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For this talk we mostly consider k = 3.
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Poll Ramsey experts Jacob Fox and David Conlon think this will
not be proven anytime soon.
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3. Dean Foster (2009): General k: Non-Ramsey proof of
n
k−1 + O(1) bits (I asked on my blog if one can get a proof of
< n bits that could be explained to a bright HS student, and
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2. k = 3 find an easy proof of that k = 3 case answer is (say)
≤ n3 .

