppose T is a separator tree. We define ZI/}; from Ty as follows:
e For each subgraph node A, we retain only its size |Al;
e For each separator node S, we no longer regard it as an actual separator within a subgraph of H.

For a given abstract tree T and an orientation o, let ﬁa denote the maximum number of free anti-edges over
all hypergraphs H' € F. . (n, k) for which T is an abstract tree of H’. We then define the edge estimate

o(Ti) = (”) - (” - ’“) -5 (lAT_ k:) i

When no ambiguity arises, we simply write F= ﬁg.
The following result is an immediate consequence of Lemma 2.7.

Corollary 2.9. For any H with separator tree Ty, we have e(H) < e(l/};).

3 Normal Atoms

In section 3 to section 6, we always assume that ¢ > 1.

Now we give a rule to determine which branch of a separator is considered big or small. We begin by
considering the size of atoms. An atom is normal if its size is at least %; otherwise, it is called tiny. The choice
of the threshold % will be justified in the proof.

A separator tree or abstract tree is normal if all its atoms have size greater than %. In this section, we
consider only normal abstract trees. For a branch of a separator, we say it is big if it contains more normal
atoms than the other branch; the other branch is called small. If both branches contain the same number of
normal atoms, we choose the big branch arbitrarily. This rule defines an orientation o of the separator tree.
We begin by estimating the number of free anti-edges at separators in a normal separator tree to bound f(S5).
For convenience, let £(5) and £(S,+) be the numbers of normal atoms in the small branch and the big branch
of S, respectively. We say a separator S is balanced if £(S) = £(S, +).

Lemma 3.1. Let S be a separator in a normal separator tree. The number f(S) of free anti-edges in S within
the small branch of S is at most

192 ()90 () o () () -a- (-

where ¢ = k mod £(S5).

Proof. Every vertex in S belongs to at least one normal atom. If an anti-edge is free, its vertices cannot all lie
in the same normal atom. Assign each vertex of S to one of the normal atoms that contain it; thus the vertex
set of S is partitioned into groups, each assigned to a single normal atom. The number of free anti-edges of S
in the small branch is then bounded above by the number of anti-edges whose endpoints lie in different groups.
This quantity equals the number of edges in a complete ¢(.S)-partite r-graph whose part sizes are as balanced
as possible. The latter is maximized when the parts differ in size by at most one, yielding the first inequality.
The second inequality follows from the convexity of h(x) = (x) O

T

In Lemma 3.1, we focus on the small branch of a separator S because it contains fewer normal atoms. When
the two branches A and B of S are glued along .S, the induced subgraphs A[S] and B[S] coincide. Consequently,
S can only be realized as a complete £(.S)-partite hypergraph, since the small branch has at most as many normal
atoms as the big branch.

Now we can obtain an upper bound on the number of edges of a normal separator tree. Example 8.1 will
demonstrate that this bound is tight.

z(zfl)»;!(zfvul»l) when

1We use the extended binomial coefficient (f) for non-integer z, defined for all real numbers x by (f) =
z>r—1,and (f) = 0 when z < r — 1. This convention ensures the continuity and convexity required in the subsequent analysis.



Theorem 3.2. Let T be a normal separator tree with t+ k vertices and let S be the set of its separators. Then
the number of edges e(Tn) satisfies

< () -+ (D) (5 () -5 O_O (" 2’) + £k, L(Ty) = X(Tn),  (10)

where L(Ty) is the number of normal atoms in Tn, f(k,r,L) = £5° (k/(iiL)), and X(Ty) = Y ges X(95)
s the branch-error term with

X(S) = f(k,r, 0(S)+€(S,+)) — f(k,r £(S)) — f(k,r,£(S,+)) + £(S) ( 5)> (11)

r
It will be shown in the proof that X(S) > 0.

Proof. We proceed by induction on the branches P of Ty, following the tree structure of T. Thus, we view P
as a subtree of Ty. Let p = |P| — k. Let Ap and Sp be the sets of atoms and separators below P, respectively.

We define
&P) = (pik> B <1;) s (lAlr k> £ As)

AcAp SeSp
By Lemma 2.7, e(P) < é(P), hence it suffices to show that é(P) is at most the right-hand side of (10).

The base case. For the base case, P consists of a single atom. Then L(P) = 1 and % < p < ck. We have
X(Ty) =0 and f(k,r, L(P)) = f(k,r,1) = 2 S22 (M.
Since é(P) = (pi'k), to verify (10) it suffices to show

=5 (-0 G 0GB () = w2

We prove it case by case.

Case 1: k < p < ck. Then (f) < (ﬂ)r (Ck) and (’;) < }(‘k) Inserting these bounds into (12) and keeping

ck T T
only the first term of the sum, we obtain

P PN\ 1 P ck
wz [ (3) -G (7)
ck ck 2 2ck r
Hence it bufﬁceb to prove that hy (%) = & — (c’}c)r —(3—5%) 2% >0. Set 2 = L. The derivative h{(z) =

1—ra"=! + 5L is decreasing, hence 1t has at most one zero on = € [1/c,1]. Checking the endpoints: hy(1/c) =
1L _(34-2)L >0, k(1) =0. Thus (12) holds when k < p < ck.

Case 2: £ <p < k. Then (¥) < (%)T (T) and (¢ ) >c ( ). Substituting these bounds into (12) and keeping

only the first term of the sum, we obtain

1P (p\T 1 p [k
w2 () -3 21()
=10 ) T el
Hence it suffices to verify

hﬂp):cr—lg—(g)r—;im (e [5.4]).

