arXiv:2003.05607v1 [math.RA] 12 Mar 2020

ON THE DE MORGAN’S LAWS FOR MODULES

MAURICIO MEDINA-BÁRCENAS MARTHA LIZBETH SHAID SANDOVAL-MIRANDA ÁNGEL ZALDÍVAR-CORICHI

ABSTRACT. In this investigation we give a module-theoretic counterpart of the well known De Morgan’s laws for rings and topological spaces. We observe that the module-theoretic De Morgan’s laws are related with semiprime modules and modules in which the annihilator of any fully invariant submodule is a direct summand. Also, we give a general treatment of De Morgan’s laws for ordered structures (idiomatic-quantales). At the end, the manuscript goes back to the ring theoretic realm, in this case we study the non-commutative counterpart of Dedekind domains, and we describe Asano prime rings using the strong De Morgan law.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification: 3G10, 06C99, 16D10, 16D90, 16P40. Key Words and phrases: De Morgan’s laws, idiom, quantale, semiprime modules, FI-Baer, Asano ring, projective module, prime spectrum, regular frame.

1. INTRODUCTION

The uses of ordered structures in the study of algebraic entities such as rings, categories and topological spaces goes back to [WD39] and [DP66]. For example frames (locales, complete Heyting algebras) can be seen as algebraic ordered structures of topological spaces. In fact, a decent analysis of topological spaces can be done via frame theory [Joh86, PP12]. Also frames can be understood as algebraic models of infinitary logic (every complete Boolean algebra is a frame). In the ring theoretic side, the theory of quantales [Mul86] offers an amalgam to the study of rings via the quantale of (left, right) ideals, see for example [Ros90, NR85a].

Like in the case of topological spaces, the behavior of a module can be done via its lattice of submodules as it has been explored in [Alb14b, AIT04, Alb14a, Sim14b, CRT19b].

In [BJKN80], the authors introduce a product of submodules of a given module. Under some projectivity conditions, this product behaves well with the ordered structure in the set of submodules and the lattice of submodules becomes a quantale. The study of this quantale can be found in the authors recent papers [MBSMZC16, MBMCSMZC18, MBMCSMZC20].

As we mentioned before, the connection with certain aspects of logic cannot be avoided. For example, in [Joh79], the author shows (as a consequence of a more general result) that, for a topological space S, its topology O(S) satisfies the De Morgan’s Law, that is, ¬(A ∧ B) = ¬A ∨ ¬B 1

if and only if S is extremely disconnected. The frame O(S) satisfies (A ⇒ B) ∨ (B ⇒ A) = S if and only if every closed subspace of S is extremely disconnected (where ⇒ denotes the implication and ¬ the negation in the frame O(S)).

In [NR85b, NR85a, NS95], it is given an explanation of the De Morgan’s Laws in the ring-theoretic setting and the similarities with those characterizations obtained in the topological case.

The aim of the present manuscript is to answer the natural question: What characterizations of modules can be obtained in the presence of the De Morgan’s laws on the quantale of submodules? We give answers to this question and other related topics.

In [NR85b, Theorem 2.4] a commutative Noetherian Dedekind domain is characterized as a Noetherian domain satisfying the strong algebraic de Morgan’s law, that is, given a commutative Noetherian domain R, R is a Dedekind domain if and only if R = (I : J) + (J : I) for all ideals I, J if and only if the lattice of ideals of R_P is totally ordered for every prime ideal P of R, where R_P denotes the localization at P . It is the last condition which limits the generalization of this result to modules or to noncommutative rings. One goal in this manuscript is to generalize the previous result in the noncommutative case. We are interested in which (noncommutative) rings are characterized by the strong algebraic de Morgan’s law. Using the techniques of localization in noncommutative Noetherian rings we are able to prove that, under some circumstances, the strong algebraic de Morgan’s law characterize Noetherian Asano prime rings (Theorem 5.16). Recall that a prime Goldie ring is said to be Asano prime ring if every nonzero ideal is invertible [MRS01, 5.2.6].

A brief description of the present manuscript is as follows: Section 2 is the background material needed to make this manuscript as self-contained as possible. In Section 3, we give some results related to De Morgan’s Laws for idiomaticquantales such that ab ≤ a ∧ b holds for all a, b ∈ A. Main results in this section are Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 3.8, as an analogous to [Ros90, Proposition 4.3.1] given by P.T. Jonhstone (see also [Joh86]). In Section 4, we study the point-free and the point sensitive conditions for modules satisfying the De Morgan’s laws (see Theorem 4.15), and we achieve a module theoretic counterpart of some results presented in [NS95]. Following this way, in Section 5, we study properties of (N : L) for fully invariant submodules of a module M, we study the strong algebraic De Morgan’s law, and finally, in Theorem 5.16 is given a characterization for a Noetherian prime ring to be an Asano prime ring. By last, it is worth to mention that this manuscript is a natural step in our investigation, that was initiated in [MBSMZC16] followed by [MBMCSMZC18] and [MBMCSMZC20].

2. PRELIMINARIES.

Throughout this paper R will be an associative ring with identity, not necessarily commutative. The word ideal will mean two-sided ideal, unless explicitly stated the side (left or right ideal). Module will mean an unital left R-module. Let M be an R-module, a submodule N of M is denoted by N ≤ M, whereas we write N < M when N is a proper submodule of M. Recall that N ≤ M is called fully invariant submodule, denoted by N ≤_{fi} M, if for every endomorphism f ∈ End_R(M), it follows that f(N) ⊆ N. Denote by Λ(M) = {N | N ≤ M}, and Λ^{fi}(M) = {N | N ≤_{fi} M}. It is well known that both Λ(M) and Λ^{fi}(M) are complete lattices. Moreover, they are idioms. Recall that an idiom is a complete lattice (A, ≤, ⋁ , ∧, 1, 0), uppercontinuous and modular, that is, A is a complete lattice satisfying the following distributive laws:

(IDL) a ∧ ( ⋁ X) = ⋁ {a ∧ x | x ∈ X} holds for all a ∈ A and X ⊆ A directed, and (ML) a ≤ b ⇒ (a ∨ c) ∧ b = a ∨ (c ∧ b) for all a, b, c ∈ A. A good account of the many uses of these lattices can be found in [Sim89b] and [Sim10].

A distinguished class of idioms is the class of those which are distributive :

Definition 2.1. A complete lattice (A, ≤, ⋁ , ∧, 1, 0) is a frame, if A satisfies

(FDL), a ∧ ( ⋁ X) = ⋁ {a ∧ x | x ∈ X} for all a ∈ A and X ⊆ A any subset.

Of course the main example of a frame comes from topology. Given a space S with topology O(S), it is known that O(S) is a frame.

The point-free techniques we are interested in are based on the concept of nucleus. We give a quick review of that. The reader can see [Joh86] and [Ros90] for more details of all these facts.

Definition 2.2. Let A be an idiom. A nucleus on A is a monotone function j : A → A such that:

(1) a ≤ j(a) for each a ∈ A. (2) j is idempotent.

(3) j is a prenucleus, that is, j(a ∧ b) = j(a) ∧ j(b).

Proposition 2.3. Given any morphism of ⋁ -semilattices, f^∗ : A → B there exists f_∗ : B → A such that f^∗(a) ≤ b ⇔ a ≤ f_∗(b), for each a ∈ A and b ∈ B. That is, f^∗ and f_∗ form an adjunction A f^∗ 44 B. f_∗ uu

In fact, f_∗(b) = ⋁ {x ∈ A | f^∗(x) ≤ b}, for each b ∈ B.

This is a particular case of the General Adjoint Functor Theorem. A proof of this can be found in any standard book of category theory, for instance, [Lei14, Theorem 6.3.10].

We need some other point-free structures that generalize idioms and frames. As a generalization of quantales, the concept of quasi-quantale was introduced in [MBSMZC16].

Definition 2.4. A (quasi)quantale A is a complete lattice with an associative product A × A → A such that for all (directed) subsets X, Y ⊆ A and a ∈ A : ( ⋁ X) a = ⋁ {xa | x ∈ X} and a ( ⋁ Y ) = ⋁ {ay | y ∈ Y }. Definition 2.5. Given a subquasi-quantal B of a quasi-quantale A, we will say B satisfies the condition (⋆) if 0, 1 ∈ B and 1b, b1 ≤ b for all b ∈ B.

