
Asymptotic enumeration via graph containers and
entropy

Jinyoung Park

Abstract

The container methods are powerful tools to bound the number of indepen-
dent sets of graphs and hypergraphs, and they have been extremely influential
in the area of extremal and probabilistic combinatorics. We will focus on more
specialized graph container methods due to Sapozhenko (1987) that deal with
sets in expander graphs. Entropy, first introduced by Shannon (1948) in the
area of information theory, is a measure of the expected amount of information
contained in a random variable. Entropy has seen lots of fascinating applica-
tions in a wide range of enumeration problems. In this survey article, we will
discuss recent developments that exploit a combination of the two methods on
enumerating graph homomorphisms.

1 Introduction

1.1 Framework

Most of the enumeration problems discussed in this article are within the follow-
ing framework. Consider a collection X (actually, a sequence of collections Xn) whose
size we want to estimate. Finding the exact size of X is hard, and in particular,
there are no appropriate recurrences that we can leverage to apply a mathematical
induction or a traditional generating function approach. Instead, there is a subcol-
lection X ′ ⊆ X that is easily understood. Our goal is to show that (upon finding
the “right” X ′) X ′ accounts for almost all X , thus concluding that the size of X ′ in
fact provides a good estimate for the size of X .

Of course, the tools to implement the above idea depend on the nature of the
enumeration problem under consideration. In this article, we focus on problems re-
lated to the “graph container method” and the “entropy method.” Before discussing
these tools in more detail, we first introduce two classical enumeration problems to
illustrate the abstract framework above: Dedekind’s problem [19] and calculating
the number of independent sets in the hypercube [55], where the corresponding X
are the collections of antichains in the Boolean lattice and independent sets in the
hypercube, respectively.

1.2 Dedekind’s problem

An antichain of a poset P = (X,⪯) is a subset of X in which any two elements
are incomparable in the (partial) order⪯. Dedekind’s problem from 1897 asks for the
total number α(n) of antichains in the n-dimensional Boolean lattice Bn = (2[n],⊆),
where [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}. (Equivalently, α(n) is the number of monotone Boolean
functions f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, or the number of elements of the free distributive
lattice on n generators.) The Boolean lattice can be viewed as the poset on {0, 1}n
(the collection of binary strings of length n) with the partial order

x ⪯ y if and only if xi ≤ yi for all i ∈ [n]
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where xi denotes the i-th coordinate of x. In what follows, we will take the latter
viewpoint.

It is easy to check that α(1) = 3 (the empty collection, the singletons {0}, and
{1}) and α(2) = 6 (the empty collection, the singletons {00}, {01}, {10}, {11}, and
{01, 10}), but there is no closed formula known for α(n) for general n. The sequence
α(n) grows very fast and is not easy to compute even for small values of n. Indeed,
even with modern computing power, the exact value of α(n) is known only for n ≤ 9,
where the case of n = 9 was obtained very recently by two independent groups of
researchers [36, 82] more than 30 years after the determination of α(8) [84].

Having the discussion from Section 1.1 in mind, observe that there is a trivial
lower bound on α(n):

α(n) ≥ 2(
n

⌊n/2⌋). (1.1)

To see this, denote by Li (the “i-th layer” of Bn) the set of elements (binary strings)
in Bn that have precisely i coordinates equal to 1, observing that each Li (i ∈ [0, n]) is
an antichain. In particular, by taking the subsets of L⌊n/2⌋ (which are all antichains),

we obtain precisely 2(
n

⌊n/2⌋) many antichains.
Sperner’s theorem [80] – which is usually considered as the first result in ex-

tremal set theory – says that a largest antichain in Bn has size
(

n
⌊n/2⌋

)
, and the only

antichains to achieve this bound are L⌊n/2⌋ and L⌈n/2⌉ (the “middle layer(s)” of Bn).
So the lower bound in (1.1) is the best one can obtain following the rather naive
strategy of taking all subsets of some largest antichain.

Interestingly, this trivial lower bound turned out to be not too far from the truth.
A breakthrough result of Kleitman [51] in 1969 pinpointed the asymptotics of the
logarithm of α(n), showing that the exponent in the lower bound in (1.1) is actually
asymptotically optimal for logα(n) (in this article, log = log2):

Theorem 1.1 (Kleitman [51])

logα(n) <

(
1 +O

(
log n√

n

))(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
.

The O
(
logn√

n

)
term on the right-hand side was subsequently improved to O

(
logn
n

)
by Kleitman and Markowsky [52]. The problem of finding asymptotics for logα(n)
has been revisited several times: the Kleitman-Markowsky bound was reproved by
Kahn [46] using the entropy method, and by Balogh, Treglown, and Wagner [10]
using the container method. Pippenger [71] obtained a similar bound with a slightly
weaker error term based on the entropy method (whose detailed implementation was
different from Kahn’s approach).

In 1981, Korshunov [54] determined α(n) itself up to a (1+ o(1)) factor, thereby
“asymptotically solving” Dedekind’s problem. Korshunov’s paper was more than 100
pages, and a simpler – though still involved – proof was later given by Sapozhenko
[74]. In the statement below, we use M =

(
n

⌊n/2⌋
)
for simplicity.

Theorem 1.2 (Korshunov [54], Sapozhenko [74]) As n → ∞, for n even we
have

α(n) = (1 + o(1))2M exp

[(
n

n/2 + 1

)(
2−n/2 +

n2 − 2n− 16

32
· 2−n

)]
,
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while for n odd

α(n) = (2 + o(1))2M ·

exp

[(
n

n+1
2

)(
2−(n+1)/2 +

3n2 − 19

32
· 2−(n+1)

)
+

(
n

n+3
2

)(
1

2
· 2−(n+1)/2 +

n+ 5

8
· 2−(n+1)

)]
.

We remark that, while the above formulas might look technical, each of them is
actually a natural asymptotic lower bound (for the corresponding parity) on α(n).
That is, with writing A(Bn) for the collection of antichains of Bn, for each parity of
n, there is a (simpler) subfamily A′

n ⊆ A(Bn) with |A′
n| asymptotically equal to the

formula in Theorem 1.2. At the end of Section 1, we will provide a description of
A′

n.

So how one proves Theorem 1.2 is as explained in the framework in Section 1.1.
Korshunov and Sapozhenko showed that |A(Bn) \ A′

n| = o(|A′
n|), thus concluding

that A′
n accounts for almost all of the antichains in Bn. A main tool in [74] is the

graph container method. Note that this proof also provides the structure of “typical”
antichains of Bn, as the argument says that almost all antichains in Bn are the ones
in the description of A′

n.

1.3 Independent sets in the hypercube

The n-dimensional (discrete) hypercube (or the Hamming cube) Qn is the graph
on the vertex set {0, 1}n where two vertices are adjacent if and only if they differ
in exactly one coordinate. Equivalently, Qn is the covering graph of the poset Bn.
Note that Qn is an n-regular bipartite graph with the unique bipartition classes E
and O, where E is the set of vertices (binary strings of length n) which have an even
number of 1’s in their coordinates. For simplicity, we will write N for 2n = |V (Qn)|.
(So |E| = |O| = N/2.)

An independent set in a graph is a set of vertices in which no two vertices are
adjacent. Denote by I(G) the collection of independent sets in a graph G, and
i(G) := |I(G)|. We are interested in estimating i(Qn). This number again grows
very fast, and a closed formula is not known.

As in Dedekind’s problem, one can easily think of a trivial lower bound on this
number:

i(Qn) ≥ 2 · 2N/2 − 1

because each subset of E or O is an independent set (and the empty set is counted
twice). Korshunov and Sapozhenko [55], using the graph container method, showed
that this trivial lower bound is not far from the truth.

Theorem 1.3 (Korshunov, Sapozhenko [55]) As n → ∞,

i(Qn) = 2(1 + o(1))
√
e2N/2. (1.2)

As in Theorem 1.2, the right-hand side of (1.2) is an easy asymptotic lower bound
on i(Qn). In the next section, we discuss the construction of this lower bound.
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1.3.1 Asymptotic lower bound on i(Qn) Given an independent set I, we say a
vertex v is occupied if v ∈ I. Let’s informally say that an independent set of Qn

is in a “ground state” (or “pure”) if it is entirely contained in either E or O. So
there are two ground states (E and O), and the number of independent sets in each
ground state is precisely 2N/2.

