arXiv:2204.03462v1 [math.CO] 7 Apr 2022

Ramsey non-goodness involving books

Chunchao Fan^∗ and Qizhong Lin^†

Abstract

In 1983, Burr and Erdős initiated the study of Ramsey goodness problems. Nikiforov and Rousseau (2009) resolved almost all goodness questions raised by Burr and Erdős, in which the bounds on the parameters are of tower type since their proofs rely on the regularity lemma. Let B_{k,n} be the book graph on n vertices which consists of n − k copies of K_{k+1} all sharing a common K_k, and let H = K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p) be the complete p-partite graph with parts of sizes a_1, . . . , a_p.

Recently, avoiding use of the regularity lemma, Fox, He and Wigderson (2021) revisit several Ramsey goodness results involving books. They comment that it would be very interesting to see how far one can push these ideas. In particular, they conjecture that for all integers k, p, t ≥ 2, there exists some δ > 0 such that for all n ≥ 1, 1 ≤ a_1 ≤ · · · ≤ a_{p−1} ≤ t and a_p ≤ δn, we have r(H, B_{k,n}) = (p − 1)(n − 1) + d_k(n, K_{a1,a2} ) + 1, where d_k(n, K_{a1,a2} ) is the maximum d for which there is an (n + d − 1)-vertex K_{a1,a2} -free graph in which at most k − 1 vertices have degree less than d. They verify the conjecture when a_1 = a_2 = 1.

Building upon the work of Fox et al. (2021), we make a substantial step by showing that the conjecture “roughly” holds if a_1 = 1 and a_2|(n − 1 − k), i.e. a_2 divides n − 1 − k. Moreover, we prove that for every k, a ≥ 1 and p ≥ 2, there exists δ > 0 such that for all large n and b ≤ δ ln n, r(K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b), B_{k,n}) = (p − 1)(n − 1) + k(p − 1)(a − 1) + 1 if a|(n − 1 − k), where the case when a = 1 has been proved by Nikiforov and Rousseau (2009) using the regularity lemma. The bounds on 1/δ we obtain are not of tower-type since our proofs do not rely on the regularity lemma.

Keywords: Ramsey goodness; Book; Stability-supersaturation lemma

1 Introduction

For graphs H_1 and H_2, the Ramsey number r(H_1, H_2) is the smallest positive integer N such that any graph G on N vertices contains H_1 as a subgraph, or its complement contains H_2 as a subgraph. The existence of the Ramsey number r(H_1, H_2) follows from [33].

The following result of Chvátal is well-known.

Theorem 1.1 (Chvátal [11]) For any tree T_n of order n, r(K_p, T_n) = (p − 1)(n − 1) + 1.

For a graph H, let χ(H) be the chromatic number of H, and let s(H) be the minimum size of a color class over all proper vertex-colorings of H by χ(H) colors. Burr [7] first observed

∗Center for Discrete Mathematics, Fuzhou University, Fuzhou, 350108 P. R. China. Email:

1807951575@qq.com.

†Corresponding author. Center for Discrete Mathematics, Fuzhou University, Fuzhou, 350108 P. R. China. Email: linqizhong@fzu.edu.cn. Supported in part by NSFC(No. 1217010182).

that if H_1 is a graph with chromatic number χ(H_1) = p and H_2 is a connected graph of order n ≥ s(H_1), then

r(H_1, H_2) ≥ (p − 1)(n − 1) + s(H_1). (1)

In 1983, Burr and Erdős [8] initiated the study of Ramsey goodness problems. We say that a connected graph H_2 is H_1-good if the equality of (1) holds. Thus all trees are K_p-good from the above result by Chvátal [11]. Ramsey goodness problems have attracted a great deal of attention, we refer the reader to the survey [15, Section 2.5] and many other related references.

Let B_{k,n} (or B^{(k)}_{n−k}) denote the book graph on n vertices which consists of n − k copies of K_{k+1} all sharing a common K_k, and let K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p) be the complete p-partite graph with parts of sizes a_1, . . . , a_p. For convenience, we denote by B_n and K_{m,n} instead of B_{2,n+2} and K_2(m, n), respectively. Also, we will write K_p(a) for K_p(a, . . . , a).

Using the regularity lemma [36], Nikiforov and Rousseau [29] showed that large books are K_pgood. Subsequently, extending the method used in [29], Nikiforov and Rousseau [30] obtained extremely general goodness results, in which they resolved almost all goodness questions raised by Burr and Erdős. As a special case, they proved the following result.

Theorem 1.2 (Nikiforov and Rousseau [30]) For all k, p ≥ 2, there exists some δ > 0 such that for all large n, r(B_{p−1,δn}, B_{k,n}) = (p − 1)(n − 1) + 1. All the bounds on n of these results are of tower type since the proofs rely on the regularity lemma, and Nikiforov and Rousseau raised the question of what the best possible n is. Recently, avoiding use of the regularity lemma, Fox, He and Wigderson [23] obtain that if n ≥ 2^{k10p} , then B_{k,n} is already K_p-good. Moreover, they establish the following result.

Theorem 1.3 (Fox, He and Wigderson [23]) For every k, p, t ≥ 2, there exists δ > 0 such that the following holds for all large n. Let 1 ≤ a_1 ≤ · · · ≤ a_{p−1} ≤ t and a_p ≤ δn be positive integers. If a_1 = a_2 = 1, then r(K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p), B_{k,n}) = (p − 1)(n − 1) + 1.

The main novelty is that the proof again avoids the use of the regularity lemma, so that the bounds on 1/δ are not of tower-type. Indeed, once n is double-exponential in k, p, and t, the statement holds with 1/δ merely single-exponential in k, p, and t.

Based on the above result, they ask to determine r(K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p), B_{k,n}) for larger values of a_1 and a_2. They also comment that it would be very interesting to see how far one can push these ideas. The following is the so-called Dirac-type extremal function.

Definition 1.1 (Fox, He and Wigderson [23]) Given a graph H and integers k, n, let d_k(n, H) be the maximum d for which there is an (n + d − 1)-vertex H-free graph, at most k − 1 vertices of which have degree less than d.

Let d = d_k(n, K_{a1 ,a2} ), and let G_1 be a K_{a1,a2} -free graph on n + d − 1 vertices, at most k − 1 of which have degree less than d. It follows that at most k − 1 vertices in G_1 have degree at least n − 1, and so G_1 contains no B_{k,n}. Let G be a graph on (p − 1)(n − 1) + d vertices, whose vertex set V (G) = ⊔_{1≤ı≤p−1}U_i with |U_1| = n + d − 1 and |U_2| = · · · = |U_{p−1}| = n − 1, such that G[U_1] is isomorphic to G_1, and all pairs of vertices in different parts are adjacent, and U_i forms an independent set for 2 ≤ i ≤ p − 1. It is clear that G contains no K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p) and its complement G contains no B_{k,n}. Therefore, r(K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p), B_{k,n}) > (p − 1)(n − 1) + d_k(n, K_{a1,a2} ). (2) From the above observation, they propose the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.1 (Fox, He and Wigderson [23]) For every k, p, t ≥ 2, there exists δ > 0 such that the following holds for all n ≥ 1. For 1 ≤ a_1 ≤ · · · ≤ a_{p−1} ≤ t and a_p ≤ δn,

r(K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p), B_{k,n}) = (p − 1)(n − 1) + d_k(n, K_{a1 ,a2} ) + 1.

