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SOME FAMILIES OF COMPONENTWISE LINEAR MONOMIAL
IDEALS

CHRISTOPHER A. FRANCISCO AND ADAM VAN TUYL

ABSTRACT. Let R = k[z1,...,2,] be a polynomial ring over a field k. Let J =
{j1,.-.,J1} be a subset of {1,...,n}, and let my C R denote the ideal (z;,,...,z;,).
Given subsets Jy,...,Js of {1,...,n} and positive integers aq, ..., as, we study ideals of

the form I = mZi N---N m? These ideals arise naturally, for example, in the study
of fat points, tetrahedral curves, and Alexander duality of squarefree monomial ideals.
Our main focus is determining when ideals of this form are componentwise linear. Using
polymatroidality, we prove that I is always componentwise linear when s < 3 or when
JiUJ; = [n] for all ¢ # j. When s > 4, we give examples to show that I may or may
not be componentwise linear. We apply these results to ideals of small sets of general
fat points in multiprojective space, and we extend work of Fatabbi, Lorenzini, Valla,
and the first author by computing the graded Betti numbers in the s = 2 case. Since
componentwise linear ideals satisfy the Multiplicity Conjecture of Herzog, Huneke, and
Srinivasan when char(k) = 0, our work also yields new cases in which this conjecture

holds.
1. INTRODUCTION
Let R = k[zy,...,z,] be the polynomial ring in n indeterminates over a field k, and
let [n] := {1,...,n}. For a nonempty subset J = {ji1,...,5:} C [n], we define m; :=
(xj,,...,xj,). The goal of this paper is to understand when ideals of the form

I'=mf NnmPN---Nmf, with J; C [n] and a; € Z7,
are componentwise linear. We introduce the following definitions.

Definition 1.1. An ideal of the form m% for some J; C [n] is called a Veronese ideal
[18]. We call an ideal I = m% M ---Nm% an intersection of Veronese ideals.

Let I C R be a homogeneous ideal, and for a positive integer d, let (I;) be the ideal
generated by all forms in I of degree d. We say that I is componentwise linear if for
each positive integer d, (I;) has a linear resolution. Componentwise linear ideals were
first introduced by Herzog and Hibi [19] to generalize Eagon and Reiner’s result that the
Stanley-Reisner ideal Ia of a simplicial complex A has a linear resolution if and only if the
Alexander dual A* is Cohen-Macaulay [6]. In particular, Herzog and Hibi [19] and Herzog,
Reiner, and Welker [21] showed that the Stanley-Reisner ideal I is componentwise linear
if and only if A* is sequentially Cohen-Macaulay. On the algebraic side, in characteristic
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zero, Aramova, Herzog, and Hibi subsequently proved that I is componentwise linear if
and only if it has the same graded Betti numbers as its graded reverse-lex generic initial
ideal [I]. Romer used this result in [26] to prove that componentwise linear ideals satisfy
the Multiplicity Conjecture of Herzog, Huneke, and Srinivasan [22] in characteristic zero.

Componentwise linearity also arises naturally in the study of several types of ideals
from algebraic geometry. In [12], the first author showed that if I is the ideal of at most
n + 1 general fat points in P", then [ is componentwise linear. Additionally, the first
author, Migliore, and Nagel proved that the ideal of a tetrahedral curve is componentwise
linear if and only if the curve does not reduce to a complete intersection of type (2,2); see
[25] or [13] for an explanation of the reduction process. One of our goals in this paper is
to identify more results applicable to geometry.

Our motivation to study intersections of Veronese ideals comes from the observation
that in many of the cases in which the componentwise linear property of a monomial ideal
has been studied, the ideal is a special case of an intersection of Veronese ideals. The
defining ideal of s < n fat points in P"~! in generic position, investigated in [12], is an
intersection of Veronese ideals with .J; = {1,...,%,...,n} for i = 1,...,s. Moreover, the
ideals of tetrahedral curves, studied in [25] and [13], have the form

I = (S(Zl,l’g)al N (S(Zl,l’g)az N ($1,$4)a3 N (LL’Q, $3)a4 N (LL’Q, 1’4)% N (LL’3, 1’4)% C ]ﬁ?[l’l, C ,264],

where the a; are nonnegative integers. Additionally, when each a; = 1, the intersection
of Veronese ideals is the Alexander dual of a Stanley-Reisner ideal; here, the minimal
generators of the Stanley-Reisner ideal are the product of J; variables, the product of the
Jo variables, and so on. Faridi showed that if I is the facet ideal of a simplicial tree (so I
is a squarefree monomial ideal), then the Alexander dual I* is componentwise linear [9].
Faridi’s result was partially generalized by the two authors [14]; they showed that if [ is
the edge ideal of a chordal graph, then the Alexander dual I* is componentwise linear.

We now present the main results of this paper. Our primary tool is Theorem B.Il We
show that if / is an intersection of Veronese ideals in k[zy, ..., x,], and if J; U J; = [n] for
all ¢ # j, then (1) is a polymatroidal ideal for all d. We shall discuss polymatroidal ideals
in the next section of preliminaries, but their most important property for us is that they
have linear resolutions. Thus [ is componentwise linear in this case since each (1) has a
linear resolution. As a corollary of Theorem B.I] we show that when s =2, [ = m4% Nm{
is always componentwise linear. With some careful analysis of the generators of (1),
we prove the same result in the case s = 3 in Section @l (When s = 1, ie., I = m9,
then the fact that [ is componentwise linear is simply a corollary of the Eagon-Northcott
resolution.) This shows that the ideals of tetrahedral curves that are not componentwise
linear given in [I3] are the simplest possible examples of intersections of Veronese ideals
for which componentwise linearity fails. When s > 4, we give examples to show that
I =m7 N---Nm% may or may not be componentwise linear.

In Section B, we expand on the s = 2 case by giving explicit formulas for the graded
Betti numbers of m% N m4. Our formulas generalize results of Fatabbi [10], Valla [2§],
Fatabbi and Lorenzini [11], and the first author [12], which give the Betti numbers of
ideals of two fat points in P™.

We conclude in Section [0l with some applications. We extend the first author’s work
in [I2] by showing that if I is the ideal of a small number of general fat points in a
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multiprojective space P™ x --- x P" then [ is componentwise linear. This also gives a
new proof of the result in [12]; our technique in this paper is more general. Additionally,
we use the results of Section Bl to write down the graded Betti numbers of two general fat
points in multiprojective space. We also note that in each case that we show that a class
of ideals is componentwise linear, the result solves the Multiplicity Conjecture of Herzog,
Huneke, and Srinivasan [22] for that class of ideals (in characteristic zero).

Acknowledgments. We gratefully acknowledge the computer algebra systems CoCoA
[2] and Macaulay 2 [16], which were invaluable in our work on this paper. The second
author also acknowledges the support provided by NSERC. We also thank Giulio Caviglia
for valuable conversations on these topics. Finally, we thank the referee for his or her
extremely careful reading of our paper and very helpful corrections and suggestions for
improvement.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we recall some definitions and results used throughout the paper. As in
the introduction, let R = k[zy,...,x,] be a polynomial ring over the field k, and for any
subset J = {j1,...,4} C [n], we set m; := (xj,,...,2j,). Our primary interest in this
paper is to determine when intersections of Veronese ideals in R, or equivalently, ideals of
the form I = m7 N---Nm%, where the a; are positive integers, are componentwise linear.

Associated to any homogeneous ideal I of R is a minimal free graded resolution

0= @ R(=j)""D = = P R(=j)"D = @ R(—j)* ) — T -0
j j j

where R(—j) denotes the R-module obtained by shifting the degrees of R by j. The
number ; ;(I) is the ij-th graded Betti number of I and equals the number of generators
of degree j in the i-th syzygy module. The following property of resolutions will be of
interest.

Definition 2.1. Suppose [ is a homogeneous ideal of R whose generators all have degree
d. Then I has a linear resolution if for all i« > 0, 5, ;(1) =0 for all j # i+ d.

Componentwise linearity is closely related to this property. For a homogeneous ideal I,
we write (I;) to denote the ideal generated by all degree d elements of I. Note that (/)
is different from I;, which we shall use to denote the vector space of all degree d elements
of I. Herzog and Hibi introduced the following definition in [19].

Definition 2.2. A homogeneous ideal I is componentwise linear if (/;) has a linear
resolution for all d.

A number of familiar classes of ideals are componentwise linear. For example, all ideals
with linear resolutions are componentwise linear. However, there are many nontrivial
examples as well, including stable ideals, squarefree strongly stable ideals, and the a-
stable ideals studied in [I5]. The following examples illustrates cases in which our results
in this paper give new examples of componentwise linear ideals that are not in any of the
classes mentioned above.
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Example 2.3. Let R = k[zy,...,x5], and let

I = (21,29, 23) N (21, 24, 25) N (T2, 3, T5) = (122, T123, T1T5, TaTa, TaT5, T3Ly, T3T5) C R.

Then [ is clearly not stable since no pure power of x; is among the minimal generators,
and it is neither squarefree stable nor a-stable for any a because, for example, z x5 is a
minimal generator, but xyz4 ¢ I, though other minimal generators do involve x4. Our
results in Section Ml show that [ is componentwise linear; in fact, I has a linear resolution
because it is componentwise linear and has all its minimal generators in the same degree.
For an example that is not squarefree, let J = (z1, 22)> N (22, T3, 14, 75)* C R. Then

_ 2 3 2 2 2 3.2 3 3 3.2 3 3.2
J = (2125, 5, T]T2X3, T{TaT g, T]T2T5, XT3, TIT3Ty, Ty T3T5, TIXT, TIT4T5, T1T3 ),

which is clearly neither stable nor a-stable. By our Theorem [3.1l and Corollary [3.2] J is
componentwise linear.

The graded Betti numbers of componentwise linear ideals have a particularly good
algebraic property. In [I], Aramova, Herzog, and Hibi proved:

Theorem 2.4. Let I C k[xy,...,x,] be a homogeneous ideal, and suppose that char(k) =
0. Let gin(I) be the generic initial ideal of I with respect to the graded reverse-lex order.
Then I is componentwise linear if and only if I and gin(I) have the same graded Betti
numbers.

In general, f;;(I) < B;;(gin([)) for all ¢ and j, but all the inequalities are equalities
exactly when I is componentwise linear. Conca observed in [3] that Aramova, Herzog,
and Hibi actually proved that [ is componentwise linear if and only if I and gin(/) have
the same number of minimal generators. This observation makes the condition even easier
to test computationally.

One way to show that an ideal is componentwise linear is to prove that it has linear quo-
tients. We recall Herzog and Hibi’s definition from [I8] (which is slightly more restrictive
than Herzog and Takayama’s definition in [23]).

