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ABSTRACT. A divisibility relation between the generators of a square-free monomial ideal formally encodes
the situation when one generator divides the least common multiple of some other generators. The divisibility
relations contribute to the deletion of some parts of the Taylor resolution of the ideal, and therefore lead to
finding a resolution closer to the minimal one. Motivated by this observation, for a given set D of divisibility
relations, we study all square-free monomials satisfying the relations in D. We define a class of square-free
monomial ideals called D-extremal ideals ED , and show it is optimal in the sense that it is an ideal satisfying
exactly those divisibility relations coming from D, and no others. We then show that ED is extremal in the sense
that the resolution and betti numbers of the powers of any square-free monomial ideal satisfying the relations
in D are bounded by those of the same powers of ED .

1. Introduction

A free resolution of an ideal is a way to keep track of the relations between the generators of that ideal, and
the relations between those relations, and so forth. A monomial ideal with q generators has a free resolution –
called the Taylor resolution [8] – that can be geometrically realized by a simplex with q vertices, each vertex
labeled by a monomial generator of the ideal, and each face labeled by the least common multiple (lcm)
of its vertex labels. The Taylor resolution, like every free resolution, contains a minimal free resolution
of the ideal. Much of the research in this area is focused on finding methods to delete the extra faces
(components) of the Taylor simplex (resolution) in order to arrive at a resolution closer to the minimal one.
The main machinery behind such methods is identifying faces with equal lcm labels, which comes down
to understanding divisibility relations of the form m1 | lcm(m2, . . . ,ms) between subsets of monomial
generators of an ideal.

In this paper, we introduce a way to formalize the divisibility relations described above in order to study
ideals based on the divisibility relations between their generators, rather than the generators themselves.
For example, if under a fixed ordering on the minimal monomial generators of an ideal I we know that the
monomial generators m1,m2,m3 satisfy m1 | lcm(m2,m3), then we encode this relation via the indices
of the monomials as the divisibility relation (1, {2, 3}) and we say that m1,m2,m3 satisfy the relation
(1, {2, 3}). Given an integer q and a set D ⊆ [q] × 2[q] of divisibility relations encoded as above, we
introduce a q-generated square-free monomial ideal ED, which we call a D-extremal ideal, whose minimal
generators satisfy the relations in D.

One of the reasons for referring to ED as being extremal (with respect to D) is that its minimal generators,
when considered in a specific order, satisfy only the divisibility relations that stem from D. To state this
result, we develop a formal language for working with divisibility relations and, starting with a set D as
above, we define the set D of all divisibility relations that can be deduced from D via certain closure
operations, see Definition 2.4. In Theorem 3.4 and Theorem 3.11 we show:

Theorem 1. The set D consists of all divisibility relations satisfied by the generators of the D-extremal ideal
ED, and in particular, ED = ED.
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It is worth noting that we expect that a similar statement can be formulated for all powers EDr of ED,
namely that EDr satisfies only divisibility relations deduced from D, however, the main challenge is for-
mulating what it means for divisibility relations to be deduced from a fixed set. The language for such a
statement becomes more technical as r increases. The case r = 1 and its ramifications for free resolutions
is the current paper, and the case r = 2 is handled in [3].

D-extremal ideals are a refinement of extremal ideals, which correspond to the situation when D = ∅.
Extremal ideals were introduced in [4] as a class of square-free monomial ideals whose powers have the
largest possible multigraded minimal free resolutions among powers of all square-free monomial ideals I .
As a result, extremal ideals provide effective bounds on the betti numbers of the powers of I . In other words,
if I is generated by q square-free monomials, i ≥ 0, and r > 0, we have

βi(I
r) ≤ βi(Eqr).

The strength of this statement is that the bounds work for all square-free monomial ideals, and they only
depend on q and r, and that the bounds are achieved by the extremal ideal. These bounds can be viewed as
significant improvements over the binomial bounds given by the Taylor resolution, see [2] for a comparison
of the bounds when r = 3.

D-extremal ideals allow us to give tighter bounds on betti numbers of powers by taking into consideration
the divisibility relations among the generators. The following theorem combines statements of Theorem 4.4
and Theorem 4.5.

Theorem 2. Let I be an ideal minimally generated by monomials m1, . . . ,mq, and D a set of divisibility
relations.

(1) If m1, . . . ,mq are square-free and satisfy all the divisibility relations in D, then

βi(I
r) ≤ βi(EDr) for all i ≥ 0, r > 0.

(2) If D is the set of all divisibility relations satisfied by m1, . . . ,mq, then

βi(I) = βi(ED) for all i ≥ 0.

It is worth emphasizing that similar to [6], the proof of item (2) above shows that the minimal free
resolution of any monomial ideal can be constructed purely from the set of its divisibility relations, or even
a smaller set of divisibilities that generates the full set.

To illustrate the improvement provided by the bounds given by Theorem 2, we consider an example. If
the ideal I has q = 4 generators that satisfy m1 | lcm(m2,m3), then, using Macaulay2 [7] to compute the
betti numbers of ED for D = {(1, {2, 3})}, the bounds in (1) become

β1(I) ≤ 5 and β2(I) ≤ 2 and βi(I) = 0 i > 2.

For comparison, the binomial Taylor bounds (which coincide with the bounds provided by E4) are: β1 ≤
6, β2 ≤ 4, β3 ≤ 1. Even in this very small example one can see that the existence of a divisibility rela-
tion improves the existing bounds. This improvement typically becomes more significant when examining
powers of I . For comparison, the bounds for the betti numbers of I2 starting with i = 1 are:

ED2 : 10, 21, 15, 3; E42 : 10, 27, 32, 19, 6, 1; Taylor : 10, 45, 120, 210, 252, 210, 120, 45, 10, 1.

The bounds provided by ED2 are clearly better than those offered by E42, and significantly better than
Taylor’s binomial bounds, which grow extremely quickly for large values of q and r. A further investigation
of the strength of the new bounds provided by ED is pursued in our subsequent paper [3].

While finding the betti numbers of EDr is the topic of future investigations, we describe here the 0th
one, namely the minimal number of generators of EDr: For any r ≥ 1, we show in Proposition 4.1 that a
minimal generating set of EDr consists of all products of r (not necessarily distinct) minimal generators of
ED. Thus, when ED is q-generated, the powers of ED achieve the maximum minimal number of generators
for the powers of any q-generated ideal, independent from the set D.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we create a language and a set of operations to study
divisibility relations. In particular, for a set D of divisibility relations, we develop the notion of a closure
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D, which is the set of all possible divisibility relations that stem from D. We also introduce a concept
of a minimal generating set of divisibility relations for D, which allows one to work with smaller, more
manageable sets. Section 3 introduces the D-extremal ideals, and pursues the (challenging) task of showing
that ED satisfies exactly those divisibility relations in D, and nothing more. In the last section, we make the
connection to betti numbers of powers and we prove Theorem 2.