Fox, He and Wigderson verify Conjecture 1.1 for a_1 = a_2 = 1, see [23, Theorem 1.3] or the above Theorem 1.3. Note that d_k(n, K_{a1,a2} ) = 0 if a_1 = a_2 = 1.

In this paper, we first consider Conjecture 1.1 for a_1 = 1 and a_2 ≥ 1. Building upon the work of Fox, He and Wigderson [23], we show the following result avoiding use of the regularity lemma. For positive integers a and b, we write a|b if a divides b.

Theorem 1.4 For every k, p, t ≥ 2, there exists δ > 0 such that the following holds for all large n. Let 1 ≤ a_1 ≤ · · · ≤ a_{p−1} ≤ t and a_p ≤ δn be positive integers. If a_1 = 1, then

r(K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p), B_{k,n}) ≤ (p − 1)(n − 1) + k(p − 1)(a_2 − 1) + 1.

The equality holds if a_2|(n − 1 − k).

Theorem 1.4 implies that Conjecture 1.1 “roughly” holds when a_1 = 1 and a_2|(n − 1 − k). However, we shall see that Conjecture 1.1 does not hold for many cases in the next section. Moreover, the above result strengthens [27, Theorem 1] in which the multipartite graph is fixed and the regularity lemma is a key tool.

Moreover, avoiding use of the regularity lemma, we obtain the following result.

Theorem 1.5 For every k, a ≥ 1 and p ≥ 2, there exists δ > 0 such that for all large n and b ≤ δ ln n, r(K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b), B_{k,n}) ≤ (p − 1)(n − 1) + k(p − 1)(a − 1) + 1. The equality holds if a|(n − 1 − k). Let us point out that since our proofs do not rely the regularity lemma, all the bounds on 1/δ are not of tower-type. Also, we may take n as double-exponential in k, p, and t (or a).

As a corollary, we have the following result which has been obtained by Nikiforov and Rousseau [30, Theorem 2.2]. Indeed, they obtained a much more general result in which the book graph can be replaced by a family of sparse graphs.

Corollary 1.1 (Nikiforov and Rousseau [30]) For every k ≥ 1 and p ≥ 2, there exists δ > 0 such that r(K_p(1, 1, ⌈δ ln n⌉, . . . , ⌈δ ln n⌉), B_{k,n}) = (p − 1)(n − 1) + 1 for all large n.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we will see that Conjecture 1.1 does not hold in many cases. In Section 3, we will collect several stability result including a stability-supersaturation lemma, and we will also obtain stable structures with forbidden graphs. In Section 4 and Section 5, we shall present the proofs of Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5. Finally, we will mention some interesting problems in Section 6.

2 Conjecture 1.1 does not hold in many cases

In this section, let us have an overview on Conjecture 1.1 proposed by Fox, He and Wigderson [23]. It would be very difficult to draw the whole picture of this conjecture, since it contains many special cases that are notorious difficult themselves.

1. In the following, we will see that Conjecture 1.1 does not hold in many cases. For a_1 = 1, let G be a K_{1,a2} -free graph on n + d − 1 vertices, at most k − 1 of which have degree less than d. It follows that G contains at least n + d − k vertices with degree at least d, implying d ≤ a_2 − 1. From Definition 1.1, we have d_k(n, K_{1,a2} ) ≤ a_2 − 1. Therefore, if Conjecture 1.1 holds, then we must have an upper bound as

r(K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p), B_{k,n}) ≤ (p − 1)(n − 1) + (a_2 − 1) + 1,

which will lead to a contradiction from the following construction.

Indeed, for a_1 = 1 and a_2, k, p ≥ 2, let F be ⌊(n − k − 1)/a_2⌋ + k disjoint copies of K_{a2} , and let G be the graph obtained from p − 1 disjoint copies of F by adding all edges between them. We can see that G contains no K_p(1, a_2, . . . , a_p) for 1 = a_1 < a_2 ≤ · · · ≤ a_p, and its complement G contains no B_{k,n} since the number of the common neighbors of any clique of k vertices in G is (⌊^{n−k−1}_{a2} ⌋ + k) · a_2 − ka_2 ≤ n − k − 1. Therefore, r(K_p(1, a_2, . . . , a_p), B_{k,n}) > (p − 1) (⌊ n − k − 1 a_2 ⌋ + k ) a_2 (3) ≥ (p − 1) ( n − k − 1 a_2 − a_2 − 1 a_2 + k ) a_2

= (p − 1)(n − 1) + (p − 1)(k − 1)(a_2 − 1),

which is at least (p−1)(n−1)+(a_2 −1)+1 provided a_2, k, p ≥ 2 and (k, p) ≠ (2, 2). Consequently, Conjecture 1.1 does not hold for every k, p ≥ 2 with (k, p) ≠ (2, 2), a_1 = 1 and 2 ≤ a_2 ≤ · · · ≤ a_p. In particular, the above construction implies that the book graph B_{k,n} is not K_p(1, a_2, . . . , a_p)- good for a_2 ≥ 2.

2. When a_1 ≥ 2, let us see that many special cases of Conjecture 1.1 hold when p = 2. The case when p = 2 may be referred to as the “degenerate” case of goodness problems. Recall the well-known Erdős-Renyi graph ER_q: for any prime power q, there exists a C_4-free graph of order q^2 + q + 1 whose minimum degree is q, see Erdős, Renyi and Sós [18] (or Brown [6]). Therefore, we have r(C_4, K_{1, q}2_{+1}) > q^2 + q + 1. Since ER_q has no vertex of degree less than q, from Definition 1.1, we have d_1(q^2 + 2, C_4) ≥ q. Parsons [31] showed that r(C_4, K_{1, q}2_{+1}) = q^2 + q + 2 for any prime power q, implying d_1(q^2 + 2, C_4) ≤ q. Therefore, Conjecture 1.1 is true for this special case. For k = 1, one can also see [32, 40] that many other cases of Conjecture 1.1 hold.

For the special case r(C_4, B_n), we only know the exact value of r(C_4, B_n) for 1 ≤ n ≤ 14 (see [10, 22, 37, 38]) until recently the second author with Li and Peng [25] obtain the exact value of r(C_4, B_n) for infinitely many n. In particular, we show r(C_4, B_q2_{−q−2}) = q^2 + q − 1 for any prime power q ≥ 4, in which the lower bound follows since there exists a C_4-free graph G_q of order q^2 + q − 2 whose minimum degree is q. However, such graph is not what we want from Conjecture 1.1. Indeed, since q^2 + q − 2 = (q^2 − q − 1) + (2q − 1), by Definition 1.1, we need to find a C_4-free graph on q^2 + q − 2 vertices in which at most one vertex has degree less than 2q − 1, which does not satisfied by G_q. Conjecture 1.1 is still open for other cases when a_1 ≥ 2.