The derivative h}(p) = £ ‘k - "B—— + 5 is decreasing in p and therefore has at most one zero, so it suffices to
check the endpoints:

k r—1 1 1 1
h2<)=c — 5320 mk =T ol s >0

These inequality holds because for ¢ > 1 we have 1 —|— - >

.k k 2p\7T (k/2
Cas.e 3: 3 <p<g3. Wehave (f) < (f) ( i ) and (CT)
keeping the first two terms of the sum, we obtain

> (-3 ) () + G- G () a

Y

c" (]:) Substituting these bounds into (12) and



Since pc;_l — i >3 L >0 for p>k/3 (recall ¢ > 1) and (¥) > 27(*/?), the right-hand side of (13) is

bounded below by
1 3\, 1 »p 2p\ "1 (k/2
[( 2+2k>2+2 ok (k)](r :

Define

1 1
hg(x):3-2’"_1—§—2r~r~mr_123-2’“_1—5—2r>0,

so hg is increasing on [1/3,1/2). Moreover, h3(1/3) = 1 — (%)7 > 0 for r > 3. Hence h3(p) > 0 for all
p € [k/3,k/2), which establishes (13).
Combining these three cases, inequality (12) holds for every p € [k/3, ck].

The induction step. For the induction step, let P be a branch whose abstract tree contains at least one
separator node. Let S be the separator node directly below P, and let A and B be the two branches of S with
A being the small branch. Let a = |A| — k and b = |B| —

Applying the induction hypothesis to A and B, we obtain:

é(A)S(k—:a)<i)+;(cf>+(;1)<r) 2

é(B) < (’:”’) - (i) 4 i(f) 4 (; ) (r> ik (k/zz) + Fer 00S,4)) — X(B).

By the structure of P, we have p = a + b and L(P) = £(S) + £(S, +). Moreover,

N e REO RCONORCUNONONOIE

<’“/ T) T Flh () — X(A),

S(“p) O+ &) G0 () - (7)
+ Hhr )+ flkr 050) - (7) + 5(9) - X(P) + X(5). (14)
From Lemma 3.1 we obtain the estimate
s < (5) - (1), (15)

Combining (14), (15) and the definition of X (S) in (11), we obtain the bound in (10). The only remaining part
is to show X (5) > 0.

Proof of X(S) > 0. It suffices to prove that for 1 < ¢ < ¢,

r

fler 6+ ) — fk,r,€) — f(kyr, ') + € (k/e) ~ 0.

Recall that f(k,r, L) = 3220 (k/(fiL)). Fix k and r, and define functions g; by

gi(x) = k- (1/(2; . 1:)>’

and set g(z) = 3 Y7 gi(x). Then f(k,r, kz) = g(z). Note that g(z) = 0 for > 5. Thus it suffices to show
thatforany0<x<y§ﬁ,
1/x

r

g(2) + gly) — ak - ( ) < gla+ ). (16)

We establish this inequality using the following two claims.

Claim 3.3. For each i € NT and x € R, the function g;(y) = g:(y) — gi(z + y) is decreasing on RT.
Consequently, §(y) = g(y) — g(z +y) is decreasing on RT.



Claim 3.4. For each x € (0, ril],

29(z) = g(2z) + zk - (%f’“’)

Assuming these two claims, we prove (16) as follows. Since g(y) — g(x + y) is decreasing in y by Claim 3.3, we
have

9(y) —g(x +y) < g(x) — g(2).
Applying Claim 3.4 we obtain

9(y) — gz +y) < g(x) — 2g9(x) + yk - <1iy) ,

implying (16).

Proof of Claim 3.3. For y € (0, ﬁ], we can write

= 5 (35 -1) (35 -2) (3 -¢-1)

For each j < r — 1, the function ﬁ — j is non-negative, decreasing, and convex on (0, ﬁ] Hence g;(y),
being a positive constant multiple of the product of such functions, is also non-negative, decreasing, and convex
on the same interval

If v + y < 2l(r Ty then the convexity of g; implies that ¢;(y) — g:(x + y) is decreasing. Otherwise, when
T+y > 2i(r71) we have g;(x + y) = 0, and hence g¢;(y) — gi(z + y) = g:(y), which is decreasing as well. This
completes the proof. O

Proof of Claim 3.4. Define i, = L— log, x — logsy (r — 1)J Then g(z) can be expressed as

=5 (127),

=0

Since is,; = i, — 1, we have

o = 255 (20) (V) 5 (V) (07

i=0
Rearranging yields the desired identity. O
This establishes X (S) > 0 and completes the proof of Theorem 3.2. O

Note that L(T) and X (T) are invariant among separator trees that share the same abstract tree. For any
normal separator tree T and its abstract tree T, we define L(T) = L(T), X(T) = X(T) and

o(T) = (ttk> - (;) 4 ;ﬂ(cf) 4 (Ctk - 1) (’;) -5 :O (k/f) b L(D) - X(T).  (7)

By Theorem 3.2, this definition is well-defined and satisfies Corollary 2.9.

4 Tiny atoms

We now proceed to the non-normal case. For a separator tree, we first define a tiny verter: a vertex v is called
a tiny vertexr if it belongs to a tiny atom A but not to the separator directly above A. Thus, the number of
tiny vertices in a tiny atom A is |A| — k. We may assume that if a separator S has two atoms A and B directly
below it, then |A| + |B| > (¢ + 2)k, since otherwise we could merge them into a larger atom without deleting
any edges. As a consequence, no separator has both branches being tiny atoms.

For a separator tree T' and a separator S of T', we designate its big branch according to the following rules:

1. If one branch of S contains strictly more normal atoms than the other, it is chosen as the big branch.

2. If both branches contain the same number of normal atoms, the branch containing more tiny vertices is
selected as the big branch.



3. If the two branches are also equal in the number of tiny vertices, the big branch is chosen arbitrarily.

The other branch is called the small branch. The reach of a separator is defined as the number of normal
atoms in its small branch; it is denoted by £(.S) as defined earlier. This definition yields an orientation o of the
separator tree.

Except that we cannot distinguish tiny vertices in an abstract tree, these definitions are also valid for abstract
trees.

Definition 4.1. Let T be a separator tree. For each tiny vertex v, let S, be the first (lowest) separator in T'
satisfying:

e the tiny atom containing v lies in the small branch of S,;

e v € S, and S, is not the separator directly above the tiny atom of v.
We then say that v is assigned to S,,.

