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CLOSED NEIGHBORHOOD IDEALS OF FINITE SIMPLE GRAPHS

JACOB HONEYCUTT AND KERI SATHER-WAGSTAFF

ABSTRACT. We investigate Sharifan and Moradi’s closed neighborhood ideal of a finite

simple graph, which is a square-free monomial ideal in a polynomial ring over a field. We

explicitly describe the minimal irreducible decompositions of these ideals. We also charac-

terize the trees whose closed neighborhood ideals are Cohen-Macaulay; in particular, this

property for closed neighborhood ideals of trees is characteristic independent.

1. INTRODUCTION

Combinatorial commutative algebra allows one to take certain combinatorial objects

(e.g., graphs, simplicial complexes, and posets) and encode nontrivial combinatorial in-

formation about them algebraically. This allows one to use algebraic tools to study these

objects, and it allows us to understand the algebraic objects combinatorially. An example

of this Villarreal’s [14, 15] edge ideal IG of a finite simple graph G, where one can see the

irredundant irreducible decompositions of IG via certain subsets of the vertex set called

vertex covers op. cit., and one can see Cohen-Macaulay properties for certain classes of

graphs, including trees op. cit. and chordal graphs [4, 5, 10]. Similar results hold for other

constructions using edges and paths [1, 2, 11, 12].

In this project we investigate another algebraic construction that sees other combina-

torial aspects of G: the closed neighborhood ideal NG, as introduced by Sharifan and

Moradi [13]. It is a square-free monomial ideal whose generators are the closed neighbor-

hoods of the vertices of G. See Section 2 for a complete definition and basic properties.

Whereas the irredundant irreducible decomposition of the edge ideal of G is described

using the minimal vertex covers of G, our construction is decomposed in terms of other

subsets of the vertex set that are important for studying networks: the dominating sets [8,

9]. This decomposition result is Proposition 2.6, the culminating result of Section 2.

Section 3 investigates the Cohen-Macaulay property for our construction. The main re-

sult there is Theorem 3.12 which characterizes the trees whose closed neighborhood ideals

are Cohen-Macaulay. In particular, it shows that the Cohen-Macaulay, unmixed, and com-

plete intersection properties are equivalent for these ideals, and that they are independent

of the characteristic of the ground field.

Assumptions. For the remainder of this paper, let G = (V,E) be a finite simple graph

with vertex set V = {X1, X2, . . . , Xd} and edge set E where an edge between distinct

vertices Xi and Xj is denoted XiXj . (The “simple” assumption says that G has no loops

and no multi-edges. See, e.g., the text of Diestel [3] for unexplained notions from graph

theory.) Let K be a field, and consider the polynomial ring R = K[X1, X2, . . . , Xd].
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2. CLOSED NEIGHBORHOOD IDEALS, DOMINATION, AND DECOMPOSITIONS

In this section, we start by introducing the closed neighborhood ideal of our graph G.

Then we describe its irredundant irreducible decomposition in terms of the dominating sets

in Proposition 2.6.

Definition 2.1. The closed neighborhood of a vertex Xi is

N(Xi) = {Xj | XiXj ∈ E} ∪ {Xi} ⊆ V

which includesXi by definition. The closed neighborhood monomial of Xi is the square-

free monomial

Si =
∏

Xj∈N(Xi)

Xj ∈ R

which by definition is divisible by Xi. The closed neighborhood ideal of G is the ideal

NG ⊆ R generated by all of the closed neighborhood monomials of G:

NG = ({Si | vi ∈ V })R ⊆ R.

Example 2.2. We compute the closed neighborhood ideal of the following graph

X1 X2 X3

X4 X5 X6

(2.2.1)

by applying the definition then removing redundant generators:

NG = (X1X2X4, X1X2X3X5, X2X3X6, X1X4, X2X5, X3X6)R

= (X1X4, X2X5, X3X6)R.

In particular, the generating set defining closed neighborhood ideals can be redundant. Fur-

thermore, the following graph has the same closed neighborhood ideal as the one for (2.2.1)

X4 X1

❇❇
❇❇

❇❇
❇❇

⑤⑤
⑤⑤
⑤⑤
⑤⑤

X5 X2 X3 X6

(2.2.2)

showing that the association G 7→ NG is not injective.