Clearly, all large books are not C_4-good from the lower bound r(C_4, K_{1,n}) ≥ n + ⌊n^{1/2} − 6n^{11/40}⌋ by Burr et al. [9].

3 Preliminaries

Let H = (V, E) be a graph. For any disjoint subsets A, B ⊆ V , we use e(A, B) to denote the number of edges between A and B. Also, we use e(A) to denote the number of edges in A. Let H[A] be the subgraph induced by A. For a vertex v ∈ V , let d_H (v) denote its degree in graph H and let δ(H) denote its minimum degree among all vertices in H. We denote by N_A(v) the neighborhood of v in A, and let d_A(v) = |N_A(v)|.

3.1 Stability results

The following result by Turán [39] guarantees a large independent set in a sparse graph.

Lemma 3.1 (Turán [39]) For any graph G of order n with average degree d, the independence number α(G) is at least^n_{1+d} .

The following lemma is essentially due to Erdős [16], which implies that if a graph G with n vertices and Ω(n^p) copies of K_p, then we can find a copy of K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p) with one part of size linear on n. One can also see Fox, He and Wigderson [23] for a proof.

Lemma 3.2 (Erdős [16]) For every η > 0, and p, t ≥ 2, and 1 ≤ a_1 ≤ · · · ≤ a_{p−1} ≤ t, there exists some δ > 0 such that the following holds for large enough n. If G is a K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p)-free graph on n vertices with a_p ≤ δn, then G has at most ηn^p copies of K_p.

The well-known Erdős-Simonovits stability theorem [17, 34] states that if a K_p-free graph has slightly fewer edges than the K_p-free Turán graph, then its structure is very close to the Turán graph. Moreover, a supersaturation result of Erdős-Simonovits [19] says that if a K_p-free graph on n vertices has slightly more edges than the K_p-free Turán graph, then it must contain Ω(n^p) copies of K_p.

The following stability-supersaturation lemma by Fox, He and Wigderson [23, Theorem 3.1] (in a slightly different form) is one of the key ingredients which will be used to prove the desired structure for graphs forbidding some special classes of graphs, which can be referred to as a combination of the stability theorem [17, 34] and the supersaturation result [19]. This stabilitysupersaturation lemma implies that if a graph G has slightly fewer edges than the K_p-free Turán graph and has few copies of K_p, then it is close to the Turán graph.

Lemma 3.3 (Fox, He and Wigderson [23]) For every ε > 0 and every integer p ≥ 2, there exist η, γ > 0 such that the following holds for all n ≥ 10. Suppose G is a graph on n vertices with minimum degree at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − γ)n and at most ηn^p copies of K_p. Then there is a partition V (G) = ⊔_{1≤i≤p−1}V_i, such that the following hold: (i) ∑ 1≤i≤p−1 e(Vi) ≤ ε (_n 2 ) . (ii) | ||V_i| −^n_{p−1} | | ≤ √2εn. (iii) e(V_i, V_j ) ≥ (1 − p^2ε)|V_i||V_j |. (iv) For each v ∈ V_i, d_{Vi} (v) ≤ d_{Vj} (v).

Moreover, we may take γ = min{^1_{2p2} ,^ε_2 } and η = p^{−10p}ε.

One can see a stronger result (weakening the minimum degree condition to an average degree condition) due to Conlon, Fox and Sudakov [14, Corollary 3.4] by using the celebrated graph removal lemma (see e.g. Conlon and Fox [13]), however, which will give tower-type bounds in the parameters.

3.2 Stable structures with forbidden graphs

In [1], Andrásfai-Erdős-Sós established a minimum-degree stability version of Turán’s theorem, which states that if an n-vertex K_p-free graph has minimum degree greater than^{3p−7}_{3p−4} n, then it is (p − 1)-partite. Here the constant^{3p−7}_{3p−4} is best possible. Extending a result of Fox, He and Wigderson [23, Theorem 4.1], we obtain the following lemma, which states that if a K_p(1, a_2, . . . , a_p)-free graph has high minimum degree, then it is nearly (p − 1)-partite, in which the number of internal edges in each part is bounded.

Lemma 3.4 For every p, t ≥ 2, every 1 ≤ a_2 ≤ · · · ≤ a_{p−1} ≤ t, there exist some γ, δ > 0 such that if n is large enough in terms of t and p, a_p ≤ δn, and G is a K_p(1, a_2, . . . , a_p)-free graph on n vertices with minimum degree at least (1−^1_{p−1} −γ)n, then there is a partition V (G) = ⊔_{1≤i≤p−1}V_i such that each vertex of V_i has at most a_2 − 1 neighbors in V_i, for i = 1, 2, . . . , p − 1.

Proof. For ε > 0, where ε is sufficiently small in terms of p and t, let γ and η be applied in Lemma 3.3. Further, let δ > 0 be the parameter guaranteed by Lemma 3.2. For K_p(1, a_2, . . . , a_p)- free graph G, we have that G has at most ηn^p copies of K_p by Lemma 3.2. Since G has at most ηn^p copies of K_p with minimum degree at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − γ)n, it follows from Lemma 3.3 that there is a partition V (G) = ⊔_{1≤i≤p−1}V_i such that (i)-(iv) of Lemma 3.3 hold.

Claim 3.1 For distinct i and j, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ p − 1, we have

(i) For each v ∈ V_i, d_{Vi} (v) ≤ 2p^2 √ ε|V_i|. (ii) For each v ∈ V_i, d_{Vj} (v) ≥ (1 − 4p^2 √ ε)|V_j |. Proof. (i) On contrary, suppose that some vertex v ∈ V_1 satisfies d_{V1} (v) > 2p^2 √ ε|V_1| without loss of generality. It follows from Lemma 3.3 (iv) that d_{Vi} (v) > 2p^2 √ ε|V_1| for 2 ≤ i ≤ p − 1. Let U_i denote the neighborhood of v in V_i. For every 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ p − 1, it follows from Lemma 3.3 (iii) that there are at most p^2ε|V_i||V_j | non-edges between U_i and U_j . Thus e(U_i, U_j ) ≥ |U_i||U_j | − p^2ε|V_i||V_j | ≥ ( 1 − 1 p^2 ) |U_i||U_j |, where the second inequality holds since |V_i| ≤ 2|V_1| ≤^{|Ui|}_{p2}^√_ε from Lemma 3.3 (ii). If we pick a random vertex from U_i for each 1 ≤ i ≤ p − 1, then they form a copy of K_{p−1} with probability at least 1 − (_p 2 ) /p^2 ≥^1_2 . Therefore, the neighborhood of v contains at least 1 2 p−1∏ i=1 |U_i| ≥ 1 2 ( 2p^2 √ ε|V_1| )_{p−1} ≥ 1 2 ( 2p^2 √ ε )_{p−1} ( 1 p − 1 − √ 2ε )_{p−1} n^{p−1} := η^′(p, ε)n^{p−1} copies of K_{p−1}. By Lemma 3.2, this implies that if δ is sufficiently small in terms of p, t and ε, then the neighborhood of v contains a copy of K_{p−1}(a_2, . . . , a_p). Thus, G contains a copy of K_p(1, a_2, . . . , a_p), which is a contradiction.

