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Fan-complete Ramsey numbers

Fan Chung∗ and Qizhong Lin†

Abstract

We consider Ramsey numbers r(G,H) with tight lower bounds, namely,

r(G,H) ≥ (χ(G) − 1)(|H | − 1) + 1,

where χ(G) denotes the chromatic number of G and |H | denotes the number of vertices in
H . We say H is G-good if the equality holds.

In this paper, we prove that the fan-graph Fn = K1 + nK2 is Kp-good if n ≥ 27p2,
improving previous tower-type lower bounds for n due to Li and Rousseau (1996). The
join graph G + H is defined by adding all edges between the disjoint vertex sets of G and
H . Let nH denote the union graph of n disjoint copies of H . We show that K1 + nH is
Kp-good if n is sufficiently large. We give a stronger lower bound inequality for Ramsey
number r(G,K1 + F ) for the case of G = Kp(a1, a2, . . . , ap), the complete p-partite graph
with a1 = 1 and ai ≤ ai+1. In particular, using a stability-supersaturation lemma by Fox,
He and Wigderson (2021), we show that for any fixed graph H ,

r(G,K1 + nH) =

{

(p− 1)(n|H |+ a2 − 1) + 1 if n|H |+ a2 − 1 or a2 − 1 is even,
(p− 1)(n|H |+ a2 − 2) + 1 otherwise,

where G = Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap) with ai’s satisfying some mild conditions and n is sufficiently
large. The special case of H = K1 gives an answer to Burr’s question (1981) about the
discrepancy of r(G,K1,n) from G-goodness for sufficiently large n. All bounds of n we
obtain are not of tower-types.

Keywords: Ramsey goodness; Stability-supersaturation lemma

1 Introduction

For graphs G and H, the Ramsey number r(G,H) is the smallest positive integer N such
that any graph on N vertices contains G as a subgraph, or its complement contains H as a
subgraph. A classic result of Chvátal [8] states

r(Kp, Tn) = (p − 1)(n − 1) + 1, (1)

where Kp is the complete graph on p vertices and Tn is a tree with n vertices. Let H be a
connected graph with n vertices. Since the graph consists of p − 1 disjoint copies of Kn−1 is
H-free and its complement is Kp-free, one can easily derive (see [10])

r(Kp,H) ≥ (p− 1)(n − 1) + 1. (2)
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For a graph H, let χ(H) be the chromatic number of H, and s(H) the chromatic surplus of
H, i.e., the minimum size of a color class over all proper vertex-colorings of H with χ(H) colors.
e.g., s(Kp) = 1. Burr [4] improved the lower bound in (2) by showing

r(G,H) ≥ (χ(G) − 1)(|H| − 1) + s(G), (3)

where H is a connected graph with |H| ≥ s(G) vertices. A graph H is said to be G-good if the
equality in (3) holds. For example, all trees are Kp-good from the result of Chvátal [8].

Burr and Erdős [5] initiated the study of Ramsey goodness problems that have since attracted
the attention of many researchers. For various generalizations of the goodness problems, the
reader is referred to the survey [13] by Conlon, Fox and Sudakov.

For graphs G and H, let G + H be the join graph obtained from two graphs G and H
by connecting the disjoint vertices of G and H completely. Denote nH by the union graph
of n disjoint copies of H. For example, the fan graph, also called the friendship graph, is
Fn = K1 + nK2.

As an early application of the Erdős-Simonovits stability lemma [15, 16, 29], Li and Rousseau
[24] showed that for any fixed graphs G and H and sufficiently large n,

r(K2 +G,K1 + nH) = (χ(G) + 1)n|H|+ 1. (4)

This implies that K1+nH is (K2+G)-good for sufficiently large n. In particular, Fn is Kp-good
for p ≥ 3 and sufficiently large n. However, the original stability results utilize a modified form
of progressive induction and, therefore, the lower bound for n in (4) is quite large as a form of
tower type.

As a special case, the fan-complete Ramsey number has attracted much of attention. In
particular, it is known that Fn is Kp-good for p = 3, 4, 5, 6 and n ≥ p, see [24, 31, 7, 23]. In
[22], the authors claimed that Fn is Kp-good if n > cp2 for some constant c > 0, but the paper
contains a critical error in [22, Lemma 2.3] (lines 4–6, page 66, while using induction without
enough vertices in the neighborhood of a vertex).

A related generalization of (1) concerns the book graph Bk,n (or B
(k)
n−k) on n vertices which

consists of n − k copies of Kk+1 all sharing a common Kk. Using the regularity lemma [32],
Nikiforov and Rousseau [25] showed that large books are Kp-good. Furthermore, extending the
method used in [25], Nikiforov and Rousseau [26] obtained a number of general goodness results.
However, all the bounds on n of these results are of tower-types since the proofs rely on the
regularity lemma. Recently, using a stability-supersaturation lemma instead of the regularity
lemma, Fox, He and Wigderson [19] proved that Bk,n is Kp-good if n ≥ 2k

10p

, and we will later
use a somewhat better lower bound for n (but not exactly for r(Kp, Bk,n)) in the proof of the
main theorems.

In this paper, we first prove the following theorem whose proof can be found in Section 2.

Theorem 1.1 For any graph H, K1 + nH is Kp-good if n ≥ cpℓ/|H| where ℓ = r(Kp,H) and
c = (3 + 3

√
2)2 ≈ 52.456. Namely, r(Kp,K1 + nH) = (p− 1)n|H|+ 1 for n ≥ cpℓ/|H|.

The following corollary is an immediate consequence of Theorem 1.1.

Corollary 1.1 If n ≥ Cp2, then Fn is Kp-good where C = (3 + 3
√
2)2/2 ≈ 26.228.

