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EQUIVALENCES AND DISTINCTIONS IN LEXICOGRAPHIC

SHELLABILITY OF POSETS

STEPHEN LACINA AND GRACE STADNYK∗

Abstract. We present two perhaps surprisingly small posets, one graded and
one non-graded, that are CC-shellable in the sense of Kozlov and TCL-shellable
in the sense of Hersh, but not CL-shellable in the sense of Björner and Wachs.
In the spirit of Björner and Wachs’ recursive atom orderings (RAO) and Hersh
and Stadnyk’s generalized recursive atom orderings (GRAO), we also introduce
a notion called recursive first atom sets (RFAS). An RFAS is a set of conditions
on the atoms of each interval in a finite bounded poset P that are necessary
for CC-shellability of P and sufficient for shellability of P . We also prove that
under an extra condition, P is CC-shellable if and only if it admits an RFAS,
in the same way that RAOs provide a reformulation of CL-shellability.

1. Introduction

Since the 1980s, lexicographic shellability has been a popular and powerful tool
to establish poset shellability, a property with important topological, combinatorial,
and algebraic implications. These implications stem largely from the relationship
between a poset P and an associated simplicial complex, ∆(P ), called the order
complex of P . For instance, ∆(P ) is naturally associated with a commutative ring
called the Stanley-Reisner ring. If P is shellable, then ∆(P ) has the homotopy
type of a wedge of spheres and the Stanley-Reisner ring is Cohen-Macaulay. Poset
shellability, particularly lexicographic shellability, also has applications in other
mathematical contexts; many of these arise when considering the shellability of
specific posets. For instance, the order complex of the subgroup lattice of a finite
group is shellable if and only if the group is solvable ([13]), and a lexicographic
shelling of a poset associated to a specific subspace arrangement was used to prove
a complexity theory lower bound in [3].

Lexicographic shellability is a family of methods that involves labeling the cover
relations of a poset P in a way that yields a shelling order of ∆(P ). In particular,
these labelings induce a sequence of labels for each maximal chain of P . As the
faces of ∆(P ) are the chains of P , when these label sequences are lexicographically
ordered, the corresponding order on maximal chains gives a shelling order of ∆(P ).
Björner introduced the first of these methods, called EL-labeling, in [1]. At the
heart of how EL-labelings produce shellings are pairs of adjacent cover relations
where the corresponding pair of labels increase from bottom to top (ascents) or do
not increase from bottom to top (descents).

EL-labelings have been generalized in several ways in the past few decades giving
other types of lexicographic shellings. Björner and Wachs introduced CL-labelings,
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Figure 1. Relationships between different notions of lexico-
graphic shellability and where the relationships are proved in this
paper and elsewhere in the literature.

which allows for edge labels to depend on the path taken from the bottom of the
poset (the root) to the edge being labeled ([4]). These types of labelings are called
chain-edge labelings. As with EL-labelings, the heart of the matter are ascents and
descents in the label sequences of maximal chains.

Another of Björner and Wachs’ significant contributions to the theory of lexico-
graphic shellability was a recursive perspective first introduced in [5]. They gave
a formulation of CL-shellability called recursive atom ordering (RAO), which con-
sists of the specification of total orderings of atoms of upper intervals for a bounded
poset. These atom orderings are recursive in that for nested intervals, the respec-
tive atom orderings agree with each other in a particular sense. Hersh and Stadnyk
introduced generalized recursive atom orderings (GRAOs) in [8] as a more flexible
version of RAOs that is nonetheless sufficient for CL-shellability.

Kozlov introduced a notion of lexicographic shellability called CC-shellability in
[9]. His method amounts to showing that actual ascents and descents are not strictly
necessary to produce a shelling order from an edge or chain-edge labeling. Hersh
then introduced in [7] a slightly different version of lexicographic shellability, what
has come to be known as TCL-shellability, which similarly relies on a broader notion
of ascents and descents. More specifically, for a particular labeling, it is enough to
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be able to identify pairs of adjacent cover relation that behave like ascents (resp.
descents) though the label sequences on these chains may not actually be increasing
(resp. not increasing). Hersh calls these pairs of adjacent cover relations topological
ascents (resp. topological descents).

There have been several results exploring the relationships between these dif-
ferent formulations of lexicographic shellability. For example, Vince and Wachs in
[14] and Walker in [16] constructed posets that are shellable but not lexicograph-
ically shellable. Fig. 1 illustrates the known relationships among these different
versions of lexicographic shellability and their different formulations, including the
relationships known from previous work and those proven in this paper.

In Theorem 4.10, we show that Kozlov’s CC-shellability is equivalent to Hersh’s
TCL-shellability. While it is clear that any CC-labeling is also a TCL-labeling,
we construct a CC-labeling for a TCL-shellable poset by introducing a relabeling
technique that is intuitive in spirit but quite technical in detail. This relabeling
technique further plays a central role in the proof of our recursive formulation of
CC-shellability.

Hersh and Stadnyk in [8] showed that certain CC-shellable posets, those that they
call “self-consistent” CC-shellable posets, are also CL-shellable. They additionally
asked the question are all CC-shellable posets CL-shellable? In Theorem 3.1, we
show that CC-shellability (and thus TCL-shellability) and CL-shellability, are actu-
ally distinct. In particular, we construct quite small graded and non-graded posets
(see Figures 3, 4) that are CC-shellable but not CL-shellable. Our examples, to-
gether with Li’s examples of posets that are CL-shellable but not EL-shellable
([12]), help to establish non-equivalence of (and in fact, strict containment among)
various notions of lexicographic shellability.

Building on Björner and Wachs’ recursive perspective on lexicographic shella-
bility, we introduce in Definition 5.1 a new recursive method for shelling a poset
called recursive first atom sets (RFAS). Notably, there exist posets (see Exam-
ple 6.7) that admit an RFAS but for which there is no labeling that could yield
any of the shellings that arise from the RFAS. Thus we specify a compatibility
condition in Definition 6.1—when an RFAS satisfies this condition we call it an
LCRFAS—and show in Theorem 6.5 that a bounded poset admits an LCRFAS if
and only if it is CC-shellable.

As the names suggest, the essence of our recursive formulations is that we only
need specify the first atom in every rooted interval rather than specifying a total
order on all atoms of upper rooted intervals as in RAOs and GRAOs. In this way,
for a particular interval, RFASs and LCRFASs require much less data than RAOs
and GRAOs. There is another important contrast between RAOs, GRAOs and
LCRFASs that illustrates that there is still substantial subtlety to LCRFASs. In
RAOs and GRAOs, the atom ordering depends on the root to the bottom of an
interval but it does not depend on the top element of the interval. On the other
hand, the first atoms in an LCRFAS can depend on both the root to the bottom
of an interval and the top element of the interval.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 provides the necessary back-
ground on posets and lexicographic shellability. In Section 3, we give two examples
of posets that are CC-shellable and prove in Theorem 3.1 why these examples can-
not be CL-shellable by showing neither can admit an RAO. In Section 4, we show
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that CC-shellability and TCL-shellability are equivalent in Theorem 4.10 by provid-
ing a method for taking a TCL-shellable poset and relabeling it with a CC-labeling.
In Section 5 we define RFASs and prove that an RFAS implies shellability in The-
orem 5.13. In Section 6, we introduce a LCRFASs and show that an LCRFAS
is equivalent to CC-shellability in Theorem 6.5; the proof relies on the relabeling
method used in the proof of Theorem 4.10. Lastly, Section 7 discusses some open
questions.

2. Background

A poset (P,≤) is a set, together with an order relation ≤ that is reflexive,
transitive, and antisymmetric. We will often refer to a poset (P,≤) as P when
the order relation ≤ is understood. If x < y in P and there exists no z such
that x < z < y, then we call x < y a cover relation. We will usually denote
a cover relation by x ⋖ y. If x ≤ y in P , then the interval [x, y] is the poset
[x, y] = {z : x ≤ z ≤ y} with order relations inherited from P . The poset P is

bounded if there exist in P a unique maximal element, denoted 1̂, and a unique
minimal element, denoted 0̂. In this paper, we consider only bounded posets. The
elements covering 0̂ are called the atoms of P while the elements covered by 1̂ are
call the coatoms of P . A chain of P is a totally ordered subset of P . We will
denote a chain both by x1 < x2 < . . . < xk and by {x1, x2, . . . , xk}. The length
of a chain c is one less than the number of elements in c. A chain is maximal if it
is not properly contained in any other chain of P . A chain is saturated if it is a
maximal chain of an interval of P . If all maximal chains in P have the same length,
then P is said to be graded. Otherwise, P is nongraded. A rooted interval
[x, y]r is the interval [x, y] together with a maximal chain r in [0̂, x]; r is called
the root. A rooted cover relation is a rooted interval [x, y]r where x ⋖ y. If
m is a chain containing x in P , we will denote by mx the subchain of m given by
{y : y ∈ m, y ≤ x}.

We will assume the reader has a basic understanding of simplicial complexes,
though they may choose to refer to [15] for more details that are helpful in the
context of poset shellability. We simply remind the reader that every poset P can
be associated with a simplicial complex ∆(P ), called the order complex of P ,
whose k−faces are the chains of length k in P . A simplicial complex ∆ is said to
be shellable if its facets can be ordered F1, F2, . . . , Fs such that for 1 < j ≤ s,
Fj ∩

(

∪1≤i≤j−1Fi

)

is pure and (dim(Fj) − 1)-dimensional. A poset is shellable if
its order complex is shellable.