(ii) Suppose that some vertex v ∈ V_i satisfies d_{Vj} (v) < (1 − 4p^2 √ ε)|V_j | for some j ≠ i. From Claim 3.1 (i), v has at least (1 − 2p^2 √ ε)|V_i| − 1 non-neighbors in V_i. In total, the number of non-neighbors of v is at least

4p^2 √ ε|V_j| + (1 − 2p^2 √ ε)|V_i| − 1 > ( 1 + 2p^2 √ ε ) ( n p − 1 − √ 2εn ) − 1 > ( 1 p − 1 + ε ) n, provided ε is sufficiently small in terms of p and t. This contradicts the assumption that the minimum degree of G is at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − γ)n. □ Suppose the assertion does not hold, then we may assume that there exists some vertex v ∈ V_1 such that v has a_2 neighbors in V_1 without loss of generality. By Claim 3.1 (ii), we obtain that v and these a_2 neighbors have at least (1 − 4p^2 √ ε(a_2 + 1))|V_2| > a_3 common neighbors in V_3. Then we can inductively apply Claim 3.1 (ii) to obtain a K_p(1, a_2, . . . , a_p) in graph G, which leads to a contradiction. The assertion follows. □ The following result is the greedy embedding lemma that we need.

Lemma 3.5 (Fox, He and Wigderson [23]) Let k, r, s, t be positive integers with s ≤ t and 2k ≤ t, and let H be any graph. Let G be an H-free graph with N ≥ (_t s )_{r t} 2ks r(H, K_s) vertices which contains K_r(t) as an induced subgraph, with parts V_1, . . . , V_r. If G does not contain a book B_{k,n} with n ≥ (1 −^{4ks}_t )^N_r vertices, then G contains an induced copy of K_{r+1}(s) with parts W_0, . . . , W_r, where W_i ⊆ V_i for every 1 ≤ i ≤ r.

With slightly more careful calculation, we extend a result of [23, Lemma 2.3] as follows.

Lemma 3.6 Let k, p, x be positive integers, and let z = (4kp)^px. For any sufficiently small μ > 0, there exists an integer n_0, such that for all n ≥ n_0, if G is H-free on N ≥ (p − 1 − μ)n vertices and G is B_{k,n}-free, and S ⊆ V (G) with |S| ≥ p^z · r(H, K_z), then G contains K_{p−1}(x) as an induced subgraph, one part of which is a subset of S.

Proof. We assume p ≥ 2 as it is trivial when p = 1. Let ε =^1_{4kp} , t_{p−1} = x and t_r =^{tr+1}_ε for r ∈ [p − 2]. Clearly, t_1 = t_{p−1}/ε^{p−2} < z. We prove the assertion by induction on r for r ∈ [p − 1]. For r = 1, we have |S| > r(H, K_{t1} ), so G contains an independent set of order t_1, that is, G[S] contains K_r(t_r) with r = 1 as an induced subgraph. Now suppose G contains K_r(t_r) as an induced subgraph for r ∈ [p − 2], with the first part a subset of S. We apply Lemma 3.5 with s = t_{r+1} and t = t_r to obtain that ( t_r t_{r+1} )_r t_r 2kt_{r+1} r(H, K_{tr+1} ) ≤ (e ε )_{εrtr} 2p · r(H, K_{tr+1} ) ≤ p^z · r(H, K_z) ≤ |S|. So either G contains a k-book with at least (1 − 4kε)^N_r ≥ (1 −^1_p − μ)^N_{p−2} ≥ n vertices for large n and sufficiently small μ, which leads to a contradiction, or G contains an induced K_{r+1}(t_{r+1}) whose first r parts are subsets of the r parts of the K_r(t_r). In particular, the first part of this induced K_{r+1}(t_{r+1}) is a subset of S. Therefore, the assertion follows inductively. □ The following extends a result of [23, Lemma 5.1].

Lemma 3.7 For every k, p, t ≥ 2 and for any α > 0 and sufficiently small μ > 0, there exists δ > 0 such that the following holds for all large n. Let 1 ≤ a_1 ≤ · · · ≤ a_{p−1} ≤ t and a_p ≤ δn be positive integers. If G is a graph on N ≥ (p − 1 − μ)n vertices such that G is K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p)-free and G is B_{k,n}-free, then all but at most αN vertices of G have degree at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − α)N.

Sketch of the proof. The idea of the proof is similar to that of [23, Lemma 5.1]. Let H = K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p). Let S ⊂ V (G) be the set of vertices of degree less than (1 −^1_{p−1} − α)N. Let ε = ε(k, α) > 0, δ = δ(k, p, t) > 0 and x = max{2k, ⌈^t_ε ⌉}, and let z = (4kp)^px. We aim to show that |S| ≤ αN. On contrary, suppose that |S| ≥ αN. Since |S| ≥ αN ≥ p^z · r(H, K_z) as long as δ is small enough compared to α, by Lemma 3.6 we have that there is an induced copy of K_{p−1}(x) in G whose parts are V_1, . . . , V_{p−1} with V_1 ⊆ S. Thus, all the vertices of V_1 have degree less than d. Partition the vertices of G into p parts U_0, . . . , U_{p−1}, where for i ≥ 1, each vertex in U_i has at most εx neighbors in V_i, and U_0 consists of all vertices with more than εx neighbors in each V_i.

For the cardinality of U_i, 0 ≤ i ≤ p−1, we have (i) |U_0| < (^e_ε )^{tp} ·δn, (ii) |U_1| <^{n−k}_{1−2kε} −(^α_{10} )^kN, (iii) |U_i| <^{n−k}_{1−2kε} , i ≥ 2. Indeed, if (i) is false, by probabilistic method, we randomly and uniformly take a_i vertices from V_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ p − 1, and take a_p vertices from U_0, we can find a copy of K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p) in G. If (ii) or (iii) is false, by probabilistic method, we randomly take k vertices from U_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ p − 1, by computation, we know that these k vertices have at least n − k common non-neighbors in U_i and U_i. So we can find a copy of B_{k,n} in G. Notice that the difference of (ii) and (iii) is that whether n − k common non-neighbors can be found in U_i or not. Adding these U_i together, we obtain that the number of vertices in G is less than N. This is a contradiction and we are done. □

4 Proof of Theorem 1.4

If a_1 = 1 and a_2|(n − 1 − k), then the lower bound follows from (3), so we will focus on the upper bound in the following. For every k, p, t ≥ 2 and for any sufficiently small α > 0, let n be a sufficiently large integer. Denote N = (p−1)(n−1+k(a_2 −1))+1. For any K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p)-free graph G on N vertices, we aim to show that its complement G contains a copy of B_{k,n}.