Acknowledgements. The research for this paper was initiated during the authors’ stay at the American
Institute of Mathematics (AIM), as part of the AIM SQuaRE program. We are grateful to AIM for their
warm hospitality, and for providing a stimulating research environment. Authors Cooper and Faridi are
partially supported by NSERC Discovery Grants 2024-05444 and 2023-05929, respectively.

2. Divisibility relations

Given any set of monomials, there are often relations in which one monomial divides the least common
multiple of the others. We call such a relation a divisibility relation among the monomials. When dealing
with a monomial ideal, there can be multiple divisibility relations among its generators. In this section, we
introduce a formal framework to study these divisibility relations and define operations on them in order to
determine additional divisibility relations that can be deduced from a given set of relations.

For example, for

(2.1) I = (bcg, abg, cdf, adgh, bef)

set u1 = bcg;u2 = abg;u3 = cdf ;u4 = adgh, u5 = bef . Then

(2.2) u1 | lcm(u2, u3) and u2 | lcm(u4, u5).

In general, any monomials satisfying (2.2) will also necessarily satisfy the relations

(2.3) u1 | lcm(u3, u4, u5) and u1 | lcm(u2, u3, u4).

Thus, from a bookkeeping perspective, one needs to record only the divisibilities in (2.2), which in this
paper we will summarize as (1, {2, 3}) and (2, {4, 5}), respectively. The additional two divisibilities in
(2.3), namely (1, {3, 4, 5}) and (1, {2, 3, 4}), can be deduced from the original pair, hence in principle they
do not need to be recorded. In this section, we will develop a language to distinguish minimal divisibility
relations and non-minimal ones, that is, those that can be deduced from other ones.

Definition 2.1 (Divisibility relations). Let U = {ui : i ∈ Λ} denote a set of distinct monomials indexed
by a finite set Λ, so that ui = uj implies i = j. We define a divisibility relation on U , encoded as the pair
(b, B) ∈ Λ× 2Λ, to be a relation of the form

(2.4) ub | lcm(ui : i ∈ B) for some b ∈ Λ and ∅ ̸= B ⊆ Λ.

We say that (b, B) is trivial if b ∈ B, and we say that (c, C) is an extension of (b,B) if b = c and B ⊆ C.
Let (b, B)ex denote the set of all extensions of (b,B), in other words

(b, B)ex = {(b, C) : B ⊆ C}.

For a set of divisibility relations D = {(b1, B1), . . . , (bd, Bd)} the base set of D is the set

Base(D) = {b1, . . . , bd}.

The set of all divisibility relations on U is

(2.5) Div(U) = {(b,B) : (b,B) is a divisibility relation on U} ⊆ Λ× 2Λ∖{∅}.

The set of divisibility relations on a monomial ideal I , denoted by Div(I), refers to the set Div(U) where U
is the minimal monomial generating set of I , considered with a fixed ordering.
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Note that the set Λ in this definition will later correspond to the set [q], where q is the number of monomial
generators of the ideals considered. We introduce an operation ◦ on Λ× 2Λ. For elements (b, B) and (c, C)
of Λ× 2Λ define

(2.6) (b, B) ◦ (c, C) = (b, (B ∖ {c}) ∪ C).

Example 2.2. With U = {u1, u2, u3, u4, u5}, the divisibility relations (2.2) generate those in (2.3) via the
operation ◦ and extensions, since (1, {2, 3}) ◦ (2, {4, 5}) = (1, {3, 4, 5}), and (1, {2, 3, 4}) is an extension
of (1, {2, 3}).

Note that the operation ◦ is not commutative, as we have

(2, {4, 5}) ◦ (1, {2, 3}) = (2, {2, 3, 4, 5}).

One can also show ◦ is not associative, but we leave this to the reader.

We now collect some basic properties of divisibility relations and the operation ◦ that will be used
throughout the paper.

Proposition 2.3. Let Λ be a finite set, and U be a set of monomials indexed by Λ. Then ◦ is a (noncommu-
tative, nonassociative) binary operation on Div(U). That is,

(2.7) (b, B), (c, C) ∈ Div(U) =⇒ (b, B) ◦ (c, C) ∈ Div(U).

In addition, for elements b, c, d ∈ Λ and nonempty subsets B,C,D of Λ, we have

(1) if (b,B) ∈ Div(U) and (b, C) ∈ (b, B)ex, then (b, C) ∈ Div(U);
(2) (b,B) ◦ (b,B) = (b, B);
(3) if (b, C) ∈ (b, B)ex, then

(b, C) ◦ (d,D) ∈ ((b, B) ◦ (d,D))ex and (d,D) ◦ (b, C) ∈ ((d,D) ◦ (b, B))ex;

(4) (b,B) ◦ (b, C) ∈ (b, C)ex;
(5) if (b,B) is trivial, then the following hold:

(a) (b,B) ∈ Div(U);
(b) (b,B) ◦ (c, C) is trivial if b ̸= c;
(c) (c, C) ◦ (b, B) ∈ (c, C)ex;
(d) if (b, C) ∈ (b, B)ex, then (b, C) is trivial.

Proof. The statements can be verified directly from the definitions. □

As in Example 2.2, extensions and the operation ◦ provide a way to produce new divisibility relations
from old ones in a more general setting, as shown in Proposition 2.3 by (2.7) and (1). This is an indication
that in order to describe the set Div(U) it would suffice to know a possibly smaller (ideally, minimal) set of
relations that can be used to generate all others. We now proceed to define terminology that helps clarify
these issues.

Below we define the set D◦ of all divisibility relations formed by applying ◦ to a fixed set D of divisibility
relations, along with the set D, which will be a closure of D◦ under extensions and inclusion of trivial
relations. Since ◦ is not associative, each time we use the operation on more than two relations we must
specify an order. In other words

(
(b1, B1) ◦ (b2, B2)

)
◦ (b3, B3) and (b1, B1) ◦

(
(b2, B2) ◦ (b3, B3)

)
are not

necessarily equal. Therefore, the notation (b1, B1) ◦ (b2, B2) ◦ (b3, B3) without a determined bracket-order
is not well-defined on its own. Thus, every time we use this notation we will either refer to a specific bracket
order or include all possible bracket orders.

Definition 2.4. Fix a finite, nonempty set Λ. For each subset D of Λ × 2Λ we define a set D◦ that consists
of bracketed compositions

(b1, B1) ◦ · · · ◦ (bs, Bs)
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where s ≥ 1 and (bi, Bi) ∈ D for all i ∈ [s], where we include all possible ways of putting brackets in this
expression. Further, let

Dex =
⋃

(b,B)∈D

(b, B)ex

be the set of all elements of Λ× 2Λ that are extensions of an element of D and

Λtriv = {(b,B) : (b, B) ∈ Λ× 2Λ and b ∈ B}
to be the set of trivial relations. Then define

D = (D◦)ex ∪ Λtriv.(2.8)

If (b, B) ∈ D, we say that (b,B) can be deduced from D.

The next result shows that D◦ and D can be understood as closures.