Definition 2.6 ([MBSMZC16], Definition 3.16). Let B be a subquasi-quantale of a quasi-quantale A. An element 1 ≠ p ∈ A is a prime element relative to B if whenever ab ≤ p with a, b ∈ B then a ≤ p or b ≤ p. We define the spectrum relative to B of A as

Spec_B (A) = {p ∈ A | p is prime relative to B}.

In the case A = B this is the usual definition of prime element. We denote the set of prime elements of A by Spec(A).

Proposition 2.7 ([MBSMZC16]). Let B be a subquasi-quantale satisfying (⋆) of a quasi-quantale A. Then Spec_B (A) is a topological space with closed subsets given by V(b) = {p ∈ Spec_B (A) | b ≤ p} with b ∈ B. In dual form, the open subsets are of the form U(b) = {p ∈ Spec_B (A) | b ≰ p} with b ∈ B.

Remark 2.8 ([MBSMZC16]). Let B be a subquasi-quantale satisfying (⋆) of a quasi-quantale A. Let O(Spec_B (A)) be the frame of open subsets of Spec_B (A). We have an adjunction of ⋁ -morphisms B U .. O(Spec_B (A)) U_∗ ll where U_∗ is defined as U_∗(W ) = ⋁ {b ∈ B | U(b) ⊆ W }. The composition μ := U_∗ ∘ U is a closure operator in B. Note that U(x) = U(μ(x)) (equivalently, V(x) = V(μ(x))) for all x ∈ B.

In [BJKN80] is defined a product of modules as follows:

Definition 2.9. Let M and K be R-modules. Let N ≤ M. The product of N with K is defined as:

N_M K = ∑ {f(N) | f ∈ Hom_R(M, K)} This product generalizes the usual product of an ideal and an R-module. For some properties of this product see [CR12, Proposition 1.3]. In particular, we have a product of submodules of a given module.

Remark 2.10. The condition (⋆) of Definition 2.5 comes from our canonical example of quasi-quantale Λ(M) with M a projective R-module in σ[M] and the canonical subquasi-quantale Λ^{fi}(M). Note that Λ^{fi}(M) satisfies condition (⋆). In general, Λ(M) does not satisfies (⋆). For example, consider M = Z_2 ⊕ Z_2, then (Z_2 ⊕ 0)_M M = M ≰ Z_2 ⊕ 0.

Definition 2.11 (Definition 13 [RRR^+05]). Let N ≤ M be a proper fully invariant submodule. N is prime in M if whenever L_M K ≤ N with L, K ≤_{fi} M then K ≤ N or L ≤ N. We say that M is a prime module if 0 is prime in M.

Definition 2.12 ([RRR^+09]). Let N ≤ M be a proper fully invariant submodule. N is semiprime in M if whenever L_M L ≤ N with L ≤_{fi} M then L ≤ N. We say that M is a semiprime module if 0 is semiprime in M.

Given modules M and N, it is said N is M-generated if there exists an epimorphism ρ : M^{(X)} → N for some set X, where M^{(X)} denotes the direct sum of copies of M indicated by X. The module N is said to be M-subgenerated if N can be embedded in an M-generated module. The full subcategory of R- Mod consisting of all M-subgenerated modules is denoted by σ[M]. The category σ[M] is a Grothendieck category and many properties can be found in [Wis91]. The product of submodules of a module M is neither associative nor distributive over sums from the right, in general. If we assume that M is projective in σ[M] then the product is associative and distributive over sums [Bea02, Proposition 5.6], [CR12, Proposition .1.3] and [CMRZ17, Lemma 2.1]. Moreover if N, L ≤_{fi} M then N_M L ≤_{fi} M. See [MBSMZC16, Remark 4.2].

Remark 2.13. In the case A = Λ(M) and B = Λ^{fi}(M), following [MBMCSMZC18] we write LgSpec(M) = Spec_B (A) and we call it the large spectrum of M and for Spec_B (B) we just write Spec(M). Note that when R = M, Spec(M) is the usual prime spectrum. As it was noticed in [MBSMZC16, Example 4.14], if M is quasi-projective then Max(M) ⊆ LgSpec(M). Moreover, if M is projective in σ[M], ∅ ≠ Max(M) ⊆ LgSpec(M) by [Wis91, 22.3].

3. THE DE MORGAN’S LAWS ON IDIOMATIC-QUANTALES

The study of the De Morgan’s Laws in (pseudo)multipicative lattices as well as (quasi)quantales, goes back to [WD39], and more recently in [Ros90, Chapter 4].

In this section, we give some results related to the De Morgan’s Laws for an idiomatic-quantale (i.e. an idiom which is also a quantale) such that ab ≤ a ∧ b holds for all a, b ∈ A

Let A be a idiomatic-quantale. Since the product of the quantale commutes with arbitrary suprema, we have the adjoint arrow for each variable.

(a : _): A → A and (_ : a): A → A given by

(a : b) = ⋁ {x | ax ≤ b} and (b : a) = ⋁ {x | xa ≤ b}, respectively, for all b ∈ A. Note that when b = 0 then (a : 0) = ann^r(a), the right annihilator of a in A, and (0 : a) = ann^l(a) the left annihilator of a in A. For our purposes in this work, we will consider left annihilators.

Let us say that an idiomatic-quantale satisfies the De Morgan’s laws if for all a, b ∈ A: (1) ann(a ∨ b) = ann(a) ∧ ann(b). (2) ann(ab) = ann(a) ∨ ann(b)

The algebraic De Morgan law (DML) states that : (3) ann(a ∧ b) = ann(a) ∨ ann(b)

Definition 3.1. Let A be an idiomatic-quantale (iq for short). We say that A is semiprime whenever a^2 = 0 ⇒ a = 0, for a ∈ A.

Lemma 3.2. Let A be a semiprime iq then ann(ab) = ann(a ∧ b) holds for all a, b ∈ A.

Proof. First, consider any a, b ∈ A, then [ann(ab) ann(ab)]^2 ≤ (ann(ab)a)(ann(ab)b).

Since a ∧ b ≤ a then ann(ab)(a ∧ b) ≤ ann(ab)a, and so

[ann(ab)(a ∧ b)]^2 ≤ ann(ab)a(ann(ab)(a ∧ b)) ≤ (ann(ab)a)(ann(ab)b). On the other hand, notice that

(ann(ab)a)(ann(ab)b) = ann(a)(a ann(ab)b ≤ ann(ab)ab = 0. Thus by the semiprime condition, it follows ann(ab)(a ∧ b) = 0. So, by the supremus property on the (left) annihilator, we get ann(ab) ≤ ann(a ∧ b).

Finally, by our hypothesis in this section, ab ≤ a ∧ b. Thus, it is always hold that ann(a ∧ b) ≤ ann(ab). □ Proposition 3.3. The following conditions are equivalent for an idiomatic-quantale A: (1) A is semiprime and satisfies DML. (2) ann(ab) = ann(a) ∨ ann(b) for all a, b ∈ A.

(3) ann(a) is complemented for all a ∈ A and A satisfies the DML.

Proof. The implication (1) =⇒ (2) is a direct consequence of Lemma 3.2.

(2) =⇒ (3) It is enough to observe that

1 = ann(0) = ann(ann(a)a) = ann(a) ∨ ann(ann(a)).

(3) =⇒ (2) Now, suppose (3) and consider any a ∈ A with a^2 = 0. Then, by the property of the left annihilator, a ≤ ann(a). Then, by (3) we get that ann(ann(a)) ∧ a = 0 and since a ≤ ann(ann(a)) then a = 0.

□ Remark 3.4. Observe that ann ann: A → A is monotone idempotent function. Moreover, if A satisfies DML, then ann ann is a multiplicative nucleus. Even more, the quotient A_{ann ann} is a complemented subidiom.

Notice that in [MBSMZC16, Theorem 3.21], the authors gave the construction of a multiplicative nucleus μ: A → A such that A_μ ∼= O(Spec(A)). Therefore μ is the point-free version of the radical √_ in commutative ring theory.