One common method for proving a poset is shellable is by labeling the cover
relations of the poset in a particular way, which then induces a total order on the
maximal chains of the poset and hence the facets of the order complex; this family
of methods is called lexicographic shellability. We now provide a brief overview
of these various methods. For more complete but concise references on different
types lexicographic shellability see [8] and [15].

The simplest version of lexicographic shellability arises from particular kinds
of edge labelings called EL-labelings, which were introduced by Björner in [1]; a
version for nongraded posets was introduced in [6]. An edge labeling of a poset P
is a map λ from the set of cover relations of P to the elements of another poset Λ.
For any edge labeling λ of P and any saturated chain c in P , the label sequence
λ(c) associated to c by λ is the sequence obtained by reading the labels assigned
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by λ to the cover relations in c from the bottom of the chain to the top. An
edge labeling induces a partial order on the maximal chains of the poset by taking
the lexicographic order on label sequences on maximal chains. (Note when we say
lexicographic order we mean dictionary order; in particular aa comes before aaa
in lexicographic order.) An EL-labeling of the bounded poset P is an edge labeling
of P satisfying the requirement that in any interval, exactly one maximal chain has
a strictly increasing label sequence, and this label sequence comes lexicographically
earlier than the label sequence on all other maximal chains in the interval. Any
poset that admits an EL-labeling is said to be EL-shellable and is shellable [1].

More flexibility in labeling is afforded by instead labeling cover relations in
chains, which allows one to label the same cover relation differently depending
on which chain is being labeled. This more flexible labeling scheme is called a CE-
labeling. A CE-labeling (chain-edge labeling) of a bounded poset P is a map λ

from the set of rooted cover relations of P to a poset Λ. For a CE-labeling λ, we
will let λ(r, x, u) be the label on the rooted cover relation [x, u]r. For the rooted
interval [x, y]r and a maximal chain c given by x ⋖ x1 ⋖ . . . ⋖ xt = y in [x, y]r,
the label sequence associated to c is λ(r, x, x1), λ(r ∪ {x1}, x1, x2), . . . , λ(r ∪
{x1, . . . , xt−1}, xt−1, xt). We will let λ(r) denote this label sequence for a root r. A
CE-labeling λ is a CL-labeling if for every rooted interval [x, y]r in P , there is a
unique maximal chain c with a strictly increasing label sequence in [x, y]r, and the
label sequence associated to c lexicographically precedes the label sequence associ-
ated to all other maximal chains in [x, y]r. If the poset P admits such a labeling,
it is said to be CL-shellable and it is shellable [4]. In [5], Björner and Wachs
introduced the notion of recursive atom ordering, and showed that a poset admits
a recursive atom ordering if and only if it is CL-shellable.

Definition 2.1 ([5]). A bounded poset P admits a recursive atom ordering
(RAO) if the length of the longest chain in P is 1, or if the length of the longest
chain in P is greater than 1 and there is an ordering a1, a2, . . . , at of the atoms of
P satisfying the following:

(1) For j = 1, 2, . . . t, [aj , 1̂] admits a recursive atom ordering such that the

atoms of [aj , 1̂] covering some ai for i < j come first.
(2) For i < j, if ai, aj < y for some y ∈ P , then there exists some k and some

z ∈ P where k < j, aj ⋖ z ≤ y, and ak < z.

In [7], Hersh introduced the language of topological ascents and descents to
describe a more general version of lexicographic shellability. We will define both
CC-labelings and TCL-labelings using this language, though CC-labelings were
introduced first by Kozlov in [9] without explicitly using the language of ascents
and descents. Suppose that λ is a CE-labeling. Then a topological ascent is
a pair of rooted cover relations [u, v]r, [v, w]r∪v in P for which the pair of labels
λ(r, u, v), λ(r ∪ {v}, v, w) lexicographically precedes all other label sequences on
maximal chains in [u,w]r. If this pair of rooted cover relations is not a topological
ascent, then it is called a topological descent. If a chain c in [x, y]r consists
entirely of topological ascents, we say that c is topologically ascending.

Definition 2.2 ([9]). A CE-labeling is a CC-labeling if every rooted interval
[x, y]r has a unique topologically ascending maximal chain, the label sequences for
the maximal chains in [x, y]r are all distinct, and no label sequence is the prefix for
any other. If P admits a CC-labeling, then P is called CC-shellable.



6 STEPHEN LACINA AND GRACE STADNYK∗

1

1

2

3

3

2

1

3 2

1

2

3 1

3

1

2

3 3

1

2

4

1

4

5

5

Figure 2. A poset P with an EL-labeling (left), a CL-labeling
that is not an EL-labeling (middle), and a CC-labeling that is
neither an EL-labeling nor a CL-labeling (right), as described in
Example 2.6.

Kozlov showed that any poset that is CC-shellable is in fact shellable. He also
defined EC-labelings in [9], which are CC-labelings whose labels on cover relations
do not vary depending on the root, in the same way that EL-labelings can be viewed
as CL-labelings whose labels do not depend on roots.

Definition 2.3 ([7]). A CE-labeling is a TCL-labeling if every rooted interval
[x, y]r has a unique, topologically ascending maximal chain. If P admits a TCL-
labeling, P is said to be TCL-shellable.

Hersh showed that TCL-shellable posets are shellable in [7]. Note that there
exist TCL-labelings that are not CC-labelings because of the requirement that CC-
labelings have distinct label sequences. There are some important consequences of
the added flexibility afforded by TCL-labelings which we highlight in the following
two remarks.

Remark 2.4. Notice that if λ is a TCL-labeling of the poset P and λ′ is another
CE-labeling of P with a topological descent at u⋖ v⋖w exactly when u⋖ v⋖w is
a topological descent with respect to λ, then λ′ must also be a TCL-labeling of P .

Remark 2.5. Let P be a finite bounded poset with TCL-labeling λ taking labels in
a poset Λ. Observe that ordering the labels by any linear extension of Λ preserves
the property of λ being a TCL-labeling. This is because the topologically ascending
maximal chain in any rooted interval must strictly lexicographically precede any
other maximal chain in the interval and this is preserved after taking a linear
extension of Λ. Thus, we may assume that the labels of all TCL-labelings are
integers. Kozlov observes this for CC-labelings in [9]. Note that this does not hold
for either EL- or CL-labelings.

Example 2.6. Figure 2 gives three different labelings on a poset P . The poset
on the left of the figure is labeled with an EL-labeling. The poset in the middle of
the figure is labeled with a CL-labeling that is not an EL-labeling, since the label
on the top left cover relation in the poset depends on the root leading from the
bottom of the poset to the cover relation. Specifically, the circled labels correspond
to cover relations within chains that include the leftmost atom of the poset, whereas
the boxed labels give the labels on cover relations within chains that include the
rightmost atom of the poset. The poset on the right of the figure is labeled by
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a CC-labeling that is neither an EL-labeling nor a CL-labeling, since there exist
intervals in the poset where several maximal chains in the interval have increasing
label sequences. Note that the lexicographic ordering on maximal chains induced
by each of the labelings in the figure is different.

In [8], Hersh and Stadnyk introduced the notion of generalized recursive atom
ordering:

Definition 2.7 ([8]). A poset P admits a generalized recursive atom ordering
(or GRAO) if the length of P is 1 or if the length of P is greater than 1 and there
exists an ordering a1, a2, . . . at of the atoms of P satisfying the following:

(1) (a) For 1 ≤ j ≤ t, [aj , 1̂] admits a GRAO
(b) For atom aj and x,w such that aj ⋖ x⋖ w, the following holds when

the ordering from (i)(a) is restricted to [aj , w]: either the first atom of
[aj , w] is above some ai with i < j, or no atom of [aj , w] is above any
ai with i < j.

(2) For any y ∈ P and ai, aj < y with i < j, there exists some z ∈ P and some
atom ak ∈ P where aj ⋖ z ≤ y, ak < z, and k < j.

Furthermore, they showed that a poset admits a GRAO if and only if it is TCL-
shellable using a TCL-labeling that is self-consistent. A self-consistent TCL-
labeling is a TCL-labeling with the property that whenever a and b are atoms in
a rooted interval [x, y]r and a is in the lexicographically first saturated chain of
[x, y]r, any saturated chain containing the atom a in a rooted interval [x, y′]r comes
lexicographically earlier than any saturated chain containing b in [x, y′]r. In [8],
Hersh and Stadnyk also showed that any GRAO can be transformed into an RAO,
thereby showing that any poset that admits a self-consistent TCL-labeling is also
CL-shellable.

3. Posets that are CC-shellable but not CL-shellable

Here we provide two examples of posets—one graded and one nongraded—that
are TCL-shellable but not CL-shellable as neither admits a recursive atom ordering.

Theorem 3.1. There exist graded and non-graded posets that are CC-shellable but

not CL-shellable.

Proof. Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 show examples of a graded poset P and a nongraded poset
Q, respectively, that are each TCL-shellable but not CL-shellable. A TCL-labeling
is given for each poset (for P , this labeling is given by bold labels in Fig. 3; for
Q, the labeling is given on the left of Fig. 4). In fact, each of these labelings is
a CC-labeling, and even more specifically, an EC-labeling. Both examples fail to
be CL-shellable because no atom order satisfies condition 2 of a GRAO. For P ,
observe that for any pair of atoms a and b, there is some rank 3 element y such
that a, b < y while no z in [0̂, y] covers both a and b. Thus, no pair of atoms can
begin a recursive atom ordering of P .