Next, we estimate the number of independent sets with some “flaws” (or “noises”)
and examine their contribution to i(Qn). Let’s first consider independent sets I that
have exactly one vertex (a flaw) from O. The number of such independent sets is

N/2 · 2N/2−n = 2n−12N/2−n = 2−12N/2

(N/2 is the number of ways to choose a flaw v ∈ O; once we pick v, then the n vertices
in N(v) (⊆ E) must be unoccupied so we are left with 2N/2−n choices for I ∩ E). In
general, the number of independent sets I that have exactly k “non-nearby” flaws
from O (more precisely: we say v and w are nearby if their neighborhoods intersect)
is approximately (

N/2

k

)
· 2N/2−kn ∼ (N/2)k

k!
2N/2−kn = 2N/2 · 2

−k

k!
(1.3)

as long as k is “not so large” (
(N/2

k

)
approximates the number of ways to choose k

non-nearby flaws from O; those k vertices altogether have a neighborhood of size
kn, so we have 2N/2−kn choices left for I ∩ E).

Now, by summing (1.3) over k from 0 to any (slow) ω(1) and multiplying it by
2 (since there are two ground states) we obtain the right-hand side of (1.2) as an
asymptotic lower bound on i(Qn).

Remark In connection with the framework in Section 1.1, in the problem of esti-
mating i(Qn), X ′

n consists of the independents sets described in Section 1.3.1, and
Theorem 1.3 asserts that X ′

n accounts for almost all of I(Qn). We reiterate that
Theorem 1.3 therefore also provides a structural result – it says that almost all
independent sets in Qn have the structure described in Section 1.3.1.

1.3.2 Towards the upper bound We first briefly motivate why it is “sound” to
expect that the independent sets in Section 1.3.1 should take up almost all of I(Qn).
In this section, we call an independent set bad if I is not of the type described in
Section 1.3.1. As a simplest example of bad independent sets, consider independent
sets I that have exactly two nearby flaws from O – i.e., two occupied vertices in
O whose neighborhoods overlap. The number of independent sets of this type is
roughly (ignoring some irrelevant constant factors)

N/2 · n2 · 2N/2−2n ≈ n2 · 2N/2−n (≪ 2N/2); (1.4)

here N/2 is the number of ways to choose the first flaw v; now a crucial point is
that once we pick v, the second flaw is within the second neighborhood of v (since
the two flaws are nearby), so there are at most n2 choices for it; the two flaws still
have the total neighborhood of size roughly 2n (because a pair of vertices in Qn has
at most two common neighbors), so we have roughly 2N/2−2n choices for I ∩ E .
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So the contribution from (1.4) is negligible (in fact, exponentially small) and
absorbed in the o(1) term in (1.2). Note that the reason why the overall contributions
of the independent sets with nearby flaws and those of independent sets with non-
nearby flaws are different is because the number of choices for two nearby flaws
is significantly smaller than that for two non-nearby flaws, while the sizes of the
neighborhoods of the flaws in the two cases remain more or less the same.

While independent sets with a small number of flaws are not so hard to analyze
(as we saw in the above computation), the story is completely different when we
consider independent sets with a large set of flaws. Notice that the two competing
factors in bounding the number of bad independent sets are

the number of choices for flaws vs. the size of the total neighborhood of the flaws.

Informally, the former is the “cost” for specifying flaws, and the latter is the “penalty”
from the (given) flaws. The argument surrounding (1.4) illustrates the idea that in
order to show the bad independent sets are negligible, we have to show that the
penalty from the flaws of the independent sets exceeds their costs. So we need an
effective upper bound on the number of subsets of O (or E) that consist of “nearby
vertices” with a prescribed size of their neighborhood. The graph container lemma
(Lemma 4.5) due to Sapozhenko [75] serves this purpose, and this is one of the main
focuses of this article.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 defines the notion of
graph homomophism and introduces some well-known examples. In Section 3, we
introduce some basics of the entropy function and provide an example to illustrate
how the entropy method is used in solving enumeration problems. Section 4 starts
from an overview of the container method, and then dives into a more specialized
graph container lemma for expanders that can be used to get sharper results when
it applies. Section 5 discusses sharp asymptotics for the number of graph homo-
morphisms, and hints at why a combination of the graph container method and the
entropy method can be useful here. In Section 6, we discuss the problem of enu-
merating antichains of [t]n, a generalized Boolean lattice, in connection with a first
successful application of the graph container lemma for expanders in the “irregular”
setting. Section 7 discusses counting maximal independent sets in the hypercube,
which leads to a development of an interesting isoperimetric inequality on the hy-
percube.

Notation Given a graph G, E(G) and V (G) denote the set of edges and vertices of
G, respectively. For u, v ∈ V (G), write u ∼G v (or u ∼ v if the host graph is clear)
if {u, v} ∈ E(G). For U ⊆ V (G), G[U ] denotes the subgraph of G induced by U . As
usual, N(x) denotes the neighborhood of x, and N(U) := ∪x∈UN(x). The codegree of
x and y (x ̸= y) is |N(x)∩N(y)|, and the codegree of G is the maximum of the codgree
of all pairs in V (G). For A,B ⊆ V (G), ∇(A,B) := {{a, b} ∈ E(G) : a ∈ A, b ∈ B}
and e(A,B) := |∇(A,B)|. distG(u, v) (or simply dist(u, v) if the host graph is clear)
denotes the length of a shortest path in G between u and v. The diameter of a graph
G, denoted by diam(G), is maxu,v∈V (G) distG(u, v).

For an integer k, we write Gk for the k-th power of G, that is, V (Gk) = V (G)
and u, v ∈ V (Gk) are adjacent iff u ̸= v and distG(u, v) ≤ k. We say a vertex set
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A ⊆ V (G) is k-linked if Gk[A] is connected. The closure of A, denoted by [A], is
[A] := {v ∈ V (G) : N(v) ⊆ N(A)}.

For integers a and b, [a] := {1, 2, . . . , a} and [a, b] := {a, a + 1, . . . , b}. We use([n]
k

)
to denote the family of all k-element subsets of [n].

We use standard asymptotic notation, and w.h.p. means “with high probability.”
Logarithms are always base 2.

We close this section by giving the promised construction of the asymptotic lower
bound for Dedekind’s problem: we describe the family A′

n whose size is asymptot-
ically equal to the (asymptotic) values of α(n) in Theorem 1.2. We only describe
the construction for even n, for simplicity (the construction for odd n is similar).
Recall that Li denotes the i-th layer of the Boolean lattice Bn. We define the com-
parability graph of Bn to be the graph on V (Bn) where two vertices are adjacent iff
they are comparable. Observe that for any k ∈ Z+, a vertex set A ⊆ V (G) can be
decomposed into its maximal k-linked subsets, and we call these subsets the k-linked
components of A (with respect to G).

Theorem 1.4 Let n be even. Let A′
n be the collection of the antichains I of Bn that

satisfy the following properties:

(i) I ⊆
⋃

n−1≤i≤n+1 Li;

(ii) every 2-linked component of I∩ (Ln−1∪Ln+1) with respect to the comparability
graph of Bn is of size at most 2.

Then, as n → ∞,

α(n) =
(
1 + e−Ω(n)

)
|A′

n|.

We leave it to the readers that |A′
n| (for even n) is asymptotically equal to the value

of α(n) in Theorem 1.2.

2 Graph homomorphisms

Independent sets and many other important combinatorial objects can be incor-
porated into the notion of graph homomorphisms which we introduce now. Given
graphs G and H, a graph homomorphism from G to H (or an H-coloring of G) is
a map f : V (G) → V (H) such that if {v, w} ∈ E(G), then {f(v), f(w)} ∈ E(H).
Write Hom(G,H) for the collection of graph homomorphisms from G to H. Below
are some well-known graph homomorphisms.

Example 2.1 (Independent set) Let H be the graph with V (H) = {v0, v1} and
E(H) = {{v0, v0}, {v0, v1}}.