Definition 4.2 (Technical data). Let T be a separator tree. For each pair (4, .5), where A is a tiny atom in the
small branch of a separator node S and S is not the separator node directly above A, we introduce a function
m(A, S) as the number of tiny vertices of A that are assigned to S in T'. It is straightforward to verify that this
definition satisfies the following properties.

1. For a fixed tiny atom A, Z m(A,S) does not exceed the total number of tiny vertices in A.
Ses

2. For a fixed separator S, Z m(A,S) <k, the size of the separator.
AeT
where we denote by S and T the sets of separators and tiny atoms in 7', respectively. We denote m(S) =
ZAGT m(A7 S )
Lemma 4.3. Let S be a separator in a separator tree T, the number f(S) of free anti-edges in S within the
small branch of S is at most

5 () w00 () 0 ()5 (749),

A

where

e ((S) #0 and g = (k—m(S)) mod £(S5).

e the sum runs over all tiny atoms A in the small branch of S that are not directly below S.
Moreover, if £(S) =0 then f(S) =0.

Proof. We consider the separator tree 7T'.

First, the special case where no tiny vertex is assigned to S is handled by Lemma 3.1.

Let u be a vertex in S. We define a path P, in T that starts in the small branch at S and proceeds downward
as follows: at each separator node, if u appears in only one branch, P, follows that branch; otherwise, P, follows
the big branch. The path ends at an atom, which we denote by A,. Then, for any tiny atom A, we have A, = A
if and only if u is counted in m(A4,5).

Recall that f(S) is bounded by the number of anti-edges that are free in S within the small branch of S.
By Definition 2.6, an anti-edge e C S is free in S only if it first belongs to the small branch of S, and then,
moving downward through the separator tree, its vertices are eventually separated by some lower separator into
different parts. Therefore, if all the vertices of e always remain in the same part below S, then e is not free in
S. Consequently, every anti-edge e that is free in S must contain two vertices u,v with A, # A,.

We distribute the vertices of S according to the atoms to which they belong. Among the k vertices of S,
exactly m(S) belong to tiny atoms, with m(A,S) vertices belonging to each tiny atom A, while the remaining
k — m(S) vertices belong to the £(S) normal atoms in the small branch of S.

An anti-edge contained entirely in the class of a single atom cannot be free in S. Thus, to obtain an upper
bound on the number of free anti-edges, we subtract all r-sets lying completely inside one such class. For the tiny
atoms, this contributes the term ) , (m(’;"s)). For the normal atoms, the number of forbidden r-sets is minimized
when the k& — m(S) vertices are distributed as evenly as possible among the £(S) normal atoms. Writing

k—m(S) k—m(S)
k—m(S) = (¢(S)—q) V;E’;()S)J +q P;g()S)—‘ , the resulting contribution is (£(S)—q) (l Z(TS) J) +q ([ Z(TS) —‘> .

Subtracting these non-free r-sets from the total (¥) completes the proof for £(S) > 1.
If £(S) = 0, then the small branch of S is a single tiny atom (otherwise it would violate the assumption that
no separator has two tiny atoms directly below it), so f(S) = 0. O
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5 The deleting operation

In this section, we analyze the decrease in the number of edges when all tiny atoms are deleted from an abstract
tree. The reason we use the abstract tree framework is that we cannot delete atoms directly from the separator
tree while ignoring the detailed graph structure within separator nodes and subgraph nodes. The deletion
proceeds as follows.

Definition 5.1 (Deletion Operation). If A is a tiny atom of f, we delete the subgraph node A. Let S be the
separator immediately above A; by definition, the branch of S that does not contain A cannot be a single tiny
atom. Denote by () the subgraph node directly below S other than A, and by P the subgraph node directly
above S in T. We delete the separator node S and merge P and @ into a single subgraph node. We emphasize
that the resulting abstract tree is normal.

Remark 5.2. Note that this deletion operation is well-defined. The resulting tree T’ is indeed an abstract
tree of some real hypergraph. Suppose that ay,...,a,, are the sizes of all atoms in T”. Let W1,...,W,,,S be
disjoint vertex sets of sizes a; — k, ..., an, — k, k, respectively, and let A; = W; U S. Let H' be a hypergraph
such that V(H') = J*, A; and E(H') = (U:il (é)) U {e € (V(f,)) censS # @} . Then T" is an abstract tree
of H'.

H BUC (H)
S1
S
A BuC
Sa
B C B C
(a) Before deleting A (b) After deleting A

Figure 2: The small branch of S; contains only a single tiny atom A. After deleting A, the separator S;
disappears, and the two subgraph nodes that were directly above and below S;—namely H (above) and BUC
(below)—merge into a single subgraph node.

Performing this operation for every tiny atom of T yields a structure that can be verified to be again an
abstract tree; moreover it is a normal abstract tree. We denote it by 7”. Tt is straightforward to verify the
following description of the separator nodes in 7T".

e If S is a separator node in T with reach 0, then S disappears after the deletion.
e If S is a separator node in T with reach at least 1, then S retains the same reach in T

Next we analyze the change in the edge estimate caused by the deletion operation. Suppose that H €
Fer(n, k) is a hypergraph with Ty = T. Let t + k and ¢ + k denote the numbers of vertices of T' and 17,

respectively. Let A, A’ be the sets of atoms in T and i“\’, respectively, and let S, S’ be the sets of separators in
T and T", respectively. For each separator node S € S, we define

fisr= () - ) - (1750) - (1T,

where ¢ = k mod ¢(S). Using the proof of Theorem 3.2, it holds that
= t+k t’ |A| — & ~
! —
e(T)2< . ) (r>+z< . + > f(9). (18)
Ac A’
Then we consider the hypergraph H before deletion. By Lemma 2.7,
t+k t Al—k t+k t Al—-k
e(H)g< . )—(T>+Z( |7~ )+Zf(5):( ' )-(T)+Z< 'r )+Zf(5), (19)
AcA Ses AcA Ses’

where the equality holds because when S € S\ &', £(S) = 0 and hence f(S) = 0. Suppose that T = A\ A’ =
{A1, Ay, ..., As} be the set of tiny atoms and |A4;| = a; + k for i = 1,2,...,s. Taking the difference between
(19) and (18), we obtain

=+ ()= () - () ()2 (0) s Zuw-Rsy e

Ses’

11



We then reduce the problem of estimating the number of edges in a general hypergraph to estimating the
number of edges in hypergraphs with a normal separator tree, together with the discrepancy between a general
separator tree and a normal one.