Lemma 3.5. Let A be a semiprime iq then ann(a) ∈ A_μ for all a ∈ A.

Proof. It is enough to prove μ(ann(a)) ≤ ann(a). Indeed,

μ(ann(a))a ≤ μ(ann(a))μ(a) = μ(ann(a)a) = μ(0) = 0,

and notice that the last equality holds by the semiprime condition on A. Thus, μ(ann(a))a = 0, and so μ(ann(a)) ≤ ann(a), as required. □

In fact, the above result can be done in a more general setting, that is to say, in a multiplicative structure on A (in which the annihilators make sense) with a multiplicative nucleus j : A → A satisfying that j(0) = 0.

Lemma 3.6. Let A be a iq such that μ(0) = 0, then ann(a) = ann(μ(a)) for all a ∈ A. Proof. It will be enough to observe that ann(a) ≤ ann(μ(a)) for each a ∈ A. By the multiplicative condition of μ and Lemma 3.5 we get μ(ann(a)a) = ann(a)μ(a), and since 0 = μ(0) = μ(ann(a)a), the conclusion is obtained. □

The next result is analogous to [Ros90, Proposition 4.3.1] given by P.T. Jonhstone.

Theorem 3.7. The following conditions are equivalent for a semiprime quantale A. (1) A satisfies DML.

(2) O(Spec(A)) satisfies DML. (3) Spec(A) is extremely disconnected.

Proof. Suppose (1). Consider any a, b ∈ A_μ, then by Lemma 3.5 we get ann(a), ann(b) ∈ A_μ. Thus, ¬a = ann(a) (the negation in the frame A_μ), and so, we conclude (2).

Now if we suppose that in the frame A_μ DML holds, consider any a, b ∈ A then again by Lemma 3.5 we get ann(a), ann(b) ∈ A_μ then ann(a∧b) = ann(μ(a∧b)) = ann(μ(a)∧μ(b)) = ¬(μ(a)∧μ(b)) = ¬μ(a)∨¬μ(b) = ann(μ(a)) ∨ ann(μ(b)) = ann(a) ∨ ann(b).

as required.

The equivalence (2)⇔ (3) it follows by [Joh79, Theorem 1]. □ Theorem 3.8. The following conditions are equivalent for a semiprime iq A.

(1) A satisfies DLM.

(2) ann(ab) = ann(a) ∨ ann(b) for all a, b ∈ A. (3) ann(a) is complemented for all a ∈ A and A satisfies DML. (4) O(Spec(A)) satisfies DML. (5) Spec(A) is extremely disconected.

Proof. It is a consequence of Proposition 3.3 and Theorem 3.7. □

In [Sim89a] the author introduces a frame to study the rather below relation ⋞ for a class of quantales named carries. These are just two sided quantales, which are also upper continuous lattices and the quantale product is compatible with the order. Note that every idiomatic two sided quantale is a carrier. The idea of studying these structures is to give a general overview of the regularity for a frame Ω. Recall that for any a, x ∈ Ω we say that x is rather below a, denoted by x ⋞ a, if a ∨ ¬x = 1. Let Ω^¬ denote the set of all elements of Ω such that a = ⋁ {x | x ⋞ a}. It is said that a frame Ω is regular if Ω = Ω^¬ (see [Joh86] for details).

Thus as it is shown in [Sim89a], the rather below relation can be stated in terms of the product:

Consider the operator r : A → A with A a quantale given by r(a) = ⋁ {x ∈ A | x ⋞ a} where a ⋞ b if and only if ann(a)∨b = 1, see [Sim89a, page 501] for more details. Let us denote Ψ(A) := {a ∈ A | r(a) = a}. As in [Sim89a], this set is a frame and in general is not regular, but Ψ(A) has its own r, therefore we can extract a regular part of A called the regular core by iterating the above process: Let A^{r(2)} := Ψ(A)^r. Inductively, it is defined:

A^{r(0)} := A A^{r(α+1)} := A^{r(α)r} A^{r(λ)} := ⋂ {A^{r(α)} | α < λ} for each non-limit ordinal α and limit ordinal λ respectively. This chain is decreasing, therefore by a cardinality argument it eventually stabilizes in some ordinal. Let us denote the least of those ordinals by ∞ and A^{reg} := A^{r(∞)}. In [Sim89a, Theorem 3.4] it is proved that A^{reg} is a regular frame and every regular subframe of A is contained in it.

Next, we will see the implications of Proposition 3.3 in connection with the regularity of the frame Ψ(A).

Lemma 3.9. Let A be a iq such that ann(a) is complemented for each a ∈ A. Then r(ann(a)) = ann(a) for every a ∈ A.

Proof. First, by the hypothesis, we get ann(a) ≤ r(ann(a)). On the other hand, notice that r is deflatory, so in particular, r(ann(a)) ≤ ann(a) □

Lemma 3.10. In a semiprime iq A, if ab = 0 then ba = 0 and a ∧ b = 0.

Proof. Indeed, (ba)^2 = (ba)(ba) = b(ab)a = b(0)a = 0 then ba = 0.

For the other requirement note that (a ∧ b)^2 = (a ∧ b)(a ∧ b) ≤ ab = 0 thus the semiprime condition gives the result. □

Proposition 3.11. Let A be a semiprime iq satisfying DML then the frame Ψ(A) satisfies DML. Moreover, Ψ(A) is a regular frame.

Proof. By Theorem 3.8, A satisfies DML then r(ann(a)) = ann(a) for every a ∈ A. The semiprime condition on A ensures by Lemma 3.10 ann(a) ∧ a = 0. Thus, if a ∈ Ψ(A) we have ann(a) = ¬a. Therefore, Ψ(A) satisfies DML.

Observe that in this situation, if a ∨ ann(x) = 1 and a ∈ Ψ(A), then

x ann(x) ≤ x ∧ ann(x) = ann(x)x = 0,

therefore, x ≤ ann ann(x). Thus a ≤ ⋁ {ann ann(x) ∈ Ψ(A) | a ∨ ann ann ann(x) = 1} ≤ r(a),

and hence r^2 = r. Thus the regular core is just Ψ(A). □ Given a complete lattice L, recall that an element c ∈ L is said to be compact if for every X ⊆ L such that c ≤ ⋁ X, there exists a finite subset F ⊆ X satisfying c ≤ ⋁ F. Also, recall that a lattice L is said to be a compact lattice if and only if 1_L is compact in L. Recall that an idiomatic quantale A is said to be normal if for every a, b ∈ A with a ∨ b = 1, there exist a^′, b^′ ∈ A such that a ∨ b^′ = 1 = a^′ ∨ b and a^′b^′ = 0, see also [MBMCSMZC20, Definition 3.1].

Corollary 3.12. Let A be a compact normal iq. If A is semiprime and DML holds then pt Ψ(A) is a extremely disconnected Hausdorff space.

Proof. By proposition 3.11 and [Sim89a, Theorem 3.5] we have pt Ψ(A) ∼= Max(A) which is Hausdorff. □

In the next section we will see the module theoretic counterpart of Theorem 3.8, Proposition 3.11 and Corollary 3.12.

4. DE MORGAN’S LAWS

The following are the module theoretic counterpart of some results given in [NS95]. First, we shall provide some properties of the annihilator Ann_M (−) on modules, using the results in the previous section, which will be useful for the following sections.

Definition 4.1. [Bea02] Let M and K be R-modules. The annihilator of K in M is defined as: Ann_M (K) = ⋂ {Ker(f) | f ∈ Hom_R(M, K)}. This annihilator is a fully invariant submodule of M and it is the greatest submodule of M such that Ann_M (K)_M K = 0.

Remark 4.2. If M is a module, the lattice of (resp. fully invariant) submodules Λ(M) (resp. Λ^{fi}(M)) is an idiom. Moreover, if M is projective in σ[M], this idiom is an idiomatic-quantale. Therefore, the results in Section 3 can be applied here.

Lemma 4.3. Let M be a semiprime module projective in σ[M] and let N, L ≤ M. If N_M L = 0 then L_M N = 0 and N ∩ L = 0.