Definition 2.5. Let I be a monomial ideal of R. We say that [ has linear quotients if
for some ordering uq, ..., u,, of the minimal generators of I with degu; < deguy, < --- <
degu,, and all ¢ > 1, (u1,...,u;_1) : u; is generated by a subset of {z1,...,x,}.

The following proposition is probably known, but we could not find it recorded explic-
itly, so we include it for convenience. The case in which I is generated in a single degree
is Lemma 4.1 of [4], and that is the case we shall use in this paper.

Proposition 2.6. If I is a homogeneous ideal with linear quotients, then I is componen-
twise linear.

Proof. Suppose that I C R has linear quotients with respect to the ordering uy, us, ..., U,
of its minimal generators, where degu; 1 < degu; for all 2. We induct on m, the number
of minimal generators of I. When m = 1, [ = (u;) is componentwise linear because it is
principal.

Fix some m > 1. Assume that the ideal J = (uq,...,u,_1) is componentwise linear,
and suppose that degu,, = d. Let J' = (J,u,,). Note that J, = J. for all e < d, so (J))
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has a linear resolution for all e < d. We have a short exact sequence
0—= R/(J:up)(—d) ™8 R/J — R/J — 0.

Because J : u,, is generated by linear forms, reg(R/(J : u,,)) = 0. Since degu,, = d, we
have reg(R/J') > d — 1. Because R/J is componentwise linear, and degu,,—1 < d, we
know that reg(R/J) < d — 1. By [7, Corollary 20.19],

reg(R/J') < max{reg(R/(J : u,)(—d)) — 1,reg(R/J)} = max{d — 1,reg(R/J)},

soreg(R/J') = d—1. Thus (J)) has a linear resolution. The same is true for all (J!) with
e > d. The last statement follows from the fact that for any ideal M with regularity d
and e > d, (M,) has a linear resolution. This fact follows, for example, from [13, Lemma
2.3] since the graded Betti numbers §; ;(M.) with j > i + e must be zero. O

One special type of ideal that has linear quotients is a polymatroidal ideal. For a
discussion of this terminology, see [20] and [18].

Definition 2.7. Let I be a monomial ideal generated in a single degree. We say that [
is a polymatroidal ideal if the minimal generators of I satisfy the following exchange
property: If u = ' - - - 2% and v = 25 - - - 2b» are minimal generators of I, for each i with
a; > b;, there exists j with a; < b; such that z;u/x; € I.

Herzog and Takayama proved the following result about polymatroidal ideals in Lemma
1.3 of [23].

Theorem 2.8. Polymatroidal ideals have linear quotients with respect to the descending
reverse-lex order, and hence they have linear resolutions.

We shall use the ascending reverse-lex order at times, so we state the corresponding
result for that case, which follows from the proof of [23] Lemma 1.3] in Herzog and
Takayama’s paper as well as a dual version of the exchange property for monomial ideals
in [I8, Lemma 2.1].

Proposition 2.9. Polymatroidal ideals have linear quotients with respect to the ascending
reverse-lex order.

Suppose we have a componentwise linear monomial ideal I = (my, ..., m,) in a polyno-
mial ring R = k[xy, ..., z,]. In the following sections, we shall sometimes want to consider
the ideal I = (my,...,m,) as an ideal in a larger polynomial ring R’. The following lemma

shows that I is still componentwise linear in the larger ring.

Lemma 2.10. Let I = (my,...,m,) be a componentwise linear monomial ideal in R =
klxy,...,2z,), and let I' = (mq,...,m,)R’ be the ideal generated by the same monomials
in the larger polynomial ring R’ = k[z1, ..., Ty, Tnt1, ..., 2p]. Then I’ is a componentwise

linear ideal of R'.

Proof. Suppose d is the lowest degree in which I has generators. Then (1;) = (1)), so (1))
has a linear resolution because (I;) does.
Let t > 0, and let m = (241, ...,2,). The ideal (I},,) has a decomposition as

(L) = (Tage) + m(Lgpe1) + m* (Lggp—2) + - -+ m'(1y);
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by (I414), we mean the ideal generated by the degree (d + u) elements of I inside R, so
the minimal generators involve only the variables z1, ..., x,. We then consider m" (I, )
as an ideal of R'.

By hypothesis, (I;.;) has a linear resolution in R, and hence, viewed as an ideal of R’, we
will have reg(R'/(144+)) = d+t—1. We order the rest of the minimal generators of (1}, ,)
in the following way. First, take all the minimal generators of m(Z;y, 1) in descending
graded reverse-lex order (so those monomials divisible by z, would be last). Next, take all
the minimal generators of m?(I,;_») in descending graded reverse-lex order, and continue
in this way. We shall add each of these generators successively to (I;;;) and show that
each resulting ideal has regularity d 4-¢. This will imply that reg(R'/(1};,,)) =d+t—1
and thus (/,,) has a linear resolution.

As the first step, we compute (I41¢) : T, 1m, where m € Iy, 1. Multiplying m by
any of xy,...,x, gives an element divisible by an element of I;.;, and no multiplication
by a monomial involving only z,41,...,z, can give us an element of (Iz4¢), so (Ig4e) :
Tpr1m = (x1,...,x,). We have a short exact sequence

0= R'/((Tars) : @nam)(—d — ) "= 5" R/ (Ipss) = R/ ((Lire), Tppam) — 0.
By [7, Corollary 20.19] and the fact that reg(R'/(x1,...,2,)) = 0, we have

reg(R'/((Lage); vnpam)) < max{reg(R'/((Late) : Tnpam)(—d — 1)) — 1,reg(R'/(la14))}
= max{d+t—1,d+t—1}=d+t—1.

Since ((Lg4t), Tnr1m) is generated in degree d + t, reg(R'/((1i4t), xni1m)) = d +t — 1.
We proceed by induction. Let

J = (Tgy) + m(Tgper) + -+ m" " (Igp ) + initial segment of m"(Iz_,).

bn by o : :
Suppose m’ = x," ' ---xp"m is the next monomial in m"(/4,—,) in descending graded

reverse-lex order, where m € I, .. First, we will show that J : m’ is an ideal generated
by a subset of the variables of R’. Multiplying m by any of 1, ..., x, gives an element
of Iyi4—rs1, and thus (zq,...,x,) C J : m/ since :ngf o -:)sg” em’ C m L Let ! be
the maximum index for which b, # 0. Then any of z,.1m/,...,;_ym’ is in J because
Tpprm/[xy, ... x_ym//x; are all greater than m' in graded reverse-lex order.

Now suppose that m is a monomial in only x;,...,x,. We will show that mm' =

m:cl;;ff > -xf,”m ¢ J. Note that mm’ € (Iz4;_,), the ideal of R’ generated by the elements
of Iy1¢—,, but it is not in any (I44;—,) for any u < r. Hence if mm’ € J, we have mm' €
m"(I444—). That implies that mm' is divisible by some monomial in m"(/;,,_,) greater
than m’ in the reverse-lex order. Because of the way we have ordered the monomials, and
since [ is the maximum index for which b, # 0, this is impossible. Hence

J:om' = (T, Ty Tog1y -5 T_1),
an ideal generated by a subset of the variables of R’. We now have an exact sequence
0— R/(J:m)(~d—t) Z% R'/J — R'/(J,m') = 0.
By [7, Corollary 20.19], induction, and the fact that reg(R'/(J : m’)) = 0, we have
reg(R'/(J,m")) < max{reg(R'/(J:m')(—d—1t)) — 1,reg(R'/J)} =d+t— 1.
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Since (J, m') is generated by monomials of degree d+t, we have reg(R'/(J,m’)) = d+t—1,
or equivalently, reg(J,m’) = d + t as required. O

Remark 2.11. One can shorten the preceding proof considerably by showing that gin(/)
has the same minimal generators as gin(I’), where gin denotes the graded reverse-lex
generic initial ideal. However, this approach would require the hypothesis that char(k) = 0
to use the generic initial ideal characterization of componentwise linearity. Instead, we
prefer to have a characteristic-free proof.

We begin our investigation of when intersections of Veronese ideals are componentwise
linear with a couple of special cases. Let I = mj N---Nm%. We consider the cases in
which s =1 and in which the J; are pairwise disjoint.

When s = 1, [ = m% is a power of a complete intersection. In this case, the Eagon-
Northcott complex of I is a minimal free resolution [5]. The graded Betti numbers of I
are given below (and could also be computed from the formulas of [17]).

Lemma 2.12. Let J C [n], and let a be any positive integer. Then
" a+|J| =1\ fa+i—1

ii+a(Wy) = . .

oty - ()0

and B; j(m%) = 0 for all otheri,j > 0. In particular, m% has a linear resolution, and thus
18 componentwise linear.

)forizO,...,|J|—1,

We use the above lemma to prove the following result.

Theorem 2.13. Let Jy,...,J; C [n] be s pairwise disjoint nonempty subsets, and let

ai,...,as be positive integers. Set I =mGm% ---m% anda =ay +---+a,. Then

> fa;+ | =1\ (a; +i;— 1 ,
Biirall) = Z H(JajJrjij )(J ! )forallzZO,

. ¢ i
i1+--+is=1 j=1
and B; ;(I) = 0 otherwise.

Proof. Let F, denote the graded minimal free resolution of mf’,ﬁ for ¢ =1,...,s. Since
I =m} ®---@m%, the graded minimal free resolution of I is given by G = F1 ®- - -®Fs.
So G, the i-th graded free module in a minimal graded free resolution of I, is G; =
Divginei Fiy @ - @ Fy,. Thus

B = Y dm(F, @ ®@F);= > > BB (md)
i1 is =i iyt =i 1o gs=]
But by Lemma 2212, 3;, ;,(m%) # 0 only if j, =4, + as. So p;;(I) =0 if j # i+ a, and
BiivaD) = D Biirsar (M) -+ Biirya, (M),
i1+ tis=1
By applying the formula of Lemma we get the desired conclusion. 0

When the J;’s are pairwise disjoint nonempty sets as in the above theorem, then m% N
m% N---Nm% =m%mP .- -mP. Since this ideal has a linear resolution, we have:
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Corollary 2.14. If [ = m7 Nm% N---Nm7, with the Jy,...,Js C [n] pairwise disjoint
nonempty subsets, then I is componentwise linear.

Remark 2.15. It is easy to see that (z1,...,2,)* is polymatroidal for any positive in-
tegers r and a. Results in [20] and [4] prove that the product of polymatroidal ideals
is polymatroidal. Hence the ideals of Theorem are polymatroidal and thus have a
linear resolution, as is clear from the graded Betti numbers.