Definition 5.3. We define the essential difference of T as

() ()-(F ()5

~

and for each S € S, define the free difference Dygy = f(S) — f(S). Note that t —t' = a1 +as + - + as.
Consequently,

e(H) < e(T') +ET)+ > Dys). (21)
Ses’

For ¢(S) = 1 the difference can be estimated directly. For £(S) > 2 we give a uniform upper bound.

Proposition 5.4. For any separator node S with £(S) > 2,

Dys) < T;«(i)g (lj) - (22)

Proof. Define the function

g(s,0) = ( z )—ﬁ—q({f]), where ¢ = s mod /.
T r

Fix a separator node S. Let m =m(S) =) , m(A4,5) and £y, = £(S5).
Then, by Lemma 4.3, the quantity f(S) is bounded above by

k

r) — gk —m. b)) = > (m(fvs))'

AeT

f(8) < (
By the definition of f(S), we have ]?(S) = (f) — g(k, £o), hence
Dyis) = 1(5) ~ F(8) < glbto) - gt = mt0) - 3= (")), (23)

r
AeT

Since the summation term is nonnegative, to establish (22) it suffices to show that for all ¢y > 2,

olh.t0) — k= mt0) < 575 (1),

Observe that for any s,

s+ 1.0 —gto.t0) = (1) < (1) <

s
“1\r—-1)°
Summing this inequality over s =k —m,k—m+1,...,k — 1 yields

g(0, bo) = gl = m, o) < 5 _Z (r_l)

S m

Since (rfl) is increasing in s for fixed r, we have (Tfl) < (Tﬁl) for all s < k. Therefore,

> (o) =) -5 ()

s=k—m
Combining these inequalities gives the desired bound. O

>3

The point of this proposition is that, for a separator S, when the reach £(S) is large, the contribution of free
difference of S to the overall missing-edge count becomes negligible.

12



6 Upper bounds

In this section, we derive an upper bound for the edge number of an arbitrary abstract tree.
Theorem 6.1. Let T be the associated abstract tree of a separator tree T with t + k vertices and r > 3
1. Ift > 23—:1016 and k >, then

() () OGO -HEE)

2. Fort>k+ 5ck+ ok’ if o> (2r)Y =1 and k > 2(r — 1), then

r—1’

= ()0 () G0 () e

Proof. If L(T) = 0, then T consists of a tiny atom, hence ¢ < 1+ g <
Theorem 6.1. Therefore, we assume that L(T") > 1.

Let A, S, T denote the sets of atoms, separators and tiny atoms of T, respectively. Performing the deletion
operation on T yields a normal abstract tree T, Suppose that T hast/ +k vertices; then the number of deleted
vertices is t — . Let A’ and S’ denote the sets of atoms and separators of T", respectively. By (17) we have

=) -0 () () () -am B (V) e

Where L = L(T) = L(T"), by Definition 5.3, we have

%ck, violates the condition of

e(T) < e(T) +ET) + Y Dys
Ses’

~ t+k t t'+k t/ Al—k
@-(7)-()- (702 (")
r r r r = r
Combining these yields

(-5 ()05

+ flkr L) = X(T) + Y (|A| > + > Dys)

AeT Ses’

where

Note that X(T) = Y gcs X(S). Compared with (24) and (25), and note that »;°, (k/TT) < Yo (ﬁ) =

2" (kY
5T (T) it suffices to prove

1. Fort > 57=—ck and k > r,
|Al — k t—t' (ck t (K t-—t 2r—1 k
L E E Dig—X < — — | 1= 2
S )+A€T< r +s€3/( f(8) (S)) - ck r +2ck: T + ck 2r —1 r (26)

2. For ¢ > (2r)Y/=D k> 2(r —1) and t > k + 3¢k + ?fle,

fler, L)+ > ('AL_ k) + > (Dpsy — X(9)) < ! c_kt/ (7‘“) 4! c_]:/ : (1 —~ 22_11> (f) (27)

AeT Ses’

The main part of this proof is estimating f(k,r, L) + > ,cf (‘Alfk) + > ses (Df(s) — X(S)).
Let V4 be the set of tiny vertices in T that are assigned to some separator S with £(S) = 1, and let
Vo be the set of all other tiny vertices. Let S = {S € § : £(S) = 1, 3 tiny vertex assigned to S} and

Sy ={5€S8:4(S)>2, 3 tiny vertex assigned to S}. Then clearly,

V1| = Z m(S), |Vi|+|Ve|=t—t and |Vo|> Z m(S
SeS, SES?

13



(Note that there may exist tiny vertices not assigned to any separator, and there may exist separator .S with
no tiny vertex assigned to S; such S satisfy D(S) <0.)

Free edges in S € S,. First, we focus on the contribution from tiny vertices assigned to separators of reach
at least 2. By Proposition 5.4,

[Va|r
S (D = X(8) = 3 Dy < X 5 (1) < 9o () )
SeS, SeS, SES2

For each A€ T,let A’ = A\ Vo and let T ={A’: A€ T}. Then

) ('AL k) - > ('A/T k) <> IAm‘/gI(k?{?:ll) < ;I/ﬂ; <l;> (29)

AeT A'eT’! AeT

Note that for S € &\ (51 USz), Dy(sy < 0. From (28) and (29) we obtain

5 (|A|T_ k> "2 P XD = o (A/lr_ k) + D (Dys) = X(9) + (2:1 + 3r11> ‘V}jr (i>

AeT Ses’ AeT! SeS
(30)