Similarly, for the two atoms c and d of the nongraded poset Q, there are elements
y and y′ such that c⋖ y and d⋖ y′, but y does not cover d and y′ does not cover c.
Thus, neither c nor d can be the first atom in a recursive atom ordering of Q. �

While neither poset P given in Fig. 3 nor poset Q given in Fig. 4 is CL-shellable,
these posets have TCL-labelings as illustrated in their respective figures. In light of
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Figure 3. A graded TCL-shellable poset that is not CL-shellable.
A TCL-labeling of the poset is given by the bold labels. A dual
EL-labeling of the poset is given by the labels in parentheses.

this distinction between TCL- and CL-shellable posets and the examples of graded
and non-graded posets that are CL-shellable but not EL-shellable provided by Li
in [12], one might wonder whether there exist posets that are CC-shellable but
not EC-shellable. We immediately see that this is in fact the case, at least for
nongraded posets, by considering Li’s non-graded example:

Remark 3.2. Replacing “EL” with “EC” in the proof of Theorem 2.1 in [12] shows
that the poset is CC-shellable but not EC-shellable. However, the proof technique
used in the proof of Theorem 3.1 in [12] does not clearly go through for Li’s graded
example because an EC-labeling does not induce an RAO as shown by our Theo-
rem 3.1.

Observe that both P and Q are dual CL-shellable as witnessed by the dual
EL-labelings given in Fig. 3 and the labeling on the right of Fig. 4, respectively.
However, we can easily construct posets that are TCL-shellable but neither CL
nor dual CL-shellable. Take the ordinal sum of P with its dual P ∗. Label this
ordinal sum with the given TCL-labeling of P , the given EL-labeling of P ∗, and
any integer labeling the cover relation between the 1̂ of P and the 0̂ of P ∗. The
resulting labeling is clearly a TCL-labeling (an EC-labeling more specifically) while
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Figure 4. An nongraded TCL-shellable poset that is not CL-
shellable. A TCL-labeling of the poset is shown on the left. A
dual EL-labeling of the poset is shown on the right.

the resulting poset is graded and neither CL nor dual CL-shellable. The same
construction using Q, Q∗, and their labelings produces a nongraded example.

Of further note, neither P nor its dual is the face lattice of a regular CW-complex.
To see this, recall the following consequence of Björner’s Proposition 3.1 in [2]. In
the face poset of a regular CW-complex, every non-trivial open lower interval (∅, x)
is homeomorphic to a sphere. Observe that for the element x ∈ P with rank 3
and degree 7, [0̂, x] has three topologically descending chains, namely the saturated

chains labeled (1, 6, 1), (1, 7, 1), and (1, 9, 1). Thus, (0̂, x) is homotopy equivalent to
a wedge of three 1-spheres, so P is not the face lattice of a regular CW-complex. On
the other hand, for any atom x of P the order complex of (x, 1̂) is shown in Fig. 5.
This is clearly not homeomorphic to a sphere despite being homotopy equivalent
to a 1-sphere. Thus, the dual of P is also not the face lattice of a regular CW-
complex. This shows that P is not CL-shellable for a somewhat different reason
than the examples due to Vince and Wachs [14] and Walker [16].

Figure 5. The order complex of (x, 1̂).
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4. TCL-shellable is Equivalent to CC-shellable

We begin by introducing a labeling technique based on any total order of the
maximal chains of a poset. We use this technique later in this section to show that
TCL-shellability is equivalent to CC-shellability. Then, in Section 6, we use the
same technique to build CE-labelings from certain sets that we will call recursive
first atom sets.

While this labeling is somewhat technical, the essence of the labeling is more
straightforward. First, we fix a total order on the maximal chains of P . We wish
to label a rooted cover relation (r, x ⋖ y) by the index of the first maximal chain
mi in this total order that contains both r and y. We do this except when a
different rooted cover relation (r, x⋖ y′) appears in maximal chains before mi and
again after mi in the total order, that is, when the chain mi is “sandwiched” by
two other chains containing the rooted cover relation (r, x ⋖ y′). In this case, the
distinct rooted cover relations (r, x ⋖ y) and (r, x ⋖ y′) receive the same label. In
any case, a rooted cover relation is always labeled by the position in the total order
of some maximal chain which contains the root.

Definition 4.1. Let P be a finite bounded poset. Fix a total order Γ : m1, . . . ,mt

on the maximal chains of P . Define a CE-labeling λ of P in the following manner.
For a root r from 0̂ to x, let a1, . . . , as be the atoms of [x, 1̂]r in the order in which
they first appear with r in a maximal chain in Γ. Label the rooted edge x⋖aj with
label λ(r, x, aj) defined as follows: Let mi1 be the earliest chain of Γ containing r

and a1. Set λ(r, x, a1) = i1. Say the first j − 1 rooted edges have been labeled.
Let mij be the first chain of Γ containing r and aj . If there exists an atom ah
with h < j such that ah and r are contained in maximal chains mk and ml with
k < ij < l, set λ(r, x, aj) = λ(r, x, ah). Otherwise, set λ(r, x, aj) = ij.

Throughout the remainder of this section, given a root r, we routinely use the
notation ij to denote the index of the earliest maximal chain (in the total order
on maximal chains) containing the atom aj and the root r. Two important conse-
quences of Definition 4.1, both of which are used in proofs later in this section, are
provided in the following remarks.

Remark 4.2. Notice that using Definition 4.1, a rooted cover relation x ⋖ y with
root r can never have a label larger than the index of the first chain in Γ that
contains r ∪ {x, y}.

Remark 4.3. Observe that by Definition 4.1 we have the following: if a rooted cover
relation x ⋖ y with root r is not labeled by the position of the first chain mj in
Γ containing r ∪ {x, y}, then there is an element y′ covering x such that the first
chain mi in Γ containing r ∪ {x, y′} and some chain mk containing r ∪ {x, y′} have
i < j < k.

The following proposition is used as a key component in many of the proofs that
follow, both in this section and in Section 6. In essence, it describes characteristics
of the total order Γ that force a set of rooted cover relations to share the same
label when labeling the poset using Definition 4.1. It also shows that Definition 4.1
yields a CE-labeling with the property that no two maximal chains in any rooted
have the same label sequence. Here and throughout the rest of the paper, we use
the notation mx to refer to the the elements not above x in a chain m when m

contains x.
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Proposition 4.4. Let P be a finite bounded poset. Fix a total order Γ : m1, . . . ,mt

on the maximal chains of P . Let λ be the CE-labeling of P determined by Γ as in
Definition 4.1. The following then hold:

(i) Let a1, . . . , as be the atoms of the rooted interval [x, 1̂]r in the order induced
by Γ as in Definition 4.1. If λ(r, x, ak) = λ(r, x, al) with k ≤ l, then we
have λ(r, x, ak) = λ(r, x, aj) for all j such that k ≤ j ≤ l.

(ii) If maximal chains m and m′ of the rooted interval [x, 1̂]r contain distinct

atoms of [x, 1̂], then the label sequence associated to m is distinct from the
label sequence associated to m′. Further, if P is not graded, then for any
distinct maximal chains c and c′ of [x, y]r, the label sequence associated to
c is not a prefix of the label sequence associated to c′.

Proof. We show (i) by induction on l − k. If l − k = 0, there is nothing to check.
Suppose that for some n ≥ 1 whenever l − k < n, we have that for all j such
that k ≤ j ≤ l, λ(r, x, ak) = λ(r, x, aj). Now suppose l − k = n. Since n ≥ 2,
there is a smallest j′ such that j′ < l and r ∪ aj′ is contained in some mp, where
ij′ < il < p. Thus, we have λ(r, x, aj′ ) = λ(r, x, al) by Definition 4.1. Then since
λ(r, x, al) = λ(r, x, ak), we have λ(r, x, aj′ ) = λ(r, x, ak) as well.

If j′ ≤ k, then for all j such that k < j < l we have ij′ ≤ ik < ij < il < p. We
therefore have λ(r, x, ak) = λ(r, x, aj) by Definition 4.1 for all j such that k ≤ j ≤ l.

Otherwise, k < j′ < l. Since j′ − k < l − k = n and λ(r, x, aj′ ) = λ(r, x, ak),
the induction hypothesis says that λ(r, x, ak) = λ(r, x, aj) for all j such that k ≤
j ≤ j′. And since l − j′ < l − k = n and λ(r, x, aj′ ) = λ(r, x, al), the induction
hypothesis says that λ(r, x, aj) = λ(r, x, al) for all j such that j′ ≤ j ≤ l. Therefore,
λ(r, x, ak) = λ′(r, x, aj) for all k ≤ j ≤ l.

For (ii), observe the following. First, by Definition 4.1, a cover relation with
root r is labeled by the position in Γ of some maximal chain that contains r. Let
x ⋖ a1 ⋖ b1 be contained in m and x ⋖ a2 ⋖ b2 be contained in m′ with a1 6= a2.
The label λ(r∪a1, a1, b1) is the position in Γ of some maximal chain which contains
r ∪ a1 while the label λ(r ∪ a2, a2, b2) is the position in Γ of some maximal chain
which contains r ∪ a2. No maximal chain of P contains both r ∪ a1 and r ∪ a2
because a1 and a2 are distinct. Therefore, λ(r ∪ a1, a1, b1) 6= λ(r ∪ a2, a2, b2). This
in turn implies that the label sequence associated to m is distinct from the label
sequence associated to m′.