Example 2.16. We show that if [ = m% N---Nm% with s > 4, then I may or may not be
componentwise linear. First, we construct examples of ideals that are not componentwise
linear. We begin with the case that s = 4. It was observed in [13] that the ideal

I = (z1,22) N (22, 23) N (23, 24) N (T4, 21) = (2123, T274)

is not componentwise linear. To see this fact, note that the ideal I is a complete intersec-
tion ideal of type (2,2). Since I = (I5), (I2) does not have a linear resolution.
We can extend this example to any s > 4. In the polynomial ring R = k[xq, ..., z,], let

I = (z1,22) N (22, 23) N (23, 24) N (T4, 21) N (25)% N (26)" N - N ().

for any positive integers as,...,as. Then I = xg°xg®--- 2% 1" where I' = (x123, x974).
Because 5, () = Bij—as—ag—-—as({'), the ideal I cannot be componentwise linear since
I = (Io4g5+4--+a.) does not have a linear resolution.

On the other hand, we can create very simple intersections of Veronese ideals that are

componentwise linear for any s. For example, if J; = {i} for i = 1,... s, then [ is
principal and hence has a linear resolution. Alternatively, start with a componentwise
linear intersection of Veronese ideals [ in the variables xq,...,x,, and intersect I with

(Tpr) @O0 ()%
In the following sections, we consider the cases in which s = 2 or s = 3 as well as some

special cases for general s.

3. A FAMILY OF POLYMATROIDAL IDEALS

In this section, we consider a particular family of intersections of Veronese ideals. We
show that ideals in this family are polymatroidal. Our main result is the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Let Jy, ..., J; be subsets of [n] such that J; U J; = [n] for all i # j. Let
IT=wmf N---nm% CR=Fkzy,... 0,

Then (I4) is polymatroidal for all d, and hence I is componentwise linear.

Proof. The condition on J; U J; = [n] means that any r € [n] is missing from at most
one of the J;; if r & J; and r ¢ J;, then J; U J; # [n]. Therefore we may partition
the variables 1, ..., x, in the following way: Rename the variables z; with the symbols
Tidy e s Tlprye-vy Tslse-orTsby, Ty ---5Tnps- Lhe variables x; ; correspond to the in-
tegers in [n] missing from J;, and the variables zn ; correspond to the integers in [n]

present in all J;.
For example, if

I - (,Tl, X, x4,$6)3 N (Ih x3,$5,x6)4 N (x2,$3,$4, Ts, x6>2 - k[flfl, L 7:1:6]7
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then J; = {1,2,4,6}, Jo = {1,3,5,6}, and J3 = {2,3,4,5,6}. We would rename the
variables x5 and x5 as z1; and x;9 since 3 and 5 are missing from J;. Similarly, xo
and x4 become x9; and g9, 1 is 33, and x¢ is £;. Note that there may be some ¢
with 1 < < s for which there are no z;; variables; that is true if and only if J; = [n].
That causes no problem in the proof below; alternatively, one can avoid this case since a
component of (xy,...,x,)* simply makes the ideal formed by the intersection of the other
components zero in degrees below a and the same in degrees a and above.

Fix a degree d. Suppose that m. # my are two monomials in (1) with

__ e11 €1,b1 €s,1 €s,bs €N,1 €n,bn
Me = :1;1’1 . .xl,bl . .x&l . .xs’bs me . .xﬂ,bm ,

with m; having a similar expression in terms of :5{1]” . We need to show that the poly-
matroidal exchange condition holds for these two monomials. Namely, if some e, ; > f; ;
or some en; > fn;, we must show that there exists e,, < fu, (with 1 < u < s or
u = N) such that x,,m./z;; € (Iz). Note that the fact that m. € (I;) means exactly
that degm, = d and all of the following inequalities hold:

et eyt eny > an,

J J J
ZelvijZe&j+"'+Zesvj+zeﬁvﬂ' > ag,
J J J J

Zel’j +~-~+Zes_1,j +Z€”J > Gg.
J J J

There are two main cases to consider. First, suppose that some en, > fn,. If there
exists en; < fn;, then xn m./zn, € (Iz) since none of the left-hand sides of the in-
equalities above change, and we are done. Otherwise, we have en; > fn; for all j, and
Y. enj > > fn; because en, > fn,. Since m, and my have the same degree, there exists
some e;; < f;; with 1 <¢ <s. Without loss of generality, assume that e;; < fi 1. If

et Y e+ Y ey >an,
J J J

then xy 1m./xn, € (14), for the all the left-hand sides of the inequalities but the first stay
the same, and the first inequality for the new monomial is

2627j+"‘+2657j+zeﬂ,j > ay.
J J J

(Note that this property is independent of whether we use x;; or some other z;, with
€1v < .fl,v-)
If 262,]' + -+ 2657]' + Zeﬁ,j ?é ai, then

(B1) Y eyt Y et ey =ar <Y faitt Y foi+ > S
J J J J J J
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since my € I. If ea; > foj,..., es; > fs; for all j, since Y en; > > fn;, we have
contradicted (BI]). Therefore, without loss of generality, we may assume that some e ; <
faj-

We proceed by induction. Suppose that we have either found an e; ; < f;; such that

T jMe/Tnp € (Ig) for some s <t —1,or forr=1,...,t — 1, we have
(3.2) ZZemZem = a, < ZmeZfrw
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
i#r iF#r

(That is, the double sum is the sum of all e; ; with 7 # r.)
As part of the induction hypothesis, we may assume that there exists e,; < f;;. If
Ty Me /Ty € (14), we are done; otherwise,

(3.3) Zzew‘i‘zemg—at<ZZf2,J+Zfﬂ,J

7,1]1 7,1]1
i#t it

Summing (3.3) and the inequalities [B.2]) for all » = 1,...,¢ — 1, we obtain

(3.4) (t—1) ZZe”—i—tZZe”thZem_

i=t+1 j

(t—1) Zwath Z Zf”thme

i=t+1 j

Subtracting (¢t — 1) degm,. = (t — 1) degmy, we are left with

> e Zem <SS me,j

i=t+1 j i=t+1 j

If €41 > fiv14,---5 €s; > fs; for all j, then we have a contradiction since > en; >
> fn;. Hence we may assume without loss of generality that some ez 1 < fii1;.

Therefore either we find some e;; < f;;, with 1 <i < s, such that x; ;m./zn, € (14),
or else the exchange property is not true, and (3.2)) holds for all » = 1, ..., s. In the latter
case, summing all s inequalities of the form in (B.2]), we have

(s=D> > eij+sY en; <(s=1)D > fij+sY foy
=1 j j =1 j j
If we subtract (s — 1) degm, = (s — 1) degmy from both sides, we have

Zeﬂ,j < Z frj-
J

J

But this contradicts our assumption that

Z en,j > Z fﬁvj‘
J J
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Hence there exists some e; ; < f; ; such that x; jme/xn, € (I4), and the exchange condition
holds.

The second case to consider is when some e; ; > f; ; for some 1 <1 < 5. Without loss
of generality, assume that e;; > fi1. If there exists e;; < f1;, then xy ;m./x11 € (14).
Otherwise, we have e; ; > f1; for all j, and > ey ; > > f1 ;. Additionally, note that if any
en; < fnj, then m' = zq ;m. /211 € (1) since the degrees of m, and m’ in the J,, ..., J;
variables are the same, and the degree of m/ in the J; variables is one higher than that of
m.. Therefore we may also assume that en; > fn; for all j.

Since degm, = degmy, there exists some e, ; < f; j, and we may assume that es; < fa1.
If 29 1me/x11 € (1), we are done; otherwise,

Zel,j+2637j+~ : '+Z 6s,j—|—z €n,; = G2 < Zfl’j_'_z f37j+' : '—|—Z fstLZ fnJ’.
J J J J J J J J

If es; > f3,..., €s5; > fs; for all j, then we have a contradiction since > ey ; > > fi
and Y en; > > fn,;. Therefore we may assume without loss of generality that ez ; < f31.

Continuing in this way, we apply an almost identical induction argument as in the
previous case except that now > ey; > > fi; and > en; > > fn,;. Either we find
some €;; < f;; with 2 < ¢ < s —1 such that x; ;m./z11 € (Iz), or (B:2)) holds for all
r =2,...,s — 1, and there exists some e,; < fs;. If x5 ;m./z11 € (1), we are done.
Otherwise, (3.2)) also holds for » = s, and the exchange property fails. Summing the
inequalities of (3.2]) for all r = 2,..., s, we obtain

(8—1)261,]'4‘(8—2)226@]'—'—(8—1)260’]' <

(S—1)Zf1,j+(3—2)ZZfi,j+(S—1)an,j-

i=2
Now, subtracting (s — 2) degm,. = (s — 2) deg my, we have

Zel,j + Zem,j < Zfl,j + Zfﬂ,j-
I j j j

But we are assuming that Y ey ; > > fi;, and Y en; > > fn;, so we have a contradic-
tion, and thus the exchange property must hold. O]

As a consequence of Theorem [B.1], the intersection of any two Veronese ideals must be
componentwise linear.

Corollary 3.2. Let J, K C [n] and let a and b be positive integers. Then I = m%NmY C
R = k[zy,...,x,] is componentwise linear.

Proof. If J U K = [n], then we are done by Theorem Bl If not, we may reindex the
variables so that J U K = [m], and [m]U {m +1,...,n} = [n]. Then, by Theorem B.1], I
is componentwise linear in k[xq, ..., z,,] and so Lemma gives the result. O

Remark 3.3. It is not true that all ideals [ = m% Mm% have (1) polymatroidal for all
d. For example, let

I=m7 Nm} = (21, T2, 73)> N (19, 73, 75)> C R = k[z1,...,75).
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Note that x4 does not appear in either of the two components. Both m, = z3x, and
mys = x123x5 are in (I3). The power on z3 is greater in m, than it is in my, and the
powers on z; and x5 are larger in m; than in m.. But zi(23zy/73) = z12324 € (I3),
and z5(zir4/73) = w37475 & (I3). Therefore (I3) is not polymatroidal. The proof of
Theorem [3.1] breaks down because 4 is missing from both J; and J5, and hence we cannot
partition the variables the way we did in that argument; the z, exponents would be
double-counted, causing problems when we subtract a multiple of deg m, = degmy-.

4. THE INTERSECTION OF THREE VERONESE IDEALS

We will show that intersection of any three Veronese ideals is always componentwise
linear. Throughout this section, we write G(I) to denote the set of minimal generators of
a monomial ideal I.