Proof. It follows from Lemma 3.10. (See also [CMRZ16, Lemma 1.9]) □

Lemma 4.4. Let M be a semiprime module projective in σ[M] and let N, L ∈ Λ^{fi}(M). Then Ann_M (N ∩ L) = Ann_M (N_M L).

Proof. It follows from Lemma 3.2. □

Lemma 4.5. Let M be a semiprime module projective in σ[M]. Then, for all N, L, N^′ and L^′ ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) such that Ann_M (N) = Ann_M (N^′) and Ann_M (L) = Ann_M (L^′), it is satisfied that

Ann_M (N_M L) = Ann_M (N^′_M L^′)

Proof. We have that Ann_M (N_M L)_M N_M L = 0. Since Ann_M (L) = Ann_M (L^′), (Ann_M (N_M L)_M N)_M L^′ = 0. It follows from Lemma 4.3 that

N_M (L^′_M Ann_M (N_M L)) = 0.

Since Ann_M (N) = Ann_M (N^′), after two applications of Lemma 4.3 we get N^′_M (L^′_M Ann_M (N_M L)) = 0. Again Lemma 4.3 implies that Ann_M (N_M L) ⊆ Ann_M (N^′_M L^′). The other comparison is similar. □

In the previous section was introduced the frame Ψ(A) for an idiomatic-quantale A. The module-theoretic counterpart of this frame was presented and studied in [MBMCSMZC18, Section 5]. Given a module M, we defined the following spatial frame Ψ(M) = {N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) | ∀n ∈ N, N + Ann_M (Rn) = M}. If M is a self-progenerator in σ[M], the frame Ψ(M) is characterized as the fixed points of an operator named Ler : Λ^{fi}(M) → Λ^{fi}(M) given by Ler(N) = {m ∈ M | N + Ann_M (Rm) = M} and this operator coincides with the operator r of last section that defines Ψ(A) [MBMCSMZC18, Proposition 5.19].

Properties of this operator are given in [MBMCSMZC18]. Also, in [MBMCSMZC20], more characterizations of this operator and the frame Ψ(M) are obtained when M is a strongly harmonic or Gelfand module.

Definition 4.6. A module M is called FI-Baer if Ann_M (N) is a direct summand of M for every N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M)

Remark 4.7. In [RR04, Definition 3.2] are defined quasi-Baer modules. Given N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M), Hom_R(M, N) is a two-sided ideal of End_R(M). Then by [RR04, Remark 3.3] in every quasi-Baer module M, Ann_M (N) is a direct summand for all N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M).

The following example shows that there is an FI-Baer module which is not quasi-Baer.

Example 4.8. Let p ∈ Z be a prime number and consider the Z-module M = Z_p∞. Given any proper submodule N of M, Hom_R(M, N) = 0. This implies that Ann_M (N) = M. It follows that M is an FI-Baer module. On the other hand, consider the submodule Z_p ≤ M and let S = End_Z(M). Recall that S is an integral domain, then 0 ≠ ℓ_S(Z_p) = {f ∈ S | f(Z_p) = 0} < S. Since S is a domain, ℓ_S (Z_p) cannot be generated by an idempotent. Therefore, M is not quasi-Baer.

Proposition 4.9. Let M be a semiprime module self-projective in σ[M]. If M is F I-Baer, then Ler(Ann_M (N)) = Ann_M (N) for all N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M).

Proof. It follows from Lemma 3.9 because in this case, r = Ler. □

Corollary 4.10. Let M be a semiprime module self-projective in σ[M]. If M is F I-Baer, then Ψ(M) = (Λ^{fi}(M))^{reg}.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 4.9 and [MBMCSMZC18, Theorem 5.20]. □

Proposition 4.11. Let M be a semiprime module self-projective in σ[M]. Suppose that M = N ⊕ L. If N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) then L ∈ Λ^{fi}(M)

Proof. We have that N_M L ⊆ N ∩ L = 0, therefore N_M L = 0. Now N_M L = 0 = L_M N, since M is semiprime. Thus L_M M = (L_M N) ⊕ L^2 = L^2 ≤ L. It follows that L = L_M M. □

Lemma 4.12. If M = N ⊕ L with N, L ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) then the corresponding idempotent e_N : M → N is central.

Proof. Let f ∈ End_R(M) then fe_N (m) = fe_N (n + l) = f(n) and e_N f(m) = e_N f(n) + e_N f(l) = f(n). □

Recall that a module M is FI-retractable if for any non-zero fully invariant submodule K of M, Hom_R(M, K) ≠ 0. Conditions on FI-retractable module has been study previously in the literature, for instance see [MD15]. It can be seen that if M is semiprime, then M is F I-retractable, following a similar proof to that given in [CMRZ16, Lemma 1.24].

Definition 4.13. A module M satisfies the algebraic de Morgan’s law (DML) if

Ann_M (N ∩ L) = Ann_M (N) + Ann_M (L).

for all N, L ∈ Λ^{fi}(M).

Example 4.14. Consider the Z-module M = Z_p∞. We claim that M satisfies DML. Consider N and L two submodules of M. We have the following cases:

(1) N and L are proper submodules. Then N ∩ L is proper in M. Hence Ann_M (N) = M = Ann_M (L) and Ann_M (N ∩ L) = M.

(2) N = M and L is proper. Then N ∩ L = L and so Ann_M (N ∩ L) = Ann_M (L) = M. On the other hand, Ann_M (N) = 0 and Ann_M (L) = M.

(3) N = M = L. In this case, Ann_M (N ∩ L) = 0 and Ann_M (N) = 0 = Ann_M (L).

Therefore, M satisfies DML.

Theorem 4.15. The following conditions are equivalent for a module M projective in σ[M]:

(1) M is semiprime and satisfies DML.

(2) M is FI-retractable and Ann_M (N_M L) = Ann_M (N) + Ann_M (L) for all N, L ∈ Λ^{fi}(M). (3) M is FI-retractable and M = Ann_M (N) ⊕ Ann_M (Ann_M (N)) for all N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M).

(4) M is a FI-retractable FI-Baer module and for all N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) the projection

π : M → Ann_M (N)

is a central idempotent of End_R(M). (5) M is semiprime and SP (M) satisfies DML. (6) M is semiprime and Spec(M) is extremely disconnected.

Proof. (1)⇒(2) Since M semiprime, M is FI-retractable. It follows from Lemma 4.4 that Ann_M (N ∩ L) = Ann_M (N_M L)

for all L, N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M). Thus, by hypothesis

Ann_M (N_M L) = Ann_M (N) + Ann_M (L).

(2)⇒(3) Let us first see that (2) implies that M is a semiprime module. Consider N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) such that N_M N = 0 then M = Ann_M (N_M N) = Ann_M (N) + Ann_M (N) = Ann_M (N). Since M is FI-retractable, N = 0, proving that M is semiprime. It follows that

M = Ann_M (Ann_M (N)_M N) = Ann_M (Ann_M (N)) + Ann_M (N)

by (2). This decomposition is direct by Lemma 4.3.

(3)⇒(4) The Baer property is immediate and the central idempotent requirement follows from Lemma 4.12.

(4)⇒(1) Let K be a fully invariant submodule of M such that K_M K = 0. By hypothesis, M = Ann_M (K) ⊕ L. Let π be the projection onto Ann_M (K), then π(K) = K. Consider any morphism f : M → K. By hypothesis, πf = fπ. Then

f(M) = πf(M) = fπ(M) = f(Ann_M (K)) = 0.

Therefore K = 0 because M is FI-retractable. Thus M is a semiprime module.

It only remains to prove that DML holds. Let N, L ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) then

M = Ann_M (N) ⊕ N^′ and M = Ann_M (L) ⊕ L^′.

We claim that Ann_M (N) = Ann_M (N^′) and Ann_M (L) = Ann_M (L^′). By symmetry, it is enough to prove just one of these equalities.

Observe that Ann_M (N)_M N^′ ⊆ Ann_M (N) ∩ N^′ = 0 thus Ann_M (N) ⊆ Ann_M (N^′). Now if K is a submodule such that K_M N^′ = 0 then

K ⊆ K_M M = [K_M Ann_M (N)] ⊕ [ K_M N^′ ] = K_M Ann_M (N) ⊆ Ann_M (N).