Free edges in S € S;. Suppose A is a tiny atom. Then there is at most one separator S € S; such that A
lies in the small branch of S. Hence the tiny vertices in A" = A\ V5 is exactly the set of vertices in A that are
assigned to S. For any S € Sy, let Ag be the set of tiny atoms in the small branch of S. Then by Lemma 4.3,

Dys) = £(8) < (k) -y (W:’ S>) ) (k - :@(5))_

AeAs
Note that
(-2 00
SES; A€ As AT "
This yields
Al -k k k—m(S
= () Bom-xor< g (()-(-9)-x)
AleT! SeS SeS:
If S; is nonempty, then let = l“/l‘ by convexity of h(m) = (k m) it holds that
Al—k k k(1 —=x
> (17N T o -xey <isi(D) -si( 7 - e e
AeT! SeS, SeS,

Let R be the set of balanced separators S with £(S) = 1 and let P be the set of unbalanced separators S
with £(S) = 1. Clearly |S1| = |R| 4 |P|. Moreover, R and P satisfy the following constraint.

Claim 6.2. If P is not empty, then for any S € P

no=1()-3(7)

We prove of Claim 6.2 in the end of Section 6. Assume Claim 6.2 holds, the right hand side of (31) reduces

(14 10) (5) + 2121(*7%) - a4 (1 7).

Combining this with (30) yields

ronn+ X (M) 4 S (s - x05)

AeT Ses’ (32)

et (g5 B 30)(0) +2m() - ()

Proof of (26). We consider three cases: (a) R,P =0; (b) P # 0 or R # 0.

to

14



Case (a). Suppose R = P = (). Then |Vi| = 0, |Va| = ¢ — ¢/, and the right-hand side of (32) reduces to
f(k,r, L) + (=1 + 37=1) |V2|T( ). Note that f(k,r,¢) is decreasing in ¢ (Claim 3.3, since f(k,r,0) = g({/k) =
> oo 9i(€/k) and each g;(z) is decreasing in z). Hence

srn < s =35 () < 2 (B < L (1),

=0

where the last inequality uses ¢ > 2, 1ck To prove (26), it suffices to show

1 1\ [Valr (k [Va| [ ck [Va| 21N [k
<2 22— .
(2“1 - 3’”—1) k <T) ~ck \\r M ck (1 2 — 1) r (33)
1 2r—1

) 1
¢ _<2H 3— 1)”“_2 — =0

for r > 3 and ¢ > 1. This inequality holds because

This reduces to

1 27’—1

. 1
c—(——l— )cr—l—l—

13 3
27‘71 3r 1 >C _70—"_ >0

2r—1 7

Case (b). Suppose P # () or R # ). Using (32), (33) and ¢t — ' = |V4| + |V|, it suffices to prove

skr -+ 1+ 317 (F) + 121 (*72) - ame1en (U7

[Vi] [ ck t [k (V1] or—1 k
< = — —(1- .
—ck \\r +2ck r + ck ( 2r—1) T

Claim 6.3. 2ck|R| + ck|P| < t.

(34)

We prove Claim 6.3 at the end of Section 6.
Assume Claim 6.3 holds, |R| + 3|P| < 34. Since there exists a separator S with £(S) = 1, we have
L > 2{(S) > 2. Consequently,

<= £ () < 24 (4) 3(0)

1=

and thus
2P (M) + sy < 3P (M) + 2(M2) < Bami 1o (M) < e (),

To establish (34), it remains to verify

ar+1en (M) L LG 2 () amen () 200 )

|V1| |V1| 1 k(1—z) 2k/3 1
H _ - CIfz < i th D) > d (35) holds. If z > L, then V4] >
ere x HS] FIEESE) z < %, then (*7%) > (**/%) and (35) holds xr > 3, then [Vi]

$k(|R| +|P]), and it suffices to show
1 fek\ 1 9r=1\ [k 2% /3
- ~(1- - > 0.
30(r>+36( 2T—1>(r> < r >_O

- or—t 2" , 8 3
c +172T_173T_1020 f§c+?20.

This completes Case (b) and the proof of (26).

This follows from

Proof of (27). Since x = k‘ 5, and k> 2(r — 1),

k k(1 —x) k T k 2r (k
- < < V|— < |V|= .
Sl|<r> |Sl|< r ) - kx|81|<r—1> - |Vl‘k—r+1 <r) < vl k (T)

15



Combining with (30) and (31), we obtain

S (M) 4 X 0 - x) <M (F) + (54 5 ) B0 () < 2422 (0,

AeT Ses’

To establish (27), it suffices to show

t—t (ck\ 2(t—t) [k t—t 2771 N (K
flk,m L) < ck <r>k<r>+ ck <127‘_1> (r>

Using ¢ > (27“)1/(0 D and r > 3, we have * (Ck) > c"_l(k) > 2r(r) and 1 —

T 2 2. Hence it suffices to show

r 2T
3 t—t' [k
k,r,L) < — - . 36
ronny <20 (H) (36)
If L < Tk then 7’ contains L normal atoms, so t' = |V(T )| < k+ck- L < k+ ffi. In this case,
flk,r,L) < f(k,r, 1) < 27—711(7%) < 7( ). Since t > k+3 sck+ :kl, we have % = L > % which implies (36) and
hence (27) holds.
fL> - k , then

Fhr L) = gi (k/(ii)) _o,

7=

which directly gives (36) and completes the proof.

Proof of Claim 6.2. Recall that

X(S) = f(k,r, £(S)+£(S,+)) — f(k,7,£(S)) — f(k,r (S, +)) + £(S) ( ( )).

r

For S € P, we have £(S) =1 and £(S,+) > 2. By Claim 3.3, f(k,r,£) = g(¢/k), and §(y) = g(y) — g(1/k + y)
is decreasing on R*. Hence

x(9) =5 (1) =5 3 () s vmvates o vm = 5 (1) - 150 (M) oo+ ataim,

- —g(2/k) + g(3/k) = i <k/2l> 3 ; (k/(?;' Qi)),
Therefore,
=) R0 SO0 1)
This completes the proof of the claim. - O

Proof of Claim 6.3. We aim to prove
2¢k|R| + ck|P| < t.