We begin with an observation. Suppose J,K C [n], but JU K C [n]. Let H =
[n]\(J U K), and after relabeling, we can assume H = {r+1,...,n} and JU K = [r].
Let a, b be any positive integers, and let a be the smallest degree of a nonzero element in
(m% Nmb,). If

B =m%nmb)Nkfz; | i€ JUK] = (mSNnmb)NEkzy,... z
then the ideal B = ((m%NmY),.q) as an ideal of R = k[zy, ..., x,] has the decomposition
B = (Bisa) + (Bisam)mu + (Blsgog)my + -+ + (By)mi,
where (B]) denotes the ideal generated by elements of degree i of B’ but viewed as an
ideal of R.

Order the elements of G(B) as follows: Order the generators of (B, ;) with respect to

the ascending reverse-lex ordering. Then add the generators of (B!, ;)mg in ascending

reverse-lex order. We thus add all the monomials divisible by x,, first. Continue by adding
the generators (B!, ,.,)m7 in ascending reverse-lex order, and so on.

Lemma 4.1. Using the above notation, the ideal
B = (Bjiq) + (Bhra_1)mu + ( ;+d—2>m§{ + o4 (B)my
has linear quotients with respect to the order prescribed above.

Proof. Let M; be the i-th element of G(B), ¢ > 2, with respect to our ordering. First, sup-
pose that M; € (B, ;). We wish to calculate (M, ..., M;_y) : M;, where (M,..., M;_,)
is the ideal generated by all monomials in G(B) smaller than M; with respect to our
ordering. Note that in this case, each M; is in (B, ,), so each M; isin S = k[zy, ..., z,].
As an ideal of S, the ideal (B!, ;) is polymatroidal by Theorem 3.1l So, (B, ,) has linear
quotients with respect to the ascending reverse-lex order by Proposition 2.9, Thus, as
an ideal of S, (My,..., M;_1) : M; = (x4,,...,x;;) for some subset {i1,...,i;} € JUK.
Because S — R is a flat ring homomorphism, by [24, Theorem 7.4(iii)], (M, ..., M;—1)R :
M;R = (4, ...,7;,)R. (We note that if I is an ideal of S, then we will sometimes abuse
notation and write I to denote an ideal of R, where we really mean IR using the flat
homomorphism S — R.)
So, suppose now that M; € (B, ,_,)mj for some s = 1,...,d. Let

I= (B4 + -+ (B;+d—s+1)qu_1 + (M € G((Blyq_s)my) | M < M;),
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where M < M; with respect to the reverse-lex ordering.

Since M, € ( ;er_s)qu, M, = M; M, with M;; € (B(/x—i-d—s) and M,y € m%{ If we
multiply M; by any x; with | € JUK, then o;M;, € (B 4_.1). Since M;s € my; C mi; ',
we have ;M; € (Bl 4_si1)m5 " C I. Thus myux C 1 : M.

Because M;, € mj;, we have

C .
My =z, -2y with ¢, 4+ -+ ¢, = 5.

Let | be the smallest integer in {r + 1,...,n} such that ¢, > 0. Then xz.M; € I for
e=1+1,...,n. To see this note that

-1
.TL’GMZ‘ = MHZL’GMZ‘Q = Milxlcl ce I§e+1 tee Zl,’fln = .fL’lMill'lcl tee I§e+1 cee Zl,’fln

But then Milxlcl_l gl gl < M since ¢, + 1 > ¢.. So
-1 e n
£ My = oMy ™ a0 € (M€ G((Blypa)y) | M < My) C 1,

from which we deduce that (x;11,...,2,) C I : M,.

Let m now be any monomial not in m, g + (241, ..., 2,) and suppose mM; € I. The
monomial m can only be divisible by the variables x,.1, ..., x;; suppose degm = z. Since
mM,; € I, there exists a monomial M; € I such that mM; = m'M; for some monomial
m’. Since M; € m§;, mM; € mj*. If M; € (Bl ,_;)m} for some i < s, then m/M; cannot
be in mf,jrz since in m’M;, the exponents of z,41,...,2, can add up to at most i + z.
Thus, we must have M; € (Byi4—s)mj;, and so M; < M; with respect to the reverse-lex
ordering.

If we write M; = MjMj, with M;; € (Baya—s) and Mjs € m$;, then since m is a
monomial in the variables z,1,...,2; only, we must have M;; = M;; and M;, < M;o. If
M;y = fff -+ xJn there must be some e such that f, > ¢, but foy1 = Ceq1, ... fn = Cn.
Furthermore, since M;s = 27" - - - 2%, we must have | < e < n. Indeed, if e <, then

Szfr+1+"'+fn2fe+"'fn>Ce‘|‘"'+cnzcl+"'+cn:5-

Thus, for mM; = m’M; to be true, both sides must be divisible by xfe. But since M; is
not divisible by z¥ with v > c., we must have m divisible by z.. But this contradicts the
fact that m is not in the ideal m; x + (x;41,...,2,). We then arrive at the conclusion

I M; =mpug + (Tig1, -, 20).
So, B has linear quotients. 0J

Remark 4.2. Lemma L] gives a second proof that m% NmY is componentwise linear for
all J, K, a, and b.

We thank the referee for suggestions that significantly simplified the proof of the fol-
lowing theorem.

Theorem 4.3. Let Jy, Jo, J3 C [n] be three sets, and let ay, as, as be three positive integers.
Then mG Nm5 NmS is componentwise linear.

Proof. If J; = J; for some i and j, then m% N mfl,; = miax{a“aj }, and thus we are in the

case of Corollary B2l So, we may assume that all the J;’s are distinct. Next we may
assume by Lemma 210 that J; U Jo U J3 = [n]. If the hypotheses of Theorem Bl are
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satisfied, we done. So we may further assume that there exists a pair of sets J; and J;
such that J; U J; C [n].

For ease of exposition, we shall use J, K, L for .J;, Js, J3, we shall use a, b, ¢ for ay, as, as,
and we shall assume that JUK C [n] and that J, K, and L are distinct. After relabeling,
we can also assume that L = {¢t,t +1,...,n}. We also set H; = LN (JU K) and
Hy, = L\(JUK). After relabeling again, we may further assume that H; = {t,...,r} and
Hy={r+1,...,n}.

Let a be the smallest degree of a nonzero element in m¢Nm&,. Because (m%Nm4-Nms ), C
(m% Nmb,), for all e, (m% Nmb, Nm$), = (0) if e < o, and thus has a linear resolution.

Now fix a d > 0, and set A = ((m% Nm% NmS)arq) and B = ((m%Nmb)arq). We shall
show that A has linear quotients, and hence A has a linear resolution. It will then follow
that m% Nm4, Nm¢ is componentwise linear.

Set

B =m{nmb)Nklz; | i € JUK] = (m%Nnmby)Nkz, ... 2,

Note that the ideal B’ has the same generators as m% NmY., but we are now considering
B’ as an ideal in a smaller ring. The ideal B then has the following decomposition:

B= (B q)+ (Bhrg1)mu, + (Blyg_o)my, + -+ (BL)m,

where by (B!) we mean the ideal generated by the degree i part of B in k[zy, ..., z,], but
considering the ideal as an ideal of R.
Since A C B, each generator of A belongs to some (B, 4_;)m}, for some i =0,...,d.
Set
A ={M | MeG(A) and M € (B, , ,m}.} for each i =0,...,d.

So Q(A) :AQUA1U'-'UAd.

Order the elements of G(A) as follows: Begin by adding the elements of Ay in ascending
reverse-lex order. Then, add the elements of A;, after all the elements in Ag, in ascending
reverse-lex order. We then add the elements of A, in ascending reverse-lex order, and so
on. The ordering could also be described as follows: Write out the generators of B in the
same order as in Lemma LIl Then simply remove any element of G(B) that is not in
G(A). We will show that A has linear quotients with respect to this ordering.

Let M; be the i-th monomial of G(A) with respect to our ordering with ¢ > 2. Set
I = (M,...,M;_1), the ideal generated by all the monomials in G(A) smaller than M;
with respect our ordering. Furthermore, let D = (M € G(B) | M < M;) with respect to
our ordering. Since I C D, by Lemma [4.I] we have

[IMigDiMi:(l’il,...,xij)

because B has linear quotients with respect to this order.

If M; € Ay, then we will show that I : M; = D : M;. Take any z, € {;,..., 7}
Then z.M; = x;M; for some M; € D. We wish to show that M, is in I. Suppose M; & I,
ie., M; & A. Then

Mj:a:‘lil---atft---xfl" with dy +---+d, < c.
On the other hand, M; € A, so

M; =af" - -xft--xm with e, + -+ -+ ¢, > ¢
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Since M; € Ay C (B),,4), we have M; € (B} ;) as well, and M; < M; with respect
to reverse-lex order. Hence there must exist some [ such that d; > ¢, but dj,, =
Clats- -+, dy = . Moreover, [ € {t,... n}, forif [ <t then

c>di4-Hdy=ci4-+ep >

Thus, for x.M; = x;M; to be true, . = x;, since the exponent of z; is higher in M, than
in M;. So the exponents of zy,...,z, in x.M; must add up at least ¢ + 1. However, the
exponents of 4, ..., x, in M, can add up to at most ¢, a contradiction. So M; must be
in A and thus is in 1.

Suppose now that M; € Ay with s € {1,...,d}. So M; € (B, 4_,)my,. Write M; as
M; = M;; M;5 with M;; € (Béz+d—s) and M;, € mﬁb. Then

Mg = a7 - oaer with ¢qq + - 4 ¢, = s
Let | be the smallest integer in the set {r 4+ 1,...,n} such that ¢; > 0. As shown in the
proof of Lemma [4.1],
D: M, = mjuk + (xl_l,_l, . ,.C(,’n).

Since I : M; C D : M;, the above fact implies that no monomial of the form ;"' - - - z}'

can belong to I : M;.
Next, we show that (z;y1,...,2,) C I : M;. Let x. € {z;41,...,2,}. Then

-1
T My = Myaft - alettooaln = gy Myaf ™" oale ol

and Mz ™' aletl. gt € (B, )m3 . Also, it is clear that
Milxlcl_l coeptetloigtn € A,
since the exponents of xy, ..., x, still add up to at least ¢. Now
Mj = Milxlcl_l . .x66+1 . x;’” < MZ

e

with respect to the reverse-lex order, so M; € I, and hence z. € I : M;.

Now suppose that z. € {z1,..., 2.} = {z; | i € JUK}. Since z. € D : M;, we have
that x.M; is divisible by some monomial M € D with M less than M; with respect to
our ordering. The monomial M may or may not be in I. We thus partition J U K into
the following two sets:

P = {e€ JUK | z.M; is divisible by some M € D with M € I}
P, = {ee€ JUK | forevery M € D such that M|z.M;, M & I}.