The second part of this paper concerns improvements/generalizations of the lower bounds
of Chvátal and Burr in (2) and (3). Since these two inequalities are rather easy to prove and, in

2



particular, (3) seems to be rather weak, a natural question is to seek general lower bounds and
find families of graphs achieving such bounds. Nevertheless, there are some obvious obstacles.

As a special case for C4 = K2(2, 2), the graph K1,n is not C4-good for all large n since

n+ ⌈√n⌉+ 1 ≥ r(C4,K1,n) ≥ n+ ⌊n1/2 − 6n11/40⌋,

where the upper bound can be derived from the Turán number of C4 and the lower bound can be
found in [6] using probabilistic argument. Füredi [21] showed (unpublished) that r(C4,K1,n) =
n+ ⌈n1/2⌉, for infinitely many n.

Let Kp(a1, . . . , ap) denote the complete p-partite graph with vertices consisting of p parts of
sizes a1, . . . , ap. Burr [4, Theorem 10] showed that K1,n is not Kp(a1, . . . , ap)-good if ai ≥ 2 for
all i. After noting from [9] that the star fails to be K2(1, a2)-good by at least a2 − 2, Burr [4]
asked the question of determining when the discrepancy of r(G,K1,n) from G-goodness grows
for G = Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap).

To address this question, we will first derive the following lower bound that improves the
inequality of Burr in (3) in some cases.

Theorem 1.2 Let G = Kp(a1, . . . , ap) where 1 = a1 ≤ a2 ≤ · · · ≤ ap. For any graph F of order
n ≥ 2a2,

r(G,K1 + F ) ≥
{

(p− 1)(n + a2 − 1) + 1 if n+ a2 − 1 or a2 − 1 is even,
(p− 1)(n + a2 − 2) + 1 otherwise.

Furthermore, we will show that the above lower bound is sharp in some general setting:

Theorem 1.3 For any fixed graph H, integers p ≥ 2 and b ≥ 1, there exists δ > 0 such that
the following holds for all n ≥ pb2/δ. Let 1 = a1 ≤ a2 ≤ · · · ≤ ap−1 ≤ b and ap ≤ δn be positive
integers, and let G = Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap). Then

r(G,K1 + nH) =

{
(p− 1)(n|H|+ a2 − 1) + 1 if n|H|+ a2 − 1 or a2 − 1 is even,
(p− 1)(n|H|+ a2 − 2) + 1 otherwise.

Moreover, we may take δ with 0 < δ < min
{

1
400a|H|+2p4

, (100app14p)−A
}
, where a =

∑p−1
i=1 ai

and A =
∏p−1

i=1 ai.

We remark that the special case ofH = K1 in Theorem 1.3 gives an answer to Burr’s question
about the discrepancy of r(G,K1,n) from G-goodness for sufficiently large n.

The following corollary improves (4) since for any fixed graph G with chromatic number p,
K2+G is a subgraph of Kp+2(1, 1, a1, . . . , ap) for some a1, . . . , ap. Furthermore, the lower bound
on n we obtain is not of tower-type.

Corollary 1.2 For any fixed graph H, integers p ≥ 2 and b ≥ 1, there exists δ > 0 such that
the following holds for all n ≥ pb2/δ. Let 1 ≤ a1 ≤ a2 ≤ · · · ≤ ap−1 ≤ b and ap ≤ δn be positive
integers. If a1 = a2 = 1, then K1 + nH is Kp(a1, . . . , ap)-good.

In this paper, we use the following notation: For a graph G = (V,E) with vertex set V and
edge set E, we use e(G) to denote the number of edges |E| in G. For X ⊆ V , we use e(X) to
denote the number of edges in X, and let G[X] denote the subgraph of G induced by X. For
two disjoint subsets X,Y ⊆ V , we use e(X,Y ) to denote the number of edges between X and Y .
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For a vertex v ∈ V , we denote by NX(v) the neighborhood of v in X, and let dX(v) = |NX(v)|.
In particular, the neighborhood of a vertex v in G is denoted by NG(v) = NV (v) and the degree
of v in G is dG(v) = |NG(v)|. A⊔B denotes the disjoint union of A and B. A complete p-partite
graph with vertex set ⊔p

i=1Vi, where |Vi| = ai, is denoted by either Kp(a1, . . . , ap) or Ka1,...,ap .
Let [p] = {1, 2, . . . , p}. For undefined terminology, the reader is referred to [3].

2 Proof of Theorem 1.1

Let Kp(s) denote the complete p-partite graph Kp(s, . . . , s
︸ ︷︷ ︸

p

). In order to prove Theorem 1.1,

we need the following lemma, which will also be applied in Theorem 1.3.

Lemma 2.1 Let p ≥ 2, and let Γ be a subgraph of Kp(s) which has z < s2 non-edges. Then Γ
contains at least

sp−2(s2 − z)

distinct copies of Kp.

Proof. Note that there are sp distinct copies of Kp in Kp(s) and each non-edge of Γ destroys
at most sp−2 distinct copies of Kp. Therefore, if there are z non-edges of Γ, then there are still
at least sp − z · sp−2 distinct copies of Kp remaining. The Lemma is proved. ✷

Proof of Theorem 1.1. The lower bound follows from (3), so we will focus on the upper
bound in the following. Let N = (p − 1)hn + 1, where h = |H| is the order of graph H and
n ≥ (3 + 3

√
2)2pℓ/h with ℓ = r(Kp,H). The assertion is clear for p = 1, 2, so we may assume

p ≥ 3. Assume to the contrary that there exists a graph Γ on N vertices such that Γ is Kp-
free and its complement Γ contains no copy of K1 + nH. We shall show that this leads to a
contradiction.