Proposition 2.5. Let Λ be a nonempty set. If D ⊆ Λ× 2Λ, the following hold:
(1) D ⊆ D◦ ⊆ (D◦)ex ⊆ D and Base(D) = Base(D◦) = Base((D◦)ex);
(2) (D◦)◦ = D◦, (Dex)ex = Dex and (Λtriv)ex = Λtriv;
(3) (D)ex = D;
(4) if (b,B), (c, C) ∈ D, then (b,B) ◦ (c, C) ∈ D. In particular, (D)◦ = D;
(5) D = D;
(6) if D ⊆ Div(U) for a set of monomials U indexed by Λ, then D ⊆ Div(U). In particular, Div(U) =

Div(U).

Proof. Statements (1) and (2) follow directly from the definitions of the sets involved.
(3) Using the last two equalities in item (2), where the first is applied to D◦, we have

(D)ex = ((D◦)ex)ex ∪ (Λtriv)ex = (D◦)ex ∪ Λtriv = D.
(4) Assume (b, B), (c, C) ∈ D. If (c, C) ∈ Λtriv, then (b, B) ◦ (c, C) ∈ (b,B)ex by Proposition 2.3 (5c).

Since (b, B) ∈ D, then (b,B) ◦ (c, C) ∈ D by item (3).
Assume (b, B) ∈ Λtriv. If b ̸= c, then by Proposition 2.3 (5b) we have that (b,B) ◦ (c, C) ∈ Λtriv ⊆

D. If b = c, then by Proposition 2.3 (4) we have (b, B) ◦ (c, C) ∈ (c, C)ex. Since (c, C) ∈ D, then
(b, B) ◦ (c, C) ∈ D by item (3).

It remains thus to consider the case when (b, B), (c, C) ∈ (D◦)ex. There exist then (b, B′), (c, C ′) ∈ D◦

such that (b,B) ∈ (b, B′)ex and (c, C) ∈ (c, C ′)ex. Applying Proposition 2.3 (3) twice, we conclude that
(b, B) ◦ (c, C) ∈ ((b,B′) ◦ (c, C ′))ex, and thus (b, B) ◦ (c, C) ∈ (D◦)ex ⊆ D.

(5) We have
D = ((D)◦)ex ∪ Λtriv = (D)ex ∪ Λtriv = D ∪ Λtriv = D

where the second equality comes from item (4) and the third equality comes from item (3).
(6) The statement follows from Proposition 2.3 (1), (5a) and (2.7). □

In general, D is a rather large set. The set D◦ can sometimes be described in concrete situations. In
particular, D◦ = D under either of the following assumptions:

• D consists of a single element
• D = {(b1, B), . . . , (bd, B)} where b1, . . . , bd /∈ B.

However, as illustrated in Example 2.8, D◦ can still be quite large, but not all of the elements of D◦ provide
new information. We thus introduce below concepts of minimality with respect to divisibility relations. By
definition, extensions of divisibility relations provide a partial order on the set of divisibility relations that is
induced by set inclusion. A partial order ⩽ on Λ× 2Λ is given by

(b, B) ⩽ (c, C) ⇐⇒ (c, C) ∈ (b, B)ex.

We use this order to define minimality.
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Definition 2.6 (Minimality and generating sets). Fix a finite, nonempty set Λ and let D ⊆ Λ × 2Λ. We
say that an element (b, B) ∈ D is minimal if it is non-trivial and is minimal with respect to ⩽, that is, if
(c, C) ⩽ (b,B) and (c, C) ∈ D, then (c, C) = (b,B). We denote by min(D) the set of elements of D that
are minimal. If U is a set of monomials indexed by Λ, we say that a divisibility relation (b, B) ∈ Div(U) is
minimal if (b, B) ∈ min(Div(U)).

We say that D is a generating set of divisibility relations on U if Div(U) = D. Moreover, D is a minimal
generating set of divisibility relations on U if it is a generating set and

(b, B) /∈ D ∖ {(b, B)} for each (b, B) ∈ D.
In other words, D is a minimal generating set for Div(U) if D is minimal with respect to inclusion among
the sets with Div(U) = D.

Remark 2.7. Observe that for D ⊆ Λ× 2Λ we have min(D) = min(D◦). Also, note that for any U , there
exists a minimal generating set of divisibility relations on U , and this set can be chosen so that it consists of
minimal divisibility relations.

We provide below a series of examples to show that the concepts defined in Definition 2.6 must be handled
with care, since there are subtleties that might not be immediately obvious. In particular, minimal generating
sets of divisibility relations are not unique, even when they consist of minimal relations. In these examples,
given D, it is always possible to choose monomials u1, . . . , uq so that Div(U) = D, which we will show in
Section 3. The first example shows that it is possible to have D◦ ̸= min(D◦), even if D = min(D).

Example 2.8. Let U = {u1, . . . , u6} and assume u1 | lcm(u2, u3), u2 | lcm(u4, u5) and u5 | lcm(u4, u6),
corresponding to the set

D = {(1, {2, 3}), (2, {4, 5}), (5, {4, 6})} ⊆ Div(U) .

Note that D = min(D). There are additional divisibility relations on U induced by those in D, including
u1 | lcm(u3, u4, u5), corresponding to (1, {3, 4, 5}) ∈ D◦, where we note that

(1, {3, 4, 5}) = (1, {2, 3}) ◦ (2, {4, 5}).
Many other relations can be deduced from D via the ◦ operation, including u2 | lcm(u4, u6) corresponding
to (2, {4, 5}) ◦ (5, {4, 6}) and u1 | lcm(u3, u4, u6) corresponding to (1, {2, 3}) ◦ (2, {4, 6}). Thus we have

D ∪ {(1, {3, 4, 5}), (1, {3, 4, 6}), (2, {4, 6})} ⊆ D◦.

However, D◦ also contains elements such as (1, {2, 3}) ◦ (1, {3, 4, 5}) = (1, {2, 3, 4, 5}) ∈ (1, {3, 4, 5})ex,
illustrating that not all elements of D◦ are minimal, even if D = min(D).

Continuing in the manner, D◦ is fairly large, however one can check that

min(D◦) = D ∪ {(1, {3, 4, 5}), (1, {3, 4, 6}), (2, {4, 6})}.

Furthermore, if ui are chosen such that Div(U) = D (e.g. ui = ϵD,i as in Definition 3.1), then D is a
minimal generating set of divisibility relations on U by Proposition 2.5 (1).