On contrary, suppose that G contains no copy of B_{k,n}. Lemma 3.7 shows that at most αN vertices of G have degree at most d := ⌈(1 −^1_{p−1} − α)N⌉. Let T be the set of vertices of degree greater than d, then the induced subgraph G[T ] has at least (1−α)N vertices and thus minimum degree at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − α)N − αN ≥ (1 −^1_{p−1} − 2α)|T |. Applying Lemma 3.4 to the graph G[T ] which is K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p)-free, since α is sufficiently small in terms of p and t, we have that there is a partition T = ⊔_{1≤i≤p−1}T_i, such that each vertex of T_i has at most a_2 − 1 neighbors in T_i, for i = 1, 2, . . . , p − 1.

Claim 4.1 Let ξ = 2p^2α. For every 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ p − 1, we have that (i) | ||T_i| −^N_{p−1} | | ≤ ξN. (ii) d_{Tj} (v) ≥ (1 − ξ)|T_j | for every v ∈ T_i.

Proof. (i) Since each vertex of T_i has at most a_2 − 1 neighbors in T_i, every vertex in T_i has degree at most N − |T_i| + a_2 − 1. Since every vertex in T_i has degree greater than d, this implies that |T_i| ≤ N − d + a_2 − 2 ≤ (^1_{p−1} + α)N + a_2 − 2 ≤ (^1_{p−1} + 2α)N. Moreover, since T_1, . . . , T_{p−1} partition T , we have |T_i| ≥ (1 − α)N − (p − 2)(^1_{p−1} + 2α)N ≥ (^1_{p−1} − 2pα)N.

(ii) Note that each vertex of T_i has at most a_2 − 1 neighbors in T_i and |T_i| ≥ (^1_{p−1} − 2pα)N.

On contrary, suppose that there is some v ∈ T_i, d_{Tj} (v) < (1 − ξ)|T_j |. Then d_T (v) < |T | − (|T_i| − a_2) − ξ|T_j | ≤ ( 1 − (1 + ξ) ( 1 p − 1 − 2pα )) |T | + a_2, which is at most (1 −^1_{p−1} − 2α)|T | by noting ξ = 2p^2α, contradicting to the fact that G[T ] has minimum degree at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − 2α)|T |. □ Let S = V (G) \ T , i.e., the set of vertices in G with degree at most d. Clearly, |S| ≤ αN.

Claim 4.2 Let ζ = 2p^3tα. For every v ∈ S, we have that either d_{Ti} (v) ≤ a_2 − 1 for some T_i, or else there exist two distinct sets T_k and T_ℓ such that d_{Ti} (v) < ζ|T_i| for i = k, ℓ.

Proof. On contrary, suppose that the assertion is false for some v ∈ S. Thus, d_{Ti} (v) ≥ ζ|T_i| for all but at most one choice of i ∈ [p − 1], and d_{Ti} (v) ≥ a_2 for each T_i. By relabeling the parts, we may assume that d_{Ti} (v) ≥ ζ|T_i| for all i ∈ [p − 2]. We obtain an a_2-set M by picking a_2 neighbors of v in V_{p−1}. By Claim 4.1 (ii), we see that v and all vertices of M have at least (ζ − a_2ξ)|T_1| > ξ|T_1| > a_3 common neighbors in T_1, for N sufficiently large. Continuing in this way, we can get a copy of K_p(a_1, . . . , a_p) in G in the end, which leads to a contradiction. □ From the above claim, we first partition S into two subsets S_1 and S_2, where S_1 consists of all vertices in S that each has at most a_2 − 1 neighbors in some T_i, and S_2 consists of the remaining vertices v, namely those satisfying d_{Ti} (v) < ζ|T_i| for at least two choices of 1 ≤ i ≤ p − 1. Second, we partition S_1 into p − 1 subsets S_{11}, . . . , S_{1,p−1} such that a vertex v ∈ S_1 is put into S_{1i} for 1 ≤ i ≤ p − 1 if and only if i is the smallest index such that d_{Ti} (v) ≤ a_2 − 1. Finally, we partition S_2 into p − 1 subsets S_{21}, . . . , S_{2,p−1} such that a vertex v ∈ S_2 is put into S_{2i} for 1 ≤ i ≤ p − 1 if and only if i is the smallest index satisfying d_{Ti} (v) < ζ|T_i|. In the following, we consider two cases according to the size of S_2.

In the first case, we assume that |S_2| < 2p. For this case, we define U_i = T_i ∪ S_{1i} ∪ S_{2i}, so we obtain that V = ⊔^{p−1}_{i=1} U_i. Therefore, there exists some h ∈ [p − 1] such that |U_h| ≥ ⌈ |V | p − 1 ⌉ ≥ n + k(a_2 − 1).

By Lemma 3.4, any vertex x ∈ T_h satisfies d_{Th} (x) ≤ a_2 − 1. Therefore, the Turán’s bound (Lemma 3.1) implies that there exists an independent set X ⊆ T_h with |X| ≥^{|Th|}_{a2} . Note that |S_{2h}| ≤ |S_2| < 2p and any vertex v ∈ S_{1h} satisfies d_{Th} (v) < a_2, so we can find an independent set X^′ ⊂ X such that any vertex of X^′ is non-adjacent to all vertices of S_{1h} ∪ S_{2h} with |X^′| ≥ |X| − a_2|S_{1h}| − ζ|S_{2h}||T_h| ≥ |T_h| a_2 − tαN − 2pζ|T_h|. Note from Claim 4.1 (i) that |T_h| ≥ (^1_{p−1} − ξ)N, we obtain that |X^′| ≥ ( 1 p − 1 − ξ ) ( 1 a_2 − 2pζ ) N − tαN ≥ k by noting ξ, ζ and α are sufficiently small in terms of p, a_2 and t, and n is large.

Now, applying Lemma 3.4 again that any vertex x ∈ X satisfies d_{Th} (x) ≤ a_2 − 1, we can find an independent set of order k in X^′ such that it is non-adjacent to all but at most k(a_2 − 1) vertices of T_h. Consequently, these k vertices have at least |T_h ∪ S_{1h} ∪ S_{2h}| − k − k(a_2 − 1) = |U_h| − k − k(a_2 − 1) ≥ n − k common non-neighbors, i.e., there exists a B_{k,n} in G.

In the second case, we may assume |S_2| ≥ 2p. Note that S_2 = ⊔_{1≤i≤p−1}S_{2i}, where S_{2i} consists of all vertices v ∈ S_2 such that i is the smallest index satisfying d_{Ti} (v) < ζ|T_i|. Now we partition S_2 in another way. Indeed, we partition S_2 into p − 1 subsets S^′_{21}, . . . , S^′_{2,p−1} such that a vertex v ∈ S_2 is put into S^′_{2i} for 1 ≤ i ≤ p − 1 if and only if i is the biggest index satisfying d_{Ti} (v) < ζ|T_i|. Since S_2 consists of vertices v ∈ S satisfying d_{Ti} (v) < ζ|T_i| for at least two choices of 1 ≤ i ≤ p − 1, we have that S_{2i} ∩ S^′_{2i} = ∅. Clearly, |S_{2i}| + |S^′_{2i}| ≤ |S_2|. We define

W_i = T_i ∪ S_{1i} ∪ S_{2i} ∪ S^′_{2i}.