Next, we move toward our decomposition result. Here is the relevant definition from

graph theory for this purpose. See [7, 8] for background on this notion.

Definition 2.3. A dominating set for G is a subset V ′ ⊆ V such that for each Xi ∈ V ,

we have V ′ ∩ N(Xi) 6= ∅, i.e., either Xi ∈ V ′ or Xi is adjacent to a vertex Xj ∈ V ′. A

dominating set is minimal if it does not properly contain another dominating set.

This definition is deceptively similar to the definition of a vertex cover; see Defini-

tion 3.8. However, they are different, as the next example shows. The key difference is that

dominating sets dominate vertices while vertex covers dominate edges.

Example 2.4. For our graph (2.2.1), the set V ′ = {X3, X4, X5, X6} is a dominating set,

but it is not minimal since V ′′ = {X4, X5, X6} also dominates G. The dominating set V ′′

is minimal. Note that V ′′ is not a vertex cover of G; see Definition 3.8.
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Remark 2.5. The full vertex set V is a dominating set for G. If G has no isolated vertices,

then every subset V r {Xi} is a dominating set for G. Since V is finite, every dominating

set for G contains a minimal dominating set.

Here is the aforementioned decomposition result, which essentially follows from [13,

Lemma 2.2].

Proposition 2.6. The ideal NG ⊆ R has the following irreducible decompositions

NG =
⋂

V ′

(V ′)R =
⋂

V ′ min.

(V ′)R

where the first intersection is taken over all dominating sets for G, and the second intersec-

tion is taken over all minimal dominating sets for G. Furthermore, the second intersection

is irredundant.

Proof. The second intersection is irredundant by the fact that the intersection is taken over

only minimal dominating sets, so any redundancies have already been removed.

The containment
⋂

V ′(V ′)R ⊆
⋂

V ′ min.(V
′)R follows since the first intersection is over

a possibly larger index.

The containment
⋂

V ′(V ′)R ⊇
⋂

V ′ min.(V
′)R follows since every dominating set con-

tains a minimal dominating set by Remark 2.5.

By [13, Lemma 2.2] we know that NG ⊆ (V ′)R if and only if V ′ dominates G, so we

have NG ⊆
⋂

V ′(V ′)R where the intersection is taken over the dominating sets of G.

To show that NG ⊇
⋂

V ′(V ′)R, recall that NG is square-free. Therefore there exist

subsets V1, . . . , Vn ⊆ V such that

NG =

n⋂

i=1

(Vi)R.

In particular, each Vi satisfies NG ⊆ (Vi)R so each Vi is a dominating set of G by [13,

Lemma 2.2]. Since each is a dominating set, and the intersection
⋂

V ′(V ′)R is taken over

all dominating sets, we must have

NG =

n⋂

i=1

(Vi)R ⊇
⋂

V ′

(V ′)R

which completes the proof. �

Example 2.7. Consider the closed neighborhood ideal of NG where G is the graph (2.2.1)

from Example 2.2. It is straightforward to verify the following irredundant irreducible

decomposition algebraically by hand or using Macaulay2 [6].

NG =(X1X4, X2X5, X3X6)R

=(X1, X2, X3)R ∩ (X1, X2, X6)R ∩ (X1, X5, X3)R ∩ (X4, X2, X3)R

∩ (X1, X5, X6)R ∩ (X4, X2, X6)R ∩ (X4, X5, X3)R ∩ (X4, X5, X6)R.

From this, one can use Proposition 2.6 to read the eight minimal dominating sets for G:

{X1, X2, X3} {X1, X2, X6} {X1, X5, X3} {X4, X2, X3}

{X1, X5, X6} {X4, X2, X6} {X4, X5, X3} {X4, X5, X6}.

On the other hand, one can identify the above the list of minimal dominating sets for G

combinatorially by inspecting G, then invoke Proposition 2.6 to obtain the decomposition.