Figure 1: H for independent sets
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To see the correspondence between an independent set and an H-coloring, for a
given independent set I ∈ I(G), define fI to be

fI(v) =

{
v0 if v ̸∈ I;

v1 if v ∈ I.

Then fI ∈ Hom(G,H), and it is easy to see that the above correspondence between I
and fI provides a bijection between I(G) and Hom(G,H). That is, any independent
set can be regarded as an H-coloring, and vice versa.

Example 2.2 (Proper coloring) Set H = Kq, the clique on q vertices. It is
easy to see that there is a one-to-one correspondence between H-colorings of G and
(proper) q-colorings of V (G).

We will drop “proper” and just say a q-coloring or a coloring for a proper coloring.
In the rest of the paper, we will use Cq(G) for the collection of q-colorings of V (G),
and cq(G) := |Cq(G)|.

Example 2.3 (Lipschitz function) Given an integer M , say an integer-valued
function g : V (G) → Z is M -Lipschitz if v ∼ w implies |g(v)− g(w)| ≤ M .

Let H be the graph with V (H) = Z and E(H) = {{m,m}, {m,m+ 1} : m ∈ Z}
as in the figure below.

Figure 2: H for 1-Lipschitz functions

Observe that there is a one-to-one correspondence between H-colorings of G and
1-Lipschitz functions from G. Similarly, if we define HM to be the graph on Z with
E(HM ) = {{m,m}, {m,m+ 1}, . . . , {m,m+M} : m ∈ Z}, then there is a bijection
between HM -colorings of G and M -Lipschitz functions from G.

As a last example of this section, an integer-valued function g : V (G) → Z is
called a Z-homomorphism if v ∼ w implies |g(v)−g(w)| = 1. A Z-homomorphism is
an H-coloring where H is the integer line. Note that G must be bipartite to admit
a Z-homomorphism.

3 Entropy

The entropy of a random variable X was first introduced by Shannon in 1948
[79] as a measure of the “information” or “uncertainty” contained in X. Entropy
has been used to tackle many enumeration problems, and this article focuses on its
usefulness for counting (or bounding the number of) independent sets, colorings, or
more generally, graph homomorphisms. In this section, we quickly introduce some
very basics of the entropy function, and provide an example to show how entropy is
used for enumerating proper colorings of a given graph.
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3.1 Basics

This section briefly collects some basics of entropy; for a less hurried introduction,
see, e.g., McEliece [59].

For a discrete random variable X, the entropy of X is

H(X) =
∑
x

P(X = x) log
1

P(X = x)

where the sum is taken over all x with P(X = x) ̸= 0. (By convention, we take
0 log 1

0 = 0.) The entropy of X is often understood as the amount of “randomness”
of X; for example, one can show that

H(X) ≤ log |Image(X)| (3.1)

(Image(X) is the set of values that X takes with nonzero probability) by Jensen’s
inequality using the concavity of the logarithm function. Furthermore, in (3.1) the
equality holds iff X is chosen uniformly at random from Image(X). So roughly, the
“more random” the random variable X is, the larger the entropy of X is.

For any event T , we define the entropy of X given T as

H(X|T ) =
∑
x

P(X = x|T ) log 1

P(X = x|T )
.

For another discrete random variable Y, the conditional entropy of X with respect
to Y is

H(X|Y) =
∑
y

P(Y = y)H(X|Y = y)

=
∑
y

P(Y = y)
∑
x

P(X = x|Y = y) log
1

P(X = x|Y = y)
.

(3.2)

Below are some standard facts about the entropy; X, Y, and Xi’s are all used
for discrete random variables. For any random vector X = (X1, . . . ,Xn) we have

H(X) ≤ H(X1) + · · ·+H(Xn). (3.3)

The above inequality can be sharpened using the conditional entropy; for example,
for two random variables, we have

H(X,Y) = H(X) +H(Y|X). (3.4)

It also holds that

if Y determines X, then H(Z|Y) ≤ H(Z|X); (3.5)

intuitively, the above means that the amount of information in Z that remains after
revealing X is at least the amount remaining after revealing Y.

The following result is a celebrated inequality due to Shearer, which generalizes
the subadditivity property (3.3).

Lemma 3.1 ([15]) Let X = (X1, . . . ,Xk) be a random vector, and let αA ∈ R+ be
given for every A ⊆ [k]. If

∑
A∋i αA ≥ 1 for all i ∈ [k], then

H(X) ≤
∑
A⊆[k]

αAH(XA),

where XA = (Xi : i ∈ A).
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3.2 Enumeration via entropy

In this section, we provide a standard-ish entropy-based argument for bounding
the number of colorings of regular bipartite graphs. The proof below, which is a
special case of the results in [29], can easily be extended to more general graph
homomorphisms. Recall that Cq(G) is the collection of q-colorings of V (G), and
cq(G) := |Cq(G)|.

Proposition 3.2 Let G be a d-regular bipartite graph on m vertices. For any q,

log cq(G) ≤ m

2
·
(
log
(⌊q

2

⌋ ⌈q
2

⌉)
+Oq(1/d)

)
where in Oq(·), the implicit constant (only) depends on the value of q.

Observe that, trivially, log cq(G) ≥ m
2 · log

(⌊ q
2

⌋ ⌈ q
2

⌉)
(fix ⌊ q2⌋ colors and call this

set of colors C; denote the set of the remaining ⌈ q2⌉ colors by C′ and consider every
coloring of G (with a bipartition (A,B)) where each vertex in A is given a color from
C and each vertex in B is given a color from C′). So if q = O(1), then Proposition 3.2
provides an asymptotically tight upper bound on log cq(G).

We prove the above statement only for q = 4 for a simpler exposition, so our
target bound is

log c4(G) ≤ (1 +O(1/d))m. (3.6)

The proof below extends almost identically to any q.

Proof Denote by X and Y a bipartition of G, noting that |X| = |Y | = m/2. We
write Nx for N(x). For f ∈ C4(G) and x ∈ V (G), fx denotes the value of f at x, and
for A ⊆ V (G), fA = (fx : x ∈ A) and f(A) = {fx : x ∈ A} (that is, fA contains the
full information about the color assignment of each x ∈ A, while f(A) (the “palette”
of A) only contains the information about what colors are used in A).

Let f be an element of C4(G) chosen uniformly at random. A key point is that,
by the equality condition of (3.1),

H(f) = log c4(G).

Therefore, the conclusion (3.6) will follow if we show that H(f) is bounded above
by the right-hand side of (3.6). To this end, first, by (3.4),

H(f) = H(fY ) +H(fX |fY ). (3.7)

The second term of the right-hand side of the above is, using a conditional version
of (3.3) and then (3.5),

H(fX |fY ) ≤
∑
x∈X

H(fx|fY ) ≤
∑
x∈X

H(fx|f(Nx));

the first term of the right-hand side of (3.7) is (a justification will follow)

H(fY ) ≤
1

d

∑
x∈X

H(fNx) =
1

d

∑
x∈X

H(f(Nx), fNx) =
1

d

∑
x∈X

[H(f(Nx)) +H(fNx |f(Nx))]
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where for the inequality, we use Lemma 3.1 with

αA =

{
1/d if A = Nx for some x ∈ X

0 otherwise

(and the second equality uses (3.4)). Combining the two bounds, (3.7) is

H(f) ≤
∑
x∈X

1

d
[H(f(Nx)) +H(fNx |f(Nx))] +H(fx|f(Nx)).

Let T (x) (x ∈ X) be the summand of the above sum, that is,

T (x) =
1

d
[H(f(Nx)) +H(fNx |f(Nx))] +H(fx|f(Nx)).

We claim that T (x) ≤ 2+O(1/d) from which the conclusion will follow. We will use
(a conditional version of) (3.1) repeatedly. The first term of the above expression is
easily seen to be O(1/d), since when there are only 4 colors, H(f(Nx)) = O(1) (the
number of possible palettes for Nx cannot exceed 24). To bound the last two terms,
note that for each possible value (a set of colors) C of f(Nx), by (3.1),

H(fx|f(Nx) = C) ≤ log(4− |C|); and

H(fNx |f(Nx) = C) ≤
∑
y∈Nx

H(fy|f(Nx) = C) ≤ d log |C|.