It follows immediately that if e € Py, then . € I : M;, so mp, C I : M,.
We will now show (through many steps) that if m is any monomial in the variables
{z. | € € Py}, then m ¢ I : M;. It then follows that

IiMi:mp1+(£L'l+1,...,£L'n)

so that I has linear quotients.
Suppose that e € P,. Then z.M; = z;M; for some M; € D, and also M; & I.
Furthermore, let
M; = - 2t and M; = o -+ 2.

We begin with some facts that must be true about z.,xs, M; and M; in this case.
First, since M; € I, d; +--- +d, < ¢, but M; € I means that ¢, +---+ ¢, > c. Since
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xfM; = x.M;, this implies that zy € {xy,...,2,} and z. € {x1,...,2,-1}. We also
observe that this must imply that

di+---+d,=c—land ¢+ ---+c¢c,=c

Second, the monomial M; ¢ (B, ,)m%, . Observe that if M; € (B, ,)mj,, then
M; < M, with respect to the reverse-lex order. So there exists some index p such that
d, > ¢, but dp,11 = cpq1, ..., dp = ¢, Now because x.M; = x;M;, we must have z. = ).
But since z, € {x1,...,2;—1} we would have

c>di4 - Hdy=ci4-+ep >,
which is a contradiction. Note that this argument applies to any monomial M € D with
the property that M|z.M; but M & I.
Now, let m be any monomial in the variables {z. | ¢ € P}, and suppose that mM; € I;

that is, m € I : M;. Then there exists a monomial m’ € R and M € G(I) such that
mM; = m'M. If M = xll’l-~-xfgl, then b, +---+ b, > ¢ since M € [I. Since m is not

divisible by any element of {x;,...,x,} (this follows since any variable in {z. | e € P,
must be in {z1,...,2,.1}), the exponents of zy,...,z, in mM; are the same as those of
M;, and thus, the exponents of x4, ..., z, in mM,; add up to ¢ since ¢;+- - -+¢, = ¢. Thus,
any variable that divides m’ must also be in {xi,...,x;_1}; otherwise, the exponents of
Ty, ..., o, in m'M add up to a number greater than c.

Since m and m' are only divisible by the variables xq,...,x;_1, we must therefore
have by, = ¢,...,b, = ¢,. In particular, b1 = ¢41,...,b, = ¢,. Thus, if we let

M* = szll---xfln, then M; = M{M* and M = M'M*. Because M* € mj, , we have
M,M; € (B, 4_,)my,. It follows that M{, M" € (B ,_,). Since M is in I, we have
M < M, with respect to the reverse-lex ordering. This implies that M’ < M/ with
respect to the reverse-lex ordering.

Let D’ be the ideal of S = k[x,...,,| generated by all generators of (B/,, ,) less
than M with respect to the reverse-lex order. Since (B, ,_,) is polymatroidal in this ring
by Theorem [3.1] it has linear quotients with respect to the ascending reverse-lex ordering
(by Proposition 2.9). So

D' Mz/ = (I‘Z‘l,...,l’ig).
Now mM; = m’M implies that mM] = mM’. Since m, m' can be viewed as elements of
S, we have m € D" : Mj since M’ € D. So there exists some z, € {;,,...,x;,} such that
zo|m. Note that e € P,. We thus must have some M" € D' C (B!, ,_,) with M" < M
such that z.M] = 2y M" for some x;. But then

zM; = x  M{M* =z M"M".

Now M"M* € D since M"M* < M/M* = M;. We must have that M"M* ¢ I, because
if M"M* € I, this would imply that z. € P, since M"M*|z.M;. But we also have
that M"M* € (B, 4_,)mj,, contradicting the fact that every M € D with the property
M|z.M; but M & I cannot be in (B, ,_,)mj,.

Thus m ¢ I : M;, and the conclusion follows. 0J

Remark 4.4. Combining Corollary B.21 and Theorem [£.3], we conclude that
I - (I'l, .];'2) N (I'Q, .];'3) N ('r37 .];'4) N (I‘l, .];'4)
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is the simplest intersection of Veronese ideals that is not componentwise linear. It is
the ideal of a tetrahedral curve; see [25] and [13] for studies of these ideals and their
resolutions, including a characterization of which curves are componentwise linear. Note
that to form an intersection of Veronese ideals that is not componentwise linear, by our
earlier results, we must have s > 4. By analyzing the possible cases for three variables, it is
not hard to see that we must also work in a ring with at least four variables: The presence
of any ideal (x1, z9,x3)* C klx1, zo, 23] in the intersection is irrelevant to componentwise
linearity, and hence one needs only show that

(l’l)al N (IQ)@ N (253)[13 N (Il, ZL’Q)[M N (Il, l’g)as N (IQ, l’g)aﬁ,
where the a; > 0, can be expressed as
(xtlzlxtzzgxgg> ((xlu x2>max{a4—(a1+a2),0} N (xlu xs)max{a5—(a1+a3),0} N (x27 xs)max{ag—(ag—l—ag),O}) )
Theorem tells us that this ideal is componentwise linear.

The proof of Theorem [4.3] gives some insight into why there are ideals with s = 4 that
fail to be componentwise linear. The ideals

B =mSnmb)Nklz; | i € JUK] = (m%nmy)nklz,... 2]

play a prominent role in the proof. We use the fact that the ideals (B, ,_,) are polyma-
troidal in k[xy, ..., z,] by Theorem B, which shows that they have linear quotients with
respect to ascending reverse-lex order. If, in trying to prove the s = 4 case, we defined the
B’ as the intersection of three ideals m%, mf., and m$, intersected with the appropriate
ring, this step would fail without extra hypotheses on J, K, and L.

5. RESOLUTIONS OF m% N mY,

In this section we provide a thorough analysis of the graded Betti numbers of ideals
of the form I = m9 N ml[’( with a > b > 1. We derive formulas for the Betti numbers of
these intersections of Veronese ideals that enable us in the next section to recapture the
formulas of Valla [28], Fatabbi and Lorenzini [I1], and the first author [12] for the graded
Betti numbers of two fat points in P". In fact, we can extend their results to compute the
N-graded Betti numbers of two fat points in the multiprojective space P™ x --. x P,

To compute the graded Betti numbers of I = m% N m}, we generalize the approach
given by the first author in [12]. Our proof hinges on the fact that I is an example of a
splittable monomial ideal. As in the previous section, for a monomial ideal I we let G(1I)
denote the unique set of minimal generators of I.

Definition 5.1 (see [§]). A monomial ideal I is splittable if [ is the sum of two nonzero
monomial ideals J and K, that is, I = J + K, such that

(1) G(I) is the disjoint union of G(J) and G(K).
(2) there is a splitting function

satisfying
(a) for all w € G(J N K), w = lem(o(w), Y (w)).
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(b) for every subset S C G(JNK), both lem(¢4(S)) and lem(v(S)) strictly divide
lem(S).
If J and K satisfy the above properties, then we shall say I = J + K is a splitting of [.

When I = J + K is a splitting of a monomial ideal I, then there is a relation between
Bi (1) and the graded Betti numbers of the smaller ideals.

Theorem 5.2 (Eliahou-Kervaire [§], Fatabbi [I0]). Suppose I is a splittable monomial
ideal with splitting I = J+ K. Then for all i,5 > 0,

Bii(I) = Bij(J) + Bij(K) + Bi1,;(J N K).

The following lemma (for a proof see [23, Lemma 1.5] or [12, Lemma 2.3]) will allows us
to determine when a resolution built via a mapping cone construction is in fact minimal.

Lemma 5.3. Let I C R = k[z1,...,x,] be a homogeneous ideal with the regularity of
R/I at most d — 1. Let m be a monomial of degree d not in I such that I : m = my for
some J C [n]. Then the mapping cone resolution of R/(I,m) is minimal.

With these tools we can now turn to the graded Betti numbers of I = m% Nm;. The
resolution depends upon how the two subsets J, K C [n] intersect. There are four possible
cases, as listed below, and we shall deal with each case separately.

Case 1: JNK = (.
If JNK =0, then ] = m%Nmb = m%mf.. The resolution of I is then a corollary of
Theorem .13l For completeness we record the formula here:

|J|+a—1\ fa+i,— 1\ [(|K|+b—1\ [(b+is—1
i,i+a I = . . . .
Buiraroll) Z( a—+1 (31 b+ iy 12
11 +12=1
and 3; ;(I) = 0 for all other ¢, 5 > 0.
Case 2: J\K =0 (ie., J C K).
In this case I = m% Nmf = m%. By Lemma T2 the resolution of I is then given by

Biira(l) = (‘J| e 1) (a * Z a 1) and f; ;(I) = 0 otherwise.

a+1 7

Case 3: K\J =0 (ie., K CJ).
Set A = J\K, and let my denote the corresponding ideal. In this situation I =
mg NmY = m% +mami + - + m% mb. We will postpone describing ;;(I) in this

case since these numbers will be a byproduct of our work in the final case.
Case 4: JNK,J\K,K\J # 0.

Set A= J\K, B=K\J and C = JN K. Let my, mp and mgc be the corresponding
monomial ideals.

Notation 5.4. Since the generators of my, mpg and mg are disjoint subsets of indeter-
minates of R, for ease of exposition we write my = (x1,..., 2y ),mp = (Y1, ..., Ys,), and

me = (21, ..., 215)-
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With this notation, we set

—1 —b b
U = mg+mamg +---+mf ‘mg

—b+1 b=l | 2 a—bt2 b2 b
Vo= mpmy TmS T+ mimG P mE? + - 4+ mpm.

To find the graded Betti numbers of I, we will exploit the fact that U and V form a
splitting of I (as we prove below).

Theorem 5.5. Suppose that J, K are subsets of [n]| that belong to Case 4, and let U and
V be as above. Then I =m% NmY is a splittable ideal with splitting I = U + V.

Proof. 1t is easy to check that I = U + V. The containment U + V C [ follows directly
from the definitions of U and V', and the other containment is a consequence of the fact
that my, mp, and mg are generated by disjoint monomials.

The definition of U and V' gives G(U)NG(V) = 0. To show that U and V is a splitting,
we first make the observation that

UNV =mpm% lm?,

and hence

GUNV) = {ymms | yi € G(mp), my € GmG"), my € G(me)}.
We define our splitting function as follows:

gunv) — GU)xG(V)

m=ymims (¢(m)> w(m)) = ((ml/xmaX(mﬂ)m% Yimy (m2/zmaX(m2)))

where max(m;) = max{i | z;lm;} and max(msy) = max{i | z;|mo}. It is immediate that
lem(p(m), ¥(m)) = m, so our splitting function satisfies the first condition.