Furthermore, the next result shows that graph (2.2.2) has the same list of minimal dom-

inating sets as G.
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The next result is potentially useful since it is expensive to compute all the minimal

dominating sets of a graph, and it feels less expensive to check equality of closed neigh-

borhood ideals, which can be accomplished by comparing the minimal generating sets.

Corollary 2.8. Let H be another graph with vertex set V . Then NG = NH if and only if

G and H have the same lists of (minimal) dominating sets.

Proof. Since the set of dominating sets for a graph is closed under taking supersets, we see

that G and H have the same lists of dominating sets if and only if G and H have the same

lists of minimal dominating sets.

For the backwards implication in the corollary, assume that G and H have the same lists

of dominating sets. Then Proposition 2.6 implies that

NG =
⋂

V ′ dom. set G

(V ′)R =
⋂

V ′ dom. set H

(V ′)R = NH .

For the converse, assume that NG = NH . Then the uniqueness of the ideals in an

irredundant irreducible decomposition of this ideal works with Proposition 2.6 to imply

that G and H have the same lists of minimal dominating sets, as desired. �

3. COHEN-MACAULAYNESS OF CLOSED NEIGHBORHOOD IDEALS OF TREES

In this section, we characterize the trees whose closed neighborhood ideals are Cohen-

Macaulay; see Theorem 3.12 and Corollary 3.13. As in [14], our proof utilizes the follow-

ing notion from graph theory.

Definition 3.1 (Matching). A matching is a set of pairwise non-adjacent edges of a graph.

A matching is maximal if it is not properly contained in another matching.

Example 3.2. In our graph (2.2.1), some maximal matchings are

{X1X2, X3X6} and {X1X4, X2X5, X3X6}.

Our Cohen-Macaulayness result is stated in terms of the following notion. Note that

more general H-coronas can be defined, but we only need K1-coronas. In a small amount

of the literature, these are also referred to as “suspensions.”

Definition 3.3. A K1-corona of the graphG is the graphG′ created by adding a “whisker”

to each vertex of G, i.e., it is a graph with vertex set {X1, . . . , Xd, Y1, . . . , Yd} and edge

set E ∪ {X1Y1, . . . , XdYd}.

Example 3.4. The two graphs in Example 2.2 are K1-coronas of the path P2 and the cycle

C3, respectively.

The next result states that K1-coronas are particularly nice with respect to minimal

dominating sets. It uses the following notion which we introduce for convenience.

Definition 3.5. We write that G is domination-unmixed if all the minimal dominating

sets of G have the same size.

Example 3.6. The graphs (2.2.1) and (2.2.2) are domination-unmixed by Example 2.7.

Proposition 3.7. If H is a K1-corona of G, then every minimal dominating set for H has

exactly d elements and NH is a complete intersection; in particular, NH is unmixed and

H is domination-unmixed.
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Proof. Use the notation of Definition 3.3 for the K1-corona H . Then each monomial XiYi

is a generator of NH . The other generators are of the form XiYiTi for some monomial Ti,

so these generators are redundant. Therefore the closed neighborhood ideal of H is

NH = (X1Y1, . . . , XdYd)R

and this decomposes into the intersection

NH =
⋂

(Z1, . . . , Zd)R

where the intersection is over all 2d combinations when choosing Zi to be Xi or Yi. In

each case, the corresponding minimal dominating set from Proposition 2.6 has size d. �

We next provide a few lemmas for subsequent use. The first one uses the following

notion mentioned in the introduction.

Definition 3.8. A vertex cover for G is a subset V ′ ⊆ V such that for each edge XiXj

in G, we have V ′ ∩ {Xi, Xj} 6= ∅, i.e., either Xi ∈ V ′ or Xj ∈ V ′. A vertex cover is

minimal if it does not properly contain another vertex cover.

The definitions of dominating set and vertex cover look similar, but they are crucially

different. One way to summarize the difference is that a dominating set dominates every

vertex while a vertex cover covers every edge. On the other hand, one actual similarity is

in the next result.

Lemma 3.9. If G has no isolated vertices, then every vertex cover V ′ of G is a dominating

set for G.