Now for any distinct maximal chains c and c′ of a rooted interval [x, y]r, there is
some minimal z < y such that cz = c′z but c and c′ contain distinct atoms of [z, y].
Then by the previous argument the label sequence associated to c is not a prefix of
the label sequence associated to c′. �

We now turn to showing that any poset that admits a TCL-labeling also admits
a CC-labeling in Lemma 4.8. We first make an observation about initial sections
of label sequences that arise from TCL-labelings. It is used in the two upcoming
technical propositions concerning topological descents and their preservation under
a relabeling given by Definition 4.1. Both propositions are necessary for the proof
of Lemma 4.8.

Remark 4.5. Let P be a finite bounded poset with TCL-labeling λ taking values
in the integers. Fix a total order Γ : m1, . . . ,mt on the maximal chains of P which
is consistent with the lexicographic order on maximal chains induced by λ. If r is
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a saturated chain containing 0̂ which is contained in mi and mk with i < k, then
for each j with i ≤ j ≤ k, λ(r) is an initial section of the label sequence λ(mj).

Proposition 4.6. Let P be a finite bounded poset with TCL-labeling λ taking
values in the integers. Suppose that maximal chain m has a topological descent at
x ⋖ y ⋖ z and that c given by x ⋖ x1 ⋖ x2 ⋖ · · · ⋖ z is the topologically ascending
maximal chain of [x, z]mx . Then either λ(mx, x, x1) < λ(mx, x, y) or λ(mx, x, x1) =
λ(mx, x, y) and λ(mx ∪ x1, x1, x2) < λ(mx ∪ y, y, z).

Proof. This follows because the label sequence associated to c with respect to mx

strictly precedes lexicographically the label sequence associated to x ⋖ y ⋖ z with
respect to mx

�

Proposition 4.7. Let P be a finite, bounded poset with a TCL-labeling λ. By
Remark 2.5, we may take λ to be a labeling by integers. Fix a total order Γ :
m1, . . . ,mt on the maximal chains of P that agrees with the lexicographic order on
maximal chains induced by λ. Let λ′ be the CE-labeling of P determined by Γ as
in Definition 4.1. Suppose x⋖u⋖b and x⋖y⋖d with u 6= y and let r be a root of x.
If λ(r, x, u) < λ(r, x, y), then λ′(r, x, u) < λ′(r, x, y). Also, if λ(r, x, u) = λ(r, x, y)
and λ(r ∪ u, u, b) < λ(r ∪ y, y, d), then λ′(r ∪ u, u, b) < λ′(r ∪ y, y, d).

Proof. Let a1, . . . , as be the atoms of [x, 1̂]r in the order in which they first appear
with r in a maximal chain in Γ.

Suppose that λ(r, x, u) < λ(r, x, y). Let aj be the earliest atom such that
λ′(r, x, aj) = λ′(r, x, u). Notice that by Definition 4.1, λ′(r, x, aj) = ij where
mij is the first maximal chain in Γ containing r ∪ aj . Otherwise, there would
be some earlier atom than aj, say a, such that λ′(r, x, a) = λ′(r, x, u). Similarly,
let ak be the earliest atom such that λ′(r, x, ak) = λ′(r, x, y). So, λ′(r, x, ak) = ik
where mik is the first maximal chain in Γ containing r ∪ ak. By Proposition 4.4
(i) and Remark 4.5, λ(r, x, aj) = λ(r, x, u) and λ(r, x, ak) = λ(r, x, y). Since
λ(r, x, u) < λ(r, x, y), we have λ(r, x, aj) < λ(r, x, ak) and thus ij < ik. Thus,
λ′(r, x, u) < λ′(r, x, y).

Now suppose that λ(r, x, u) = λ(r, x, y) and λ(r ∪ u, u, b) < λ(r ∪ y, y, d). Notice
that r ∪ u 6= r ∪ y, but λ(r ∪ u) = λ(r ∪ y), so λ(r ∪ u ∪ b) strictly precedes

λ(r ∪ y ∪ d) lexicographically. Let vl be the earliest atom of [u, 1̂]r∪u such that
λ′(r ∪ u, u, vl) = λ′(r ∪ u, u, b). Notice that by Definition 4.1, λ′(r ∪ u, u, vl) = il
wheremil is the first maximal chain in Γ containing r∪u∪vl. Similarly, let wn be the

earliest atom of [y, 1̂]r∪y such that λ′(r∪y, y, wn) = λ′(r∪y, y, d) = in where min is
the first maximal chain in Γ containing r∪y∪wn. Again by Proposition 4.4 (i) and
Remark 4.5, we have λ(r∪u, u, vl) = λ(r∪u, u, b) and λ(r∪y, y, wn) = λ(r∪y, y, d).
Since λ(r ∪u, u, b) < λ(r∪ y, y, d), we have λ(r∪ u, u, vl) < λ(r ∪ y, y, wn) and thus
il < in. Thus, λ

′(r ∪ u, u, b) < λ′(r ∪ y, y, d). �

We are now ready to prove our main result of this section, Lemma 4.8, which
yields Theorem 4.10 when combined with Theorem 5.8 in [8].

Lemma 4.8. Let P be a finite bounded poset with a TCL-labeling λ. By Re-

mark 2.5, we may take λ to be a labeling by integers. Fix a total order Γ : m1, . . . ,mt

on the maximal chains of P that agrees with the lexicographic order on maximal

chains induced by λ. Let λ′ be the CE-labeling of P determined by Γ as in Defini-

tion 4.1. Then λ′ is a CC-labeling.
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Proof. By Proposition 4.4 (ii), in each rooted interval, λ′ gives distinct label se-
quences to distinct maximal chains and no label sequence of a maximal chain is a
prefix of the label sequence of any other maximal chain. Thus, it suffices to show
that λ′ preserves the topological descents of λ (see Remark 2.4). Suppose that the
maximal chain m has a topological descent at x ⋖ y ⋖ z with respect to λ. Let
r = mx be the chain that agrees with m up to x. As in Definition 4.1, take the
atoms a1, . . . , as of [x, 1̂]r in the order in which they first appear with r in a maxi-
mal chain in Γ. So, y = al for some l. Let c : x⋖ak⋖w⋖ · · ·⋖z be the topologically
ascending maximal chain of [x, z]r with respect to λ. By Proposition 4.6, either

(a) λ(r, x, ak) < λ(r, x, al) or
(b) λ(r, x, ak) = λ(r, x, al) and λ(r ∪ ak, ak, w) < λ(r ∪ al, al, z).

If (a) holds, Proposition 4.7 implies λ′(r, x, ak) < λ′(r, x, al), so m has a topological
descent at x⋖ al ⋖ z with respect to λ′.

If (b) holds, we will show that either we have λ′(r, x, ak) < λ′(r, x, al) or both
λ′(r, x, ak) = λ′(r, x, al) and λ′(r ∪ ak, ak, w) < λ′(r ∪ al, al, z). In either case,
x⋖ al ⋖ z is a topological descent with respect to λ′.

Suppose that (b) holds. We first establish some notation. Let al′ be the earliest

atom of [x, 1̂]r such that λ′(r, x, al′) = λ′(r, x, al) and let ak′ be the earliest atom

of [x, 1̂]r such that λ′(r, x, ak′ ) = λ′(r, x, ak). Let mil′
be the first chain in Γ

containing r ∪ al′ and let mik′
be the first chain in Γ containing r ∪ ak′ . Thus, we

have λ′(r, x, ak′ ) = λ′(r, x, ak) = ik′ and λ′(r, x, al′) = λ′(r, x, al) = il′ . We also
necessarily have k′ ≤ k and l′ ≤ l. We are now ready to show that λ′(r, x, ak) ≤
λ′(r, x, al).

If k′ ≤ l′, then ik′ ≤ il′ so λ′(r, x, ak) ≤ λ′(r, x, al). If l′ < k′, we must consider
the two cases that either l < k or k < l. Suppose k < l. Observe that r∪ c followed
by the portion of m above z is some maximal chain containing r∪ak which precedes
m, so mik , the first maximal chain containing r ∪ ak, precedes m. Since l < k, mil

precedes mik and mik precedes m. Since both mil and m contain r ∪ al while
mik is the first maximal chain containing r ∪ ak, Definition 4.1 gives λ′(r, x, ak) =
λ′(r, x, al). If k < l, then knowing that λ′(r, x, al′ ) = λ′(r, x, al) and l′ < k′ ≤ k < l

allows us to use Proposition 4.4 (i) to conclude that λ′(r, x, ak) = λ′(r, x, al).
If λ′(r, x, ak) < λ′(r, x, al), then x ⋖ al ⋖ z is a topological descent in m with

respect to λ′ and we are done. It remains to consider the case where λ′(r, x, ak) =
λ′(r, x, al). Recall that we are in case (b), that is, λ(r, x, ak) = λ(r, x, al) and λ(r∪
ak, ak, w) < λ(r∪al, al, z). So, by Proposition 4.7, λ′(r∪ak , ak, w) < λ′(r∪al, al, z).
Thus, x⋖ al ⋖ z is a topological decent in m with respect to λ′.

�

Remark 4.9. Notice that the proof of Lemma 4.8 shows that for a given TCL-
labeling of a bounded poset P , the corresponding CC-labeling defined by Defini-
tion 4.1 has topological descents in exactly the same locations as the TCL-labeling.

Theorem 4.10. A finite bounded poset P is TCL-shellable if and only if P is

CC-shellable.