Let V denote the vertex set of Γ. For any vertex v ∈ V , we have

dΓ(v) < r(Kp, nH) ≤ h(n− 1) + ℓ, (5)

where the second inequality follows from the induction on n ≥ 1. Thus

dΓ(v) = N − 1− dΓ(v) ≥ N − h(n − 1)− ℓ ≥ (p− 2)hn + h− ℓ. (6)

We apply the degree majorization algorithm used by Erdős [17] and Füredi [20]. Let V +
0 = V .

For i ≥ 1, pick a vertex vi ∈ V +
i−1 such that vi has the maximum degree in Γ[V +

i−1], and let

Vi = V +
i−1 \ NΓ(vi) and V +

i = V +
i−1 ∩ NΓ(vi). The procedure stops in r steps when there is

no more vertices remaining. Clearly, V1, . . . , Vr−1, Vr = V +
r−1 form a partition of V . Note that

r ≤ p − 1 since {v1, . . . , vr} induces a complete graph. Combining |Vi| ≤ h(n − 1) + ℓ from (5)
and (p − 2)(h(n − 1) + ℓ) < N , we have r ≥ p− 1. Therefore, we conclude r = p− 1.

Note that for i ∈ [p − 1] and x ∈ Vi, dV +

i−1

(x) ≤ dV +

i−1

(vi) = |V +
i | from the choice of vertex

vi. Thus we have 2e(Vi) + e(Vi, V
+
i ) =

∑

x∈Vi
dV +

i−1

(x) ≤ |Vi||V +
i |. By adding up both sides of

the inequality, we have

e(Γ) +

p−1
∑

i=1

e(Vi) ≤
p−1
∑

i=1

|Vi||V +
i | ≤ e(TN,p−1),
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where TN,p−1 denotes the Turán Graph on N vertices containing no Kp with the maximum
number of edges. Combining with the fact that e(Γ) ≥ N

2 (N − h(n − 1) − ℓ) from (6), we
conclude that the total number of internal edges satisfies

p−1
∑

i=1

e(Vi) ≤
(

1− 1

p− 1

)
N2

2
− N

2
(N − h(n− 1)− ℓ) ≤ N

2
(ℓ− h) := m. (7)

Now, let us take a partition ⊔p−1
i=1Vi such that it attains the minimal number of the internal

edges. Thus, we must have that

for each vertex v ∈ Vi and j 6= i, dVi
(v) ≤ dVj

(v), (8)

since otherwise there exists a vertex v ∈ Vi with dVi
(v) > dVj

(v) for some j 6= i, and we can
then put v into Vj to get a smaller total number of internal edges, which is not possible.

From (6) and (7), we have

∑

1≤i<j≤p−1

e(Vi, Vj) = e(Γ)−
p−1
∑

i=1

e(Vi)

≥ N

2
(N − h(n − 1)− ℓ)−m

≥
(

1− 1

p− 1

)
N2

2
− 2m. (9)

Using
∑p−1

i=1 (|Vi| − N
p−1)

2 =
∑p−1

i=1 |Vi|2 − N2

p−1 , we have, for each i ∈ [p− 1],

∣
∣
∣
∣
|Vi| −

N

p− 1

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ 2

√
m, (10)

since otherwise
∑p−1

i=1 |Vi|2 > N2

p−1 + 4m and so

∑

1≤i<j≤p−1

e(Vi, Vj) ≤
∑

1≤i<j≤p−1

|Vi||Vj | =
1

2

(

N2 −
p−1
∑

i=1

|Vi|2
)

<
1

2

(

N2 − N2

p− 1

)

− 2m,

which contradicts (9).
For distinct i and j, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ p− 1, we define zi,j = |Vi||Vj |− e(Vi, Vj), which is the number

of non-edges between Vi and Vj . Then we must have

z =
∑

i<j

zi,j ≤ 2m (11)

since
∑

1≤i<j≤p−1 |Vi||Vj | − z =
∑

1≤i<j≤p−1 e(Vi, Vj) ≥ (1− 1
p−1)

N2

2 − 2m from (9) and the fact

that
∑

1≤i<j≤p−1 |Vi||Vj | is at most the Turán number of Kp-free graph on N vertices.

In the following, we will show that for each vertex v ∈ Vi, dVi
(v) ≤

√
2m. Suppose to

the contrary that without loss of generality there exists some vertex v ∈ V1 having s >
√
2m

neighbors in its own part V1. It follows from (8) that v also has at least s neighbors in each of
the other parts. Let Ui = NΓ(v) ∩ Vi denote the neighborhood of v in Vi for i = 1, 2, . . . , p − 1.
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Clearly, |Ui| ≥ s >
√
2m. It follows by Lemma 2.1 that there are at least

sp−3(s2 − z) ≥ sp−3(s2 − 2m)

copies of Kp−1 in the neighborhood of v. Therefore, Γ definitely contains a copy of Kp, which
leads to a contradiction.

Let t = (2 +
√
2)
√
m+ ℓ− h. We claim that

for each vertex v ∈ Vi and j 6= i, dVj
(v) ≥ |Vj | − t. (12)

On contrary, suppose that some vertex v ∈ Vi has at least t non-neighbors in Vj . From the
above, v has at least |Vi| −

√
2m − 1 non-neighbors in Vi. Note that |Vi| ≥ N

p−1 − 2
√
m from

(10). In total, the number of non-neighbors of v is at least

t+ |Vi| −
√
2m− 1 ≥ N

p− 1
+ ℓ− h > h(n− 1) + ℓ.