To verify the second condition, let S C G(U NV). It is straightforward to check
that both lem(4(S5)) and lem(¢(S)) divide lem(S). Moreover, lem(¢p(S)) strictly divides
lem(.S) since lem(S) is divisible by some y,, but lem(¢(S)) is not. To see that lem(¢(S))
strictly divides lem(5), let m = y;mymy € S be the monomial with largest max(ms), and

among all monomials m’ € S divisible by Zmax(ms), the power of zZpmaxm,) in m, say d, is
the largest. Hence 24 | lem(S), but 24 (my) does not divide lem(¢(5)). This implies

max(m max

that lem(e)(S)) strictly divides lem(S).
So, [ =U +V is a splitting of I. O

Since U and V is a splitting of I, by Theorem we only need to compute the graded
Betti numbers of U, V', and U N'V. As noted within the previous proof

_ —b+1 b
UNV =mpmi " mg.

The graded Betti numbers of U NV can be computed using Theorem [2.13]
We now generalize the proof in [12] to compute the graded Betti numbers of U and V.

Theorem 5.6. With the notation as above, for alli > 0,
a—b|Al-1

- (L)) EE €O

j=1 k=0
and B;;(U) =0 for all other i,j > 0.
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Proof. To compute the graded Betti numbers of U, first note that we know the graded
Betti numbers of m¢, by Lemma 2121 We shall add the remaining generators of U to m¢,,
one at a time, and at each intermediate step, compute the graded Betti numbers of the
resulting ideal using Lemma [5.3] After adding the last generator, we will arrive at the
desired formula.

We add the remaining generators of U to m¢, in the following order: First, we add the
generators of mAm“C_l, then those of mim“c_z, and so on. When adding the generators
of m{m& ", we shall add the generators in descending lexicographic order with respect to
the ordering 7 > - -+ > xy, > 21 > -+ > 2. Let my denote the ¢-th monomial added to

m¢, and set Uy = m& + (mq, ..., my).
a C — . .
For each m = o' -+ -2, 27 ... 2,,° € mym¢ ", we associate to m the following number:

o S ay aty
kz(m) := max{k | zp41 divides z7" --- 2" }.
Ct- . o . . C
For example k, (212" ...%,%) = 0 since z; divides zj, while k,(2fzoxs2(" ... 2,.%) = 2
because x5 divides z2x9x3. This notation is needed to prove:
3 1 3

Claim: If my, the ¢-th monomial to be added m%, belongs to m, € mym& " and k =
k. (my) then
Ug_l Ty = Mg + (SL’l, R ,ZL’k).

Proof. By construction,

Urp =mé +mamé '+ +mf7 mG "+ (moe Gmhm&™) | m > my).
Since multiplying m, by any z; gives zym, € mim& ™ C m m% T it immediately

follows that mg C Uyp_y : my.
If kK = 0, then m;, = z{27"-- ztc;?’ Multiplying m, by any monomial m € R not
divisible by z; does not land you in m¢ " for ¢ = 0,...,t — 1. So, if mm, € U,_, then

mmy € mféxmac_t. That is mm, must be divisible by a monomial in mféxmac_t greater than my.

But the only elements greater than 7, must have the form 242" - - - z,fl; 3 with 2§ - - z,fl B>

3
C . « . .
27 ~zt§3. No element of this form can divide mmy,. So, if k =0, Uy_1 : my = mg.
a C
If £ > 0, to show that x1,..., 2 € Up_1 : my, we note that my = 7" - - -2, 27" - - -ztf.

Then for each =1, ...k,

_ a ap+1—1 _c Ct o
rime = (227" w2 20 ) T = m g
Now m/ > m, with respect to our ordering, so x;m, € Uy_1. So mg+ (21, ..., 2) C Up_q :
my.

To prove the reverse inclusion, let m be any monomial of R not divisible by either the z;s
or x1,..., o If mmy € Up_y, then mm, must be in m{m% " since mm, ¢ miym¢& " for i =
0,...,t—1. For mmy to be both in U,_; and m%mé‘t, it must be divisible by some mono-

. — . Ct-
mial m’ € m{mg " with m’ > my,. For m/ to be larger than m, = af* - - 23 127" - 2,7,
the exponent of one of xy,..., k11, 21,..., 2, must be larger in m’. Let g be the first
index where the exponent of some x or z variable is bigger in m’ than in m,.

We claim that g # k + 1. Since m’ € G(mym% "), we can write m’ as

1 b1 bey _dy dtg
m _Il ...J;tl Zl ...Zt3 ,
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where by +---+ b, = a. If g =k +1, then by > ag41. By the definition of g, a; = b; for
1 =1,..., k. But then we have

a=a+- - Fap <b+- b <b+-+by =a

a contradiction.

Hence m' is divisible either by some z; or one of x1, ..., z;, and thus, m would also have
this property, providing us with a contradiction. So the only monomials in U,_; : m, are
those in me + (z1, ..., zk). O

We now compute the graded Betti numbers of U, for each ¢. When ¢ = 0, Uy = m¢,
and the graded Betti numbers are given by Lemma 212}

bt (722

and f3; j(Uy) = 0 for all other ¢, j > 0. Observe that this formula implies that the regularity
of R/Uy is a — 1.

Suppose now that ¢ > 0, and that my is the /-th monomial. Furthermore, suppose that
me € mym% " with k = k,(my). Applying the claim, we have a short exact sequence

0— R/(Up_1 : mg)(—a) = R/ (m¢ + (21, ..., 21))(—a) =% R/Us;_y — R/U; — 0.

By Lemma [5.3] the mapping construction gives a minimal graded resolution of R/U,.

Thus
|IC|+ k
; )

Biita(Ue) = Biiva(Ui—1) + <

and 3;;(Uy) = 0 for all other i, > 0. So, each new generator m that we add to U,
contributes (‘CH?Z(m)) to Biiva(U).

For each t = 1,...,a — b, there are (lc‘t“__tt_l) generators of m{m¢& " with k,(m) = 0.
These are the elements of zim%™*. Also, for each t = 1,...,a — b, there are

E+t—1\/|C|l+a—-t—1
t—1 a—t

generators of m{m% " with k,(m) = k as 1 < k < |A] — 1. To see this, we first need
to count the number of elements of m/; of the form z{" ---z*{" with ay; > 1. This is
equivalent to counting the number of nonnegative integer solutions to

a1+---+ak+1:twithak+1>0.

k+t_1). For each mono-

t—1
mial m € mY of this form, every monomial m” € mm% ™" has k,(m") = k. So we get
k+t—1\ (|C|+a—t—1

(R
graph, each generator contributes (‘CL.J’]“) to Biita(U). The formula in the statement of

the theorem then comes by summing over all ¢t and k. O

Standard techniques in combinatorics imply that this equals (

) generators with k,(m) = k. By the discussion in the previous para-

Note that when K C J asin Case 3, C = KNJ =K and A = J\K. So I = U when
K C J. The above theorem provides the following formula for I in Case 3.
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Corollary 5.7. Suppose J, K C [n] with K C J. If I =m%Nm, then

~ [(IK[4+a-1 a—l—z—l azb 7 k+j—1\(IK[+a—j—1\(IK|l+k
Bii+al) = ( adi >< ) le Z (j—l >< a—j >< i >

and B; ;(I) =0 for all otheri,j > 0.
The formula for the graded Betti numbers of V' is proved similarly.
Theorem 5.8. With the notation as above, fori >0 and 2 < 7 <b,
N B | B| |A|+a—0b a—b+ix\ [(|C|+b—-2\ (b+iz—2
ﬂz,eraJrl(V) - i1+izz+1'3:i (1—}—7,1) <a—b+1—|—i2> < 12 > <b— 1443 > < 13 >
|A|-1|B|-1

Z Z (|C|+b—j—1) (kl—l-a—b—l-j—l) <k2+j—1) <|O|+k1+k2)
k1=0 ky=0 b= a—b+j—1 J—1 i

Proof. Set Vy = mpmf~ b“mlgl. We add the remaining generators of V to Vj, one at a
time, and after adding a new generator, we compute the graded Betti numbers of the
resulting ideal.

We shall add the remaining generators of V' in the following order: First, we add the
generators of mim% ""?m% 2 then those of mym% **m’% 3 and so on. When adding

Biita+i (V)

the generators of m Bma b+tmc , we will add them in lexicographic order with respect to
Yp > > Yy, > X > >y, > 2 > e 2. We let my denote the /-th monomial added
to Vo, and define V, := VO + (my, ... ,mg).
To each monomial m = 3% - yff:c‘fl ceptaft ezt € mimy T ml ! we associate

the following two numbers:

ky(m) := max{k | z;4; divides z{*-- [L’tl '}

ky(m) = max{k | ypy divides y?* - yt2 2}
Using this notation, we shall prove:
Claim: Suppose that my is the (-th monomial added to Vp, and that m, € mim<~ b+tml(’3
with k, = k,(m,) and k, = k,(m,). Then

Vicr img =me + (21, ..., Ty, Y1, - -->yky)-

Proof. By definition
Vg = mpm% o ml Tt 4o mE tm T T ml T (€ G(mbm T ) | m > my).

It is straightforward to check that mg C Vy_1 : my.

If k, = k, = 0, then m; = yla}” bHp! where m! € mlgt‘. Multiplying m, by any
monomial m € R not divisible by z; does not land you in ml(’j“ fori=1,...,t—1. So, if
mmy € Up_q, then mmy € mBm“ b+tml(’;t. That is, mm, must be divisible by a monomial

in mhm<” bHimbTt greater than my. But the only elements greater than m, must have

the form yiaf~ b+tm” with m” > m’. No element of this form can divide mm,. So, if
]{Z —]{Z —0, ‘/g_limg:mc
If k, > 0, then m, = ybr . ykzlfllxcl” . xtflzfl . ;3. Then for each i = 1,..., k,,

_ 1 bky+1=1 a4y aty c1 Ctg — o/
Yimy = (yz’?h Y1 Ty AL Ry )yky+1 = M Yk, +1
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But m’ > my, so m' € V,_q, thus y; € V,_q : my. If k, > 0, a similar argument implies

that 2y, ..., 2y, € Vi—y : my. Hence me + (21, ..., @k, Y1, - -, Uk,) € Vit my.
The opposite containment follows from an argument similar to the one in Theorem
]

We now compute the graded Betti numbers of V, for each /. When ¢ = 0, V =
mpm% " 'mY% ! The graded Betti numbers follow from Theorem T3t
N B | B| Al +a—b a—b+ix\ [(|C|+b—-2\ [(b+iz—2
Buitar (Vo) —+Z+:: <1+i1) (a—b—i—l—i—ig)( io )(b—1+i3 )( i3 )
and f; (V) = 0 otherwise.