Proof. The forward direction is Lemma 4.8. The backward direction is Theorem
5.8 in [8]. �
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P =

x

a′ a

b′ b

y

Q =

x

a′ a

b′ b

y

a′′

b′′

Figure 6. The posets P (left) and Q (right) discussed in Example
5.2 and Example 5.3, respectively.

5. Recursive First Atom Sets

In the spirit of recursive atom orderings and generalized recursive atom orderings,
we now introduce recursive first atom sets (RFAS) as a new method for producing
shelling orders of finite bounded posets. Posets exist that admit an RFAS but that
do not admit an RAO or GRAO (see Figure 3 and Theorem 6.5). These RFASs
have the benefit of only requiring us to specify a first atom for each rooted interval,
as opposed to requiring us to specify total orderings on atoms of upper rooted
intervals.

As the following definition is somewhat technical, the reader might find it useful
to refer to Figures 6 and 7 and Examples 5.2 and 5.3 as they read.

Definition 5.1. The bounded poset P admits a recursive first atom set (RFAS)
if the length of P is 1 or if for each x < y in P and each root r for [x, y], there exists
an atom of [x, y], denoted Ω(r, x, y) and called the first atom of [x, y]r, satisfying
the following whenever a is an atom of [x, y]r and b is the first atom of [a, y]r∪a:

(i) a is the first atom in [x, y]r if and only if a is the first atom in [x, b]r
(ii) if a is not the first atom in [x, y]r and a′ is the first atom in [x, y]r, then

there exist atoms a1, . . . , ap of [x, y] and elements b1, . . . , bp−1 such that:
(a) ap is the first atom of [x, b]r,
(b) a1 = a′, and
(c) bi is the first atom of [ai+1, y]r∪ai

and ai is the first atom of [x, bi]r for
all i with 1 ≤ i ≤ p− 1

The goal of Definition 5.1 is to specify an atom in every rooted interval of the
bounded poset P in such a way that (1) a total order on the maximal chains of P
is completely determined by these specified atoms, and (2) this total order on the
maximal chains is a shelling order. The sense in which we determine a total order
on maximal chains from a specification of atoms is given by the following notion
of consistency. Let C be such a specification of atoms. Say that a total order on
maximal chains of P is consistent with C if, for any rooted interval [u, v]r in P ,
the earliest maximal chain in the total order that contains u, v, and r also contains
the specified atom in the interval [u, v]r. Condition (i) is necessary to guarantee
that there exists a total order that is consistent with a given specification of atoms.
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0̂

u

a′ = a1 a2 a3 . . . ap−1 ap a

b1 b2 b3 bp−2 bp−1 b

y

r

Figure 7. A diagram illustrating condition (ii) of Definition 5.1

Condition (ii), which is illustrated in Fig. 7, is necessary to ensure that the resulting
total order is a shelling order. The following two examples highlight these points.

Example 5.2. Consider the poset P shown in Figure 6 and the collection C of
first atoms for intervals in P where a is first in [x, b], a′ is first in [x, b′] and [x, y],
and b is first in [a′, y] and [a, y]. Note there is only one root for each of these
intervals, so we are not specifying the root here, and we are not specifying first
atoms in intervals containing only one atom. Notice that C does not satisfy the
backwards direction of Definition 5.1 (i). Since a′ is first in [x, y] and b is first in
[a′, y], any total order on maximal chains that is consistent with C must begin with
the chain m = {x, a′, b, y}. Notice that m is then the earliest chain containing x

and b. However, m does not contain a, the first atom in [x, b]. So, any such total
order is not consistent with C.

Likewise, consider the collection C′ of first atoms where a′ is first in [x, b], a is
first in [x, b′] and [x, y], and b is first in [a′, y] and [a, y]. Notice C′ does not satisfy
the forward direction of Definition 5.1 (i). Since a is first in [x, y] and b is first in
[a, y], any total order on maximal chains that is consistent with C′ must begin with
the chain m′ = {x, a, b, y}. Notice that m′ is then the earliest chain containing x

and b. However, m′ does not contain a′, the first atom in [x, b]. So, any such total
order is not consistent with C′.

Example 5.3. For the poset Q in Fig. 6, define a first atom set as follows: a′′ is
first in [x, b′′] and [x, y], a is first in [x, b], a′ is first in [x, b′], b′′ is first in [a′′, y], b′

is first in [a, y], and b is first in [a′, y]. Just as in Example 5.2, we need not specify
roots for any of these intervals. It can easily be checked that this first atom set
satisfies condition (i) but not condition (ii) of Definition 5.1. Further, Q is clearly
not shellable.



16 STEPHEN LACINA AND GRACE STADNYK∗

Remark 5.4. Observe that if P admits an RFAS Ω, then restricting Ω to any closed
rooted interval [x, y]r of P clearly gives an RFAS of [x, y].

The following several definitions and propositions are used to prove Theorem 5.13
which says that an RFAS produces a shelling order of a finite bounded poset. While
these intermediate steps are quite technical, in essence they are identifying struc-
tures from an RFAS that behave like ascents and descents (or topological ascents
and topological descents) in a lexicographic shelling. First we note that although we
have shown through Theorem 3.1 that topological ascents and topological descents
are structurally different than ascents and descents, these two different notions of
ascents and descents function in exactly the same way in terms of proving that
the lexicographic orders from the different labeling types are shelling orders. It
is for this purpose of producing shellings that we want to draw parallels between
structures in an RFAS and ascents and descents, so we only use the words “ascent”
and “descent” throughout the rest of this section, even though we could correctly
say “topological ascent” and “topological descent” as well.

For a finite bounded poset with an RFAS, the following definition identifies a
chain in each rooted interval that plays a role similar to that of an ascending chain
in a lexicographic shelling.

Definition 5.5. Let P be a finite, bounded poset and let Ω be an RFAS of P . For
any rooted interval [x, y]r, define the first atom chain of [x, y]r, denoted c(r, x, y),
to be the unique maximal chain c(r, x, y) of [x, y]r given by x = z0⋖z1⋖ · · ·⋖zq = y

satisfying zi+1 is the first atom of [zi, y]r∪{z0,...,zi} according to Ω for all i such that
0 ≤ i ≤ q − 2.

Now we use an RFAS to identify chains that function the same way that descents
do in a lexicographic shelling.

Definition 5.6. Let P be a finite, bounded poset and let Ω be an RFAS of P . For
a maximal chain m of P given by 0̂ = x0⋖x1⋖· · ·⋖xn = 1̂, say that xi⋖xi+1⋖xi+2

is a pseudo descent of m if xi+1 is not the first atom of [xi, xi+2]mxi according
to Ω.

The following proposition shows that for an RFAS, any chain that does not
behave like an ascending chain must contain a chain that behaves like a descent.

Proposition 5.7. Let P be a finite, bounded poset and let Ω be an RFAS of P .
Let [x, y]r be a rooted interval of P and let m be a maximal chain of [x, y]r. If
m 6= c(r, x, y), then m contains a pseudo descent.

Proof. Say that m is given by x = x0 ⋖ x1 ⋖ · · · ⋖ xp = y and m 6= c(r, x, y). We
prove that m contains a pseudo descent by induction on the length of of the longest
chain in [x, y]. It holds vacuously if the longest chain in P is length 1. Suppose
[x, y] has some chain longer than length 1. Since m 6= c(r, x, y), there exists a
unique k with 0 ≤ k ≤ p− 2 such that xk ∈ c(r, x, y) and c(r, x, y)xk = mxk while

c(r, x, y) and m contain different atoms of [xk, 1̂]. By definition, c(r, x, y) contains

Ω(mxk , xk, 1̂) the first atom of [xk, 1̂]mxk , while m contains xk+1 6= Ω(mxk , xk, 1̂).

So, xk+1 is not the first atom of [xk, 1̂]mxk according to Ω. If xk+2 is not the

first atom of [xk+1, 1̂]mxk+1 according to Ω, then above xk+1, m is not c(r ∪
{x1, . . . , xk+1}, xk+1, 1̂). Thus by induction, m has a pseudo descent above xk+1.

If xk+2 is the first atom of [xk+1, 1̂]mxk+1 according to Ω, then by Definition 5.1
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(i) the first atom Ω(mxk , xk, xk+2) of [xk, xk+2]mxk is not xk+1. In this case,
xk ⋖ xk+1 ⋖ xk+2 is a pseudo descent of m. �

On the other hand, the next proposition shows that in an RFAS, the chains
that function as ascending chains do not contain any of the chains that behave like
descents.

Proposition 5.8. Let P be a finite, bounded poset and let Ω be an RFAS of P .
For any rooted interval [x, y]r, the first atom chain c(r, x, y) does not contain a
pseudo descent.

Proof. This follows directly from the forward direction of condition (i) in Defini-
tion 5.1. �

Now we use these ascent-like (first atom chains) and descent-like (pseudo de-
scents) structures to construct a total order on the maximal chains of a finite
bounded poset P with an RFAS Ω. In particular, in the following definition and
the next three propositions, we use the first atom chains and pseudo descents to
define a partial order on the maximal chains of the poset, denoted MΩ. Any linear
extension of MΩ will be shown to give a shelling order in Theorem 5.13. Note that
this partial order is in essence a maximal chain descent order (MCDO) as intro-
duced in [10]. Theorem 5.13 shows that MΩ encodes shellings of P the same way
that an MCDO does.