Similarly, Ann_M (L) = Ann_M (L^′). Note that Ann_M (N^′_M L^′)_M N^′ ⊆ Ann_M (L^′). Now consider x ∈ Ann_M (N^′_M L^′) and let e_N ′ denote the canonical projection onto N^′. Then x = e_N ′ (x) + (1 − e_N ′ )(x). It follows (1 − e_N ′ )(x) ∈ Ann_M (N) = Ann_M (N^′). Hence Ann_M (N^′_M L^′) ⊆ Ann_M (L^′) + Ann_M (N^′) and so, the equality holds. By Lemma 4.5,

Ann_M (N_M L) = Ann_M (N^′_M L^′) = Ann_M (N^′) + Ann_M (L^′).

It follows from Lemma 4.4 that M satisfies DML.

(1)⇒(5),(6) Let N be a semiprime submodule of M. By [CMRZ16], Ann_M (N) is in SP (M). Note that if N, L ∈ SP (M), then N_M L = N ∩ L. Since Ann_M (N)_M N = 0, it follows that ¬N = Ann_M (N) ∈ SP (M). Since M satisfies DML, so does SP (M). We have that SP (M) ∼= O(Spec(M)) as frames. Hence Spec(M) is extremely disconnected by [Joh79] and [Ros90, Proposition 4.3.1].

(5)⇒(6) This equivalence is just an application of [Joh79, Theorem 1], see also [Ros90, Proposition 4.3.1]

(5)⇒(1) Let N, L ∈ Λ^{fi}(M). Since SP (M) satisfies DML. Let L, N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) Then, Ann_M (L ∩ N) = Ann_M (L_M N) by 4.4

First, notice that

0 = μ(0) = μ(Ann_M (N)_M N) = μ(Ann_M (N))_M μ(N) ≥ Ann_M (N)_M μ(N)

where μ is the nucleus given by Remark 2.8. Then, Ann_M (N) ≤ Ann_M (μ(N)). It always holds Ann_M (μ(N)) ≤ Ann_M (N), then we conclude Ann_M (μ(N)) = Ann_M (N) for each N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M).

Also, notice that for each L ∈ SP (M) = Λ^{fi}(M)_μ, we have ¬L = Ann_M (L). Then, applying (5) and the fact that Ann(L ∩ N) = Ann(L_M N) by Lemma 4.4, we get that for all L, N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M),

Ann_M (L ∩ N) = Ann_M (L_M N) = Ann_M (μ(L_M N)) = Ann_M (μ(L) ∧ μ(N))

= Ann_M (μ(L)) + Ann_M (μ(N)) = Ann_M (L) + Ann_M (N). This is, Ann_M (L∩N) = Ann_M (L)+Ann_M (N). Therefore, M satisfies DML. □ Corollary 4.16. Let M be self-progenerator in σ[M]. If M is semiprime and satisfies DML, then the frame Ψ(M) satisfies DML. Moreover Ψ(M) is a regular frame.

Proof. By Theorem 4.15, M is FI-Baer. It follows from Proposition 4.9 that Ler(Ann_M (N)) = Ann_M (N) for all N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M), that is, Ann_M (N) is in Ψ(M) for all N ∈ Λ^{fi}(M). Since M is semiprime Ann_M (N)_M N = 0 implies that Ann_M (N) ∩ N = 0. Hence, if N ∈ Ψ(M) then ¬N = Ann_M (N) is in

Ψ(M). Thus Ψ(M) satisfies DML. It follows from [MBMCSMZC18, Corollary 5.22] that Ψ(M) is a regular frame. □ For the definition of Strongly harmonic module see [MBMCSMZC20].

Corollary 4.17. Let M be a self-progenerator in σ[M]. Suppose M is strongly harmonic such that Λ^{fi}(M) is compact. If M is semiprime and satisfies DML then Max^{fi}(M) is extremely disconnected.

Proof. By [MBMCSMZC20, Corollary 4.27], Ψ(M) ∼= O(Max^{fi}(M)). It follows from Corollary 4.16 that O(Max^{fi}(M)) satisfies DML. Thus Max^{fi}(M) is extremely disconnected by [Joh79]. □

Following [NS95, pp. 130], a ring R is Baer if R is semiprime and Ann(I) is generated by a central idempotent for every ideal I of R.

Corollary 4.18. Let R be a Baer ring. If R is strongly harmonic, then Max(R) is extremely disconnected.

5. STRONG ALGEBRAIC DE MORGAN’S LAW

In [NR85b], the authors show that the strong algebraic de Morgan’s law characterize commutative Dedekind domains, as follows:

Theorem 5.1. [NR85b, Theorem 2.4] The following are equivalent for a Noetherian domain R.

(1) R is a Dedekind domain;

(2) (A : B) + (B : A) = R, for all A, B ∈ Λ(R); (3) (A + B) : C = (A : C) + (B : C), for all A, B, C ∈ Λ(R); (4) A : (B ∩ C) = (A : B) + (A : C), for all A, B, C ∈ Λ(R). (5) Λ(R_P ) is totally ordered, for every prime ideal P of R, where R_P denotes the localization of R at P .

(6) A ∩ (B + C) = (A ∩ B) + (A ∩ C), for all A, B, C ∈ Λ(R); (7) A(B ∩ C) = AB ∩ AC, for all A, B, C ∈ Λ(R); (8) A + (B ∩ C) = (A + B) ∩ (A + C), for all A, B, C ∈ Λ(R). Our aim is to generalize this theorem to the non-commutative case. We want to know which of those eight conditions remain equivalent for noncommutative rings and which kind of rings are characterized by them. So, let M be an arbitrary Rmodule over an associative ring R. Given two fully invariant submodules N and L of M, let (N : L) denote the following subset of M: (N : L) = {m ∈ M | f(m) ∈ N, ∀f ∈ Hom_R(M, L)}. Some basic properties of (N : L) can be found in [BMB19, Lemma 1.6], and [CRT19a]. In particular, (N : L) is a fully invariant submodule of M, and it is easy to see that (N : _) is the right adjoint of N_M _ provided that M is projective in σ[M].

Note that if I and J are ideals of a ring R, then (I :_ℓ J) = {r ∈ R | f(r) ∈ I, ∀f ∈ Hom_R(M, J)} = {r ∈ R | rJ ⊆ I}.

Proposition 5.2. Let M be a module and N, L, K ∈ Λ^{fi}(M). Then, (1) N ≥ L ⇒ (N : L) = M.

(2) N ≥ L ⇒ (N : L) ≥ (L : K) and (K : L) ≥ (K : N). (3) (N ∩ L : K) = (N : K) ∩ (L : K). (4) (N : L + K) ⊆ (N : L) ∩ (N : K).

(5) (N : L) = M ⇒ N ≥ L, provided that M generates all its fully invariant submodules.

(6) (N : L) ∩ (N : K) ⊆ (N : L + K), provided that M is quasi-projective.

Proof. (1) Since L ≤ N, f(M) ≤ L ≤ N for all f ∈ Hom_R(M, L). Thus, M = (N : L).

(2) Suppose L ≤ N. Let x ∈ (L : K) and f : M → K. Then f(x) ∈ L ≤ N. This implies that x ∈ (N : K). Thus, (L : K) ≤ (N : K). Now, let x ∈ (K : N), i.e., f(x) ∈ K for all f ∈ Hom_R(M, N). Let g : M → L be any homomorphism. Since L ≤ N, g can be seen as a homomorphism g : M → N. Then g(x) ∈ K. Thus, x ∈ (K : L) and so, (K : N) ≤ (K : L).

(3) By definition (N ∩ L : K) = {m ∈ M | f(m) ∈ N ∩ L ∀f ∈ Hom_R(M, K)}. Hence, (N ∩ L : K) ≤ (N : K) ∩ (L : K). On the other hand, let x ∈ (N : K) ∩ (L : K). Then, for each f ∈ Hom_R(M, K) we have that f(x) ∈ N and f(x) ∈ L. Thus, x ∈ (N ∩ L : K).