Suppose that ¢ > 0 and let m, be the ¢-th monomial with m, € mthZ_b+tmlé—t. We
have the short exact sequence

0= R/(Vi_y :my)(—a—t) %8 R/Vi_y — R/Vy — 0.

Note that reg(R/Vy) = a, and inductively, for £ —1 > 0, reg(R/Vi—1) = a +t — 1 since
Vi_1 : my is generated by a subset of the variables. Therefore by Lemma [5.3] the mapping
cone construction gives a minimal graded free resolution of R/V,. If k, = k,(m,) and
ky = ky(my), then the claim implies R/(Vi—1 : m¢) = R/(Me + (21, .-, Tiys Y1,y - -+, Yk, ))-
So, each generator m € mthj_b”mbc_t contributes ('C‘+k1(f)+ky(m)) to Biivart(V).
Counting as in Theorem and summing over all possible ¢, k,, and k,, we obtain the

final formulas; we leave the details to the reader. O
Theorem 5.9. Suppose J, K C [n] are such that JN K, J\K,K\J # 0. If I =m%Nmb,
then
BiivaI) = PBiira(U)
Biivar1(D) = Biirar1(V) + Bi_tivar: (mpmy T m?)

(
5i,i+a+j([) = ﬁi,i+a+j(v) forj=2,...,0.

where U and V' are as defined above.

Proof. Since I = U +V is a splitting, the formulas are a consequence of Theorem and
the fact that Bz’—l,i—l—a—l—l(U N V) = Bz’—l,i—l—a—l—l (mBmZ_mebC). ]

6. APPLICATIONS: MULTIPLICITY, COMBINATORICS, AND FAT POINTS IN
MULTIPROJECTIVE SPACE

In our final section, we present some applications of our results in the earlier sections.
First, we discuss some cases of the Multiplicity Conjecture of Herzog, Huneke, and Srini-
vasan. In addition, we use our componentwise linearity results and Alexander duality to
prove a corollary about the sequential Cohen-Macaulayness of some simplicial complexes.
Finally, we apply our earlier results to investigate the resolutions of some sets of fat points
in multiprojective space. The main result of [12] is that ideals of small sets of general
fat points in P" are componentwise linear; we generalize this theorem to multiprojective
space. Furthermore, we extend work from [10] 28] 11} [12] to describe the graded Betti
numbers of ideals of small sets of fat points in linear general position in multiprojective
space.
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6.1. Multiplicity Conjecture. The Multiplicity Conjecture of Herzog, Huneke, and
Srinivasan (see, e.g., [22]) proposes bounds for the multiplicity of an ideal in terms of the
shifts in its graded free resolution. The explicit statement is given below.

Conjecture 6.1. Let R/I be a homogeneous k-algebra with resolution of the form

b by
0— P R(—dyy) — - — P R(~dy;) — R— R/T — 0.
j=1 j=1
Setm; =min{d;; | j=1,...,b;} and M; = max{d;; | j=1,...,b;}. If codim(I) = ¢ and
e(R/I) denotes the multiplicity of R/I, then

e(ryn) < L=t M

Furthermore, if R/1 is Cohen-Macaulay, then

H’% <e(R/I).
c!

In [26], Romer proved that when the characteristic of k is zero, componentwise lin-
ear ideals satisfy the above Multiplicity Conjecture. As a consequence of Theorem [3.1]
Corollary B.2, Theorem 3] and Romer’s result, we have:

Corollary 6.2. Suppose char(k) = 0. Let I = m3 N---Nmy, and suppose either that
s <3, or J;UJ; =n] for all i # j. Then I satisfies the upper bound of the Multiplicity
Congecture.

Note that we only know that the upper bound is true since in general, R/I may not
be Cohen-Macaulay. If it is, then the lower bound holds as well. (Roémer states his result
only for the upper bound, but his proof is based on the fact that if I is componentwise
linear, then I and the reverse-lex generic initial ideal gin(I) have the same graded Betti
numbers in characteristic zero. Both bounds of the conjecture hold for all Cohen-Macaulay
generic initial ideals in characteristic zero since the bounds are true for all Cohen-Macaulay
strongly stable ideals. Since the reverse-lex gin preserves depth and dimension, if R/I is
Cohen-Macaulay, R/ gin([) is as well, so the lower bound holds in that case.)

6.2. The sequentially Cohen-Macaulay property. The notion of componentwise lin-
earity is intimately related to the concept of sequential Cohen-Macaulayness.

Definition 6.3. Let R = k[xy,...,2z,]. A graded R-module M is called sequentially
Cohen-Macaulay if there exists a finite filtration of M by graded R-modules

O=MyCcMyC---M,=M

such that each M;/M;_; is Cohen-Macaulay, and the Krull dimensions of the quotients
are increasing:

dlm(Ml/MQ) < dlm(Mg/Ml) <0 < dim(Mr/Mr_l).

We say that a simplicial complex A is sequentially Cohen-Macaulay if R/ is sequen-
tially Cohen-Macaulay, where I is the Stanley-Reisner ideal of A.
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Stanley introduced sequential Cohen-Macaulayness in connection with developments
in the theory of shellability; see, e.g., [27] for a definition of shellable. A shellable pure
simplicial complex (that is, a shellable simplicial complex whose maximal faces all have
the same dimension) is Cohen-Macaulay, but if one extends the definition of shellability
to allow nonpure simplicial complexes, one obtains simplicial complexes that are not
Cohen-Macaulay. However, they are sequentially Cohen-Macaulay.

The theorem connecting sequentially Cohen-Macaulayness to componentwise linearity
is based on the idea of Alexander duality. We define Alexander duality for squarefree
monomial ideals and then state the fundamental result of Herzog and Hibi [19] and Herzog,
Reiner, and Welker [21].

Definition 6.4. If [ = (211212 214y, ..., Ts1%s2 - Tsy,) 1S a squarefree monomial
ideal, then the Alexander dual of I, denoted I*, is the monomial ideal

[* = (1'171, e ?xl,tl) N---N (1'871, e axs,ts)-

If A is a simplicial complex and I = I its Stanley-Reisner ideal, then the simplicial
complex A* with Ia» = I} is the Alexander dual of A.

Theorem 6.5. Let A be a simplicial complex with Stanley-Reisner ideal In. Let A* be the
Alexander dual of A. Then R/Ix is sequentially Cohen-Macaulay if and only if I\ = I~
18 componentwise linear.

Our results in this paper yield the following corollary.

Corollary 6.6. Let A be a simplicial complex on n vertices, and let In be its Stanley-
Reisner ideal, minimally generated by squarefree monomials my, ..., ms. If s < 3, so that
A has at most three minimal nonfaces, or if Supp(m;) U Supp(m;) = {z1,...,z,} for all
1 # j, then A is sequentially Cohen-Macaulay.

Proof. I is a squarefree monomial ideal; suppose it is minimally generated by monomials
{xl,l R SRR IR % T .flfs’ts}. Then

]Z = IA* = (:(,’1’1, C. ,LL’Ltl) n---N (xs,la .- -7x8,ts>‘

By Theorem [B.I Corollary B.2] or Theorem [4.3] I is componentwise linear, and so
Theorem gives the result. O

Example 6.7. Let A be a simplicial complex on six vertices. Suppose the minimal
nonfaces of A are {145,126,135}. Then

IA* = ($1,$4,SL’5) N (%1,1’2,1’6) N (%1,1’3,1’5) CR= ]{Z[SL’l, . ,SL’G]

is componentwise linear by Theorem [4.3] and thus A is sequentially Cohen-Macaulay.
Note that A is not Cohen-Macaulay since codim In = 1, while the projective dimension
of R/IA is two.

6.3. Fat points in multiprojective space. We begin by recalling some of the rel-
evant definitions for points in multiprojective space (for more on this topic see [29,
30, 31]). The coordinate ring of P™ x --- x P" is the N"-graded polynomial ring
R = k[z10,...,T1nys- s Tr0y- - Tpp,] With degaz;; = e;, the i-th basis vector of N.
The defining ideal of a point P = P, X --- X P. € P™ x --- x P" is the prime ideal
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Ip = (Ll,lu Cey Ll,n17 ey Lr,la ey Lr,nr> with deg Li,j = €;. The forms Li,h ey Li,ni are
the generators of the defining ideal of P; € P™.

Definition 6.8. A set of points X C P" is said to be in linear general position if no
more than two points lie on a line, no more than three points line in a plane, ..., no more
than n points lie in an (n — 1)-plane.

Observe that the above definition is equivalent to the fact that if £; is any linear
subspace of P of dimension d with d = 0,...,n — 1, then the intersection of £; and X
contains at most d 4+ 1 points of X. When d = 0, L4 is a point, so this simply says that
the intersection of a point and X is at most one point. To extend this to a multigraded
context, we say that £ is (dy, ..., d,)-linear subspace of P" x- - - xP™ if L = L4 x---X Ly,
where each L, is a linear subspace of P™ of dimension d; with d; = 0,...,n; (so £,, = P™
is allowed) and there exists at least one j € [r] such that d; < n;.

Definition 6.9. A set of points X C P™ x --- x P" is in linear general position if for
every (dy,...,d,)-linear subspace L, the intersection of £ and X contains at most d + 1
points of X where d = min{d,,...,d,}.

We point out that if £ is (di, ..., d,)-linear subspace with d = d; = 0, then L, is a
point. So if X is in linear general position, this means that at most one point of X can
intersect £, which, in turn, implies that at most one point of X can have i-th coordinate
equal to Lg4,. It follows from this observation that for any two points P,Q) € X with X
in linear general position in P™ ... x ---P"_ we must have P, # Q; fori =1,...,r. In
other words if 7; : P™ x - .- x P — P" denotes the projection morphism for ¢ =1,...,7,
and if {Qq,...,Q:} € P™ x --- x P"™ is in linear general position, then the sets of
the projections {m;(Q1),...,m(Q;)} are in linear general position in P™ for each i. In
particular, we require that m;(Q;) # m;(Q;) for all ¢ and all j # [; see Remark for
what can go wrong without this condition.

Definition 6.10. Let {Py,..., P;} CP™ x --- x P" be a set of points with the defining
ideal of P; denoted Ip, and let a4, ..., as be positive integers. The scheme Z C P™ x - - - X
P defined by

I;=I80---nI%
is scheme of fat points, and is sometimes denoted Z = {(Py,a1), ..., (Ps,as)}. We call g;

the multiplicity of the point P;. The points { P, ..., Ps} are referred to as the support
of Z.