Example 2.9. Assume U = {u1, . . . , u6} satisfies u1 | lcm(u2, u3, u4), u2 | lcm(u3, u4), describing the
set

D = {(1, {2, 3, 4}), (2, {3, 4})}.
Then D ∪ {(1, {3, 4})} ⊆ D◦. We have (1, {2, 3, 4}) ∈ min(D) but is not in min(D◦). Thus it is possible
to have min(D) ̸⊆ min(D◦). Further, assume that the monomials ui are chosen so that Div(U) = D. Then
both D and

D′ = {(1, {3, 4}), (2, {3, 4})}
are minimal generating sets of divisibility relations on U . Thus a minimal generating set of divisibility
relations on U is not unique. This example also shows that the relations in a minimal generating set of
divisibility relations on U do not need to be minimal in Div(U).
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Example 2.10. Assume U = {u1, . . . , u6} where ui have been chosen such that the set

D = {(1, {2, 3}), (2, {3, 4}), (4, {2, 3})}

satisfies Div(U) = D. Then (1, {3, 4}) ∈ D◦, and observe that both D and

D′ = {(1, {3, 4}), (2, {3, 4}), (4, {2, 3})}

are minimal generating sets of divisibility relations on U consisting of minimal relations. Observe also that
min(Div(U)) = D ∪ {(1, {3, 4})} is a non-minimal generating set.

3. The D-Extremal ideal ED
Introduced in [4], the q-extremal ideal Eq is a square-free monomial ideal with q generators, which en-

codes the algebraic behavior of all square-free monomial ideals with q generators, as well as their powers.
In this section, we will refine such ideals by adding divisibility relations to the definition. In short, given a
set D of divisibilities between q monomials in any polynomial ring, the D-extremal ideal ED is a square-free
monomial ideal derived from Eq which, as shown in Theorem 3.4, satisfies the divisibility relations in D and
those deduced from D, but no others. We also state in Theorem 3.11 equivalent conditions for when two
extremal ideals ED1 and ED2 are equal. Before stating the definitions precisely, we first recall the extremal
ideals that we wish to fine-tune.

Let k be a field. For an integer q > 0 we define the polynomial ring S[q] as

(3.1) S[q] = k[yA : ∅ ̸= A ⊆ [q]].

The qqq-extremal ideal is the square-free monomial ideal Eq = (ϵ1, . . . , ϵq), with ϵi in S[q] defined as

(3.2) ϵi =
∏

∅̸=A⊆[q]
i∈A

yA.

For example, when q = 4, the ideal E4 is generated by the monomials ϵi = yiyijyikyilyijkyijlyiklyijkl,
where i, j, k, l are distinct elements in {1, 2, 3, 4} and y{i} and y{i,j} are written yi and yij , respectively, to
simplify notation.

The q-extremal ideal is designed to capture the algebraic behavior of any square-free monomial ideal
with q generators. We now refine the definition by removing some variables from the generators, so that the
resulting ideal satisfies desired divisibility relations.

Definition 3.1 (D-extremal ideals). Let q > 0 and d ≥ 0. Set

(3.3) D = {(b1, B1), . . . , (bd, Bd)} ⊆ [q]× (2[q] ∖ {∅}).

When d > 0, we also write D =
{
(bj , Bj) | j ∈ [d]

}
, and we set D = ∅ when d = 0. Define

Q(D) = {A ⊆ [q] : A ̸= ∅, and A ∩B ̸= ∅ for all (b,B) ∈ D with b ∈ A}
= {A ⊆ [q] : A ̸= ∅, and for all j ∈ [d], bj /∈ A or A ∩Bj ̸= ∅}.

For i ∈ [q], we define square-free monomials

ϵD,i =
∏

A∈Q(D)
i∈A

yA .

The D-extremal ideal is defined as the square-free monomial ideal in the polynomial ring S[q] generated by
the ϵD,i, namely

ED = (ϵD,1, . . . , ϵD,q).

Observe that if D consists only of trivial relations, then ED = E∅ = Eq.
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Example 3.2. When q = 4, set D = {(1, {2, 3})}. Then d = 1, B = {2, 3}, and b1 = 1. Since the set
Q(D) consists of all non-empty subsets of [4] except {1} and {1, 4}, and thus the variables y1 and y14 do
not appear in any generator of the ideal, the ideal ED in S[4] is generated by the monomials

ϵD,1 = y12y13y123y124y134y1234 ϵD,2 = y2y12y23y24y123y124y234y1234
ϵD,3 = y3y13y23y34y123y134y234y1234 ϵD,4 = y4y24y34y124y134y234y1234.

Note that ϵD,1 | lcm(ϵD,2, ϵD,3).

We now show that when eachBi has at least two elements in Definition 3.1, ED is minimally generated by
ϵD,1, . . . , ϵD,q. Thus in this setting, Div(ED) is defined using this minimal generating set under this ordering.
Also, we show that adding redundant relations to D does not affect the variable set Q(D), and thus does not
change the ideal ED.

Proposition 3.3. If D is as in (3.3) with the additional assumption that |Bj | ≥ 2 for each j ∈ [d], then the
following hold:

(1) ED is minimally generated by ϵD,1, . . . , ϵD,q;
(2) Q(D) = Q(D ∪ {(b, B)}) for (b,B) ∈ Div(ED);
(3) if (b,B) ∈ Div(ED) and b /∈ B, then b ∈ Base(D).

Proof. (1) Suppose ϵD,i | ϵD,j for some i, j ∈ [q] with i ̸= j. If i /∈ Base(D), define A = {i} ∈ Q(D).
If i ∈ Base(D), then since |Bu| ≥ 2, for each u ∈ [d] we fix an element ku ∈ Bu ∖ {j}. Then define
A = (Base(D) ∖ {j}) ∪ {k1, . . . , kd} ∈ Q(D). In either case, note that A ∈ Q(D) is such that i ∈ A and
j /∈ A, leading to the contradiction yA | ϵD,i but yA ∤ ϵD,j .

(2) The inclusion Q(D) ⊇ Q(D ∪ {(b,B)}) is immediate from the definition of Q(D). For the reverse
inclusion, assume A ∈ Q(D). Consider two cases: if b /∈ A, since Base(D ∪ {(b,B)}) = Base(D) ∪ {b},
we have A ∈ Q(D ∪ {(b,B)}) by definition. Now suppose b ∈ A. Since (b, B) ∈ Div(ED) we have
ϵD,b | lcm(ϵD,i : i ∈ B). Then yA | ϵD,b, and hence yA | ϵD,i for some i ∈ B. It follows that i ∈ A, so
A ∩B ̸= ∅ . Thus A ∈ Q(D ∪ {(b,B)}) and Q(D) ⊆ Q(D ∪ {(b,B)}).

(3) Assume b /∈ B and b /∈ Base(D). Set A = {b}. Since bj ̸∈ A for all j ∈ [d], we have A ∈ Q(D).
This implies A ∈ Q(D ∪ {(b,B)}) by (1), so A ∩B ̸= ∅ and hence b ∈ B, a contradiction. □

Our main theorem in this section is that ED satisfies exactly those relations deduced from D, and nothing
more, as we state formally in Theorem 3.4. One direction, that ED satisfies all relations deduced from D, is
straightforward to see. The proof of the other direction will require some sophisticated machinery.

Theorem 3.4 (The divisibility relations of ED). Let q, d be positive integers and

(3.4) D = {(b1, B1), . . . , (bd, Bd)} ⊆ [q]× 2[q] with |Bi| ≥ 2 for all i ∈ [d].