For each S € R, let As and Bg be its small branch and big branch, respectively. For each S’ € P, let Pg
be its small branch. Each of Ag, Bg and Ps: contains exactly one normal atom, and there is no separator of
reach 1 inside any of these branches. Consequently, the branches Ag, Bg (for S € R) and Ps/ (for S’ € P) are
pairwise disjoint. Therefore,

D ((As| = k) + (IBs| = k) + Y (I1Ps| = k) < t.

SER S’eP

It remains to show that |Ag|,|Bs|,|Ps/| > ck + k for all S € R and S’ € P.

Consider some S € RU P. Since there exists a tiny vertex assigned to S, its small branch must contain a
normal atom and a tiny atom. Hence there are at least two atoms Aj, Ay in its small branch directly below
a separator Sp. If [A; \ So| + |42 \ So| < ck, then we could merge them into a single atom, contradicting our
assumption. Thus |A; \ So| + |A2 \ So| > ¢k, which implies that the small branch of S has size at least ck + k.

If S € R, then because its small branch contains tiny vertices and S is balanced, its big branch also contains
a tiny atom. By the same argument, the big branch of S has size at least ck + k. This completes the proof. [
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7 Proofs for main theorems

In this section we prove Theorem 1.2, as well as the upper bounds for Theorems 1.3 and 1.4.
We first prove Theorem 1.2. The following lemma will be used.

Lemma 7.1. Suppose that {a, : n € N*} satisfies the following conditions:
(1) there exists C' > 0 such that 0 < a,, < C for all n € N*;
(2) {na,} is increasing.
(3) Gmn > ay for all m,n € N*;

Then lim,, oo a,, €xists.

Proof. First, A = limsup,,_, . a, exists because {a,} has a uniform upper bound. For any £ > 0, there exists
€ 1 €
n € N such that a,, > A— - and — < —.
2 n — 2C
Now consider any m > n2. Write m = gn +r with 0 <r <n—1. Then ¢ > n. Since {na,} is increasing,
we have ma,, > qnagy,, and consequently

Using r <n — 1 and ¢ > n, we obtain 1 — —= >1— 1, Hence

gn—+r — n

1 C
am2<1—>an2an—an2an—2A—8 =A—ec.
n n n 2

N ™

Thus for all sufficiently large m, we have a,, > A — ¢, and since A = lim sup a,, implies a,, < A + ¢ for large m,
we conclude lim,,_, o a, = A. ]

Now we are ready to present the proof of Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. For any fixed ¢,r and k, our aim is to show that the sequence {a, := g.(n + k, k)}
satisfies the three conditions of Lemma 7.1. If this holds, then the limit gf’r = limy, 00 ge,r (0, k) exists and
equals lim,, oo @y,-

First, we verify condition (1), i.e., there exists C' > 0 such that a,, < C. Recall that

n n—k rl fer(n k)
H)— c,r 7k = —".
Hegi}((mk)e( ) <T> * ( r )7 eir(:K) kr=t(n —k)

Since Fer(n + k, k) C F1,.(n+ k, k) for ¢ < 1, we have g.,(n + k, k) < g1.(n + k, k). Hence it suffices to
consider ¢ > 1. Then by Theorem 6.1, for sufficiently large n and for every H € F, ,.(n+k, k), letting A be the
set of atoms in Ty, we obtain

0 eain< (T ()5 - (B ()25 ()

7! 7l ck 3(k
= —_— < —_
i nkrflfc’r(n—i_k’k)_ ckr ((7‘) +2(r>) ’
which satisfies condition (1).

Second, we verify condition (2). Note that na, is proportional to f.,(n + k,k); hence it suffices to show
that f.,(n + k, k) is increasing in n.

Let H € F. (n+ k, k) be a hypergraph that attains the maximum number of edges. Then f., (n+k, k) =
e(H)— ("i‘k) + (). Let S be a subset of V(H) of size k and let H' be the hypergraph obtained from H by adding
a new vertex v together with all edges in V(H)U{v} that intersect both v and S. Then H' € F,(n+1,k) and

V(H) U{v}|> B <IV(H)I) B (I(V(H)U{v})\sl) n (IV(H)\S)

r r r

fer(n k) =

This yields

e(H') =e(H) + (

Consequently,

forln+k+1,k) > e(H') — <”+k+1> + (”“) — e(H) - <”+k) 4 (") — forln+ ko k),

r r



which satisfies condition (2).
Next, we verify condition (3). It suffices to show that f.,(mn +k, k) >m- f.,.(n+ k, k) for all m,n € N*.
Again, let H € F.,(n+ k, k) be a hypergraph that attains the maximum number of edges and let S be a
k-subset of V(H). Construct a hypergraph H,, as follows:

o V=V(H,)=ViUVal-- UV, US;

e For each i = 1,2,...,m, the induced subgraph H,,[V; US| is a copy of H;

e For any r-subset e that intersects at least two distinct V;’s, e € E(H,,) if and only if it intersects S.
Then H,, € F.,(mn+k, k) and

)=t 5+ (1)< (V15T < () 5 ((20) - () (1))

1=

This yields

fetmn ko) = (i) = (" F) o () = (e = (TE) 1 (7)) e (D) el

Note that e(S) < (:f) Consequently,
fea(mn +k, k) =m- fe,(n+k k),
which satisfies condition (3) and completes the proof. O
Finally, we establish Theorem 1.3 and the upper bound in Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.3 and the upper bound in Theorem 1.4. Let H be an n-vertex r-uniform hyper-
graph with no (k 4 1)-connected subgraph, and let Ty be a separator tree of H with associated abstract tree
Th. By Corollary 2.9, we have e(H) < e(fl\{), while Theorem 6.1 provides the two upper bounds for e(ﬁ]) in
the two stated cases. In the first case of Theorem 6.1, for n — k > 23—:1ck and k > r, we obtain

s () () A5 ) i)