(4) Let m ∈ (N : K + L). Since Hom_R(M, L) ⊆ Hom_R(M, K + L), f(m) ∈ N for all f ∈ Hom_R(M, L). Analogously, g(m) ∈ M for all g ∈ Hom_R(M, K). Then m ∈ (N : L) ∩ (N : K).

(5) If (N : L) = M, then M_M L ≤ N. By hypothesis, L = M_M L. Thus, L ≤ N. (6) By [Wis91, 18.4], Hom_R(M, L + K) = Hom_R(M, L) + Hom_R(M, K).

Let x ∈ (N : L) ∩ (N : K) and f ∈ Hom_R(M, L + K). Then, there exist g ∈ Hom_R(M, L) and h ∈ Hom_R(M, K) such that f = g + h. Then f(x) = g(x) + h(x) ∈ N. Thus, x ∈ (N : L + K). □

Proposition 5.3. Consider the following conditions for fully invariant submodules N, L, K of M: SDML (N : L) + (L : N) = M.

SDML1 (N + L) : K = (N : K) + (L : K). SDML2 N : (L ∩ K) = (N : L) + (N : K). Then,

(1) SDML2 ⇒ SDML.

(2) If M quasi-projective and generates all its fully invariant submodules, then SDML2 implies that Λ^{fi}(M) is distributive.

(3) If Λ^{fi}(M) is a quantale, then the three conditions are equivalent.

Proof. (1) Let N, L ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) and suppose SDML2. By Proposition 5.2(3) and (1), it follows that:

(N ∩ L) : N = (N : N) ∩ (L : N) = M ∩ (L : N) = (L : N), and (N ∩ L) : L = (N : L) ∩ (L : L) = (N : L) ∩ M = (N : L).

Therefore,

(N : L) + (L : N) = ((N ∩ L) : L) + ((N ∩ L) : N) = (N ∩ L) : (L ∩ N) = M.

(2) Let N, L, K ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) and suppose L ∩ K ⊆ N. By Proposition 5.2 and SDML2,

(N : (N + L) ∩ (N + K)) = (N : N + L) + (N : N + K) ⊆ ((N : N) ∩ (N : L)) + ((N : N) + (N : K)) = (N : L) + (N : K) = N : (L ∩ K) = M. Since M is quasi-projective and generates all its fully invariant submodules, by Proposition 5.2(5) and (6), we have that (N : (N +L)∩(N +K)) = M. Therefore, (N + L) ∩ (N + K) ⊆ N. Since always N ⊆ (N + L) ∩ (N + K), N = (N + L) ∩ (N + K). Now, let N, L, K ∈ Λ^{fi}(M) any fully invariant submodules. Then L ∩ K ⊆ N + (L ∩ K). By the above,

N + (L ∩ K) = (L + N + (L ∩ K)) ∩ (K + N + (L ∩ K)) = (N + L) ∩ (N + K).

(3) It follows from [NS95, Proposition 3.2] and the paragraph below that proposition. □

Suppose that S is a multiplicatively closed subset of R consisting of regular elements such that S^{−1}R exists. Recall that the extension of an ideal I of R is given by the subset I^e = {s^{−1}a | s ∈ S a ∈ I} ⊆ S^{−1}R. If R is Noetherian then I^e is an ideal of S^{−1}R [GWJ04, Theorem 10.18].

Lemma 5.4. Let I and J be ideals of the Noetherian ring R and let S be a multiplicatively closed subset of R consisting of regular elements such that S^{−1}R exists. Then (I^e : J^e) ⊆ (J : I)^e.

Proof. Since R is Noetherian, we can assume J = b_1R + · · · + b_nR. Let s^{−1}a ∈ (I^e : J^e), then s^{−1}ab_1 ∈ I^e. Hence, there exists c ∈ I and t ∈ S such that s^{−1}ab_1 = t^{−1}c. This implies that there exist x_1, y_1 ∈ R such that x_1ab_1 = y_1c ∈ I and x_1s = y_1t ∈ S [GWJ04, Lemma 6.1]. Note that (x_1s)^{−1}x_1a = s^{−1}a ∈ (I^e : J^e). Then, for b_2 there exists x_2 ∈ R such that x_2x_1ab_2 ∈ I and x_2x_1s ∈ S. Moreover (x_2x_1s)^{−1}x_2x_1a = s^{−1}a ∈ (I^e : J^e). Doing this for each b_i, there exist x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ R and such that x_i · · · x_1ab_i ∈ I and x_i · · · x_1s ∈ S for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Thus, (x_n · · · x_1a)(b_1 + · · · + b_n) ∈ I. This implies that x_n · · · x_1a ∈ (I : J), and so s^{−1}a = (x_n · · · x_1s)^{−1}x_n · · · x_1a ∈ (I : J)^e. □

Proposition 5.5. Let R be a Noetherian ring such that each maximal ideal of R is localizable, and let I and J be ideals of R. If IR_P = JR_P for each maximal ideal P , then I = J.

Proof. Let P be a maximal ideal of R and let λ : R → R_P denote the canonical homomorphism. If I^e = IR_P = JR_P = J^e then for each a ∈ I there exist b ∈ J and s, u ∈ C_R(P ) such that λ(u)^{−1}λ(b) = λ(s)^{−1}λ(a). It follows form [GWJ04, Lemma 10.1] that there exist r ∈ R and t ∈ C_R(P ) such that rb = ta and ru = ts. Since b ∈ J, then ta ∈ J. Therefore, for each a ∈ I there exists t^a_P ∈ C_R(P ) such that t^a_P a ∈ J for all maximal ideals P of R.

Since R is Noetherian, we can write I = a_1R + a_2R + · · · + a_nR for some a_i ∈ I. Fix a maximal ideal P of R and consider the element t^{a1}_P ∈ C_R(P ). Then

t^{a1}_P I = t^{a1}_P a_1R + t^{a1}_P (a_2R + · · · + a_nR) ⊆ J + t^{a1}_P a_2R + · · · t^{a1}_P a_nR.

Now, set x_2 = t^{a1}_P a_2 ∈ I. Consider t^{x2}_P ∈ C_R(P ) such that t^{x2}_P x_2 ∈ J. Then,

t^{x2}_P t^{a1}_P I ⊆ t^{x2}_P J + t^{x2}_P t^{a1}_P a_2R + t^{x2}_P (t^{a1}_P a_3R · · · t^{a1}_P a_nR) ⊆ J + t^{x2}_P t^{a1}_P a_3R · · · t^{x2}_P t^{a1}_P a_nR.

Continuing in this way, we get an element u_P := t^{xn}_P · · · t^{x2}_P t^{a1}_P ∈ C_R(P ) such that u_P I ⊆ J. This implies that for every maximal ideal P of R, (J : I) ∩ C_R(P ) ≠ ∅. Therefore R = (I : J) and so I ⊆ J. Symmetrically, J ⊆ I. □

Corollary 5.6. Let R be a Noetherian ring such that each maximal ideal of R is localizable, and let I be an ideal of R. If I^e = R_P for each maximal ideal P , then I = R. Lemma 5.7. Let P be a localizable prime ideal of the prime Goldie ring R. Then, R is C_R(P )-torsionfree, here C_R(P ) denotes the set of regular elements modulo P .

Proof. Let t_P (R) denote the C(P )-torsion ideal of R. If 0 ≠ t_P (R), then it is essential in R as left (and right) ideal because R is prime. Hence there is a c ∈ C_R(0) with c ∈ t_P (R), since R is Goldie. Therefore, there exists s ∈ C_R(P ) such that sc = 0. Since c is regular, s = 0 which is a contradiction. Thus, t_P (R) = 0. □

Under the hypothesis of last lemma, we can identify R with its image in R_P . Moreover, C_R(P ) ⊆ C_R(0) and hence R_P is a subring of Q_{cl}(R). We write the following statements for the convenience of the reader.

Theorem 5.8 ([MRS01], 5.2.6). Let R be a prime Goldie ring. The following conditions are equivalent:

(1) each nonzero submodule of a (left or right) progenerator is a generator; (2) R is a maximal order and each ideal is finitely generated projective as a left or right module;

(3) R is a maximal order and each ideal is reflexive; (4) each nonzero ideal of R is invertible.

Definition 5.9. A prime Goldie ring satisfying the conditions of last theorem is called an Asano prime ring.