Since log z+ log(4− z) ≤ 2 for any z, this bounds 1
dH(fNx |f(Nx)) +H(fx|f(Nx)) by

(using the definition of conditional entropy (3.2))∑
C

P(f(Nx) = C)

[
1

d
H(fNx |f(Nx) = C) +H(fx|f(Nx) = C)

]
≤ 2,

yielding T (x) ≤ 2 +O(1/d) for any x ∈ X. □

4 The method of graph containers and sharp asymptotics

The container method has been proven to be an essential tool in the study of
independent sets in graphs and hypergraphs. In the graph setting, its roots can be
traced back to the work of Kleitman and Winston [53] and Sapozhenko [75]. These
tools were extended to the context of hypergraphs and developed into a powerful
method in the seminal works of Balogh, Morris and Samotij [7] and Saxton and
Thomason [78]. The hypergraph container method has applications in broad ar-
eas including extremal graph theory, Ramsey theory, additive combinatorics, and
discrete geometry. We refer the readers to [8] for an overview of the hypergraph
container method.

A main focus of this article is a more specialized graph container lemma due
to Sapozhenko. As a warm-up, in Section 4.1, we introduce some basic concepts of
the general graph container method. In Section 4.2, we provide the statement of
Sapozhenko’s graph container lemma for expanders. This is a powerful tool for the
problems of obtaining asymptotically sharp enumeration results and thus gaining an
understanding of the structure of typical members of the family under consideration.
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4.1 Warm-up

The method of graph containers provides an efficient upper bound on the number
of certain vertex subsets (often independent sets) of a given graph.

Definition 4.1 (System of containers) Given a graph G and F ⊆ 2V (G), sup-
pose a family C ⊆ 2V (G) satisfies the following property:

for any F ∈ F , there is C ∈ C such that F ⊆ C.

An element of the family C is called a container, and the family C is called a system
of containers for F .

Let some family F be given, and suppose our goal is to approximate |F|. In
the approach using the container method, we are hoping that there is a system of
containers C for F such that both |C| and max{|C| : C ∈ C} are reasonably small
(or close to the truth). Then the naive inequality

|F| ≤
∑
C∈C

2|C| ≤ |C|2max{|C|:C∈C} (4.1)

will produce a good bound. This approach turned out to work incredibly well
(modulo the noble ideas in the works referenced at the beginning of Section 4) for
the family of independent sets in graphs (and certain hypergraphs). A very rough
intuition behind this approach is that often independent sets in a graph cluster
together, so specifying independent sets as subsets of a container should provide an
efficient counting.

Below is one of the very first applications of the graph container method due to
Sapozhenko [76].

Theorem 4.2 Let G be a d-regular graph on m vertices. Then

log i(G) <

(
1 +O

(√
log d

d

))
m

2
.

Theorem 4.2 follows from the following lemma that guarantees the existence of
a suitable system of containers. (See [2, Theorem 1.6.1] for its proof.)

Lemma 4.3 Let G be as in Theorem 4.2. For any ϵ > 0, there is a collection
C ⊆ 2V (G) with the following properties:

(i) For each independent set I in G, there is a member C ∈ C such that I ⊆ C;

(ii) For every C ∈ C, |C| ≤ m
ϵd + m

2−ϵ ;

(iii) |C| ≤
∑

i≤m/(ϵd)

(
m
i

)
.

To see that Theorem 4.2 follows from the above lemma, using (4.1) (with F =
I(G)),

i(G) ≤
∑

i≤m/(ϵd)

(
m

i

)
· exp2

[
m

ϵd
+

m

2− ϵ

]
.
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By the well-known estimate that log
[∑

i≤m/(ϵd)

(
m
i

)]
= O

(
m log(ϵd)

ϵd

)
, we have

log i(G) = O

(
m log(ϵd)

ϵd
+

m

ϵd
+

m

2− ϵ

)
.

The right-hand side of the above is minimized when ϵ = Θ(
√

log d/d). By plugging
in this value for the above expression, we obtain the conclusion of Theorem 4.2.

4.2 Graph container lemma for expanders

In the previous section, we discussed an upper bound on log |F| for F = I(G)
using the method of graph containers. Notice that the above argument is not enough
to give asymptotics for |F| itself. On the other hand, Sapozhenko showed that, if
given graphs satisfy certain regularities in degrees and exhibit certain expansion
properties, then one can further refine the container argument and obtain sharp
asymptotics (as in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3). In this section, we state a graph container
lemma for expanders1 (Lemma 4.5) from [75], and sketch how to derive the sharp
asymptotics in Theorem 1.3 from this lemma. Recall the definition of 2-linkedness
from the notation section in Section 1.

Definition 4.4 Let G be a d-regular, bipartite graph with bipartition classes X
and Y . For positive integers a and g and v ∈ Y , define

G(a, g, v) = {A ⊆ X : A is 2-linked, |[A]| = a, |N(A)| = g, v ∈ N(A)}.

(Recall that [A] denotes the closure of A.)

Lemma 4.5 For each pair of constants c1, c2 > 0, there is a constant c = c(c1, c2) >
0 such that the following holds. If G is a d-regular bipartite graph with partition

classes X and Y and codegree c1, then for g ≥ d4 and g − a > c2g log
3 d

d2
, we have

|G(a, g, v)| ≤ 2g−c(g−a)/ log d. (4.2)

Sapozhenko’s proof [75] for the above lemma uses a container-type argument
(but different from that for Lemma 4.3). The original proof is written in Russian,
and Galvin [28] provides a more accessible exposition of the proof of Theorem 1.3,
including a proof of Lemma 4.5.

Remark 1. Sapozhenko’s original formulation of the above lemma doesn’t re-
quire strict regularity (as long as certain expansion requirements similar to that in
Lemma 4.5 are satisfied). For example, the degree conditions required in [75] are
the following: there is a constant C such that

max
v∈X

deg(v) ≤ C ·min
v∈X

deg(v); max
v∈Y

deg(v) ≤ C ·min
v∈Y

deg(v),

and most crucially,
max
v∈Y

deg(v) ≤ min
v∈X

deg(v). (4.3)

1This name can be misleading – the expansion that the lemma requires is much smaller than
the usual notion of expanders.
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A proof of the lemma under the above (more relaxed) degree conditions can be found
from [39] in a more general hard-core model setting.

2. The exponential term −Ω((g − a)/ log d) on the right-hand side of (4.2) is
improved to −Ω(g − a) in [65] (and implicitly in [50]). The weaker bound −Ω((g −
a)/ log d) was already enough for many applications, but the improved bound−Ω(g−
a) was crucial for obtaining sharp estimates for more restricted classes of independent
sets including maximal independent sets in Qn [50] and “balanced independent sets”
in Qn [65].

3. Jenssen and Perkins [42] showed that a combination of the graph container
lemma for expanders (more precisely, its variant for the hard-core model by Galvin
[27]) and the “cluster expansion method” from statistical physics results in powerful
consequences. One consequence is the following vast refinement of the asymptotics
in Theorem 1.3:

2
√
e · 2N/2

(
1 +

3n2 − 3n− 2

8N
+

243n4 − 646n3 − 33n2 + 436n+ 76

384N2
+O

(
n6

N3

))
.

In fact, Jenssen and Perkins provided a formula and an algorithm for computing the
asymptotics of i(Qn) to arbitrary order in N−1. We refer the readers to [42] for the
further fruitful applications of this combination of methods. For the cluster expan-
sion method itself, we refer to a survey paper by Jenssen [37]. Jenssen and Perkins’
idea of combining the two methods has been further adapted for lots of enumeration
problems, including [4, 16, 31, 38, 40, 41, 56, 58]. Jenssen, Malekshahian, and the
author [40] used the cluster expansion method to obtain a similar refinement of the
asymptotics in Theorem 1.2. For example, for even n,

α(n) =
(
1 + o

(
2−2nnO(1)

))
2(

n
n/2)×

exp

[(
n

n
2 − 1

)(
2−

n
2 + (n2 − 2n− 16)2−n−5 +

1

3
(3n4 − 4n3 − 60n2 + 112n+ 512)2−

3n
2 −9

)]
.

Again, as in [42], we also provide a formula and an algorithm for computing the
asymptotics of α(n) to arbitrary order in 2−n/2.