By a small set of linear general fat points in P", we mean that the support has at most
n + 1 points in linear general position. This restriction allows us to make a change of
coordinates to move all the points to the coordinate vertices, and we can take the ideal
corresponding to the set of fat points to be an intersection of monomial ideals

I=(xq,...,2,)" N (20, Toy oy X)) NN (Toy e vy Tso1, L1y T) ™

If we are working in P™ x - - - x P", we would like to change coordinates to work with a
set of fat points at the coordinate vertices so that the corresponding ideals are monomial
ideals. Therefore, a small set of fat points can consist of no more than 1+min{ny,...,n,}
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points. The set of fat points is general if the points in the support are in linear general
position.

Suppose that I is the ideal of a small set of general fat points in P™ x --- x P". As a
consequence of Theorem [B.I], we can generalize the componentwise linearity result for the
r =1 case from [12] (and obtain a different proof for that case).

Theorem 6.11. Let I be the ideal of s + 1 general fat points in P™ x --- x P™  where
s <min{ny,...,n.}. Then for alld, (1;) is polymatroidal, and I is componentwise linear.

Proof. Because [ is the ideal of a small set of general fat points in multiprojective space,
we may assume that [ has the form

— ag
I= (zl,la"'7$1,n17$271a"'7$2,n27"'axr,1a'-'axr,nr) NN

~ A ~ a
(1'170, Ce ,1’178, .. .,1'17”1,113'270, P ,1'275, P ’x2,n27 P ,Z'no, Ce >Ir,sa Ce 7$T,nr-) s C R,

where 77 ; denotes that xz; ; is left out. Note that the union of the variables appearing in
any two of the components is all the variables of R. Hence the result follows immediately
from Theorem [B.11 O

As in Corollary [6.2] when the char(k) = 0, Theorem implies that ideals of small
sets of general fat points in multiprojective space satisfy the Multiplicity Conjecture of
Herzog, Huneke, and Srinivasan. Note that if » > 1, the ideal will not be Cohen-Macaulay
(for example, see [29] B0]), so we may only conclude that the conjectured upper bound is
true.

We conclude this discussion with a remark about how we defined the notion of a “gen-
eral” set of fat points.

Remark 6.12. In our definition of what it means for a set of fat points Q,...,Q; in
multiprojective space to be general, we required that for all 7 and all j # [, the projections
mi(Q;) # m(Qy). If that condition is not satisfied, the corresponding ideal may not be
componentwise linear.

Consider the points [1:0] x [1:0],[1:0] x[0:1],[0:1] x [1:0],and [0:1] x [0: 1] in
P! x P!, and suppose each point has multiplicity one. The ideal corresponding to the set
of four points in R = k[zo, x1, Yo, ¥1] is

I'=(21,91) N (21,90) N (o, y1) N (20, Yo) = (ToT1, You1)-

This ideal is a complete intersection of degree two polynomials, and hence it is not com-
ponentwise linear; in particular, I = (I5) does not have a linear resolution. The problem
is that the union of the variables appearing in, for example, the first two components, is
not all of {zg, 1, yo,v1}

We turn now to the graded Betti numbers of two general fat points in multiprojective
space. As an application of Theorem we can compute the N-graded Betti numbers of
the defining ideal of two fat points in P! x --- x P™ in linear general position.

Corollary 6.13. Let Z = {(P,a),(Q,b)} be two fat points in P™ X «-- x P" with a > b
Set N =nqy+---+n,, and let I; denote the defining ideal of Z. If P and Q) are in linear
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general position, then

a—br—1 . .
~ (N-r+a-1 a—l—z—l k+j—1\/N—r+a—j—1\(N—-r+k
ot = ()T 2R ()OO0

j=1 k=0

r r+a—= a—b+is\(N—r+b—2\ (b+iz—2
iitat1(L = , . . . .
Buitari(lz) _ Z _(1+u><a—b+1+z2 ( s >< b—1+is )( is )+

i1 +i2+iz3=1

Z r r+a-—2> a—b+is\(N—r+b—1\/b+iz—1
~ 144 a—b+1+1i 19 b+ i3 13

11 +i2+i3=1—1

r—1 r—1 . .
—7‘+b j—l ki+a—-b+j5—1 ko+7—1 N—r+k +ko
Biitariz) = Z( )( . . .
P s a—b+j5—-1 j—1 )
forj=2,...,b.

and B; j(Iz) =0 for all otheri,j > 0.
Proof. Since P and () are in linear general position, we may assume (after a change of

coordinates) that P =[1:0:---: 0 x---x[1:0:---:0and Q@ =[0:1:0:---:
0] x -+ x[0:1:0---:0]. So, the defining ideal of I has the form

a b

Iz = (!131,1, s Tingy e Tl - ,Dfr,nr) N (!131,0, L1,2y+ -5 Tlngy -+ o5 Lr0s Lr2s - - axr,nr)
The graded Betti numbers of I are then a consequence of Theorem 5.9 with |C] = N —r
and |A| = |B| =r. O

Remark 6.14. When r = 1 in the previous corollary, we recover the formulas of Valla [28§]
and first author [12] for two fat points in P". When r > 1, then I also has a multigraded
resolution of the form

0—>@R (—j)Pmatlz) — —>@R )Posllz) 1, — 0.

JeNr JENT

Corollary [6.13] gives us some information on the multigraded Betti numbers f3; ;(Iz) be-
cause of the identity 53 ;(1z) = >_;; Bi;(Iz)-

REFERENCES

[1] A. Aramova, J. Herzog, and T. Hibi, Ideals with stable Betti numbers. Adv. Math. 152 (2000), no
1, 72-77.

[2] CoCoATeam, CoCoA: a system for doing Computations in Commutative Algebra. Available at
http://cocoa.dima.unige.it

[3] A. Conca, Koszul homology and extremal properties of Gin and Lex. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 356
(2004), no. 7, 2945-2961.

[4] A. Conca and J. Herzog, Castelnuovo-Mumford regularity of products of ideals. Collect. Math. 54
(2003), no. 2, 137-152.

[5] J. Eagon and D. Northcott, Ideals defined by matrices and a certain complex, Proc. Roy. Soc. London
A 269 (1962), 188-204.

[6] J. Eagon and V. Reiner, Resolutions of Stanley-Reisner rings and Alexander duality. J. Pure Appl.
Algebra 130 (1998), no. 3, 265-275.

[7] D. Eisenbud, Commutative algebra with a view toward algebraic geometry, Springer-Verlag, 1995.

[8] S. Eliahou, M. Kervaire, Minimal resolutions of some monomial ideals. J. Algebra 129 (1990), 1-25.

[9] S. Faridi, Simplicial trees are sequentially Cohen-Macaulay. J. Pure Appl. Algebra 190 (2003), 121—
136.


http://cocoa.dima.unige.it

COMPONENTWISE LINEAR MONOMIAL IDEALS 29

[10] G. Fatabbi, On the resolution of ideals of fat points. J. Algebra 242 (2001), 92-108.

11

| G. Fatabbi, A. Lorenzini, On the graded resolution of ideals of a few general fat points of P™. J.
Pure Appl. Algebra 198 (2005), 123-150.

[12] C. Francisco, Resolutions of small sets of fat points. J. Pure Appl. Algebra 203 (2005), no. 1-3,

220-336.

[13] C. Francisco, J. Migliore, and U. Nagel, On the componentwise linearity and the minimal free

resolution of a tetrahedral curve. (2005) Preprint. arXiv:math.AC/0503278 To appear J. Algebra.

[14] C. Francisco and A. Van Tuyl, Sequentially Cohen-Macaulay edge ideals. (2006) Preprint

arXiv:math.AC/0511022 To appear Proc. Amer. Math. Soc.

[15] V. Gasharov, T. Hibi, and I. Peeva, Resolutions of a-stable ideals. J. Algebra 254 (2002), no. 2,

375-394.

[16] D. R. Grayson and M. E. Stillman, Macaulay 2, a software system for research in algebraic geometry.

http://www.math.uiuc.edu/Macaulay2/.

[17] E. Guardo, A. Van Tuyl, Powers of complete intersections: graded Betti numbers and applications.

Illinois J. Math. 49 (2005), no. 1, 265-279.

[18] J. Herzog and T. Hibi, Cohen-Macaulay polymatroidal ideals. (2004) Preprint.

arXiv:math.AC/0409097
| J. Herzog and T. Hibi, Componentwise linear ideals. Nagoya Math. J. 153 (1999), 141-153.

9
20] J. Herzog and T. Hibi, Discrete polymatroids. J. Algebraic Combin. 16 (2002), no. 3, 239-268.
1

| J. Herzog, V. Reiner, and V. Welker, Componentwise linear ideals and Golod rings. Michigan Math.
J. 46 (1999), no. 2, 211-223.

[22] J. Herzog and H. Srinivasan, Bounds for multiplicities. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 350 (1998), no. 7,

2879-2902.

[23] J. Herzog and Y. Takayama, Resolutions by mapping cones. The Roos Festschrift volume, 2. Homol-

ogy Homotopy Appl. 4 (2002), no. 2, part 2, 277-294 (electronic).

[24] H. Matsumura, Commutative ring theory. Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics 8. Cam-

bridge University Press, Cambridge, 1989.

[25] J. Migliore and U. Nagel, Tetrahedral curves. Int. Math. Res. Notices 15 (2005), 899-939.
[26] T. Romer, Note on bounds for multiplicities. J. Pure Appl. Algebra 195 (2005), no. 1, 113-123.
[27] R. P. Stanley, Combinatorics and commutative algebra. Second edition. Progress in Mathematics 41.

Birkhuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 1996.

[28] G. Valla, Betti numbers of some monomial ideals. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 133 (2005), 57-63.
[29] A. Van Tuyl, The defining ideal of a set of points in multi-projective space. J. London Math. Soc.

72 (2005), 73-90.

[30] A. Van Tuyl, The Hilbert functions of ACM sets of points in P™ x - .- x P J. Algebra 264 (2003),

420-441.

[31] A. Van Tuyl, The border of the Hilbert function of a set of points in Pt x --- x P . J. Pure Appl.

Algebra 176 (2002), 223-247.

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI, MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES BUILDING,

CorLumBIA, MO 65203

E-mail address: chrisf@math.missouri.edu
URL: http://www.math.missouri.edu/~chrisf

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES, LAKEHEAD UNIVERSITY, THUNDER BAy, ON P7B

5E1, CANADA

E-mail address: avantuyl@sleet.lakeheadu.ca
URL: http://flash.lakeheadu.ca/~avantuyl


http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0503278
http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0511022
http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0409097

	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries
	3. A family of polymatroidal ideals
	4. The intersection of three Veronese ideals
	5. Resolutions of mJa mKb
	6. Applications: multiplicity, combinatorics, and fat points in multiprojective space
	6.1. Multiplicity Conjecture
	6.2. The sequentially Cohen-Macaulay property
	6.3. Fat points in multiprojective space

	References