Then Div(ED) = D. In other words, the set of divisibility relations of ED consists of all relations that can
be deduced from D.

The rest of this section is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 3.4 and some of its consequences. Since we
will need to keep track of the indices in [q] and those in [d] that index the elements of D separately throughout
this section, we create an indexing set {λ1, . . . , λd} of d distinct elements that we will use instead of 1, . . . , d
when indexing D. We assume the following setup throughout for positive integers q and d.

(3.5)

D = {(bλ1 , Bλ1), . . . , (bλd
, Bλd

)} ⊆ [q]× 2[q] with |Bi| ≥ 2 for all i ∈ [d],

Base(D) = {bλ1 , . . . , bλd
},

ν(b) = {λi : i ∈ [d], bλi
= b} for b ∈ Base(D).

To show that Div(ED) = D, we will construct a decision tree T(b,B), which will encode the divisibility
relations starting from a given relation (b, B). As preparation for Construction 3.5 we remind the reader of
some terminology regarding trees. A tree is a connected acyclic graph. A labeled tree is a tree for which
each vertex is assigned a label, which is an element of a specific set. The distance between two vertices of
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a tree is the length (i.e. the number of edges) of the unique path between them. We say that a tree is rooted
if one of the vertices is identified as being the root. We say that a vertex of a rooted tree is odd, respectively
even, if its distance to the root (also called the height of the vertex) is odd, respectively even. The height of
a rooted tree is the largest height of a vertex. If v is a vertex of height i in a rooted tree T , then a child of
v is a vertex v′ of height i + 1 that is adjacent to v in T ; in this case, we also say v is a parent of v′. An
ancestor of v is a vertex other than v that lies on the path from v to the root.

Construction 3.5 (D-decision tree). Assume the setup in (3.5). For a fixed nonempty subset B of [q], and
b ∈ Base(D) we construct a rooted tree T(b,B) whose root is labeled b, the vertices of even height are labeled
by elements of Base(D), and vertices of odd height are labeled by members of the set {λi : i ∈ [d]}.

For a vertex v of T(b,B) of odd height, let C(v) denote the set of labels of all the even ancestors of v.
Starting from an empty set of vertices we build T(b,B) as described below.

• (The root: height 0 vertex) Add a vertex v as root and label it b.
• Starting with k = 1

– (adding height 2k − 1 vertices) To each vertex of height 2k − 2 labeled b′ ∈ Base(D) add a
child labeled λi for each λi ∈ ν(b′).

– (adding height 2k vertices) For each vertex v of height 2k − 1 with label λi,
∗ if ∅ ̸= (Bλi

∖B) ⊆ Base(D)∖ C(v), add a child labeled b′ for each b′ ∈ Bλi
∖B;

∗ otherwise, the vertex v remains childless and will become a leaf in the output tree.
We call T(b,B) a D-decision tree relative to (b,B).

Example 3.6. Let D = {(1, {2, 3}), (3, {1, 5}), (3, {4, 5})} and B = {2, 5}. Thus Base(D) = {1, 3}, with
bλ1 = 1, bλ2 = bλ3 = 3. So

ν(1) = {λ1}, ν(3) = {λ2, λ3}, Bλ1 ∖B = {3}, Bλ2 ∖B = {1}, Bλ3 ∖B = {4}.
Then we have the following decision trees.

Height

0

1

2

3

T(1,{2,5})

1 = bλ1

λ1

3 = bλ2
= bλ3

λ2 λ3

T(3,{2,5})

3 = bλ2
= bλ3

λ2 λ3

λ1

1 = bλ1

The decision tree stops at height 3, since for every vertex v of height 3, Base(D)∖ C(v) = ∅.

We now argue that the tree T(b,B) constructed above is finite. Since all the sets Bλi
as well as Base(D)

are finite, to show T(b,B) is finite it suffices to show that its height is finite. Indeed, for any path from a vertex
to the root, the even vertices are labeled by distinct elements of Base(D), since each time a new even vertex
is added when following Construction 3.5 its label avoids the labels of its even ancestors. Since the even
vertices are labeled by elements of Base(D) and Base(D) has d elements, a path from the root can have at
most d even vertices, and at most 2d vertices in total. Thus the tree has height at most 2d. The construction
also dictates that an even vertex has at least one odd child, and thus all leaves of the tree must be odd, and
hence the height of the tree is also odd.

For a D-decision tree T(b,B) relative to a relation (b, B), we next define notions of a good vertex and of
a bad vertex. We define these recursively, starting with the leaves. Notice that all leaves must be odd, and
thus they are labeled by elements of [d].

Definition 3.7. Consider a D-decision tree T(b,B). Starting from the leaf vertices, we will assign a value
of bad or good to each vertex v of T(b,B). Below we determine when a vertex is good, and otherwise it is
considered bad.
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• If v is a leaf labeled λi, then v is good if Bλi
⊆ B;

Now assume that a notion of good has been defined for all vertices of height 2k+1 ≤ height(T(b,B)).
Then we define:

• If height(v) = 2k, then v is good if at least one of its children is good;
• If height(v) = 2k − 1 and v is a non-leaf, then v is good if all its children are good.

We say that a bad vertex v is extremely bad if all of its ancestors are bad.

Lemma 3.8. If b′ is the label of a good even vertex of T(b,B) in Construction 3.5, then (b′, B) ∈ D.

Proof. Let b′ ∈ Base(D) be the label of the good vertex v of even height. As v is an even good vertex, it
has at least one good child w labeled with some λi ∈ ν(b′). In particular, bλi

= b′ and (b′, Bλi
) ∈ D.

Assuming height(T(b,B)) = 2k + 1 and height(v) = 2(k − ℓ), we prove the statement by induction on
ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , k}.

The base case is when ℓ = 0, so w must be a good leaf. Then Bλi
⊆ B, and thus

(b′, B) ∈ (b′, Bλi
)ex ⊆ Dex ⊆ (D◦)ex ⊆ D.

Assume now ℓ ≥ 1. If w is a leaf, then by the same argument as above we get (b′, B) ∈ D. Assume w is
not a leaf, and thus ∅ ̸= Bλi

∖ B ⊆ Base(D). Then all the children of w, which are good even vertices of
height 2(k − (ℓ− 1)), are labeled with the elements of

Bλi
∖B = {c1, . . . , cs} for some s ≥ 1.

By the induction hypothesis we have (cj , B) ∈ D for all j ∈ [s]. Since (b′, Bλi
) ∈ D ⊆ D, we can construct

the divisibility relation

(3.6) (b′, Bλi
) ◦ (c1, B) ◦ · · · ◦ (cs, B) ∈ D

where the order in which the operations are performed is assumed to be from left to right. For example,

(b′, Bλi
) ◦ (c1, B) ◦ (c2, B) = (b′, Bλi

∖ {c1} ∪B) ◦ (c2, B) =
(
b′,

(
(Bλi

∖ {c1} ∪B)∖ {c2}
)
∪B

)
.