Now we sketch the derivation of Theorem 1.3 from Lemma 4.5. For the sake of
clarity, in the example below, we consider only a special type of bad independent set
(recall from Sections 1.3.1 and 1.3.2 that bad independent set means it contains at
least 2 nearby flaws) in I(Qn) and show that their contribution to i(Qn) is negligible
using Lemma 4.5. The (full) derivation of Theorem 1.3 essentially follows by sum-
ming up the contributions of all types of bad independent sets. The contribution of
each type of bad independent set is exponentially small, so the total contribution of
bad independent sets to i(Qn) is again negligible. A detailed computation can be
found in [28, Corollary 4.1].

Example 4.6 Recall that Qn has the bipartition class E and O and N = 2n =
|V (Qn)| (so |E| = |O| = N/2).

Let Ik ⊆ I(Qn) be the collection of independent sets I such that I∩O is 2-linked
and |[I ∩ O]| = k where n4 ≤ k ≤ N/4. (We pose the lower bound on k so that
Lemma 4.5 is applicable; the upper bound N/4 is natural since if I ∈ I(Qn), then
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min{|[I ∩ E ]|, |[I ∩O]|} ≤ N/4 by the expansion property of Qn that for any A ⊆ E
or A ⊆ O, |A| ≤ |N(A)|.) We claim that |Ik| is exponentially smaller than 2N/2

(the main term of the (good) independent set count in Section 1.3.1). To see this,
note that

|Ik| =
∑
A⊆O

A 2-linked,|[A]|=k

2N/2−|N(A)|

≤ 2N/2
∑
v∈E

∑
g

∑
A⊆O,v∈N(A)

A 2-linked,|[A]|=k,|N(A)|=g

2−|N(A)|

= 2N/2
∑
v∈E

∑
g

|G(k, g, v)| · 2−g.

A well-known isoperimetric inequality on the hypercube (see, e.g., [28, Claim 2.5])
says that if Y ⊆ O satisfies |Y | ≤ N/4, then |N(Y )| − |Y | = Ω(|N(Y )|/

√
n).

Therefore, by applying Lemma 4.5 (and applying the isoperimetric inequality with
Y = [A]), |G(k, g, v)| · 2−g is at most 2−Ω(g−k)/ logn = 2−Ω(g/(

√
n logn)) if g satisfies

g − k = Ω(g/
√
n); and 0 otherwise. Now, the last line of the above display is at

most
2N/2 ·N/2 ·

∑
g≥k

2−Ω(g/(
√
n logn)) = 2N/2 · 2−Ω(k/(

√
n logn))

since k ≥ n4. This yields the desired conclusion.

4.3 Applications to independent set counts

Lemma 4.5 and its variants have been used for various host graphs to obtain
sharp asymptotics for the number of independent sets and/or the structure of typical
independent sets. The studied graphs include the discrete torus Zn

m for even m by
Jenssen and Keevash [38], the middle layers of the hypercube by Balogh, Garcia,
and Li [4], and Abelian Cayley graphs by Potukuchi and Yepremyan [73]. Recently,
Collares, Erde, Geisler, and Kang [16] extended this approach to a broader class
of regular bipartite graphs including the Cartesian product of bipartite, regular
base graphs of bounded size. Using the observation that intersecting families are
independent sets in a Kneser graph, Balogh, Garcia, Li, and Wagner [5] showed
that almost all k-uniform intersecting families in 2[n] are “stars” if n ≥ 2k+100 ln k.
Their proof uses the graph container method and the Das–Tran removal lemma [18].

The entropy method, graph container method, and/or their combinations also
apply to the setting of the “hard-core model,” a fundamental model in statistical
physics that generalizes the notion of independent sets. The present article will not
survey the huge literature on this topic, and just refer to [45, 27, 39] as indicators
to the works more closely related to the current discussions.

The independent set enumeration problems have also been considered in sparse
random settings. For example, Kronenberg and Spinka [56] obtained asymptotics for
the number of independent sets in edge-percolated hypercubes by studying an anti-
ferromagnetic Ising model on the hypercube. Geisler, Kang, Sarantis, and Wdowin-
ski [31] extended Kronenberg-Spinka’s approach to a broader class of graphs, in-
cluding even tori of growing side-length. Several cornerstone results in extremal
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combinatorics such as Erdős-Ko-Rado theorem [22] and Sperner’s theorem [80] can
also be stated using the language of independent sets. Sparse random versions of
those problems were studied in [9, 17, 32, 6], where the approaches based on the
graph container methods were again a key ingredient.

5 Sharp asymptotics for the number of graph homomorphisms

In this section, our main concern is getting sharp asymptotics for the number of
graph homomorphisms from given graphs. Again, this will also provide us with the
typical structure of the graph homomorphisms under consideration.

We start our discussion with graph colorings. (Again, a coloring always means
a proper vertex coloring.) Recall that the entropy argument in Proposition 3.2 was
not enough to give an asymptotically tight upper bound on cq(G). On the other
hand, a combination of the entropy method and the proof idea for Lemma 4.5 (rather
than the statement itself) can produce sharp asymptotics for cq(G) for certain host
graphs. For example, Kahn and the author obtained the asymptotics for the number
of 4-colorings of Qn. Recall that N = 2n = |V (Qn)|. Throughout the section, we
assume n is large, and all the asymptotic notation is as n → ∞.

Theorem 5.1 (Kahn, P. [49])

c4(Qn) = 6e(1 + o(1))2N . (5.1)

As is usual in the current article, the value on the right-hand side of (5.1) is
an asymptotic lower bound on c4(Qn): to see this, say the set of given colors is
{1, 2, 3, 4}. Consider a “ground state” (cf. Section 1.3.1) that consists of the col-
orings of V (Qn) where all the even vertices take colors from {1, 2} and all the odd
vertices take colors from {3, 4}. Obviously, this construction produces 2N distinct
(proper) colorings. It is easy to verify that (similarly to the computation in Sec-
tion 1.3.1) the contribution of the colorings with non-nearby “flaws” – the vertices
whose colors do not observe the ground state – together with the colorings in the
ground state is asymptotically e · 2N . Now the asymptotic lower bound follows by
observing that there are six ground states.

So the main task for the proof of Theorem 5.1 is to show that the number of
colorings with nearby (i.e., 2-linked) flaws is negligible (cf. Section 1.3.2). The
problem of estimating i(Qn), the number of independent sets in Qn, was able to be
done by invoking Lemma 4.5. However, this is not the case for counting colorings.
In the next example, we illustrate why the graph container method alone is not
sufficient here.

Example 5.2 Write f for a member of Cq(Qn) (that is, f is a q-coloring of V (Qn))
and let [q] be the set of colors (palette). For simplicity, assume q is even, and let
P = [1, q/2] and Q = [q/2 + 1, q] (so P and Q equipartition the palette). Similarly
to Example 4.6, we consider a special type of bad coloring. Let C ⊆ Cq(Qn) be the
collection of f such that

f(v) ∈

{
P if v ∈ E ;
Q if v ∈ O.

(5.2)
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(this will be our ground state), noticing that |C| = (q/2)N . Similarly to Ik in
Example 4.6, define Ck ⊆ C to be the collection of q-colorings such that the set
A of “flaws” (meaning the vertices that violate (5.2)) in O is 2-linked and |[A]| =
k (∈ [n4, N/4]). For the sake of a cleaner exposition, let’s further impose the (very
strong) assumption that there are no flaws in E .

Figure 3: Setting for Example 5.2

Lemma 4.5 bounds the number of choices for A. Given A ⊆ O, let CA be the
collection of f ∈ Ck whose set of flaws is precisely A. Observe that we have a bound

|CA| ≤ (q/2)N−|N(A)|(q/2− 1)|N(A)|

(this is because if w ∈ N(A), then w is adjacent to a vertex v ∈ A and the color of
v is in P , so f(w) has at most q/2− 1 choices (rather than q/2 choices)), and so

|Ck| ≤
∑
v∈E

∑
g

∑
A⊆O,v∈N(A)

A 2-linked,|[A]|=k,|N(A)|=g

|CA|.