=1

o L1 R\ o= (k)2 k
<e 1*%*20'm((r)‘2< . ))—nk-

i=1

Note that 7 > (;) and £ (¢ () = 5() < (71 = 3hp) g () < et = 2

T c T s

In the second case of Theorem 6.1, for sufficiently large n, if ¢ > (2r)"/("=Y and k > 2(r — 1), we obtain

izt 2 ()5 (V)

i=1

Thus to complete the proof of Theorem 1.3 and the upper bound in Theorem 1.4, it suffices to prove

(-5 () )

We refer the reader to the Appendix for a complete proof of (A.1). O

8 Construction for hypergraphs

In this section, we prove the lower bounds in Theorem 1.4. Define

n n—k n—k(ck n—k k n—k = (k/2!
N, = — —1 —
= ()= ) () () 0= 2 () e
to be the upper bound of e(f) in the second part of Theorem 6.1.
We first provide the desired lower bounds for the second part of Theorem 1.4.
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Example 8.1. Let k = 2°r, where s > 1 is an integer, and let n = k + % =k + 25t1ck. We construct an
r-graph Gy, on n vertices with no (k + 1)-connected subgraphs as follows.
Let Hy be the complete r-graph on k + ck vertices for ¢ > 1. For i > 1, define H; recursively:

e Take two disjoint copies of H; 1.

e In each copy, select a separator S;_; of size k by taking exactly 2% vertices from each of the 2¢~! atoms
of H;_1, with the requirement that none of these vertices has already been used in any previous separator.

e Glue the two H;_1 copies along S;_1.

We demonstrate that each time we glue A and B along their common separator S, bonded edges appear; that
is, all edges have endpoints in each of the three parts A\ S, B\ S, and S. This rule also applies to the following
example. Since each atom has k 4 ck > 2k vertices, the separators can be chosen disjoint from all previously
selected ones, and the number of free anti-edges in S; equals (]:) — 2. (é)7 (i =0,1,...,s). Finally, define
Gi,r = Hyy1. Since each gluing step doubles the number of atoms, the hypergraph Gy, has 251 atoms and
25t1ck + k = n vertices. For each 0 < i < s, the gluing of two copies of H; into H;,; creates 2°~* separators
at level i. At each such separator, the k separator vertices are evenly distributed among 2° atoms in the
corresponding small branch, so each class has size k/2°. Hence each separator at level i has (’:) — 2 (k/r 21) free
edges. Summing over all levels, we obtain

%:é(S) =(25%1 - 1) (’:) — 28 ; (’“f)

Moreover, since Gy, has 25! atoms each of size ck + k and é(A) = B(S) = 0 for every atom A and every
separator .S, Lemma 2.5 yields

=)= () - ()£
_ (7:) ~ (n - k) n nc—kk (af) . (nc—kk - 1) (/:) - nzzkk :’0 (k?) s

Note that Hs41 contains an independent set S of size k, formed by selecting 25% = g vertices from each of the

25t atoms in H,y;. Then for each positive integer m, we glue m copies of H,;; on S and add all possible

bonded edges to obtain a new hypergraph H, S(Tl) It is easy to verify that H ng) has n,, = k+m- @ vertices and

its number of edges attains the upper bound N, ; , in Theorem 6.1. By Theorem 1.2, gf}r exists; therefore,

ms

ko1 (m)y _ ["m Ny — k ! . r ~(m Ny, — k
Gor = mlgnoo (e(HSH) ( . ) + ( . )) = T mlgnOo ok (Nnm,k,r ( , ) + ( ., . (39)

This determines the precise value of g(’f,r for k = 2%r. For 2°71r < k < 2%, we apply an analogous gluing
procedure to construct Ho, Hy,...,Hey1. In the i-th layer, we choose the separator S;_; by taking either
|k/2i71 | or [k/2071] vertices from each of the 20~ atoms of H;_;. Consequently,

1) = <f> -2 (k/ il) + O (k).

Summing over all layers yields
e(Hgr1) = Ny — O (K" 2n).

Since H,y1 contains an independent set of size k, we can construct infinitely many hypergraphs whose edge
number deviates from the upper bound by O(k"~?n). This gives the O,.(1/k) estimate of g%, for general k and
completes the proof of the second part of Theorem 1.4. O

Next, we construct examples of r-uniform hypergraphs that exceed the tight upper bound established for
r-uniform hypergraphs with normal separator trees when ¢ = 1 (see Theorem 3.2). Moreover, as r — oo, the
number of edges in these constructions asymptotically attains the bound given in Theorem 1.4 for the case
¢ = 1. These hypergraphs contain tiny atoms in their separator trees, which, in our view, indicates a significant
difference between the graph case and the case r > 3.

Example 8.2. When ¢ = 1, let £ = 2°r where s > 1 is an integer, and let n = k+¥+%-pk = k+25T(1+p)k,
where pk is an integer and the parameter p will be specified later, with p < 1. We construct an r-uniform

hypergraph G;w,p on n vertices that contains no (k + 1)-connected subgraph in 3 steps, as follows.
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1. Let Hy be the complete r-uniform hypergraph on 2k vertices and Gg the complete r-uniform hypergraph
on k + pk vertices. Form H|, by gluing Hy and G along a separator S of size k. Since both Hy and Gg
are complete, S is also complete.

2. Build Hj by taking two disjoint copies of H|, and gluing them along a separator Sy of size k. Here Sy
consists of pk vertices from Gg \ S and k — pk vertices from Hp \ S. All anti-edges in Sy are free; their
number is (¥) — (*7P*) — (?¥). No edges exist between the two copies of S in Hj.

3. For i > 2 define H/ recursively: take two disjoint copies of H/_; and in each copy choose a separator Si_1
of size k that contains exactly 27-,,1 vertices from each of the 2%=1 copies of S present in H! ;. Glue the
two copies along S;_1. Because S has k vertices, the separators S; (j € [s]) can be chosen to be pairwise
disjoint.