Since cj /∈ B for all j ∈ [s], the relation in (3.6) reduces to(
b′, (Bλi

∖ {c1, . . . , cs}) ∪B
)
= (b′, B) ∈ D.

Since D = D by Proposition 2.5, it follows that (b′, B) ∈ D. □

We are now ready to prove Theorem 3.4, that is, we will show that Div(ED) = D where

D = {(bλ1 , Bλ1), . . . , (bλd
, Bλd

)}.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. We prove each inclusion separately.

D ⊆ Div(ED). We first show that D ⊆ Div(ED) by proving that

ϵD,bλj
| lcm(ϵD,i : i ∈ Bλj

) for all j ∈ [d].

Fix j ∈ [d]. Let A ∈ Q(D) be such that yA | ϵD,bλj
. Then bλj

∈ A. By the definition of Q(D), we
must have A ∩ Bλj

̸= ∅. Let i ∈ A ∩ Bλj
. Then the definition of ϵD,i implies yA | ϵD,i, and hence

yA | lcm(ϵD,i : i ∈ Bλj
). This implies D ⊆ Div(D). The rest now follows from Proposition 2.5 (6).

Div(ED) ⊆ D. Let (b, B) ∈ Div(ED). If (b,B) is trivial, then (b, B) ∈ [q]triv ⊆ D. Thus we assume (b,B)

is not trivial. Then b /∈ B, so using Proposition 3.3 (3), we see that b ∈ Base(D). If the root of the decision
tree T(b,B) is good, then from Lemma 3.8 we have (b, B) ∈ D and we are done. It suffices thus to assume
that the root of T(b,B) is bad. We show below that this is not possible.

Since (b, B) is a divisibility relation on ED, Proposition 3.3 (2) implies that for every ∅ ̸= A ⊆ [q] we
have:

(3.7) A ∈ Q(D) and b ∈ A =⇒ A ∩B ̸= ∅.
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We will obtain a contradiction by constructing a set A ∈ Q(D) such that b ∈ A but A ∩B = ∅.
For each bad leaf v (which is necessarily odd) with label λi we have ∅ ̸= Bλi

∖ B ̸⊆ Base(D) ∖ C(v),
in view of Definition 3.7 and Construction 3.5. So we define an element µ(v) ∈ [q] such that

µ(v) ∈ Bλi
∖B and

(
µ(v) /∈ Base(D) or µ(v) ∈ C(v)

)
.

Now define A = A1 ∪A2 ⊆ [q] where

A1 = {b′ : b′ is the label of an extremely bad even vertex in T(b,B)}
A2 = {µ(v) : v is an extremely bad leaf in T(b,B)}.

We claim that the set A contradicts (3.7), which will finish our argument. Indeed, by construction, we
have A ∩ B = ∅. Also, note that b ∈ A1 ⊆ A, since b is the label of the root, which is bad and hence
extremely bad.

It remains to argue thatA ∈ Q(D). Assume b′ ∈ A∩Base(D). We need to show that for every λi ∈ ν(b′),
Bλi

∩A ̸= ∅.
If b′ ∈ A2 ∖ A1, then b′ = µ(v) for an extremely bad leaf v of T(b,B). By definition of µ(v), and since

we know b′ ∈ Base(D), we must have b′ = µ(v) ∈ C(v). Since v is extremely bad, all its ancestors are
extremely bad, so then b′ = µ(v) ∈ A1, a contradiction.

Therefore b′ ∈ A1, which means that b′ is the label of an extremely bad even vertex v. Since v is bad, all
its children are also bad. Thus, for an element λi ∈ ν(b′), the vertex v has a bad child v′ with label λi. Note
that v′ is extremely bad, since it is bad and its parent v is extremely bad. If v′ is a leaf, then µ(v′) ∈ A∩Bλi

.
If v′ is not a leaf, then it has at least one bad child v′′ with label b′′, where b′′ ∈ Bλi

∖ B. The ancestors of
v′′ are v′, v and all the ancestors of v, and hence v′′ is also extremely bad. Then b′′ ∈ A ∩ Bλi

. We have
shown that A ∩Bλi

̸= ∅, which ends our argument. □

As a result of the previous theorem, we now have a criterion showing when a set of divisibility relations
describes all possible relations on some ideal.

Corollary 3.9. For q ≥ 1, a set D as in (3.4) is equal to Div(I) for some ideal I minimally generated by q
monomials if and only if D = D.

Proof. One implication follows directly from Theorem 3.4 using I = ED. The other implication follows
from Proposition 2.5 (6). □

We conclude this section with a discussion of when two sets of divisibility relations define the same
extremal ideals. Based on Definition 3.1, the key to determining the D-extremal ideals are the sets Q(D).
Recall from Definition 2.6 that the minimal relations of D are those that are not trivial and which do not
properly extend another relation of D. We now show that the D-extremal ideal is unchanged by the closure
operations studied so far.

Lemma 3.10. If D as in (3.4) is a set of divisibility relations, then

ED = ED◦ = ED = Emin(D) = Emin(D) = Emin(D◦) .

Proof. First note that if D1 and D2 are two sets of relations, then

(3.8) D1 ⊆ D2 =⇒ Q(D2) ⊆ Q(D1), and ED1 = ED2 ⇐⇒ Q(D1) = Q(D2).

By Proposition 3.3 (2) we have Q(D) = Q(D ∪ Div(ED)), hence Theorem 3.4 gives Q(D) = Q(D). Then
(3.8) implies Q(D) = Q(D◦) and ED = ED◦ = ED.

We now show ED = Emin(D). It suffices to show Q(D) = Q(min(D)). In view of (3.8), we need to
show the inclusion Q(min(D)) ⊆ Q(D). Let A ∈ Q(min(D)). We need to show that, if (b, B) ∈ D is
nontrivial and b ∈ A then A∩B ̸= ∅. We know there exists (b, C) ∈ min(D) such that C ⊆ B. Then, since
A ∈ Q(min(D)) and b ∈ A, we have A∩C ̸= ∅, and hence A∩B ̸= ∅. This shows thus ED = Emin(D). In
particular, we also have ED = Emin(D) and ED◦ = Emin(D◦). □
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We conclude this section with our second main result, which provides equivalent ways of determining
when two sets of divisibility relations define the same extremal ideal.

Theorem 3.11. For a positive integer q and D1 and D2 as in (3.4), the following statements are equivalent:
(1) ED1 = ED2;
(2) Div(ED1) = Div(ED2);
(3) D1 = D2;
(4) min(D1) = min(D2).