The inner sum of the above is, by applying Lemma 4.5 (and using the isoperimetric
property of Qn that |N(A)| − |A| = Ω(|N(A)|/

√
n) as discussed in Example 4.6),

∑
A⊆O,v∈N(A)

A 2-linked,|[A]|=k,|N(A)|=g

|CA| ≤ |G(k, g, v)| · (q/2)N
(
q/2− 1

q/2

)g

≤ (q/2)N ·
(
2(q/2− 1)

q/2

)g

· 2−Ω(g/(
√
n logn)).

Here the point is that the above expression is not necessarily smaller than the “bench-
mark” (q/2)N if q > 4 (the case of q = 4 is also easily seen to be problematic once
we consider less specialized types of bad colorings). This issue didn’t exist in enu-
merating independent sets, since, crucially, there a vertex has only two possible
options for its “color” (either occupied or unoccupied). However, as the number of
options for the colors of vertices increases, there tends to be less “penalty” from the
specified flaws (in the above computation, the penalty from each vertex in N(A) is
(q/2−1)/(q/2) = 1−2/q). So in such cases, the penalty is not enough to compensate
the cost for flaws given by Lemma 4.5.

Kahn and the author [49] handled the above issue in proving Theorem 5.1 by
carefully combining the entropy method and the graph container method. A some-
what vague description of their idea is as the following: Example 5.2 shows that
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specifying flaws and identifying the colorings observing the given flaws in two sep-
arate steps is too expensive. On the other hand, just as independent sets in the
given graph cluster together, colorings of the given graph also should “cluster.” As
in this intuition, Kahn and the author regarded the containers in the proof (not
in the statement) of Lemma 4.5 as “containers of colorings,” and specified color-
ings directly from the containers. This way, they could skip the expensive step of
specifying flaws. But of course, specifying colorings from containers requires much
more involved analysis than specifying colorings given that the flaws are completely
specified, and the entropy techniques were crucially used for this treatment.

Kahn and the author’s approach for Theorem 5.1 was vastly developed by Jenssen
and Keevash [38] and applied to much more general weighted graph homomorphisms
from the discrete torus Zn

m, where m is even, to any fixed graphs (and more). Their
proof combines various techniques including entropy, graph containers, the cluster
expansion method, and isoperimetric and algebraic properties of the torus.

Balogh, Garcia, and Li [4] suggested the problem of enumerating colorings of
the middle layers of the hypercube Qn for odd n. Note that when n is odd, Qn has
two maximum layers – the n±1

2 -th layers. The subgraph of Qn induced by those
two layers forms a d-regular graph where d = (n + 1)/2. While this graph is still
regular and satisfies some expansion properties (but the expansion is weaker than
Qn), its structure is not as “well-organized” as Qn itself. In particular, some of the
key arguments in [38] based on the symmetric structure of Qn does not immediately
extend to the middle layers of Qn. Li, McKinley, and the author [58] addressed
the question of Balogh, Garcia, and Li when the number of colors is even. They
improved Kahn and the author’s approach so that, as long as the number of colors
is even, the combination of the entropy method and the container approach works
without taking advantage of the nice symmetries in the structure of the hypercube.
They noted that their proof can be adapted for a broader class of graphs beyond
the middle layers of Qn. The case where the number of colors is odd remains open.

5.1 Z-homomorphisms from the hypercube

Probably somewhat surprisingly, the problem of enumerating colorings of the
hypercube was motivated by the study of the typical “range” of Z-homomorphisms
from Qn. The solutions of this problem again involve a combination of entropy and
graph containers, but here the use of the entropy method is quite different from that
for the proof of Theorem 5.1.

We start with some relevant definitions. For a finite, connected, bipartite graph
G = (V,E) with distinguished vertex v0 ∈ V , set

Homv0(G) = {f : V → Z : f(v0) = 0, {x, y} ∈ E ⇒ |f(x)− f(y)| = 1}.

That is, Homv0(G) is the collection of Z-homomorphisms f from G with f(v0) = 0.
Note that Homv0(G) is a finite set. For f ∈ Homv0(G), define the range of f by

R(f) := |{f(x) : x ∈ V }|.

For any set X, we write x ∈r X to denote that x is a uniformly randomly chosen
element of X.
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Benjamini, Häggström, and Mossel [11] investigated the distribution of R(f) for
f ∈r Homv0(G) for various host graphs G, with a motivating question of whether
concentration inequalities for typical Lipschitz functions are stronger than those
which hold for all Lipschitz functions. We refer the readers to [11] for more details
of this interesting direction of research, and here we just focus on the hypercube.

Observe that, when the host graph is Qn, R(f) can be as large as n+1 (we may
assume f(0̄) = 0, and then assign f ≡ i to the ith layer for i ∈ [1, n]). However, for
f ∈r Homv0(Qn), it should be highly unlikely that f achieves such a large range.
Indeed, it was conjectured in [11] that if f ∈r Homv0(Qn), then R(f) = o(n) w.h.p.
This conjecture was proved in a very strong way by Kahn [47] using a beautiful
entropy argument.

Theorem 5.3 (Kahn [47]) There is a constant b for which the following holds.
For f ∈r Homv0(Qn),

P(R(f) > b) < 2−Ω(n).

In other words, R(f) = O(1) w.h.p. Kahn further conjectured that, in fact, the
constant should be 5, and this conjecture was proved by Galvin [26]. To see why 5
should be the answer: note that a “ground state” for Z-homomorphisms from Qn is
to assign 0 to one part (say, E) and let each of the odd vertices choose a value from
{±1}. This gives R(f) = 3. However, similarly to the discussion in Section 1.3.1,
it is easy to see that planting some non-nearby flaws in E and assigning them the
values ±2 produces nontrivial contributions to the homomorphism count. In other
words, having R(f) = 5 is also not unlikely (in fact, the probabiliy for this event is
Ω(1)).

Figure 4: A configuration of f with R(f) = 5

On the other hand, having a vertex with the value greater than or equal to ±3
requires a large set of nearby flaws, which should be highly unlikely.

The starting point of Galvin’s proof is Theorem 5.3, and he used the graph con-
tainer method to find sharp asymptotics for |Homv0(Qn)| and |{f ∈ Homv0(Qn) :
R(f) ≤ 5}|. By comparing the two asymptotics, the conclusion that the b in Theo-
rem 5.3 should be 5 follows as an immediate corollary. Peled [67] vastly generalized
Galvin’s result, obtaining results for a general class of tori including Zd

n = (Z/nZ)d
(where n can be large with respect to d) and providing strong bounds on P(R(f) ≥ k)
for arbitrary k, for both random Z-homomorphisms and 1-Lipschitz functions.

D. Randall made the interesting observation that there is a bijection from the set
Homv0(Qn) to the set of proper 3-colorings of V (Qn) with the color of v0 fixed. The
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bijection is given by f → χ where χ(v) = i iff f(v) ≡ i (mod 3). As a result, Galvin’s
enumeration of Z-homomorphisms provides the sharp asymptotics for the number of
3-colorings ofQn. Later, Engbers and Galvin [21] extended Kahn’s entropy approach
for Theorem 5.3 to general graph homomorphisms from the discrete torus Zn

m, where
m is even, to any fixed graph. This work was a starting point of Theorem 5.1 and
inspired the aforementioned work of Jenssen and Keevash [38].

5.2 Lipschitz functions from expanders

Motivated by the study of the range of random Z-homomorphisms on tree-like
graphs ([11]), hypercubes ([47, 26]), and Zd for large d ([67]), the typical range of
Lipschitz functions on expanders was investigated by Peled, Samotij, and Yehuday-
off [69]. We first quickly introduce some relevant definitions.

Recall that, for given G = (V,E), an integer-valued function f : V (G) → Z is
called an M -Lipschitz function from G if |f(u) − f(v)| ≤ M for all {u, v} ∈ E(G).
For a vertex v0 ∈ V (G), let

Lipv0(G;M) = {f : V (G) → Z | f(v0) = 0 and |f(u)− f(v)| ≤ M ∀{u, v} ∈ E(G)}.

Define the range of f ∈ Lipv0(G;M) (cf. Section 5.1) by

R(f) := max
v∈V (G)

f(v)− min
v∈V (G)

f(v) + 1.