This contradicts (5) that dΓ(v) ≤ h(n − 1) + ℓ− 1.
Suppose that there exists an edge uv ∈ V1. Let Wi denote the common neighborhood of u

and v in Vi for 2 ≤ i ≤ p − 1. Then, from (12) and |Vi| > hn − 2
√
m, we have that for each

2 ≤ i ≤ p− 1,
|Wi| ≥ |Vi| − 2t ≥ hn− (6 + 2

√
2)
√
m− 2ℓ+ 2h >

√
2m,

where the last inequality follows from m = N
2 (ℓ−h) < 1

2(p− 1)ℓhn, and n ≥ (3+ 3
√
2)2pℓ/h by

the assumption. Therefore, we can apply Lemma 2.1 again to get a copy Kp−2 in the common
neighborhood of u and v, which leads to a contradiction. Consequently, V1 forms an independent
set. Similarly, Vi forms an independent set for each 2 ≤ i ≤ p− 1.

Now, on the average, there is some part Vi of size at least ⌈N/(p − 1)⌉ = hn+1 which forms
an independent set from the above. Therefore, we can definitely get a copy of K1 + nH in the
complement of Γ. The final contradiction completes the proof of Theorem 1.1. ✷

3 Improving lower bounds

The lower bound for r(G,K1 + F ) in Theorem 1.2 is by construction.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let Λ be an (a2 − 1)-regular triangle-free graph of order n + a2 − 1,
and let Λi, i = 1, 2, . . . , p − 1, be disjoint copies of Λ with vertex sets Vi. Let Γ be the graph
obtained from ⊔p−1

i=1Λi by adding all edges between Vi and Vj for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ p − 1. Then the
complement of Γ contains no K1 + F since Γ is (n − 1)-regular. In the following, we will prove
that Γ contains no K1 +Kp−1(a2) by induction on p ≥ 2.

Let V = ⊔p−1
i=1Vi. It is true for p = 2 since Λ is (a2 − 1)-regular. So we may assume that

p ≥ 3 and the assertion holds for smaller p. Suppose that, on contrary, Γ contains a subgraph
K1 +Kp−1(a2) with vertex set {u0} ⊔ (⊔p−1

i=1Ui). We can relabel the Vi’s so that u0 is in Vp−1.
Since Λ is K3-free, Vp−1 can only contain vertices in at most one of the Ui’s. Furthermore, since

⊔p−2
i=1Λi can not contain K1 +Kp−2(a2) from the inductive hypothesis, Vp−1 must contain some

vertices in ⊔p−1
i=1Ui. Let Up−1 denote the set with Up−1 ∩ Vp−1 6= ∅. Since Λ is (a2 − 1)-regular,

then there exists a vertex in Up−1 not in Vp−1. Moreover, we have ⊔p−2
i=1Ui ⊆ V \ Vp−1. This

guarantees a copy of K1 + Kp−2(a2) in V \ Vp−1, which contradicts the inductive hypothesis.
Therefore, Γ contains no K1 +Kp−1(a2) as claimed.
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In order to show r(G,K1 +F ) > (p− 1)(n+ a2− 1), it remains to construct (a2 − 1)-regular
triangle-free graphs of order n+ a2 − 1. We consider the following three cases:

Case 1: n+ a2 − 1 is even.

Let X and Y be two sets of vertices of size λ = (n + a2 − 1)/2, say, X = {x1, . . . , xλ} and
Y = {y1, . . . , yλ}. Let Λ = Λ(X,Y ) be a bipartite graph with two parts X and Y , in which xk
is adjacent to yℓ if and only if ℓ = k+ i (mod λ) for i = 0, . . . , a2−2. So Λ is an (a2−1)-regular
K3-free graph as desired since n ≥ a2 − 1.

Case 2: a2 − 1 = 2k is even.

For this case, we consider the following construction by Sidorenko [28] for solving a problem
of Erdős (see [27]). Let µ = n + a2 − 1, and let Λ be the graph whose vertex set is Zµ, where
any two vertices i, j ∈ Zµ are connected by an edge if and only if

(i− j) ∈ {±k,±(k + 1), . . . ,±(2k − 1)},

where n ≥ 2a2−4 and µ ≥ 6k−2. It follows that Λ is an (a2−1)-regular K3-free graph of order
µ as desired. Note that if n < 2a2 − 4, then such a graph Λ constructed as above may contain
a triangle (e.g., when a2 = 3 and n = 1).

Case 3: Both n+ a2 − 1 and a2 − 1 are odd.

We can use the same construction as Case 1 for a regular triangle-free graph on n + a2 − 2
vertices with degree (a2 − 1) by noting n ≥ 2a2.

This completes the proof of Theorem 1.2. ✷

Let G = Kp(a1, . . . , ap), where a1 ≤ a2 ≤ · · · ≤ ap, and let G1 = Kp−1(a1, . . . , ap−1). A
result of Burr [4, Theorem 5] states that for any connected graph H on n vertices,

r(G,H) ≥ r(G1,H) + n− 1. (13)

The following can be viewed as a slight improvement of (13) for the case of H = K1 + F .

Corollary 3.1 Let G = Kp(a1, . . . , ap) where a1 ≤ · · · ≤ ap, and let G1 = Kp−1(a1, . . . , ap−1).
If a1 = 1, then for any graph F of order n ≥ 2a2, we have

r(G,K1 + F ) ≥
{

r(G1,K1 + F ) + n+ a2 − 1 if n+ a2 − 1 is even,
r(G1,K1 + F ) + n+ a2 − 2 otherwise.

Proof. We first consider the case when n+a2−1 is even. Let Γ1 be a graph on r(G1,K1+F )−1
vertices which contains no G1 and its complement is (K1+F )-free. Let Γ2 be an (a2−1)-regular
bipartite graph of order n+ a2− 1 as constructed in the proof of Theorem 1.3. It is not difficult
to verify that Γ2 is Ks,t-free for any s, t with s + t ≥ a2 + 1 since n ≥ 2a2. Let Γ be the join
graph Γ1 + Γ2. Clearly, Γ is (K1 + F )-free because its maximum degree is n− 1.