Definition 5.9. Let P be a finite, bounded poset with an RFAS Ω. For two
maximal chains m and m′ of P , define a relation m → m′ exactly when there exist
x ⋖ y ⋖ z such that x and z are both in m and m′, m and m′ agree below x and
above z, x⋖y⋖z is a pseudo descent of m′, and m between x and z is the first atom
chain c(mx, x, z). Denote by � the reflexive and transitive closure of all relations
of the form m → m′. This relation together with the set of maximal chains of P
will be denoted MΩ.

We will showMΩ is a partial order in Proposition 5.12. The next two propositions
are technical results necessary for the proof of Proposition 5.12.

Proposition 5.10. Let P be a finite, bounded poset with an RFAS Ω. Suppose
m is a maximal chain of P that is not the first atom chain c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂). Then there

exists a sequence of maximal chains c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m1 → m2 → · · · → m.

Proof. Let m be a maximal chain of P given by 0̂ = x0⋖x1⋖ · · ·⋖xs = 1̂ such that
m is not the first atom chain c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂). We show there is a sequence of maximal

chains c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m1 → m2 → · · · → m by induction on the length of the longest
chain in P . If the length of the longest chain in P is 1, this is vacuously true. If
the length of the longest chain in P is 2, this is clear by Proposition 5.7. Suppose
that for some n ≥ 3, whenever the length of the longest chain of P is at most n−1,
there is a sequence of maximal chains c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m1 → m2 → · · · → m.

Say the length of the longest maximal chain in P is n. Since the longest maximal
chain of [x1, 1̂] has length less than n, by induction there is a sequence of maximal

chains 0̂ ∪ c({0̂, x1}, x1, 1̂) → m′
1 → m′

2 → · · · → m. Now there are two cases:

either x1 is the first atom in [0̂, 1̂] according to Ω or not. Suppose x1 is the first

atom in [0̂, 1̂] according to Ω. Then 0̂ ∪ c({0̂, x1}, x1, 1̂) = c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂), so we have
the desired sequence of maximal chains.
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Suppose that x1 is not the first atom in [0̂, 1̂] according to Ω. Let b be the first

atom of [x1, 1̂]{0̂,x1}
, that is, b is the element of c({0̂, x1}, x1, 1̂) covering x1. Then

by Definition 5.1 (ii), there exist atoms a1, . . . , ap of P and elements b1, . . . , bp−1

such that ap is the first atom of [x, b]r, a1 is the first atom of [0̂, 1̂] according to Ω,
bi is the first atom of [ai+1, y]r∪ai

, and ai is the first atom of [x, bi]r for all i with

1 ≤ i ≤ p−1. Then we have c({0̂}, 0̂, b)∪c({0̂, x1}, x1, 1̂)b → 0̂∪c({0̂, x1}, x1, 1̂) and

c({0̂}, 0̂, b) contains ap. Then again by induction we have a sequence of maximal

chains 0̂ ∪ c({0̂, ap}, ap, 1̂) → m̃1 → m̃2 → · · · → c({0̂}, 0̂, b) ∪ c({0̂, x1}, x1, 1̂)b.

Note that 0̂∪c({0̂, ap}, ap, 1̂) contains bp−1, so we can repeat this process with bp−1

and ap−1 and so on until reaching 0̂∪ c({0̂, a1}, a1, 1̂) which is the first atom chain

c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂). Together, this gives a sequence of maximal chains c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m1 →
m2 → · · · → m. This shows that there exists such a sequence which begins with
c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂). �

Proposition 5.11. Let P be a finite, bounded poset with an RFAS Ω. Then
any sequence of maximal chains obtained by replacing pseudo descents in maxi-
mal chains of P with the corresponding first atom chains must eventually reach
c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂).

Proof. First, note that every maximal chain m has some sequence of maximal
chains c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m1 → m2 → · · · → mk = m by Proposition 5.10. Let k

be maximal among such sequences. We will show the desired result by induction
on k, that is, on the length of the longest such sequence. We first show the base
case of k = 1. We do this by showing that if c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m is the longest
such sequence, then m has exactly one pseudo descent. Suppose x ⋖ y ⋖ z is the
pseudo descent of m which gives c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m, so y is not in c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂). Thus,
we have mx = c({0̂}, 0̂, x). Then by Proposition 5.8, mx has no pseudo descents
below x. Assume seeking contradiction that m has a pseudo descent x′

⋖ y′ ⋖ z′

with y ≤ x′. Let m′ be the maximal chain obtained from m by replacing the
pseudo descent above y with the corresponding first atom chain. Then we have
m′ → m while m′ 6= c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) since m′ contains y. By Proposition 5.10, there

is a sequence of maximal chains c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m′
1 → m′

2 → · · · → m′. But this

contradicts that the longest sequence from c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) to m has length one, since

c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m′
1 → m′

2 → · · · → m′ → m has length at least two. Similarly,
assuming that m contains a pseudo descent x′

⋖ x ⋖ y, contradicts the fact that
the longest sequence from c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) to m has length one. Hence, m has a single

pseudo descent which means that c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m is the only such sequence for m
proving the base case.

Now suppose that for some n ≥ 2, whenever a maximal chain m has k < n, any
sequence of maximal chains obtained by beginning with m and replacing pseudo
descents with the corresponding first atom chains must eventually reach c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂).
Say m is a maximal chain with k = n. Since m 6= c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂), m has at least one
pseudo descent by Proposition 5.7. For any maximal chain m′ such that m′ → m,
that is, for any maximal chain obtained from m by replacing a pseudo descent with
the corresponding first atom chain, the longest sequence c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) → m̃1 → m̃2 →
· · · → m′ is at most length n− 1. Otherwise, there would be such a sequence from
c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) to m of length at least n + 1. Then by the induction hypothesis, any
sequence of maximal chains obtained by beginning with m′ and replacing pseudo
descents with the corresponding first atom chains must eventually reach c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂).
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Then since m′ was obtained from an arbitrary pseudo descent of m, any sequence
of maximal chains obtained by beginning with m and replacing pseudo descents
with the corresponding first atom chains must eventually reach c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂). �

Proposition 5.12. Let P be a finite, bounded poset with an RFAS Ω. Let MΩ be
as defined in Definition 5.9. Then MΩ is a partial order and has a unique minimal
element given by the first atom chain c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂).

Proof. To show that � is a partial order, it suffices to show that � is antisymmetric.
We prove this by showing that no sequence of maximal chainsm1 → m2 → · · · → m

of at least length one has m1 = m. Recall that c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) contains no pseudo

descents by Proposition 5.8. Thus, mi 6= c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) for any i such that 1 < i.
Assume that there is some sequence m1 → m2 → · · · → m of at least length one
that has m1 = m. Then c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) is not one of the chains in this sequence and

the sequence can be repeated forever without reaching c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂). This contradicts
Proposition 5.11. Hence, � is antisymmetric and thus is a partial order. Moreover,
Proposition 5.10 implies that c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) � m for all maximal chains m of P , so

c({0̂}, 0̂, 1̂) is the unique minimal element with respect to �. �

Now we come to the main result of this section, namely that a finite bounded
poset that admits an RFAS is shellable. The proof of this theorem essentially
follows the structure of Björner and Wachs’ proof of lexicographic shellability in
[6].

Theorem 5.13. Suppose finite, bounded poset P admits an RFAS Ω. Let MΩ be

as defined in Definition 5.9. Then any linear extension of MΩ gives a shelling of

the order complex ∆(P ).

Proof. Let the total order on maximal chains Γ : m1, . . . ,mt be a linear extension
of �. Consider maximal chains mi and mj such that i < j. We will find a maximal
chain mi′ such that i′ < j and mi ∩mj ⊆ mi′ ∩mj with mi′ ∩mj = mj \ {y} for
some y ∈ mj . This then shows that Γ gives a shelling order of ∆(P ).

We first identify all of the intervals in which mi and mj disagree. Say that
[u, v] is an interval where mi and mj differ when u and v are contained in both
mi and mj but mi and mj share no common elements in (u, v). Let s be the
number of intervals where mi and mj differ. We show by induction on s that mj

contains a pseudo descent in at least one of the intervals where mi and mj differ.
Suppose s = 1 and the one interval where mi and mj disagree is [u, v]. Assume
seeking contradiction that mj does not contain a pseudo descent in the interval
[u, v]. Then mj restricted to [u, v] is the first atom chain of [u, v]mu

j
. Then by

Remark 5.4 and Proposition 5.12, we have mj ≺ mi. But this contradicts that Γ
is a linear extension of � since mi precedes mj in Γ. Thus, mj contains a pseudo
descent in the interval [u, v]. Now suppose s > 1. Let [u, v] be the the first interval
on which mi and mj differ in the sense that mi and mj agree everywhere below
u. If mj contains a pseudo descent in [u, v], then we are done. Otherwise mj

restricted to [u, v] is the first atom chain of [u, v]mu
j
. Let d′ be the portion of mi

above v. Then again by Remark 5.4 and Proposition 5.12, we have mv
j ∪ d′ ≺ mi.

This implies that mv
j ∪ d′ precedes mi in Γ, so mv

j ∪ d′ precedes mj in Γ. Further,
mv

j ∪ d′ and mj disagree in only s− 1 intervals and those intervals are among the
intervals in which mi and mj differ. Thus, by induction mj has a pseudo descent
in an interval where mi and mj disagree.
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Now let [u, v] be an interval where mi and mj differ such that mj has a pseudo
descent in [u, v]. Let x⋖y⋖z be this pseudo descent of mj in [u, v]. Let c(mx

j , x, z)
be the first atom chain of [x, z]mx

j
and let d be the portion of mj above z. Then

again by Remark 5.4 and Proposition 5.12, we have mx
j ∪ c(mx

j , x, z) ∪ d ≺ mj .