The main focus of this section is the typical range of Lipschitz functions defined
on expander graphs. Following [69], say a d-regularN -vertex graphG is a λ-expander
if it satisfies ∣∣∣∣e(S, T )− d

N
|S||T |

∣∣∣∣ ≤ λ
√
|S||T | for all S, T ⊆ V (G).

(We always have (1−d/n)
√
d ≤ λ ≤ d (see, e.g., [69, Section 1.1]), and the discussion

in this section focuses on λ ≤ d/5.) We remark that the above definition of λ-
expander (which is motivated by the expander mixing lemma [1]) guarantees some
nice expansion properties for G as its name indicates: for example, for any v ∈ V (G)
and t ∈ Z+, the volume of the ball in G of radius t centered at v (i.e., the set of

vertices w with distG(v, w) ≤ t) is at least min
{

N
2 ,
(

d
2λ

)2t}
. So roughly it says that

as long as t is “not too large,” the volume of the ball grows exponentially. This
volume growth poses an upper bound on the range of M -Lipschitz functions from
G: it can be derived from the volume growth that any λ-expander G has diameter

diam(G) ≤ log
(

d
2λ

)−1
logN , thus trivially, any f ∈ Lipv0(G;M) must satisfy

R(f) ≤ M · log
(

d

2λ

)−1

logN + 1. (5.3)

On the other hand, it was shown in [69] that if G is a “sufficiently good” expander
(roughly, the authors of [69] require

|N(A)| ≥ Ω(M log(dM)|A|) (5.4)
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for each “not-too-large” set A ⊆ V (G)) then for f ∈r Lipv0(G;M), w.h.p. R(f) is
much smaller than the trivial bound in (5.3); more precisely, they showed that the
logN in (5.3) can be replaced by log logN .

Consideration of M -Lipschitz functions for M → ∞ is a natural bridge to R-
valued Lipschitz functions, functions f : V (G) → R satisfying |f(u) − f(v)| ≤ 1 for
all {u, v} ∈ E(G). It is not hard to see that (e.g. [68, page 8]) if f ∈r Lipv0(G;M),
then as M → ∞, f/M converges in distribution to a uniformly random R-valued
Lipschitz function on G with f(v0) = 0. With this motivation, it is natural to ask
whether one can remove the dependence on M in the expansion requirement (5.4)
and still obtain a similar conclusion as in [69]. Indeed, it was shown by Krueger,
Li, and the author [57] that requiring an Ω(1)-expansion (i.e., |N(A)| ≥ Ω(|A|)) is
enough as long as M satisfies the condition in the below statemet:

Theorem 5.4 (Krueger-Li-P. [57]) There exist universal constants c, C, c′, C ′ >
0 such that the following holds. Let M ∈ Z+, and let G be a connected N -vertex,

d-regular λ-expander with λ ≤ d/5, where M ≤ min{c d3/2

λ log d , (logN)C}. Let f be a
uniformly randomly chosen M -Lipschitz function on G. Then

P
(
R(f) ≥ C ′M

log logN

log(d/λ)
+ 2(M + 1)

)
≤ N−c′ . (5.5)

(to read off the Ω(1)-expansion from the theorem above, we note that the expansion
for λ-expanders is Ω(d/λ)).

It was noted in [69] that the lower bound on R(f) in (5.5) should be tight, and
one may apply the techniques of Benjamini, Yadin, and Yehudayoff [12] to prove it.
This idea was implemented (with some additional ideas for the case M ≫ 1) by Işık
and the author [35].

The proof of Theorem 5.4 is motivated by the idea of Li, McKinley, and the
author [58] in the study of random colorings of the middle layers of the hypercube.
The restriction on M in Theorem 5.4 was due to the limit of the techniques used
in [57]. As mentioned above, the study of M -Lipschitz functions for M → ∞
provides a transition to R-valued Lipschitz functions, and a natural question is
whether R-valued Lipschitz functions still exhibit a small range (much smaller than
the diameter of the host graph) on expander graphs (and in what quantitative sense).
This question is still wide open, and a possible first step towards this direction seems
to be to understand the behavior of M -Lipschitz functions for M ≫ d.

6 Antichains in [t]n

This section discusses a first successful application of the graph container lemma
for expanders in the “irregular” setting. Recall that Dedekind’s problem concerns
the number of antichains in the Boolean lattice. A natural generalization of the
Boolean lattice is the poset ([t]n,⪯) (we will simply write [t]n) – the ground set
consists of all n-tuples (x1, . . . , xn) of integers in {0, 1, . . . , t − 1}, and the partial
order ⪯ is defined to be x ⪯ y ⇔ xi ≤ yi for all i ∈ [n]. We write α([t]n) for the
number of antichains in the poset [t]n.
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6.1 Connection to Ramsey-type problems and logarithmic asymptotics

Enumerating antichains in [t]n is a natural generalization of Dedekind’s problem,
but it also turns out to have an interesting connection to a Ramsey type question.
This connection is not directly related to the focus of the present article so we
will try to be brief and refer the readers to [24, 25, 62] for details and omitted
definitions. Fox, Pach, Sudakov, and Suk [25] introduced the number Mk(t, n) as

the smallest integer M with the property that for any n-colorings of
([M ]

k

)
one can

find a monochromatic “monotone path”2 of length t. The celebrated results of
Erdős and Szekeres [23] can be expressed using M2(t, n) and M3(t, 2), and Fox et
al suggested the problem of estimating Mk(t, n) for general k, t and n. Moshkovitz
and Shapira [62] and Milans, Stolee, and West [60] independently observed that

α([t]n) = M3(t, n)− 1 for all t, n ≥ 2,

and using this relationship, Moshkovitz and Shapira obtained the following bounds
on M3(t, n):

Theorem 6.1 (Moshkovitz, Shapira [62]) For every t, n ≥ 2,

2
2
3
tn−1/

√
n ≤ M3(t, n) ≤ 22t

n−1
.

Moshkovitz and Shapira boldly suggested that, as n → ∞,

M3(t, n) (= α([t]n) + 1) = 2(1+on(1))N(t,n) (6.1)

where N(t, n) is the size of a largest layer of [t]n. Notice the resemblance of the
formulation in (6.1) to Theorem 1.1. After partial progress towards (6.1) with some
restrictions on the ranges of t and n (e.g., [14, 63, 81, 72, 66]), Falgas-Ravry, Räty
and Tomon [24] finally confirmed (6.1) in full, using the container method based on
a cleverly constructed normalized matching flow:

Theorem 6.2 (Falgas-Ravry, Räty and Tomon [24]) There exists a constant
c > 0 such that for every n, t ≥ 2, we have

log2 α([t]
n) ≤

(
1 + c · (log n)

3

n

)
·N(t, n). (6.2)

6.2 Towards sharp asymptotics

Concerning the sharpness of the error term in (6.2), Falgas-Ravry et al [24]
showed that

log2 α([t]
n) ≥

(
1 + 2−Θ(n)

)
·N(t, n), (6.3)

and said that “it might be reasonable to conjecture that this lower bound is closer
to optimal than our upper bound (in Theorem 6.2).” For t = 2, an upper bound
matching the right-hand side of (6.3) follows from Theorem 1.2, so one might expect
that the proof techniques for Dedekind’s problem might extend to α([t]n), at least

2Formally, for any sequence of positive integers x1 < x2 < . . . < xl+k−1, we say that the k-tuples
(xi, xi+1, . . . , xi+k−1) (i = 1, 2, . . . , l) form a monotone path of length l.



22 Jinyoung Park

for t = O(1). While Lemma 4.5 works well for Dedekind’s problem, somewhat
surprisingly, this lemma is not immediately usable for counting antichains in [t]n for
t ≥ 3. In fact, Sapozhenko [77] himself asked what the number of antichains in [3]n

is. The question of estimating α([3]n) was also asked by Noel, Scott and Sudakov
[63], who proved asymptotics for log2 α([3]

n).
We briefly explain why Sapozhenko’s approach for Dedekind’s problem doesn’t

immediately extend to α([3]n). Recall that, in the graph setting, Sapozhenko’s
argument crucially assumes the degree condition in (4.3):

max
v∈Y

deg(v) ≤ min
v∈X

deg(v).