Theorem 5.10 ([MRS01], 5.2.9). If R is an Asano prime ring then each nonzero ideal is a unique (commutative) product of maximal ideals.

Theorem 5.11 ([CG72], Theorem 1.3). Let R be Noetherian ring and let P be an invertible prime ideal of R. Then R satisfies the Ore condition with respect to C_R(P ).

Corollary 5.12. Let R be a Noetherian ring. If R is an Asano prime ring then, every prime ideal of R is localizable.

Proof. It follows from Theorem 5.11 and [GWJ04, Proposition 10.7]. □

Lemma 5.13. Let R be such that the product of ideals is commutative. Then, (I :_ℓ J) = (I :_r J) for all ideals I, J of R.

Proof. Let I and J ideals of R. Then (I :_ℓ J) is an ideal and (I :_ℓ J)J ⊆ I. By hypothesis, J(I :_ℓ I) ⊆ I. Hence, (I :_ℓ J) ⊆ (I :_r J). Analogously, (I :_r J) ⊆ (I :_ℓ J). □

Proposition 5.14. Let R be a prime Noetherian ring. Suppose that each ideal I can be written as Rc_1 + · · · + Rc_m = I = d_1R + · · · + d_nR with Rc_i and d_iR ideals for 1 ≤ j ≤ m and 1 ≤ i ≤ n. If the product of ideals of R is commutative and R satisfies SDML, then R is an Asano prime ring.

Proof. Let Rc_1 + · · · + Rc_m = I = d_1R + · · · + d_nR be an ideal of R with Rc_i and d_iR ideals for 1 ≤ j ≤ m and 1 ≤ i ≤ n. We proceed by induction on n to prove that I is left invertible. Note that if I = d_1R. Since I is an ideal d_1 ∈ C_R(0). Hence (Rd^{−1}_1 )I = (Rd^{−1}_1 )d_1R = R. Thus, I is left invertible. Let 0 ≠ I = d_1R + d_2R and denote J = d_1R and K = d_2R. By Lemma 5.13, (J :_ℓ K) = (J :_r K), so we just write (J : K). Assume J ≠ 0 and K ≠ 0. By hypothesis, R = (J : K) + (K : J) and so 1 = x + y with x ∈ (J : K) and y ∈ (K : J). Hence, xK ⊆ J and yJ ⊆ K. Therefore, xK^2 ⊆ JK and yJ^2 ⊆ KJ. Thus, (xK + yJ)(K + J) = xK^2 + yJK + xKJ + yJ^2 ⊆ JK + KJ = JK, since the product of ideals is commutative. On the other hand, JK = xJK + yJK = xKJ + yJK ⊆ (xK + yJ)(K + J). Then, JK = (xK + yJ)(K + J). Since J and K are ideals, d_1, d_2 ∈ C_R(0). Consider Rd^{−1}_2 Rd^{−1}_1 . Then,

(Rd^{−1}_2 Rd^{−1}_1 )JK = (Rd^{−1}_2 Rd^{−1}_1 )d_1Rd_2R = Rd^{−1}_2 Rd_2R = Rd^{−1}_2 d_2R = R,

since d_2R is an ideal. Therefore, JK is left invertible. This implies that I = J +K is left invertible. Now suppose n ≥ 3 and I = d_1R + · · · d_nR. By induction hypothesis, L = d_1R + · · · + d_{n−1}R is left invertible, that is, there exists, and R-ideal L^{−1} such that L^{−1}L = R. Since d_nR is an ideal, d_n ∈ C_R(0). As we did above, d_nRL = (xd_nR + yL)(d_nR + L). Then L^{−1}Rd^{−1}_n d_nRL = L^{−1}RL = R. Thus, I = L + d_nR is left invertible. Analogously, by induction over m, I is right invertible. Then I is invertible and so R is a prime Asano ring. □

Remark 5.15. Note that any commutative Noetherian domain satisfies the general hypothesis of Proposition 5.14 by [MRS01, Corollary 3.3.7].

Theorem 5.16. Consider the following conditions for a Noetherian prime ring R:

(1) R is an Asano prime ring;

(2) Every prime ideal P of R is localizable and each ideal I ∈ Λ^{fi}(R_P ) is a power of J(R_P ), the Jacobson radical of R_P , where R_P denotes the localization of R at P . In particular, Λ^{fi}(R_P ) is totally ordered.

(3) The product in Λ^{fi}(R) is commutative and (A : B) + (B : A) = R, for all A, B ∈ Λ^{fi}(R);

(4) The product in Λ^{fi}(R) is commutative and (A + B) : C = (A : C) + (B : C), for all A, B, C ∈ Λ^{fi}(R);

(5) The product in Λ^{fi}(R) is commutative and A : (B ∩ C) = (A : B) + (A : C), for all A, B, C ∈ Λ^{fi}(R);

Then, (1) ⇒ (2) ⇒ (3) ⇔ (4) ⇔ (5). If each ideal A can be written as Rc_1 + · · · + Rc_m = A = d_1R + · · · + d_nR with Rc_i and d_iR ideals for 1 ≤ j ≤ m and 1 ≤ i ≤ n then all the conditions are equivalent.

Proof. (1)⇒(2) By Corollary 5.12, each prime ideal of R is localizable. Moreover, by Proposition 5.10 each nonzero prime ideal is maximal. Let P be any prime ideal of R. If P = 0, then the classical ring of quotients Q of R is simple and hence Λ^{fi}(Q) is totally ordered. Suppose P ≠ 0, and so P is maximal. Note that any ideal A such that A ⊈ P contains an element regular modulo P . Let A and B ideals of R. By Proposition 5.10 there exist natural numbers α_1, . . . , α_n, β_1, . . . , β_n and distinct maximal ideals of R, M_1, . . . , M_n such that A = M^{α1}_1 · · · M^{αn}_n and B = M^{β1}_1 · · · M^{βn}_n . If P ≠ M_i for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n, then C_R(P ) ∩ M_i ≠ ∅. This implies that A^e = R_P = B^e. So, assume P = M_j for some 1 ≤ j ≤ n. Then, A^e = (M^{α1}_1 · · · M^{αn}_n )^e

= (M^{α1}_1 )^e · · · (M^{αn}_n )^e = R_P · · · R_P (M^{αj}_j )^eR_P · · · R_P = (P^e)^{αj} = J(R_P )^{αj} .

Analogously, B^e = J(R_P )^{βj} . Since any ideal I of R_P has the form I = A^e for some ideal A of R, this proves (2).

(2)⇒(3) Let A, B ∈ Λ^{fi}(M). Then, for each maximal ideal of R,

(AB)^e = A^eB^e = J(R_P )^nJ(R_P )^k = B^eA^e = (BA)^e.

By Proposition 5.5, AB = BA. On the other hand, by Lemma 5.4 (A^e : B^e) ⊆ (A : B)^e and (B^e : A^e) ⊆ (B : A)^e for each maximal ideal of R. Therefore,

(A^e : B^e) + (B^e : A^e) ⊆ (A : B)^e + (B : A)^e = ((A : B) + (B : A))^e,

for each maximal ideal of R. By hypothesis, A^e ⊆ B^e or B^e ⊆ A^e for each maximal ideal of R. This implies that (A^e : B^e) = R_P or (B^e : A^e) = R_P for each maximal ideal P of R. Hence ((A : B) + (B : A))^e = R_P for all maximal ideal P of R. By Corollary 5.6, (A : B) + (B : A) = R.

(3) ⇔ (4) ⇔ (5) Follows by [NS95, Proposition 3.2].

(3)⇒(1) It follows from Proposition 5.14. □

Corollary 5.17. Let R be a Noetherian Asano prime ring. Then, Λ^{fi}(R) is distributive.

Proof. By Theorem 5.16, R satisfies SDML2 and by Proposition 5.3, Λ^{fi}(R) is distributive. □

By Remark 5.15 and Theorem 5.16 we get the following corollary which is part of [NR85b, Theroem].

Corollary 5.18. The following are equivalent for a commutative Noetherian domain R.