Thus, mx
j ∪ c(mx

j , x, z) ∪ d = mi′ for some i′ < j since Γ is a linear extension of �.
Finally, observe that mi∩mj ⊆ mi′ ∩mj with mi′ ∩mj = mj \{y} by construction.
Therefore, Γ gives a shelling of ∆(P ). �

Remark 5.14. The proof of Theorem 5.13 also shows that the restriction map of any
of these linear extension shellings from an RFAS is given by the pseudo descents
of the RFAS. This is the analog of the fact that in a lexicographic shelling, the
restriction map is given by the (topological) descents.

6. Labeling-Compatible Recursive First Atom Sets (LCRFAS) and
Equivalence to TCL-Shellability

In this section, we add a condition to the definition of an RFAS, producing what
we call labeling-compatible recursive first atom sets (LCRFAS) in Definition 6.1.
In Theorem 6.5, we show that posets have sets of atoms satisfying this definition if
and only if they are TCL-shellable. We also provide in Example 6.7 a poset with
an RFAS for which there is no labeling “compatible” with the given RFAS. This
shows that in Theorem 6.5, an LCRFAS cannot be replaced with an RFAS.

Definition 6.1. The finite bounded poset P admits a labeling compatible re-
cursive first atom set (LCRFAS) if P admits an RFAS Ω (as in Definition 5.1)
and Ω satisfies the following condition on the partial order � on the maximal chains
of P induced by Ω (as in Definition 5.9).

(LC) There exists a linear extension Γ : m1, . . . ,mt of � such that for maximal
chains mi,mj , and mk with i < j < k, whenever mi and mk contain
r ∪ {x⋖ y ⋖ z}, and mj contains r ∪ {x⋖ y′}, then y′ = y where x, y, y′, z

are in P and r is a root of x in P .

The following lemma is one direction of Theorem 6.5, that is, a poset that is
TCL-shellable admits an LCRFAS. The main idea is to let the first atom in a
rooted interval be the atom contained in the topologically ascending chain of the
rooted interval. This is similar in spirit to the main idea of Björner and Wachs’
proof that a poset is CL-shellable if and only if it admits an RAO.

Lemma 6.2. If a finite, bounded poset P admits a TCL-labeling, then P admits

an LCRFAS.

Proof. Suppose that the finite, bounded poset P admits a TCL-labeling λ. By
Theorem 4.10, P admits a CC-labeling λ′ as in Definition 4.1. Note that λ′ takes
values in the integers by definition. Define Ω as follows: for each rooted interval
[x, y]r, set Ω(r, x, y) = u where u is the atom of [x, y] contained in the unique
topologically ascending chain of [x, y]r with respect to λ′. We show that Ω is an
LCRFAS (satisfies Definition 6.1).

Consider any atom a of [x, y]r. Suppose Ω(r ∪ a, a, y) = b, that is, b is the atom
of [a, y]r∪a contained in the topologically ascending chain c of [a, y]r∪a with respect
to λ′. First we show that Definition 5.1 (i) holds by considering the following two
cases: either a is the first atom of [x, y]r or a is not the first atom of [x, y]r.
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First suppose that a is the first atom of [x, y]r according to Ω. Since b is the
atom of [a, y]r∪u contained in the topologically ascending chain c of [a, y]r∪u with
respect to λ′ and a is the atom contained in the topologically ascending chain of
[x, y]r with respect to λ′, a∪ c is the topologically ascending chain of [x, y]r. Thus,
x⋖ a⋖ b is a topological ascent with respect to r and λ′, so a = Ω(r, x, b).

Next suppose that a is not the first atom of [x, y]r with respect Ω. Observe that
x ∪ c is not the topologically ascending chain of [x, y]r because a is in c. Thus,
x ∪ c must have a topological descent with respect to λ′. Since c is topologically
ascending in [a, y]r∪a, x⋖a⋖b must be the topological descent in x∪c with respect
to r and λ′. Let d be the topologically ascending chain of [x, b]r with respect to λ′

and let u′ be the atom of [x, b] in d. Then Ω(r, x, b) = u′ by definition of Ω and
u′ 6= a.

Next we show that Definition 5.1 (ii) holds. Let us suppose that a is not the
first atom of [x, y]r and a′ is the first atom of [x, y]r. Then, as previously observed,
x⋖ a⋖ b must be a topological descent with respect to r and λ′. Let ap be the first
atom of [x, b]r and bp−1 be the first atom [ap, y]r∪ap

. If ap 6= a′, then we can repeat
the same argument with ap and bp−1 to produce ap−1 and bp−2 where ap−1 is the
first atom in [x, bp−1]r and bp−2 is the first atom in [ap−1, y]r∪ap−1

. If ap−1 6= a′,
then we repeat this process to produce ap−2 and bp−3, and so on. Notice that for
any i ≤ p, the lexicographically first chain in [x, y]r with respect to λ′ containing
ai−1 and bi−2 comes strictly earlier lexicographically than the lexicographically first
chain in [x, y]r containing ai and bi−1. This process must eventually reach a′ since
a′ is contained in the lexicographically first chain in [x, y]r. Thus, Definition 5.1
(ii) holds and Ω is an RFAS of P .

Lastly we show that condition (LC) of Definition 6.1 holds so that Ω is an
LCRFAS. Let � be the partial order on the maximal chains of P induced by Ω
as in Definition 5.9. Observe that any total order Γ : m1, . . . ,mt on the maximal
chains of P that is compatible with the lexicographic order induced by λ′ is a linear
extension of �. Assume seeking contradiction that condition (LC) of Definition 6.1
does not hold. Then there are maximal chainsmi,mj,mk in Γ with i < j < k where
mi and mk contain r∪{x⋖y⋖z}, while mj contains r∪{x⋖y′⋖z′} where y 6= y′.
Then by Remark 4.5, λ′(r, x, y) = λ′(r, x, y′) and λ′(r ∪ y, y, z) = λ′(r ∪ y′, y′, z′).
However, this contradicts Proposition 4.4 (ii) since y 6= y′. Therefore, Ω is an
LCRFAS. �

Now we precisely define what we mean when we say that a CE-labeling is “com-
patible” with an RFAS. This definition and the following lemma are necessary for
the opposite direction of Theorem 6.5. We show in the subsequent, quite technical
lemma that a poset that admits an LCRFAS also admits a CE-labeling that is
compatible with the LCRFAS. It is then somewhat straightforward to prove that
a CE-labeling that is compatible with an RFAS is a TCL-labeling, which we do in
the proof of Theorem 6.5.

Definition 6.3. Let P be a finite, bounded poset. Let λ be a CE-labeling on P

and let Ω be an RFAS for P . We say λ is compatible with Ω if the following holds
for all rooted intervals [x, y]r: whenever Ω gives a as the first atom of [x, y]r, a is
contained in a maximal chain in [x, y]r that has the lexicographically smallest label
sequence with respect to λ.
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Figure 8. A schematic illustrating the argument in the proof of
Lemma 6.4 in which mh,mi,mj ,m

′,mk,m is the relative order of
the exhibited maximal chains. Chains are denoted with bold text,
while elements are denoted with italic text.

Lemma 6.4. Suppose finite, bounded poset P admits an LCRFAS Ω. Then P

admits a CE-labeling λ such that λ and Ω are compatible.

Proof. Let � be the partial order on the maximal chains induced by Ω as in Defi-
nition 5.9 and let Γ be a linear extension of � satisfying (LC) of Definition 6.1. Let
λ be the CE-labeling of P induced by Γ as in Definition 4.1. We will show that λ
is compatible with Ω.

Say that Γ is given by m1, . . . ,mt. We show that λ is compatible with Ω by
first showing that if, according to Ω, u⋖ v ⋖w is a pseudo descent with respect to
the root r, then the label sequence of the first atom chain c(r, u, w) with respect
to r and λ strictly lexicographically precedes the label sequence of u ⋖ v ⋖ w with
respect to r and λ. We will then show that λ and Ω are compatible for an arbitrary
rooted interval [x, y]r using Proposition 5.10.

Let u ⋖ v ⋖ w be a pseudo descent with respect to the root r and Ω. Let v′ be
the element of c(r, u, w) covering u, that is, v′ is the first atom of [u,w]r. Note
that v′ 6= v. Just as in the proof of Lemma 4.8, Proposition 4.4 (i) implies that
λ(r, u, v′) ≤ λ(r, u, v). Also, let w′ be the element of c(r, u, w) covering v′.

If λ(r, u, v′) < λ(r, u, v), then the label sequence of the first atom chain c(r, u, w)
with respect to r and λ strictly lexicographically precedes the label sequence of
u ⋖ v ⋖ w with respect to r and λ. Suppose then that λ(r, u, v′) = λ(r, u, v). It
suffices to show that λ(r∪v′, v′, w′) < λ(r∪v, v, w). By the proof of Proposition 4.4
(ii), λ(r∪v′, v′, w′) 6= λ(r∪v, v, w) since v′ 6= v. Assume seeking contradiction that
λ(r ∪ v, v, w) < λ(r ∪ v′, v′, w′). We will produce three chains that violate (LC)
of Definition 6.1, which contradicts the fact that Ω is an LCRFAS. Fig. 8 shows a
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schematic of these chains that can be followed for the remainder of the argument.
Let mj be the earliest chain in Γ that contains r ∪ {v′, w′}. Observe that since Γ

is a linear extension of � and c(r ∪ {v′, w′}, w′, 1̂) is the unique minimal element

of � restricted to [w′, 1̂]r∪{v′,w′} (by Proposition 5.12), we have that the portion

of mj above w′ is c(r ∪ {v′, w′}, w′, 1̂). Further observe that for the same reasons,
any maximal chain containing r ∪ {v′, w′} follows mj in Γ. We will produce two
maximal chains mi and mk that both contain u ⋖ v ⋖ w̃ for some w̃ such that
i < j < k.