Note that the graphs induced by any two consecutive layers of the Boolean lattice
Bn satisfy the above degree condition (by choosing the parts X and Y appropri-
ately), and this was a crucial ingredient for Sapozhenko’s (asymptotic) resolution
of Dedekind’s problem. On the other hand, the graphs induced by two consecutive
layers of [t]n do not necessarily satisfy the degree condition in (4.3) when t ≥ 3.

Sapozhenko [77] mentioned that the irregular structure of [3]n is the main ob-
stacle for the application of his method. Recently, Jenssen, Sarantis, and the author
[41] found a way to handle this obstacle and obtained the following sharp estimate
for α([3]n). Their approach is still based on the graph container method, but it is
the first to extend Lemma 4.5 beyond the degree requirement in (4.3).

Theorem 6.3 (Jenssen, P., Sarantis [41]) Let N(3, n) be the size of the middle
layer of [3]n. Then,

α([3]n) = 2N(3,n) exp

(1 + o(1))

√
1 + 2

√
2

2
√
2π

n−1/2

(
1 + 2

√
2

2

)n
 .

As we have discussed several times in the previous sections, the main result of [41]
is structural, and the quantitative bound in Theorem 6.3 follows as a corollary from
the structural result. The statement about the structure of almost all antichains
in [3]n is very similar to Theorem 1.4, and the estimate in Theorem 6.3 follows by
analyzing the contributions of antichains with small flaws.

We note that, for t ≥ 4, the problem of obtaining a similarly sharp estimate for
the number of antichains in [t]n is still wide open, and we don’t even know whether
the lower bound in (6.3) is optimal. It might be natural to suspect that for bounded
t, a structural result similar to Theorem 1.4 still holds, which would give a much
stronger answer to the question of Falgas-Ravry et al following (6.3).

7 Maximal independent sets

Sometimes applications of the graph container method lead to an interesting
development of isoperimetric inequalities on the host graphs. One nice example is
the problem of counting maximal independent sets in the hypercube.

An independent set I ∈ I(G) is called maximal if for any v ∈ V (G), I ∪ {v}
is no longer independent. Write MIS(G) for the family of maximal independent
sets in G, and mis(G) := |MIS(G)|. In general, finding mis(G) is #P -hard, but its
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extremal properties are well-known: for example, Moon and Moser [61] showed that
mis(G) ≤ 3N/3 for any N -vertex graph G, and the unique extremal graph is a vertex
disjoint union of N/3 triangles if 3 divides N . Hujter and Tuza [33] showed that if G
is triangle-free, then the upper bound is reduced to mis(G) ≤ 2N/2, and the unique
extremal graph is a matching with N/2 edges if 2 divides N .

The problem of enumerating maximal independent sets in Qn was asked by
Duffus, Frankl, and Rödl [20]. Observe that (recalling that N = |V (Qn)| = 2n)

mis(Qn) ≤ 2N/2;

in fact, for any bipartite graph G with a bipartitionX∪Y , mis(G) ≤ max{2|X|, 2|Y |},
since if I ∈ MIS(G), then I ∩ Y = Y \N(I ∩X) (so I ∩X determines I ∩ Y ). On
the other hand, by considering a certain construction of maximal independent sets
(cf. Section 1.3.1), one can obtain the following asymptotic lower bound.

Observation 7.1

mis(Qn) > (1− o(1))2n2N/4.

We briefly sketch a justification of the above observation. (For a full justification,
see [50, Section 1.1].) An induced matching (IM) in a graph is an induced subgraph
that is a matching, and a maximum IM in Qn is constructed as the following. Pick
an i ∈ [n], and consider Q0 := {v ∈ V (Qn) : vi = 0} and Q1 = {v ∈ V (Qn) : vi = 1}
where vi denotes the i-th coordinate of v.

Figure 5: A maximum induced matching between Q0 and Q1

Note that ∇(Q0, Q1) is a (perfect) matching. Now, pick the edges of ∇(Q0, Q1)
with its end in V (Q0) having an odd Hamming weight, then these edges form an
IM of Qn with N/4 edges. It is easy to see that they are maximum IM’s in Qn, and
there are 2n of such IM’s (n choices for i and 2 choices for the parity of the ends in
V (Q0)). We leave it to the readers that those are the only maximum IM’s.

Denote by M∗ the maximum IM’s constructed above. Each M∗, which plays the
role of a “ground state” in the MIS count, gives rise to exactly 2N/4 MIS’s, gotten by
choosing one vertex from each edge of M∗ and extending the resulting independent
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set to the (unique) MIS containing it. It is also easy to see that the number of MIS’s
that belong to more than one ground state are negligible. Since there are 2n ground
states, the asymptotic lower bound in Observation 7.1 follows.

It was conjectured by Ilinca and Kahn [34], who proved that logmis(Qn) ∼ N/4
as conjectured by Duffus, Frankl, and Rödl [20], that mis(Qn) is asymptotically
equal to the lower bound in Observation 7.1. This conjecture, which again is from
the framework in Section 1.1, was proved by Kahn and the author [50].

Theorem 7.2 (Kahn, P. [50])

mis(Qn) ∼ 2n2N/4.

Along with the graph container method, a crucial ingredient for the above result
is the isoperimetric inequality in Theorem 7.3 below. The inequality was used to
show that (we skip the derivation and refer to [50] for details) almost all MIS’s have a
large intersection with some maximum induced matching M∗. This step establishes
the fact that each M∗ indeed forms a ground state, and so it suffices to analyze
MIS’s with small flaws in each ground state.

In the following statement, µ is the uniform measure on V = V (Qn). For x ∈ V
and T ⊆ V , let dT (x) be the number of neighbors of x in T and define hS : V → N
by

hS(x) =

{
dV \S(x) if x ∈ S,

0 if x /∈ S.

We define β = log2(3/2)(≈ .585) and
∫
fdµ =

∑
x∈V f(x)µ(x).

Theorem 7.3 For any A ⊆ V ,∫
hβAdµ ≥ 2µ(A)(1− µ(A)).

We refer to [48] for detailed discussion on the consequences of the above theorem,
and here we just state a simple implication to hint at the flavor of Theorem 7.3.
Define ∇A := {{a, b} ∈ E(G) : a ∈ A, b /∈ A}.

Corollary 7.4 For k = 1, 2, if |A| = 2n−k and |∇A| < (1 + ϵ)|A| log(2n/|A|), then
there is a subcube C with µ(C∆A) = O(ϵ) (where C∆A denotes the symmetric
difference between C and A).

Another question considered in [20] was enumerating maximal independent sets
in the graph induced by the middle layers of Qn for odd n, which we denote by Mn.
Again, there is an easy construction that shows that logmis(Mn) ≥

(
n−1
n/2

)
, and Ilinca

and Kahn showed that this lower bound is asymptotically tight for logmis(Mn),
proving a conjecture of Duffus, Frankl, and Rödl [20]. Recently, Balogh, Chen and
Garcia [3] obtained sharp asymptotics for mis(Mn). The key ingredients of their
proof again include the graph container method and isoperimetric inequalities for
Mn.
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Berlin, Heidelberg (2005), pp. 1–13.

[78] D. Saxton and A. Thomason, Hypergraph containers, Inventiones mathematicae
201(3) (2015), 925–992.



30 Jinyoung Park

[79] C. Shannon, A mathematical theory of communication, Bell System Technical
Journal 27(3) (1948), 379–423.

[80] E. Sperner, Ein Satz über Untermengen einer endlichen Menge, Mathematische
Zeitschrift 27(1) (1928), 544–548.

[81] S. F. Tsai, A simple upper bound on the number of antichains in [t]n, Order
36 (2019), 507–510.

[82] L. Van Hirtum, P. De Causmaecker, J. Goemaere, T. Kenter, H. Riebler, M.
Lass, and C. Plessl, A computation of D(9) using FPGA Supercomputing,
preprint, arxiv:2304.03039, 2023.

[83] D. Weitz, Counting independent sets up to the tree threshold, Symposium on
the Theory of Computing (2006), 140–149.

[84] D. Wiedemann, A computation of the eighth Dedekind number, Order 8 (1991),
5–6.

Department of Mathematics
Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, NYU

251 Mercer Street
New York, New York 10012, USA

jinyoungpark@nyu.edu