We want to show that Γ contains no copy of G = Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap). Suppose that, on the
contrary, Γ contains G as a subgraph. Let the vertex set of G be denoted as the disjoint union of
V1, V2, . . . , Vp where |Vi| = ai, V1 = {u} and any edge of G is between Vi and Vj for some i 6= j.

Case 1: v is in Γ2.

Since Γ2 is K1,a2-free and Γ2 is bipartite, at most one of the Vi’s contains vertices in Γ2.
Therefore, Γ1 must contains a copy of Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap−1). This leads to a contradiction of the
inductive assumption on p.
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Case 2: v is in Γ1.

Since Γ2 is bipartite, at most two of the Vi’s contain vertices in Γ2. Since Γ2 is Ks,t-free for
any s, t with s + t ≥ a2 + 1, Γ1 must contains a copy of Kp(1, a2 − s′, a3 − t′ + 1, . . . , ap) with
s′ + t′ ≤ a2. Note that a2 − s′ + a3 − t′ + 1 ≥ a3, which implies that Γ1 contains a copy of
Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap−1). This again leads to a contradiction.

Therefore we conclude that Γ contains no copy of G = Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap).

For the case of n+ a2 − 1 odd, we use the same construction of Γ2 with n+ a2 − 2 vertices
satisfying the conditions that Γ2 is bipartite and (a2 − 1)-regular. The proof is similar and will
be omitted here. ✷

4 Proof of Theorem 1.3

The following lemma, which is essentially due to Erdős [14], states that if a graph Γ on N
vertices contains Ω(Np) copies of Kp, then one can find a copy of Kp(a1, . . . , ap) in Γ with one
part of size linear in N . We here give a proof with specified bounds for various parameters,
which will be used later in the proof of Theorem 1.3. The methods of the proof are similar to
those in [19, Lemma 4.2].

Lemma 4.1 (Erdős [14]) For any 0 < δ < 1, and for integers p ≥ 2, b ≥ 1, and 1 ≤ a1 ≤
· · · ≤ ap−1 ≤ b, there exists some η > 0 such that the following holds for all large N . If Γ is a
Kp(a1, . . . , ap)-free graph on N vertices with ap ≤ δN , then Γ has at most ηNp copies of Kp.

Moreover, we may take η = δ1/(a1a2···ap−1), and N ≥ max{p2, b2/δ}.

Proof. We define ηs, for s = 1, . . . , p − 1, inductively by choosing ηp = δ and ηp−s =
(ηp−s+1)

1/ap−s . We will show by induction that a Ks+1(ap−s, . . . , ap−1, δN)-free graph Γ contains
at most ηp−sN

s+1 copies of Ks+1.
For the base case of s = 1, we want to show that a K2(ap−1, δN)-free graph Γ contains at

most ηp−1N
2 edges with ηp−1 = δ1/ap−1 . This obviously holds if ap−1 = 1. We may assume

ap−1 ≥ 2. If 2e(Γ)/N ≤ a2p−1, then we are done since e(Γ) < a2p−1N ≤ b2N ≤ δN2 ≤ δ1/ap−1N2.

We may assume 2e(Γ)/N ≥ a2p−1. We apply the double-counting method. Since any ap−1

vertices have at most δN common neighbors, there are at most δN
( N
ap−1

)
< δNap−1+1/ap−1!

copies of K1,ap−1
. Moreover, a vertex of degree d contributes

( d
ap−1

)
copies of K1,ap−1

. Therefore,

we have
δNap−1+1

ap−1!
>
∑

v∈V

(
dΓ(v)

ap−1

)

≥ N

(
2e(Γ)/N

ap−1

)

≥ N

ap−1!e

(
2e(Γ)

N

)ap−1

by Jensen’s inequality and the fact that

(
t

p

)

≥ tp

p!e

for t ≥ p2. Therefore, e(Γ) < δ1/ap−1N2, and we may take ηp−1 = δ1/ap−1 = η
1/ap−1

p as desired.
The base case is proved.

Suppose the assertion holds for the cases of s′ < s. We will show that aKs+1(ap−s, . . . , ap−1, δN)-
free graph Γ contains at most ηp−sN

s+1 copies of Ks+1. Suppose to the contrary that Γ
contains at least ηp−sN

s+1 copies of Ks+1. For every s-set of vertices S, let ext(S) be the
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set of vertices v such that S ∪ {v} forms a Ks+1 in Γ. Note that the sum of |ext(S)| over
all s-sets S is exactly s + 1 times the number of Ks+1 in Γ. By the assumption, this sum
is therefore more than (s + 1)ηp−sN

s+1. Thus, the average value of |ext(S)| is greater than

(s+ 1)ηp−sN
s+1/

(N
s

)
> (s+ 1)!ηp−sN . Again by Jensen’s inequality, we have

∑

S⊂V :|S|=s

(
ext(S)

ap−s

)

≥
(
N

s

)(
(s + 1)!ηp−sN

ap−s

)

.

If ap−s = 1, then
(N
s

)((s+1)!ηp−sN
ap−s

)
/
( N
ap−s

)
≥ ηp−sN

s provided N ≥ s2. For ap−s ≥ 2, we choose

N ≥ max{s2, a2p−s/[(s + 1)!ηp−s]}, and we have

(
N

s

)(
(s+ 1)!ηp−sN

ap−s

)

/

(
N

ap−s

)

≥ N s

s!e
· [(s+ 1)!ηp−sN ]ap−s

ap−s!e
· ap−s!

Nap−s
> η

ap−s

p−s N s.