Proof. By assumption, every edge of G is adjacent to at least one vertex in V ′. Since G

has no isolated vertices, it must be that every vertex is either in V ′ or adjacent to an edge

which is adjacent to a vertex in V ′. Therefore, V ′ is a dominating set. �

The converse of Lemma 3.9 fails in general, as we see next.

Example 3.10. In the graph (2.2.1), the set {X4, X5, X6} is a dominating set but not a

vertex cover.

Our final lemma is similar to Kőnig’s Theorem.

Lemma 3.11. For a domination-unmixed bipartite graph G with no isolated vertices, each

minimal dominating set has the same size as the largest maximal matching.

Proof. Since G is bipartite, let V = V1 ∪ V2 be a bipartition of V . Note that V1 and V2

are dominating sets of G since every vertex is either in Vi or adjacent to an element in Vi.

Furthermore, Vi is a minimal dominating set for G since the removal any vertex from Vi

causes that vertex not to be dominated. By assumption, this implies that |V1| = |V2| = k.

We claim that every vertex cover V ′ of G has size |V ′| ≥ k. To show this, we note

that V ′ is a dominating set by Lemma 3.9. Therefore, it contains a minimal dominating set

V ′′ ⊆ V ′. Then |V ′| ≥ |V ′′| = k, as claimed.

Therefore we have that the smallest minimal vertex cover has size k, and therefore by

Kőnig’s Theorem, we know that the largest maximal matching has size k. �

We conclude with the main results of this section.

Theorem 3.12. A tree T is a K1-corona if and only if it is domination-unmixed.
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Proof. The forward implication follows from Proposition 3.7.

For the converse, assume that T is domination-unmixed. Since T is a tree, it is bipartite.

Let V1, V2, and k be as in the proof of Lemma 3.11; this result implies that the largest

maximal matching must have size k. Let {x1y1, . . . , xkyk} be such a matching.

We next need to show that for i = 1, . . . , k, either deg xi = 1 or deg yi = 1. Suppose

this is not true, and reorder the vertices if necessary to assume that deg(x1), deg(y1) ≥ 2.

Then we have N(x1) = {x1, a1, . . . , ap} and N(y1) = {y1, b1, . . . , bq} with p, q ≥ 1.

Assume without loss of generality that x1 ∈ V1 and y1 ∈ V2. Each set Vi is a minimal

dominating set of size k = p+ q+m+1. Since T is domination-unmixed, this is the size

of the smallest minimal dominating set.

We partially sketch T as

V1 : x1

✵
✵
✵
✵
✵
✵
✵

▲▲
▲▲

▲▲
▲▲

▲▲
▲▲
α1 · · · αp b1 · · · bq c1 · · · cm

V2 : y1

♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥♥

✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐✐
a1 · · · ap β1 · · · βq γ1 · · · γm

where the vertical edges comprise the given maximal matching. Also note that if m > 0,

then for each i, one of the two vertices ci or γi is adjacent to some aj , bj , αj , βj , cj , or γj
because T is connected and neither ci nor γi can be adjacent to x1 or y1 by construction.

We can order the vertices {c1, . . . , cm} and {γ1, . . . , γm} so that if ci or γi is adjacent to

cj or γj , then j < i. Note that no ci can be adjacent to another cj , and likewise for any γi.

It is straightforward to show that the set {a1, . . . , ap, b1, . . . , bq, c1, . . . , cm} dominates

T . This is a set of size p+ q +m, and a minimal dominating set contained in it cannot be

larger. Since this is smaller than p+ q+m+1, we have a contradiction since we assumed

T is domination-unmixed. Therefore deg xi = 1 or deg yi = 1, and we have that T is a

K1-corona. �

Corollary 3.13. For a tree T , the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) T is domination-unmixed,

(ii) NT is unmixed,

(iii) NT is Cohen-Macaulay, and

(iv) NT is a complete intersection.

In particular, the Cohen-Macaulay property for NT is characteristic-independent.

Proof. The equivalence (i) ⇐⇒ (ii) is from Proposition 2.6, and the implications

(iv) =⇒ (iii) =⇒ (ii) are standard. And the implication (i) =⇒ (iv) follows

from Proposition 3.7 and Theorem 3.12. �
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