Recall that by Definition 4.1, λ(r ∪ v, v, w) = h where h is the position of some
maximal chain mh in Γ that contains r ∪ v. Notice that the label of the cover
relation above v in mh is h, otherwise λ(r ∪ v, v, w) would be the position of some
earlier chain in Γ than mh. Observe that since mj is the first chain in Γ containing
r ∪ {v′, w′}, Remark 4.2 implies that λ(r ∪ v′, v′, w′) ≤ j. Since we have assumed
λ(r∪v, v, w) < λ(r∪v′, v′, w′), we have h = λ(r∪v, v, w) < λ(r∪v′, v′, w′) ≤ j. Thus
mh precedes mj in Γ. Now let m be the earliest chain in Γ that contains r∪ {v, w}
and let d be the portion of m above w. Observe that since r∪c(r, u, w)∪d contains
r ∪ {v′, w′}, we have mj � r ∪ c(r, u, w) ∪ d. Then since r ∪ c(r, u, w) ∪ d → m, we
have that mj precedes m in Γ. Notice that in Γ, mh is followed by mj which is
followed by m. Furthermore, r ∪ v is contained in both mh and m and the labels
of the cover relations above v in both mh and m are h.

Now let m′ be the first maximal chain after mj in Γ that contains both r∪v and
an element ŵ covering v such that λ(r ∪ v, v, ŵ) = h. We know m′ exists because
m satisfies these conditions. We consider two cases: either m′ is not the first chain
in Γ containing r ∪ {v, ŵ} or m′ is the first chain containing r ∪ {v, ŵ}. If m′ is
not the first chain in Γ containing r ∪ {v, ŵ}, then the first chain mi containing
r ∪ {v, ŵ} precedes mj in Γ by choice of m′. Consider mi, mj , and mk = m′. We
have i < j < k and these three chains violate (LC) of Definition 6.1 since mi and
mk = m′ both contain r ∪ {v, ŵ} while mj contains r ∪ {v′, w′} and v 6= v′.

On the other hand, suppose m′ is the first chain in Γ containing r ∪ {v, ŵ}. We
will find new maximal chains mi and mk that together with mj violate (LC). Since
λ(r∪v, v, ŵ) = λ(r∪v, v, w) = h and m′ 6= mh, Remark 4.3 implies that there is an
element w̃ that covers v and satisfies the following properties: there exist maximal
chains mi and mk, both containing r ∪ {v, w̃}, such that mi precedes m′ and m′

precedesmk in Γ. This means that λ(r∪v, v, w̃) = λ(r∪v, v, ŵ) = λ(r∪v, v, w) = h.
By choice of m′, we have that mi precedes mj in Γ. We also have that mj precedes
m′ which precedes mk. So, we have i < j < k and mi, mj , mk violate (LC) of
Definition 6.1 since mi and mk both contain r∪{v, w̃} while mj contains r∪{v′, w′}
and v 6= v′. Therefore, λ(r ∪ v′, v′, w′) < λ(r ∪ v, v, w).

Now we show that λ is compatible with Ω. Suppose m′ is a maximal chain in
the rooted interval [x, y]r that is not the first atom chain. By Remark 5.4 and
Proposition 5.10, there is a sequence d1, d2, . . . , ds of maximal chains in [x, y]r such
that r ∪ c(r, x, y) → r ∪ d1 → r ∪ d2 → · · · → r ∪ ds → r ∪ m′. Recall from
Definition 5.9 that each step in the sequence corresponds to replacing a first atom
chain with a single pseudo descent. By the argument above the label sequences
strictly increase lexicographically at each step. �

We are now ready to prove the main result of the section.
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Theorem 6.5. A bounded poset P admits an LCRFAS if and only if P is TCL-

shellable.

Proof. We begin by proving that if P admits an LCRFAS Ω, then P is TCL-
shellable. Let λ be a CE-labeling of P that is compatible (see Definition 6.3) with
Ω; such a labeling exists by Lemma 6.4.

We have that λ is a CE-labeling of P by integers, and no two maximal chains have
the same label sequence by Proposition 4.4 (ii). We must show that for each interval
[x, y]r, there is a unique, topologically ascending chain and it is lexicographically
first.

By the final paragraph of the proof of Lemma 6.4, the first atom chain c(r, x, y)
has the lexicographically smallest label sequence with respect to r and λ among all
maximal chains of [x, y]r. Thus, c(r, x, y) is topologically ascending with respect
to λ. Further, this implies that every pseudo descent with respect to Ω (see Def-
inition 5.6) is a topological descent with respect to λ. Now by Proposition 5.7,
any maximal chain m of [x, y]r that is distinct from c(r, x, y) contains a pseudo
descent, and so contains a topological descent with respect to λ. Hence, c(r, x, y)
is the unique topologically ascending chain in the rooted interval and has the lexi-
cographically smallest label sequence. Therefore, λ is a TCL-labeling.

Lemma 6.2 is the reverse direction. �

Remark 6.6. Observe that in the proof of Theorem 6.5 the only place where con-
dition (LC) of an LCRFAS (Definition 6.1) is used is to produce a labeling that is
compatible with the LCRFAS. Once we know there exists a labeling λ that is com-
patible with the LCRFAS, only the RFAS conditions (Definition 5.1) are necessary
to show that λ is a TCL-labeling. In particular, only the RFAS conditions are nec-
essary to show that every pseudo descent is a topological descent with respect to λ.
Thus, any labeling that is compatible with an RFAS, in the sense of Definition 6.3,
is a TCL-labeling. However, without condition (LC), there may not exist a labeling
that is compatible with an RFAS as the following Example 6.7 shows.

Example 6.7. Consider the poset P shown in Fig. 9. There is an RFAS Ω of P for
which there does not exist a labeling compatible with Ω. This shows an LCRFAS
rather than an RFAS is necessary in Theorem 6.5. Define Ω as follows. In each
rooted interval [x, y]r, the first atom Ω(r, x, y) is the leftmost atom in the interval

when P is drawn as in Fig. 9 except for the following: Ω({0̂}, 0̂, e) = b, Ω({0̂}, 0̂, i) =
c, Ω({0̂}, 0̂, n) = b, Ω({0̂, b}, b, j) = i, Ω({0̂, c}, c, k) = g, Ω({0̂, c}, c, 1̂) = g, and

Ω(r, f, 1̂) = k for both roots r of f .
While it is somewhat tedious to verify that this is an RFAS, it is fairly straight-

forward to verify that the partial order � on the maximal chains of P induced
by Ω as in Definition 5.9 contains the chain {0̂, b, d, r, 1̂} → · · · → {0̂, c, i, k, 1̂} →
{0̂, c, i, j, 1̂} → {0̂, b, i, j, 1̂} → {0̂, b, d, j, 1̂}. Observe that Ω violates (LC) of Defini-

tion 6.1 since any linear extension of � has some chain containing {0̂, b, d} coming

before a chain containing {0̂, c, i} which comes before another chain containing

{0̂, b, d}. Further, by Remark 6.6, any CE-labeling λ that is consistent with Ω is a
TCL-labeling. Also, as observed in the proof of Theorem 6.5, every pseudo descent
with respect to Ω is a topological descent with respect to λ. Thus, the lexicographic
order on maximal chains of P induced by λ is at least as fine as �. Then by the
proof of Theorem 4.10, there is a CC-labeling λ′ of P by integers obtained from
λ via Definition 4.1 such that the topological descents with respect to λ′ are the
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Figure 9. A poset that admits an RFAS Ω such that there is no
CE-labeling compatible with Ω.

same as the topological descents with respect to λ. Thus, the lexicographic order
induced by λ′ is also at least as fine as �. Now by Remark 4.5, the label sequences
of {0̂, b, d}, {0̂, b, i} and {0̂, c, i} assigned by λ′ are the same. This contradicts

that λ′ is a CC-labeling since {0̂, b, i} and {0̂, c, i} are the only maximal chains in

the interval [0̂, i], so [0̂, i] does not have a unique topologically ascending maximal
chain. (Notice that this also contradicts Proposition 4.4 (ii).) Therefore, there is
no CE-labeling that is consistent with Ω. This implies that (LC) of Definition 6.1
is necessary for the existence of a CE-labeling that is compatible with an RFAS.

7. Open Questions

A natural question that arises in light of this work is whether there exist posets
that admit RFASs but that do not admit LCRFASs. To this end, one may consider
looking at the examples presented in [14] and [16], which are shellable but not
CL-shellable and may or may not be CC-shellable. Another question that remains
is whether there exists a graded poset that is CC-shellable but not EC-shellable.
It is possible that the graded example presented in [12] is one such example, but
the method used there for proving this poset is not EL-shellable cannot be easily
adapted, at least as far as we can see, to show that the poset is not EC-shellable.
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