Consequently, we conclude that there is some ap−s-set T such that the common neighborhood
of T has more than η

ap−s

p−s N s = ηp−s+1N
s copies of Ks. By the inductive assumption, there is

a copy of Ks(ap−s+1, . . . , ap) in the common neighborhood of T . Together with T this yields
a copy of Ks+1(ap−s, . . . , ap) in Γ, which leads to a contradiction. Therefore we have shown
that a Ks+1(ap−s, . . . , ap−1, δN)-free graph Γ contains at most ηp−sN

s+1 copies of Ks+1 for
N ≥ max{s2, a2p−s/[(s + 1)!ηp−s]} and

η := η1 = η
1/a1
2 = · · · = η

1/(a1a2···ap−1)
p = δ1/(a1a2···ap−1).

This completes the proof of Lemma 4.1. ✷

We will apply the following stability-supersaturation lemma by Fox, He and Wigderson [19,
Theorem 3.1] (in a slightly different form) to obtain the desired structures for graphs forbidding
some special classes of graphs. Similar approaches are often referred to as combinations of the
stability theorem [15, 16, 29] and the supersaturation result [18]. This stability-supersaturation
lemma implies that if a graph Γ has slightly smaller minimum degree than the Kp-free Turán
graph and has few copies of Kp, then it is close to the Turán graph.

Lemma 4.2 (Fox, He and Wigderson [19]) For every ε > 0 and every integer p ≥ 2, there
exist η, γ > 0 such that the following holds for all N ≥ 10. Suppose Γ is a graph on N vertices
with minimum degree at least (1 − 1

p−1 − γ)N and at most ηNp copies of Kp. Then there is a

partition V (Γ) = ⊔1≤i≤p−1Vi such that the following hold:

(i)
∑

1≤i≤p−1 e(Vi) ≤ ε
(N
2

)
.

(ii)
∣
∣|Vi| − N

p−1

∣
∣ ≤

√
2εN .

(iii) e(Vi, Vj) ≥ (1− p2ε)|Vi||Vj |.
(iv) For each v ∈ Vi, dVi

(v) ≤ dVj
(v).

Moreover, we may take γ = min{ 1
2p2 ,

ε
2} and η = p−10pε.

Note that Conlon, Fox and Sudakov [12, Corollary 3.4] obtained a stronger result by using
the minimum degree condition instead of the average degree condition and by using the graph
removal lemma (see e.g. Conlon and Fox [11]), which, however, requires tower-type bounds in
the parameters.
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Fox, He and Wigderson [19] established that if n ≥ 2k
10p

, then Bk,n is Kp-good. In order to
give a better lower bound for n of Theorem 1.3, we will use the following upper bound concerning
the book graph Bk,n.

Lemma 4.3 Let p, k, t ≥ 1 be integers. Then r(Kp, Bk,t) ≤ kpt.

Proof. The proof is by induction on p ≥ 1. The assertion is trivial for p = 1, 2, and so we
may assume that p ≥ 3 and the assertion holds for smaller p. Let Np = r(Kp, Bk,t)− 1, and we
consider a graph Γ on Np vertices which contains no Bk,t and its complement Γ is Kp-free. Let
V be the vertex set of Γ. By induction, we have dΓ(v) ≤ Np−1 for any vertex v ∈ V . Thus, each
vertex v ∈ V has degree at least Np −Np−1 − 1 in Γ.

We first take an arbitrary vertex v1 ∈ V , and then we choose a neighbor, say v2, of v1 in Γ.
Inductively, we can choose k vertices v1, . . . , vk which form a clique in Γ and the number of the
common neighbors of v1, . . . , vk is at least Np − k(Np−1 + 1). Since Γ contains no Bk,t, we have

Np − k(Np−1 + 1) < t− k.

Therefore, it is not difficult to obtain that Np < kpt, completing the proof. ✷

We remark that if p ≥ 5 is fixed and k is large, then r(Kp,Kk) ≥ Ω(k
p+1

2 (log k)
1

p−2
− p+1

2 )
(which is also a lower bound for r(Kp, Bk,t)) by Bohman and Keevash [2], improving the best

known lower bound due to Spencer [30] by a factor (log k)
1

p−2 .

We also need the following stability result.

Lemma 4.4 For any fixed graph H, integers p ≥ 2 and b ≥ 1, there exists δ > 0 such that the
following holds for all n ≥ pb2/δ. Let 1 = a1 ≤ a2 ≤ · · · ≤ ap−1 ≤ b and ap ≤ δn be positive
integers, and let G = Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap). For any graph Γ on N ≥ (p−1)n|H| vertices containing
no copy of G and its complement Γ is (K1+nH)-free, there exists a partition V (Γ) = ⊔1≤i≤p−1Vi

such that each vertex of Vi has at most a2 − 1 neighbors in Vi, for i = 1, 2, . . . , p− 1.

Moreover, we may take δ with 0 < δ < min
{

1
400a|H|+2p4

, (100app14p)−A
}
, where a =

∑p−1
i=1 ai

and A =
∏p−1

i=1 ai.

Proof. We assume p ≥ 3 since the assertion is trivial for p = 2. Let h denote the number of
vertices in H and let a =

∑p−1
i=1 ai, and A =

∏p−1
i=1 ai. Let ε = 1/(100a2p4). We may choose δ

with 0 < δ < min
{

1
400ah+2p4

, (100app14p)−A
}
. We follow the notation/definition in Lemma 4.2

to select γ and η such that 2ahδ ≤ γ ≤ ε
2 and η = δ1/A < p−10pε. Furthermore, we assume that

n ≥ pb2/δ ≥ max
{
b2/δ, a/δ

}
, (14)

and let
ℓ = r(Kh, G).