Proof. The implications (1) =⇒ (2) and (3) =⇒ (4) are clear. The implication (2) =⇒ (3) follows from
Theorem 3.4. Finally, the implication (4) =⇒ (1) follows from Lemma 3.10. □

4. ED IS EXTREMAL

We now show why the ideals ED are extremal relative to the divisibility relations in D via a family of
maps. For each square-free monomial ideal I whose generators satisfy the relations in D, we show that the
map ψI defined in [4, Definition 7.5] sends the generating set of ED onto a generating set of I , which will
allow for comparisons of the algebraic behaviors of powers of ED and powers of I . In particular, we show
that the minimal number of generators of the powers of the ideals ED is maximum possible (Proposition 4.1)
and, more generally, the betti numbers of their powers bound the betti numbers of the powers of any square-
free monomial ideal satisfying the relations in D (Theorem 4.4). Moreover, the minimal free resolution of
any monomial ideal can be modeled using an ideal ED for an appropriately chosen set D (Theorem 4.5).

We now determine minimal generating sets for the powers EDr of ED. This result extends Proposition 3.3,
which deals with the case r = 1. In what follows, we define

N r
q = {(a1, . . . , aq) ∈ Nq : a1 + · · ·+ aq = r}

and for a = (a1, . . . , aq) ∈ N r
q , we set

ϵϵϵaD = ϵa1D,1 · · · ϵ
aq
D,q.

Proposition 4.1 (A minimal generating set for EDr). Given q, r > 0, let D be as in (3.4). For a, c ∈ N r
q ,

if ϵϵϵaD | ϵϵϵcD, then a = c. In particular, the monomials ϵϵϵaD with a ∈ N r
q form a minimal generating set for EDr.

Proof. Let D = {(bu, Bu) | u ∈ [d]} and assume ϵϵϵaD | ϵϵϵcD. For each A ∈ Q(D), let aA and cA denote the
power of the variable yA in ϵϵϵaD and ϵϵϵcD, respectively. So for A ∈ Q(D) we have aA ≤ cA where

aA =
∑
i∈A

ai and cA =
∑
i∈A

ci.

Since for A ∈ Q(D) we have aA ≤ cA, and also
∑
i∈[q]

ai = r =
∑
i∈[q]

ci, it immediately follows that

(4.1)
∑

i∈[q]∖A

ai ≥
∑

i∈[q]∖A

ci for all A ∈ Q(D).

If A = {i} for some i ∈ [q]∖ Base(D), observe that A ∈ Q(D). Since aA ≤ cA we have thus

(4.2) ai ≤ ci for all i ∈ [q]∖ Base(D).

For each j ∈ [q] we define

Aj = Base(D) ∪
⋃
u∈[d]

(Bu ∖ {j}) and A′
j = Aj ∖ {j}.

Let j ∈ [q]. For each u ∈ [d], the hypothesis |Bu| ≥ 2 in (3.4) implies Bu ∩ Aj ̸= ∅ and Bu ∩ A′
j ̸= ∅,

and hence Aj , A
′
j ∈ Q(D). Since Base(D) ⊆ Aj , and hence

[q]∖Aj ⊆ [q]∖ Base(D),
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we combine (4.1) with A = Aj and (4.2) to obtain

(4.3) ai = ci for all i ∈ [q]∖Aj .

If j /∈ Base(D), then j /∈ Aj . Applying (4.3) with i = j yields aj = cj . Thus

(4.4) aj = cj for all j ∈ [q]∖ Base(D).

If j ∈ Base(D), we apply (4.1) with A = A′
j , noting that [q]∖A′

j = ([q]∖Aj) ∪ {j}, to get

aj +
∑

i∈[q]∖Aj

ai ≥ cj +
∑

i∈[q]∖Aj

ci .

In this equation, we cancel the equal terms given by (4.3) to obtain aj ≥ cj . We have shown thus

(4.5) aj ≥ cj for all j ∈ Base(D).

Now recalling that
∑
i∈[q]

ai = r =
∑
i∈[q]

ci, and using (4.4) we can write

∑
i∈Base(D)

ai =
∑

i∈Base(D)

ci,

which along with (4.5) forces

(4.6) aj = cj for all j ∈ Base(D).

From (4.4) and (4.6) it follows that a = c, and we are done. □

Now that we have a minimal generating set for EDr for all r, we introduce a family of ring homo-
morphisms that we will use in showing that EDr is extremal. Using the setting as in Definition 3.1, fix
D = {(bj , Bj) : j ∈ [d]} and let I be any ideal generated by square-free monomials m1, . . . ,mq in
R = k[x1, . . . , xn] satisfying the divisibility relations given by D. Working with the variables in the ring R
and the generators of I , for each k ∈ [n], set

Ak = {j ∈ [q] : xk | mj}.
Since mbj | lcm(mi : i ∈ Bj), we have xk | mbj =⇒ xk | mb for some b ∈ Bj and thus

(4.7) bj ∈ Ak =⇒ Bj ∩ Ak ̸= ∅ =⇒ Ak ∈ Q(D) for all k ∈ [n].

With the polynomial ring S[q] = k[yA : ∅ ̸= A ⊆ [q]] as before, recall from [4, Definition 7.5] that the
ring homomorphism ψI : S[q] → R is defined by

ψI(yA) =


∏
k∈[n]
A=Ak

xk, if A = Ak for some k ∈ [n],

1, otherwise.

We next collect some properties of ψI that will be used to show that the betti numbers of EDr are max-
imal among those of powers of square-free monomial ideals satisfying the relations of D. Note that this
proposition extends [4, Lemma 7.7].

Proposition 4.2. Let I be an ideal of the polynomial ring R. If I is generated by square-free monomials
m1, . . . ,mq satisfying the divisibility relations given by D as in (3.3), then

(1) ψI(ϵD,i) = ψI(ϵi) = mi for i ∈ [q];
(2) ψI(ϵϵϵ

a
D) = ma for each a ∈ N r

q , where ma = ma1
1 · · ·maq

q ;
(3) ψI(EDr)R = Ir for every r > 0;
(4) ψI preserves least common multiples, that is:

ψI(lcm(ϵϵϵa1
D , . . . , ϵϵϵ

at
D )) = lcm(ma1 , . . . ,mat) for all a1, . . . ,at ∈ N r

q , t ≥ 1.
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Proof. (1) We know ψI(ϵi) = mi from [4, Lemma 7.7]. To show the remaining equality, note that (4.7)
implies that for A /∈ Q(D), we have A ̸= Ak for all k, and thus ψI(yA) = 1. Thus we have

ψI(ϵD,i) = ψI

( ∏
A∈Q(D)

i∈A

yA
)
=

∏
A∈Q(D)

i∈A

ψI(yA) =
∏
A⊆[q]
i∈A

ψI(yA) = ψI

( ∏
A⊆[q]
i∈A

yA
)
= ψI(ϵi) .

Statement (2) follows directly from (1), since ψI is a ring homomorphism, and (3) is a direct consequence
of (2).

(4) Set ai = (ai1, ai2, . . . , aiq), for i ∈ [t]. Note that

lcm(ϵϵϵa1
D , . . . , ϵϵϵ

at
D ) =

∏
A∈Q(D)

(yA)
max
1≤i≤t

∑
j∈A aij

and lcm(ϵϵϵa1 , . . . , ϵϵϵat) =
∏

∅̸=A⊆[q]

(yA)
max
1≤i≤t

∑
j∈A aij

.