Finally, set Gy, ., = H; ;. Using Lemma 2.5 again, we obtain that e(G} . ) equals to

() (”r’“) (e () (62 0() 5 <’”fi> () +(7)

()07 G 00w () w0 v

Define |
s ()= (7 B2 0() 25 ()

be the upper bound of e(f) in thee first part of Theorem 6.1. If there exists an r-uniform hypergraph H such
that e(H) > My gr — 0r(1) - %Tl(n — k), then gf, > 2 — 04,(1). We shall show that G, asymptotically
meets this bound as r — co. By (40), we have

G )M = P 5(n—k) (kK n—ke=(k/2\) 1 n—k((1-pk L1 n—k(pk
(G rp mhr =TT\ T 2% - 2%k =\ 7 1+p 2k r 14p 2k \(r /)

<

3=

If we further choose p in the interval (1 — (2)1/7, 1 — (1)) with pk an integer, then oy <p<1- (1)
2

1- exp(log’) < 1°g7 — 0 and ((177)]“) <(1 fp)r(’:) < 2.5 Hence
logry k™!
6( ;c,r,p) - Mn,k,r > *O( , ) . ol . (’ﬂ — k)

This shows that G}, rp asymptotically attains M,, j . Since G, .rp contains an independent set of size k, by an
argument analogous to that in Example 8.1, for infinitely many n, we can construct hypergraphs whose number
of edges asymptotically attains the upper bound M,, k... Therefore, we obtain g¥ > 2—0,(1), which completes

the proof of the first part of Theorem 1.4. O

9 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we study hypergraph analogues of Conjecture 1.1 and address a related question of Carmesin [3].
We establish a general upper bound on the number of edges in an r-uniform hypergraph that contains no (k+1)-
connected subgraph on more than ck + k vertices, for any ¢ > 1 and integers k > r > 3. A key innovation in
our proof is the estimation of the number of anti-edges destroyed after deleting all tiny atoms, which differs
substantially from the approach used in the graph case in [3]. We also present explicit constructions that
asymptotically attain the upper bound when ¢ = 1 and r — oo, and that attain the upper bound when ¢ > 1
and r is large (more precisely, under the conditions ¢ > (27)1/("=1 and k > 2(r — 1)).

We highlight two significant differences between the hypergraph case r > 3 and the graph case r = 2. First,
bonded edges appear, a phenomenon absent from Carmesin’s original framework. Second, and more importantly,
the structure of extremal hypergraphs is substantially different. As Example 8.2 illustrates, for ¢ = 1 and every
r > 4, any r-uniform hypergraph with a normal separator tree is not extremal, whereas Carmesin’s extremal
graph [3] must have a normal separator tree.

We now explain why the cut-off at 2k vertices is a crucial threshold for Mader’s conjecture and its hypergraph
analogues. Both Mader’s extremal graph G, and the extremal graph in Carmesin [3] share the property that
all atoms in their separator trees have size 2k and are isomorphic. Other extremal hypergraphs with the
same property can also be constructed, and these constructions extend naturally to extremal hypergraphs.
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This indicates that characterizing all extremal (hyper)graphs requires a base (hyper)graph Hj of size 2k and a
systematic method to glue copies of Hy together, making 2k a key threshold for capturing the essential structure
of the problem.

In our main results, we only consider the case k > r. The case k < r is straightforward: a simple induction

shows that
()7

for any n-vertex r-uniform hypergraph H with no (k + 1)-connected subgraph and n > k +r — 1, since no edge
can be entirely contained in a k-vertex separator. Moreover, this bound is tight, as witnessed by G, . Hence,
in this case, the maximum number of edges is precisely (:‘) — (";k)

In the second item of Theorem 1.4, our techniques suffice in principle to obtain a tight upper bound for all
k> r > 3, without requiring ¢ > (27)"/("=Y. The main difficulty lies in the complex calculation.

Finally, we conclude the paper with the following hypergraph formulation of Mader’s Conjecture:

Conjecture 9.1. Let H be an r-uniform hypergraph on n vertices containing no (k + 1)-connected subgraph.

Then for all sufficiently large n,
n n—=k n k
< — — - .
= ()= (") G2 0)

We can construct an n-vertex r-uniform hypergraph G;,  achieving this bound. Let k, ¢ be integers with n = kq,
and partition the vertex set into Vo, Vi,...,V,_1, each of size k. The hypergraph G , contains all r-subsets
except those that are completely contained in Vj, and except those that have no vertex in Vj but are not entirely
contained in any single V; with ¢ > 1. It is easy to verify that Gy ; has no (k 4+ 1)-connected subgraph. This is
equivalent to asserting that, for sufficiently large n, Fy(n,k) = (") — (%) + (% — 2) (¥). Note that the leading
term of Fy.(n, k) was determined in Theorem 1.2 (e.g. (3)).
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Appendix
Proof of (A.1)

()2 (7)< 5055 =

Proof. Define f(z) = % - (jj) (x > 0). Then f(x) > 0 and (A.1) is equivalent to
Z (k/29). (41)
We prove f(2x) > 2f(z) for all > 0. We consider three cases.
2r —2)x"
Case 1: 2z <7 — 1. Then (*) = (*) =0, so f(22) — 2f(z) = # > 0.
7!
Case 2: x > r — 1. Then 2z > r — 1. The Vandermonde identity holds as a polynomial identity in z;
therefore,
(Qm)—i(m)( )
r) =)=
Hence

oSS 0)(2) £ ()

i=1 =1

Case 3: (r—1)/2 <2 <r—1. Here (*) = 0 and (**) < w The desired inequality
f2x) > 2f(z) reduces to
(2" —2)2" > (22)" ' (22 — (r — 1)).

Set t = x/(r — 1) € (3,1). The inequality becomes
(2" —2)t > 271 (2t — 1),
which holds because t/(2t —1) > 1 and r > 3.
From f(2z) > 2f(z) we obtain f(z/2) < f(z)/2. Iterating gives f(k/2") < f(k)/2" for all i > 1. Summing,

z 0017
ka/z < f(k ;2—

=1
which is exactly (41). Substituting back f(k) = k" /r! — (f) and f(k/2%) = (k/2%)"/r! — (k/fi) yields (A.1). O
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