Note that (T_i ∪ S_{1i} ∪ S_{2i}) ∩ (T_j ∪ S_{1j} ∪ S_{2j}) = ∅ for distinct i and j, and S^′_{2i} ∩ (T_i ∪ S_{1i} ∪ S_{2i}) = ∅, so we obtain that p−1∑ i=1 |W_i| = p−1∑ i=1 |T_i ∪ S_{1i} ∪ S_{2i} ∪ S^′_{2i}| = p−1∑ i=1 ( |T_i ∪ S_{1i} ∪ S_{2i}| + |S^′_{2i}| ) = |V | + |S_2|. It follows by the pigeon-hole principle that there exists some h ∈ [p − 1] such that |W_h| = |T_h ∪ S_{1h} ∪ S_{2h} ∪ S^′_{2h}| ≥ |V | + |S_2| p − 1 ≥ n − 1 + |S_2| p − 1 + k(a_2 − 1). (4)

Recall that any vertex x ∈ T_h has at most a_2 − 1 neighbors in T_h. Therefore, by Lemma 3.1, we see that there exists an independent set X ⊆ T_h with |X| ≥^{|Th|}_{a2} . We randomly and uniformly pick a k-set K ⊂ X, which is an independent set. We will count the number of common non-neighbors of vertices of K.

First, all vertices of K have at least |T_h| − ka_2 common non-neighbors in T_h since any vertex v ∈ T_h has at most a_2 − 1 neighbors in T_h. Next, since any vertex v ∈ S_{2h} ∪ S^′_{2h} satisfies d_X (v) ≤ d_{Th} (v) < ζ|T_h| < a_2ζ|X|, it follows that the probability of any vertex in S_{2h} ∪ S^′_{2h} can be chosen as a common non-neighbor of K is at least 1−ka_2ζ. Finally, if v ∈ S_{1h}, the probability of any vertex in S_{1h} can be chosen as a common non-neighbors of K is at least 1 − k^{a2−1}_{|X|} , since any vertex v ∈ S_{1h} satisfies d_X (v) ≤ d_{Th} (v) ≤ a_2 − 1. By the linear of expectation, we conclude that there exists a k-set K_0 in X such that the number λ of common non-neighbors of vertices of K_0 in T_h ∪ S_{1h} ∪ S_{2h} ∪ S^′_{2h} satisfies λ ≥ ( |T_h| − ka_2 ) + ( |S_{2h}| + |S^′_{2h}| )( 1 − ka_2ζ ) + |S_{1h}| ( 1 − k a_2 − 1 |X| ) . Note that^{|S1h|}_{|X|} ≤^{αN}_{|Th|/a2} ≤^{αa2}_{1/p} = pa_2α, so we have that λ ≥ ( |T_h| + |S_{2h}| + |S^′_{2h}| + |S_{1h}| ) − ka_2 − ka_2ζ ( |S_{2h}| + |S^′_{2h}| ) − kpa_2(a_2 − 1)α.

Therefore, by inequality (4) and |S_{2h}| + |S^′_{2h}| ≤ |S_2|, we obtain that λ ≥n − 1 + |S_2| p − 1 + k(a_2 − 1) − ka_2 − ka_2ζ|S_2| − kpa_2(a_2 − 1)α ≥n − 1 + ( 1 p − 1 − ka_2ζ ) |S_2| − k − kpa_2(a_2 − 1)α ≥n − k where the last inequality follows by noting |S_2| ≥ 2p, and ζ and α are sufficiently small. Thus we can get a B_{k,n} in G.

Now, combining the above two cases, we can get the final contradiction. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.4. □

5 Proof of Theorem 1.5

Erdős and Stone [21] proved that every graph with n vertices and at least (1 −^1_p + ε)^{n2}_2 edges contains a K_{p+1}(t), where, for p and ε fixed, t = t(p, ε, n) tends to infinity with n. In [2, 3, 4, 12, 24], the function t has been widely studied, and we may take t = Ω(ln n) for fixed p and ε. We shall apply the following result by Nikiforov [28] which concludes with the same assertion from weaker premises.

Lemma 5.1 (Nikiforov [28]) For every p ≥ 2, η > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that if G has n vertices and at least ηn^p copies of K_p, then K_p(t) ⊂ G for t = ⌈δ ln n⌉.

We also need the following result by Bollobás and Nikiforov [5], in which the minimum degree condition can be weakened to the corresponding average degree condition.

Lemma 5.2 (Bollobás and Nikiforov [5]) Let p ≥ 1 and α ≥ 0. If G has n vertices and minimum degree δ(G) ≥ (1 −^1_p + α)n, then G contains at least α^{p2}_{p+1} (^n_p )^{p+1} copies of K_{p+1}.

We need a property for a graph that is K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b)-free with high minimum degree as follows, where b ≤ δ ln n.

Lemma 5.3 For every a ≥ 1, and p ≥ 2, there exists γ, δ > 0 such that if n is large enough in terms of a and p, b ≤ δ ln n, and G is a K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b)-free graph on n vertices with minimum degree at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − γ)n, then there is a partition V (G) = ⊔_{1≤i≤p−1}V_i such that each vertex of V_i has at most a − 1 neighbors in V_i, for i = 1, 2, . . . , p − 1.

Proof. For ε > 0, where ε is sufficiently small in terms of p and a, let γ and η be applied in Lemma 3.3. Further, let δ > 0 be the parameter guaranteed from Lemma 5.1. It is clear that G is K_p(⌈δ ln n⌉)-free from the assumption, so we have that G has at most ηn^p copies of K_p by Lemma 5.1. Since G has at most ηn^p copies of K_p with minimum degree at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − γ)n, it follows from Lemma 3.3 that there is a partition V (G) = ⊔_{1≤i≤p−1}V_i such that (i)-(iv) of Lemma 3.3 hold. By a similar argument as in Lemma 3.4, we have the following claim.

Claim 5.1 For distinct i and j, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ p − 1, we have

(i) For each v ∈ V_i, d_{Vi} (v) ≤ 2p^2 √ ε|V_i|. (ii) For each v ∈ V_i, d_{Vj} (v) ≥ (1 − 4p^2 √ ε)|V_j |.

Suppose the assertion does not hold, then we may assume that there exists some vertex v ∈ V_1 such that d_{V1} (v) ≥ a without loss of generality. Let us take a subset A with |A| = a of the neighborhood of v in V_1, and let U_j denote the common neighborhood of v and A in V_j , where 2 ≤ j ≤ p − 1. By Claim 5.1 (ii), we obtain that |U_j| ≥ (1 − 4p^2 √ ε(a + 1))|V_j | ≥^1_2 |V_j |.