Note that G is a subgraph of the book graph Ba,a+⌈δn⌉, it follows from Lemma 4.3 that

ℓ = r(Kh, G) ≤ r(Kh, Ba,a+⌈δn⌉) ≤ ah(a+ ⌈δn⌉) < 2ahδn. (15)

Since Γ contains no copy of K1+nKh, we obtain that dΓ(v) < r(G,nKh) ≤ ℓ+(n− 1)h for any
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vertex v in Γ. Therefore for any vertex in Γ,

dΓ(v) = N − 1− dΓ(v) ≥ N − ℓ− (n− 1)h ≥
(

1− 1

p− 1
− γ

)

N (16)

using γ ≥ 2ahδ. Moreover, from Lemma 4.1, Γ has at most ηNp copies of Kp since Γ is G-free.
It follows from Lemma 4.2 that there is a partition V (Γ) = ⊔1≤i≤p−1Vi such that (i)-(iv) of
Lemma 4.2 hold.

Let z denote the total number of non-edges of Γ. From Lemma 4.2 (iii),

z ≤
(
p− 1

2

)

p2ε|Vi||Vj | < p2εN2.

Let s = p
√
εN . Clearly, z ≤ s2. Suppose that some vertex v ∈ V1 satisfies dV1

(v) ≥ 2s. Then,
Lemma 4.2 (iv) implies that dVi

(v) ≥ 2s for 2 ≤ i ≤ p− 1. Let Ui denote the neighborhood of v
in Vi. Then, by Lemma 2.1, the subgraph of Γ induced by ⊔1≤i≤p−1Ui contains at least

(2s)p−3(4s2 − z) ≥ 3 · 2p−3sp−1 > (2p)p−2(
√
ε)p−1Np−1 > δ1/ANp−1 > δ1/(a2 ···ap−1)Np−1

distinct copies of Kp−1. Thus, by Lemma 4.1, the neighborhood of v contains a copy of
Kp−1(a2, . . . , ap). This leads to a contradiction to the fact that Γ contains no Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap).
Therefore, dV1

(v) < 2s = 2p
√
εN for each v ∈ V1. Similarly, for any 2 ≤ i ≤ p − 1 and u ∈ Vi,

we have dVi
(u) < 2p

√
εN .

Suppose that some vertex v ∈ Vi satisfies dVj
(v) ≤ (1− 4p2

√
ε)|Vj | for some j 6= i. From the

above, the vertex v has at least |Vi| − 2p
√
εN − 1 non-neighbors in Vi. Thus the total number

of non-neighbors of v is at least 4p2
√
ε|Vj |+ |Vi| − 2p

√
εN − 1, which is at least

(
1 + 4p2

√
ε
)
(

N

p− 1
−

√
2εN

)

− 2p
√
εN − 1 >

(
1

p− 1
+ ε

)

N,

since ε = 1/(100a2p4). By noting γ ≤ ε/2, we have a contradiction to the fact that the minimum
degree of Γ is at least (1− 1

p−1 −γ)N from (16). Therefore, for each vertex v ∈ Vi, 1 ≤ i ≤ p−1,
we have

dVj
(v) > (1− 4p2

√
ε)|Vj | for j 6= i. (17)

Now, suppose to the contrary that the assertion of the lemma does not hold. Without
loss of generality, we may assume that there exists some vertex v1 ∈ V1 such that v1 has a2
neighbors in V1. It follows from (17) that the vertex v1 and these a2 neighbors must have at
least (1− 4p2

√
ε(a2 + 1))|V2| common neighbors in V2. Note that

|Vi| − a · 4p2√ε|Vi| ≥ (1− 4ap2
√
ε)

(
N

p− 1
−

√
2εN

)

> hn/2 > δn > a3 (18)

by using the facts that a =
∑p−1

i=1 ai, δ < 1/2, ε = 1/(100a2p4), and
∣
∣|Vi| − N

p−1

∣
∣ ≤

√
2εN for

each i ∈ [p − 1], from Lemma 4.2 (ii). Therefore, the vertex v1 and its a2 neighbors in Vi must
have at least a3 common neighbors in V3. We can then inductively apply (17) and (18) to obtain
a copy of Kp(1, a2, . . . , ap) in Γ, which leads to a contradiction. The assertion is proved. ✷

Proof of Theorem 1.3. The lower bound follows from Theorem 1.2. It suffices to establish
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the upper bounds. We rely heavily on Lemma 4.4 and we follow all the definitions in its proof.
In particular, we choose n ≥ pb2/δ where 0 < δ < min

{
1

400ah+2p4
, (100app14p)−A

}
. Recall

G = Kp(a1, . . . , ap).

Case 1: Either nh+ a2 − 1 or a2 − 1 is even.

For this case, let N1 = (p− 1)(hn+a2− 1)+1. Assume to the contrary, there exists a graph
Γ on N1 vertices such that Γ is G-free and its complement Γ contains no copy of K1+nH. From
Lemma 4.4, there exists a partition V (Γ) = ⊔1≤i≤p−1Vi such that the following holds:

(∗) Each vertex of Vi has at most a2 − 1 neighbors in Vi, for i = 1, 2, . . . , p− 1.

We may assume that V1 is the largest part among V1, . . . , Vp−1. Thus |V1| ≥ ⌈ N
p−1⌉ ≥ hn+a2.

From (∗), any vertex x ∈ V1 has at most a2 − 1 neighbors in V1. Therefore, there exists an
independent set W ⊂ V1 with

|W | ≥ |V1|/a2 ≥ hn/a2 + 1,

and any vertex in W has at least (hn+a2−1)− (a2−1) = hn non-neighbors in V1. Fix a vertex
w ∈ W , and let X be the non-neighborhood of w in V1. Clearly, |X| ≥ hn.

Claim 4.1 X contains n disjoint independent sets of size h.