Now we proceed as in (1), using the observation that ψI(A) = 1 when A /∈ Q(D) and the fact that ψI is a
ring homomorphism, to conclude

ψI(lcm(ϵϵϵa1
D , . . . , ϵϵϵ

at
D )) = ψI(lcm(ϵϵϵa1 , . . . , ϵϵϵat)) = lcm(ma1 , . . . ,mat),

where the last equality was proved in [4, Lemma 7.7(iii)]. □

Corollary 4.3. If I is an ideal generated by q ≥ 1 square-free monomials satisfying the divisibility relations
given by D as in (3.4), then

Div(EDr) ⊆ Div(Ir) for all r ≥ 1.

We are now ready to explain why the ideals ED are referred to as being extremal. This language comes
from the fact that the betti numbers of powers of ED provide upper bounds for the betti numbers of any
square-free monomial ideal satisfying the relations D. In view of Proposition 4.2, the proof of our next
result is virtually identical to the one given for [4, Theorem 7.9], which deals with the case when D = ∅.

Recall that if I is a monomial ideal with minimal generators m1, . . . ,mq, its lcm lattice, denoted
LCM(I), is the lattice with elements labeled by the least common multiples of the generators, ordered
by divisibility. The atoms of this lattice are the monomials m1, . . . ,mq and the lcm of elements in the
lattice is their join, i.e. their least common upper bound in the lattice.

Theorem 4.4 (ED is extremal). Let I be a square-free monomial ideal whose minimal generators satisfy
the divisibility relations given by D as in (3.4). Then for all integers r ≥ 1 and i ≥ 0 we have

(1) if a simplicial complex ∆ supports a free resolution of EDr, then ψI(∆) supports a free resolution
of Ir;

(2) if m ∈ LCM(Ir), then
βi,m(Ir) ≤

∑
ϵϵϵ∈LCM(ED

r)

ψI (ϵϵϵ)=m

βi,ϵϵϵ(EDr);

(3) βi(Ir) ≤ βi(EDr).

Proof. By Proposition 4.2 (3), ψI(EDr)R = IrR and by Proposition 4.2 (4), least common multiples are
preserved. Thus [5, Lemma 3.6] holds when Eqr is replaced by EDr. The proof now follows as in [5,
Theorem 3.8]. □

In the case of the first power of the D-extremal ideal, we also state stronger results that can be applied
to all monomial ideals. The final theorem shows that, given an integer q ≥ 1, knowledge of the minimal
free resolutions of the extremal ideals ED for all possible minimal (in the sense of Definition 2.6) sets D ⊆
[q] × 2[q] as in (3.4) results in knowledge of the minimal free resolutions of all ideals minimally generated
by q (not necessarily square-free) monomials. In particular, any possible behavior of a free resolution of a
monomial ideal can be modeled using an appropriately chosen D-extremal ideal. This idea has been put to
use in [1] towards constructing examples of minimal free resolutions of monomial ideals that are dependent
on characteristic.
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We will use the following result of Gasharov et. al [6, Theorem 3.3]. If I and I ′ are monomial ideals such
that there exists a map f : LCM(I) → LCM(I ′) that is bijective on the atoms and preserves joins, and F is
a minimal graded free resolution of I , then [6, Construction 3.2] describes a graded complex f(F) which is
obtained from F via a relabeling. It is proved in [6, Theorem 3.3] that f(F) is a free resolution of I ′ and, if
f is an isomorphism of lattices, then f(F) is minimal as well.

Theorem 4.5. Let I be an ideal minimally generated by q ≥ 1 monomials, D a set of divisibility relations
such that D ⊆ Div(I). Then there exists a map

f : LCM(ED) → LCM(I)

such that f is bijective on the atoms, preserves lcms (joins), and maps the minimal multigraded free res-
olution FD of ED to a multigraded free resolution f(FD) of I . Furthermore, if D = Div(I) then f is an
isomorphism of lattices and thus f(FD) is the minimal multigraded free resolution of I , and in particular
βi(ED) = βi(I) for all i ≥ 0.

Proof. Assume I is minimally generated by m1, . . . ,mq. If D ⊆ Div(I), it follows that D ⊆ Div(I) and
hence

(4.8) Div(ED) = D ⊆ Div(I) = Div(I),

where the first equality comes from Theorem 3.4 and the second equality comes from Proposition 2.5 (6).
We define f : LCM(ED) → LCM(I) such that f sends the lattice element labeled by lcm(ϵD,i1 , . . . , ϵD,is)
to the lattice element labeled by lcm(mi1 , . . . ,mis), for all 1 ≤ i1 < · · · < is ≤ q and s ∈ [q]. The
fact that f is well-defined is a straightforward consequence of the inclusion Div(ED) ⊆ Div(I) of (4.8).
Furthermore, if D = Div(I), then equality holds in (4.8) and thus Div(ED) = Div(I), implying that the map
f is an isomorphism of lattices. The conclusions about f(FD) follow from [6, Theorem 3.3]. □
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5. El Khoury, S., Faridi, S., Şega, L. M., Spiroff, S., The Scarf complex and betti numbers of powers of extremal ideals, Journal

of Pure and Applied Algebra 228 (2024) 107577.
6. Gasharov, V., Peeva, I., Welker, V., The lcm-lattice in monomial resolutions, Math. Res. Lett. 6, 521–532 (1999).
7. Grayson, D.R., Stillman, M.E., Macaulay2, a software system for research in algebraic geometry, Available at

http://www.math.uiuc.edu/Macaulay2/.
8. Taylor, D., Ideals generated by monomials in an R-sequence, Ph.D. Thesis, University of Chicago (1966).

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA, 520 MACHRAY HALL, 186 DYSART ROAD, WINNIPEG,
MB, CANADA R3T 2N2; Email address: susan.cooper@umanitoba.ca

APPLIED MATHEMATICS AND COMPUTATIONAL SCIENCES PROGRAM, KING ABDULLAH UNIVERSITY OF SCIENCE AND

TECHNOLOGY, THUWAL 23955-6900, KINGDOM OF SAUDI ARABIA; Email address: khouryss@kaust.edu.sa

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS & STATISTICS, DALHOUSIE UNIVERSITY, 6316 COBURG RD., PO BOX 15000, HALI-
FAX, NS, CANADA B3H 4R2; Email address: faridi@dal.ca

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY, 601 UNIVERSITY DR., SAN MARCOS, TX 78666, U.S.A.;
Email address: morey@txstate.edu

DIVISION OF COMPUTING, ANALYTICS AND MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-KANSAS CITY, KANSAS CITY,
MO 64110 U.S.A.; Email address: segal@umkc.edu

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI, HUME HALL 335, P.O. BOX 1848, UNIVERSITY, MS
38677 U.S.A.; Email address: spiroff@olemiss.edu


	1. Introduction
	Acknowledgements

	2. Divisibility relations
	3. The D-Extremal ideal ED
	4. ED is extremal
	References