For every 2 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ p − 1, we have by Lemma 3.3 (iii) that e(U_i, U_j ) ≥ |U_i||U_j | − p^2ε|V_i||V_j | ≥ ( 1 − 4p^2ε ) |U_i||U_j | ≥ ( 1 − 1 (p − 2)^2 ) |U_i||U_j |, where the second inequality uses |U_i| ≥^1_2 |V_i|. By the union bound, if we pick a random vertex from U_j for each 2 ≤ j ≤ p − 1, then they span a copy of K_{p−2} with probability at least 1 − (_{p−2} 2 ) /(p − 2)^2 ≥^1_2 . Therefore, the common neighborhood of v and A contains at least 1 2 p−1∏ j=2 |U_j | ≥ 1 2^{p−1} p−1∏ j=2 |V_j | ≥ 1 2^{p−1}p^{p−2} n^{p−2} := η^′n^{p−2}

copies of K_{p−2}, for η^′ depending on p. By Lemma 5.1, we have that the common neighborhood of v and A contains a copy of K_{p−2}(b), so G contains a copy of K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b), which leads to a contradiction. Thus the assertion follows. □

Lemma 5.4 For every k, a ≥ 1, p ≥ 2 and for any α > 0 and sufficiently small μ > 0, there exists δ > 0 such that the following holds for all large n. If G is a graph on N ≥ (p − 1 − μ)n vertices such that G is K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b)-free with b ≤ δ ln n and G is B_{k,n}-free, then all but at most αN vertices of G have degree at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − α)N.

Sketch of the proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 3.7. Let H = K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b). Let S ⊂ V (G) be the set of vertices of degree less than (1 −^1_{p−1} − α)N. Let ε = ε(k, α) > 0, δ = δ(k, p, t) > 0 and x = max{⌈^b_ε ⌉, 2k}, and let z = (4kp)^px. We aim to show that |S| ≤ αN. On contrary, suppose that |S| ≥ αN. Note that r(K_t, K_t) < 4^t (see [20]), so we have p^z · r(H, K_z ) ≤ p^{(4kp)px} · r(K_{pb}, K_{(4kp)}p_x) ≤ αN ≤ |S| as long as δ is small enough compared to α and ε. Therefore, it follows by Lemma 3.6 that there is an induced copy of K_{p−1}(x) in G whose parts are V_1, . . . , V_{p−1} with V_1 ⊆ S. Thus, all the vertices of V_1 have degree less than d. Partition the vertices of G into p parts U_0, . . . , U_{p−1}, where for i ≥ 1, each vertex in U_i has at most εx neighbors in V_i, and U_0 consists of all vertices with more than εx neighbors in each V_i.

Similar to the proof in Lemma 3.7, for 0 ≤ i ≤ p − 1, we have (i) |U_0| < (^e_ε )^{pb} · b, (ii) |U_1| <^{n−k}_{1−2kε} − (^α_{10} )^kN, (iii) |U_i| <^{n−k}_{1−2kε} , i ≥ 2. Adding these U_i together, we obtain that the number of vertices in G is less than N. This is a contradiction and we are done. □

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Theorem 1.5 If a|(n − 1 − k), then the lower bound follows from (3), so we will focus on the upper bound in the following. Note that the assertion holds from Theorem 1.4 for p = 2, 3. For every k, a ≥ 1, p ≥ 4 and for any sufficiently small α > 0, let n be a sufficiently large integer. Let N = (p−1)(n−1+k(a−1))+1. It suffices to show that for any K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b)-free graph G on N vertices, its complement G contains a copy of B_{k,n}.

On contrary, suppose that G contains no copy of B_{k,n}. Lemma 5.4 shows that at most αN vertices of G have degree at most d := ⌈(1 −^1_{p−1} − α)N⌉. Let T be the set of vertices of degree greater than d, then the induced subgraph G[T ] has at least (1 − α)N vertices and thus minimum degree at least (1 −^1_{p−1} − 2α)|T |. Applying Lemma 5.3 to the graph G[T ] which is K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b)-free, since α is sufficiently small in terms of p and a, we have that there is a partition T = ⊔_{1≤i≤p−1}T_i, such that each vertex of T_i has at most a − 1 neighbors in T_i, for i = 1, 2, . . . , p − 1. By a similar argument as Claim 4.1 using Lemma 5.3, we have the following claim.

Claim 5.2 Let ξ = 2p^2α. For every 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ p − 1, we have that (i) | ||T_i| −^N_{p−1} | | ≤ ξN. (ii) d_{Tj} (v) ≥ (1 − ξ)|T_j | for every v ∈ T_i.

Let S = V (G) \ T , i.e., the set of vertices in G with degree at most d, and |S| ≤ αN.

Claim 5.3 Let ζ = 8p^4aα. For every v ∈ S, we have that either d_{Ti} (v) ≤ a − 1 for some T_i, or else there exist two distinct sets T_k and T_ℓ such that d_{Ti} (v) < ζ|T_i| for i = k, ℓ.

Proof. On contrary, suppose that the assertion is false for some v ∈ S. Thus, d_{Ti} (v) ≥ ζ|T_i| for all but at most one choice of i ∈ [p − 1], and d_{Ti} (v) ≥ a for each T_i. By relabeling the parts, we may assume that d_{Ti} (v) ≥ ζ|T_i| for all i ∈ [p − 2]. Let A denote the neighborhood of v in T_{p−1}. Let W_i denote the common neighborhood of v and A in T_i. By Claim 5.2 (ii), we obtain that |W_i| ≥ (ζ − aξ)|T_i| ≥^ζ_2 |T_i|. Let W = ∪^{p−2}_{i=1} W_i, and let w ∈ W be a vertex of minimum degree in G[W ], say w ∈ W_{i0} for some i_0 ∈ [p − 2]. For p ≥ 4, we have that δ(G[W ]) ≥ ∑ 1≤j≤p−2,j≠i_0 d_{Wj} (w) ≥ ∑ 1≤j≤p−2,j≠i_0 ( d_{Tj} (w) + |W_j | − |T_j | )

≥ p − 3 p − 2 ( 1 − 2ξ ζ ) |W | ≥ ( p − 4 p − 3 + 1 2(p − 2)(p − 3) ) |W |. Apply Lemma 5.2 to G[W ], we obtain that the number of K_{p−2} in G[W ] is at least 1 2(p − 2)(p − 3)

(p − 3)^2 p − 2 ( |W | p − 3 )_{p−2} ≥ 1 2(p − 2)(p − 3)

(p − 3)^2 p − 2 ( ζ(p − 2)|T_i| 2(p − 3) )_{p−2} , which is at least ηN^{p−2} provided η is sufficiently small compared with ζ. By Lemma 5.1, we have that the common neighborhood of v and A contains a copy of K_{p−2}(b). So G contains a copy of K_p(1, a, b, . . . , b), which leads to a contradiction. □ Now we can complete the proof of Theorem 1.5 as that of Theorem 1.4. □

6 Concluding remarks

We have known from Section 2 that Conjecture 1.1 does not hold for many cases. However, Conjecture 1.1 is still open for a_1 ≥ 2. In particular, it would be interesting to compute more exact values for r(C_4, B_n), although we have obtained the value of r(C_4, B_n) for infinitely many n, see [25]. Moreover, as pointed out by Fox, He and Wigderson [23], it would be very interesting to see how far one can push these ideas; for example, is it possible to completely eliminate the use of the regularity lemma from the proof of [30, Theorem 2.1]? One could extend Theorem 1.5 to somewhat general cases using the technique we use combining with a stronger result of Nikiforov [28, Theorem 1]. However, new ideas are needed if we want to eliminate the use of the regularity lemma from the proof of [30, Theorem 2.1]. On the other direction, as a special case, the behavior of r(K_n, B_n) is much different. Li and Rousseau [26] obtained that c_1n^3/ ln^2 n ≤ r(K_n, B_n) ≤ c_2n^3/ ln n for sufficiently large n, where c_1 and c_2 are positive constants. Sudakov [35] improved the upper bound by a factor √ ln n, and also conjectured that r(K_n, B_n) = Θ(n^3/ ln^2 n).