Proof. Set |X \ W | = ℓ + n1h + h′, where 0 ≤ h′ < h and ℓ = r(Kp(a1, . . . , ap),Kh). Since
there is no Kp(a1, . . . , ap), we then can find at least n1 +1 disjoint independent sets of size h in
X \W . Let X0 denote the remaining vertices in X \W by deleting the vertices of these disjoint
independent sets of size h. Then |X0| < ℓ < 2hδn from (15). From (∗), each vertex x ∈ X0 has
at most a2 − 1 neighbors in W \ {w} and therefore, there is a subset W1 of W \ {w} consisting
of vertices non-adjacent to any vertex in X0 satisfying

|W1| ≥ |W \ {w}| − (a2 − 1)ℓ ≥ hn/a2 − 2ha2δn ≥ (h− 1)ℓ

where the last inequality follows from the fact that δ is sufficiently small. Thus any vertex
x ∈ X0 and h − 1 vertices of W1 form an independent set of size h. Let W0 ⊂ W1 be the set
consisting of the vertices that have been accounted for. The remaining vertices in W \W0 clearly
forms an independent set. Since |X| ≥ hn, we can definitely obtain n disjoint independent sets
of size h as desired. ✷

Claim 4.1 implies that X ∪ {w} yields a copy of K1 + nKh in the complement of Γ with
center w. This leads to a contradiction.

Case 2: Both nh+ a2 − 1 and a2 − 1 are odd.

For this case, let N2 = (p − 1)(hn + a2 − 2) + 1. Assume to the contrary, there exists
a graph Γ on N2 vertices such that Γ is G-free and its complement Γ contains no copy of
K1 + nH. We shall show that this will lead to a contradiction. From Lemma 4.4, there exists a
partition V (Γ) = ⊔1≤i≤p−1Vi such that each vertex of Vi has at most a2 − 1 neighbors in Vi, for
i = 1, 2, . . . , p− 1.

If there exists some part Vi has size at least hn+a2, then we are done by a similar argument
as in Case 1. So we may assume that |Vi| ≤ hn+ a2 − 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ p− 1. There must exist one
part, say V1, of size at least ⌈ N2

p−1⌉ = hn+ a2 − 1. Thus, |V1| = hn+ a2 − 1.

Claim 4.2 Each vertex of V1 has exactly a2 − 1 neighbors in V1.
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Proof. Suppose, on the contrary, there is a vertex w ∈ V1 that has at most a2 − 2 neighbors
in V1. Then it has at least hn non-neighbors in V1. Let X be the non-neighborhood of w in
V1. Clearly, |X| ≥ hn. Since any vertex x ∈ X has at most a2 − 1 neighbors in X, there is an
independent set W ⊂ X with |W | ≥ |X|/a2 ≥ hn/a2. By a similar argument as in Claim 4.1, X
contains n disjoint independent sets of size h, which together with w yield a copy of K1 + nKh

in the complement of Γ which is impossible. ✷

From Claim 4.2, we conclude that the subgraph of Γ induced by V1 is (a2 − 1)-regular.
However, such a subgraph of order hn+ a2 − 1 does not exist since both hn+ a2 − 1 and a2 − 1
are odd. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.3. ✷

5 Problems and remarks

As a central subject in combinatorics, the problem of determining the exact values of Ramsey
numbers is notoriously difficult. The study of goodness of Ramsey numbers follows an opposite
path, in search of graphs that can achieve the (relatively weak) lower bounds or with small
discrepancies. The main results in this paper is along this line of approaches. Nevertheless,
numerous questions remain, some of which we mention here.

Problem 5.1 Find a characterization for graphs H that is Kp-good. Namely, determine the
family of graphs H satisfying r(Kp,H) = (p− 1)(|H| − 1) + 1.

So far, it is known that this family includes connected graphs with bounded maximum degree
and small bandwidth [1], connected graphs with bounded degeneracy satisfying certain locally
sparse conditions [26], etc., but the list is far from complete. We remark that trees are included
in the above list (as seen in (1)), belonging to the family of bounded degeneracy. The degeneracy
d(H) of a graph H is the smallest natural number d such that every induced subgraph of H has
a vertex of degree at most d. For example, a tree has degeneracy 1.

Problem 5.2 Find a characterization for graphs H that is Kp(1, 2, a3, . . . , ap)-good.
The main theorems in this paper provide some hints in this direction.

Problem 5.3 Give some classifications for graphs H with low discrepancies from G-goodness.
Of course, this problem may be too general or too hard to tackle. Here we just intend to

point out numerous possible directions.

Problem 5.4 Corollary 1.1 shows that if n ≥ Cp2, then Fn is Kp-good where C ≈ 26.228.
It would be interesting to improve the lower bound of n further, e.g., is it true for n ≥ Ω(p)?

Moreover, it would be interesting to improve the lower bounds of n in Theorem 1.1 and Theorem
1.3.

Problem 5.5 Nikiforov and Rousseau [26] establishedKp-goodness for several families of graphs,
for which the lower bounds on the number n of vertices are of tower-types since the proofs rely on
Szemerédi’s regularity lemma [32], Nikiforov and Rousseau raised the question of what the best
possible lower bound for n is. Fox, He and Wigderson [19] asked if it is possible to completely
eliminate the use of the regularity lemma from the proof of [26, Theorem 2.1].

A somewhat weak problem is to eliminate the use of the regularity lemma to derive the
following statement.

For any fixed graph H, and fixed integers p ≥ 3, k ≥ 2 and b ≥ 1, there exists δ > 0 such
that the following holds for all n ≥ 1. Let 1 ≤ a1 ≤ a2 ≤ · · · ≤ ap−1 ≤ b and ap ≤ δn be positive
integers. If a1 = a2 = 1, then Kk + nH is Kp(a1, . . . , ap)-good.
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