References

[1] B. Andrásfai, P. Erdős and V. T. Sós, On the connection between chromatic number, maximal clique minimal degree of a graph, Discrete Math. 8 (1974), 205–218.

[2] B. Bollobás and P. Erdős, On the structure of edge graphs, Bull. London Math. Soc. 5 (1973), 317–321.

[3] B. Bollobás and P. Erdős, and M. Simonovits, On the structure of edge graphs II, J. London Math. Soc. (2) 12 (1976), 219–224.

[4] B. Bollobás and Y. Kohayakawa, An extension of the Erdős-Stone theorem, Combinatorica (3) 14 (1994), 279–286.

[5] B. Bollobás and V. Nikiforov, Joints in graphs, Discrete Math. 308 (2008), 9–19.

[6] W. G. Brown, On graphs that do not contain a Thomsen graph, Canad. Math. Bull. 9 (1966), 281–285.

[7] S. Burr, Ramsey numbers involving graphs with long suspended paths, J. London Math.

Soc. 2 (1981), 405–413.

[8] S. Burr and P. Erdős, Generalizations of a Ramsey-theoretic result of Chvátal, J. Graph Theory (1983), 39–51.

[9] S. Burr, P. Erdős, R. J. Faudree, C. C. Rousseau, and R. H. Schelp, Some complete bipartite graph–tree Ramsey numbers, Ann. Discrete Math. 41 (1989), 79–90.

[10] G. Chartrand and S. Schuster, On the existence of specified cycles in complementary graphs, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 77 (1971), 995–998.

[11] V. Chvátal, Tree-complete graph Ramsey numbers, J. Graph Theory 1 (1977), 93.

[12] V. Chvátal and E. Szemerédi, On the Erdős-Stone theorem, J. London Math. Soc. (2) 23 (1981), 207–214.

[13] D. Conlon and J. Fox, Graph removal lemmas, in Surveys in combinatorics 2013, London Math. Soc. Lecture Note Ser., vol. 409, Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 2013, pp. 1–49.

[14] D. Conlon, J. Fox and B. Sudakov, Short proofs of some extremal results III, Random Structures Algorithms 57 (2020), 958–982.

[15] D. Conlon, J. Fox and B. Sudakov, Recent developments in graph Ramsey theory, in Surveys in combinatorics 2015, London Math. Soc. Lecture Note Ser., vol. 424, Cambridge Univ. Press,Cambridge, 2015, pp. 49–118.

[16] P. Erdős, On extremal problems of graphs and generalized graphs, Israel J. Math. 2 (1964), 183–190.

[17] P. Erdős, On some new inequalities concerning extremal properties of graphs, in Theory of Graphs (Proc. Colloq., Tihany, 1966), Academic Press, New York, 1968, pp. 77–81.

[18] P. Erdős, A. Rényi, and V. T. Sós, On a Problem of graph theory, Studia Sci. Math. Hungar.

1 (1966), 215–235.

[19] P. Erdős and M. Simonovits, Supersaturated graphs and hypergraphs, Combinatorica 3 (1983), 181–192.

[20] P. Erdős and G. Szekeres, A combinatorial problem in geometry, Compos. Math. 2 (1935), 463–470.

[21] P. Erdős and A.H. Stone, On the structure of linear graphs, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 52 (1946), 1087–1091.

[22] R. J. Faudree, C. C. Rousseau, and J. Sheehan, More from the good book, Proceedings of the Ninth Southeastern Conference on Combinatorics, Graph Theory, and Computing (Florida Atlantic Univ., Boca Raton, Fla., 1978), pp. 289–299, Congress. Numer., XXI, Utilitas Math., Winnipeg, Man., 1978.

[23] J. Fox, X. He and Y. Wigderson, Ramsey goodness of books revisited, arXiv:2109.09205v1, 2021.

[24] Y. Ishigami, Proof of a conjecture of Bollobás and Kohayakawa on the Erdős-Stone theorem, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B (2) 85 (2002), 222–254.

[25] T. Li, Q. Lin and X. Peng, Ramsey numbers of quadrilateral versus books, arXiv:2108.11201v1, 2021.

[26] Y. Li and C. C. Rousseau, On book-complete graph Ramsey numbers, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B 68 (1996), 36–44.

[27] Q. Lin and X. Liu, Ramsey numbers involving large books, SIAM J. Discrete Math. 35 (2021), 23–34.

[28] V. Nikiforov, Graphs with many r-cliques contain large complete r-partite graphs, Bull.

London Math. Soc. 40 (2008), 23–25.

[29] V. Nikiforov and C. C. Rousseau, Large generalized books are p-good, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B 92 (2004), 85–97.

[30] V. Nikiforov and C. C. Rousseau, Ramsey goodness and beyond, Combinatorica 29 (2009), 227–262.

[31] T. D. Parsons, Ramsey graphs and block designs I, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 209 (1975), 33–44.

[32] T. D. Parsons, Graphs from projective planes, Aequations Math. 14 (1976), 167–189.

[33] F. P. Ramsey, On a problem of formal logic, Proc. London Math. Soc. 30 (1929), 264–286.

[34] M. Simonovits, A method for solving extremal problems in graph theory, stability problems, in Theory of Graphs (Proc. Colloq., Tihany, 1966), Academic Press, New York, 1968, pp. 279–319.

[35] B. Sudakov, Large K_r-free subgraphs in K_s-free graphs and some other Ramsey-type problems, Random Structures Algorithms 26 (2005), 253–265.

[36] E. Szemerédi, Regular partitions of graphs, in: Problémes Combinatories et théorie des graphs, Colloque Inter. CNRS, Univ. Orsay, Orsay, 1976, J. Bermond, J. Fournier, M. Las Vergnas, and D. Scotteau, Eds. (1978) 399–402.

[37] K. K. Tse, On the Ramsey number of the quadrilateral versus the book and the wheel, Australas. J. Combin. 27 (2003), 163–167.

[38] K. K. Tse, A note on Ramsey numbers R(C_4, B_n), J. Combin. Math. Combin. Comput. 58 (2006), 97–100.

[39] P. Turán, Eine Extremalaufgabe aus der Graphentheorie [in Hungarian], Math Fiz. Lapok 48 (1941), 436–452.

[40] X. M. Zhang, Y. J. Chen, and T. C. Edwin Cheng, Polarity graphs and Ramsey numbers for C_4 versus stars, Discrete Math. 340 (2017), 655–660.