(1) R is a Dedekind domain;

(2) (A : B) + (B : A) = R, for all A, B ∈ Λ(R); (3) (A + B) : C = (A : C) + (B : C), for all A, B, C ∈ Λ(R); (4) A : (B ∩ C) = (A : B) + (A : C), for all A, B, C ∈ Λ(R). (5) Λ(R_P ) is totally ordered, for every prime ideal P of R, where R_P denotes the localization of R at P .

6. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Part of this investigation was made on a visit of the first author to the Universidad de Guadalajara, he wishes to thank the members of the Department of Mathematics for their kind hospitality. This visit was supported by the program PROSNI 2019 of the third author. The second author thanks project PRODEP PTC-2019 grant UAM-PTC-700 Num. 12613411 awarded by SEP.

The documents [Sim14a], [Sim14b] that we mentioned in the manuscript were available on the author’s personal web page. Unfortunately these references are not available anymore.

REFERENCES

[AIT04] Toma Albu, Mihai Iosif, and Mark L Teply, Modular QFD lattices with applications to Grothendieck categories and torsion theories, Journal of Algebra and Its Applications 3 (2004), no. 04, 391–410.

[Alb14a] Toma Albu, The Osofsky-Smith theorem for modular lattices, and applications (ii), Communications in Algebra 42 (2014), no. 6, 2663–2683.

[Alb14b] , Topics in lattice theory with applications to rings, modules, and categories, Lecture Notes, XXIII Brazilian Algebra Meeting, Maringá, Paraná, Brasil, 2014.

[Bea02] J. Beachy, M-injective modules and prime M-ideals, Communications in Algebra 30 (2002), no. 10, 4649–4676.

[BJKN80] L. Bican, P. Jambor, T. Kepka, and P. Nemec, Prime and coprime modules, Fundamenta Matematicae 107 (1980), 33–44.

[BMB19] John A. Beachy and Mauricio Medina-Bárcenas, Fully prime modules and fully semiprime modules, Submitted, 2019.

[CG72] AW Chatters and SM Ginn, Localisation in hereditary rings, Journal of Algebra 22 (1972), no. 1, 82–88.

[CMRZ16] Jaime Castro, Mauricio Medina, José Ríos, and Angel Zaldívar, On semiprime Goldie modules, Communications in Algebra 44 (2016), no. 11, 4749–4768.

[CMRZ17] , On the structure of Goldie modules, Communications in Algebra 46 (2017), no. 7, 3112–3126.

[CR12] Jaime Castro and José Ríos, Prime submodules and local Gabriel correspondence in σ[M], Communications in Algebra 40 (2012), no. 1, 213–232.

[CRT19a] Jaime Castro, Jose Rios, and Gustavo Tapia, A generalization of multiplication modules, Bull. Korean Math. Soc. 56 (2019), no. 1, 83–102. MR 3912148 [CRT19b] , Some aspects of Zariski topology for multiplication modules and their attached frames and quantales, Journal of the Korean Mathematical Society 56 (2019), no. 5, 1285–1307, https://doi.org/10.4134/JKMS.j180649.

[DP66] CH Dowker and Dona Papert, Quotient frames and subspaces, Proceedings of the London Mathematical Society 3 (1966), no. 1, 275–296.

[GWJ04] Kenneth R Goodearl and Robert Breckenridge Warfield Jr, An introduction to noncommutative noetherian rings, vol. 61, Cambridge university press, 2004.

[Joh79] Peter T Johnstone, Conditions related to de Morgan’s law, Applications of sheaves, Springer, 1979, pp. 479–491.

[Joh86] , Stone spaces, Cambridge University Press, 1986. [Lei14] Tom Leinster, Basic category theory, vol. 143, Cambridge University Press, 2014.

[MBMCSMZC18] Mauricio Medina-Bárcenas, Lorena Morales-Callejas, Martha Lizbeth Shaid Sandoval-Miranda, and Ángel Zaldívar-Corichi, Attaching topological spaces to a module (i): Sobriety and spatiality, Journal of Pure and Applied Algebra 222 (2018), no. 5, 1026–1048.

[MBMCSMZC20] , On strongly harmonic and Gelfand modules, https://doi.org/10.1080/00927872.2019.1710167, 2020.

[MBSMZC16] Mauricio Medina-Bárcenas, Martha Lizbeth Shaid Sandoval-Miranda, and Ángel Zaldívar-Corichi, A generalization of quantales with applications to modules and rings, Journal of pure and applied algbra 220 (2016), no. 5, 1837–1857.

[MD15] Hojjat Mostafanasab and Ahmad Yousefian Darani, On endo-prime and endocoprime modules, 2015, arXiv:1503.00324v1.

[MRS01] John C McConnell, James Christopher Robson, and Lance W Small, Noncommutative noetherian rings, vol. 30, American Mathematical Soc., 2001.

[Mul86] Christopher J Mulvey, &, suppl, Rend. Circ. Mat. Palermo II 12 (1986), 99–104. [NR85a] SB Niefield and KI Rosenthal, A note on the algebraic de Morgan’s law, Cahiers de Topologie et Géométrie Différentielle Catégoriques 26 (1985), no. 2, 115– 120.

[NR85b] , Strong de Morgan’s law and the spectrum of a commutative ring, Journal of Algebra 93 (1985), no. 1, 169–181.

[NS95] Susan B Niefield and Shu-Hao Sun, Algebraic de Morgan’s laws for noncommutative rings, Cahiers de topologie et géométrie différentielle catégoriques 36 (1995), no. 2, 127–140.

[PP12] J Picado and A Pultr, Frames and locales, Birkhäuser, 2012. [Ros90] Kimmo I Rosenthal, Quantales and their applications, vol. 234, Longman Scientific and Technical, 1990.

[RR04] S Tariq Rizvi and Cosmin S Roman, Baer and quasi-Baer modules, Communications in Algebra 32 (2004), no. 1, 103–123.

[RRR^+05] Francisco Raggi, José Ríos, Hugo Rincón, Rogelio Fernández-Alonso, and Carlos Signoret, Prime and irreducible preradicals, Journal of Algebra and its Applications 4 (2005), no. 04, 451–466.

[RRR^+09] , Semiprime preradicals, Communications in Algebra 37 (2009), no. 8, 2811–2822.

[Sim89a] Harold Simmons, Compact representations—the lattice theory of compact ringed spaces, Journal of Algebra 126 (1989), no. 2, 493–531.

[Sim89b] , Near-discreteness of modules and spaces as measured by gabriel and cantor, Journal of Pure and Applied Algebra 56 (1989), no. 2, 119–162.

[Sim10] , A decomposition theory for complete modular meet-continuous lattices, Algebra universalis 64 (2010), no. 3-4, 349–377.

[Sim14a] , An introduction to idioms, http://www.cs.man.ac.uk/~hsimmons/00-IDSandMODS/001-Idioms.pdf, 2014.

[Sim14b] , Various dimensions for modules and idioms, http://www.cs.man.ac.uk/~hsimmons/00-IDSandMODS/006-MvI.pdf, 3 2014, In [Sim14a] this document appeared as item 6.

[WD39] Morgan Ward and Robert P Dilworth, Residuated lattices, Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 45 (1939), no. 3, 335–354.

[Wis91] Robert Wisbauer, Foundations of module and ring theory, vol. 3, Reading: Gordon and Breach, 1991.

• Mauricio Medina-Bárcenas^∗ , Facultad de Ciencias Físico-Matemáticas, Benemérita Universidad Autónoma de Puebla. Av. San Claudio y 18 Sur, Col. San Manuel, Ciudad Universitaria, 72570, Puebla, México • Martha Lizbeth Shaid Sandoval Miranda^{(‡)} Departamento de Matemáticas, Universidad Autónoma Metropolitana - Unidad Iztapalapa, Av. San Rafael Atlixco 186, Col. Vicentina Iztapalapa, 09340, Ciudad de México, México.

• Ángel Zaldívar Corichi^† . Departamento de Matemáticas, Centro Universitario de Ciencias Exactas e Ingenierías, Universidad de Guadalajara, Blvd. Marcelino García Barragán, 44430, Guadalajara, Jalisco, México.

∗ mmedina@fcfm.buap.mx ‡ marlisha@xanum.uam.mx † luis.zaldivar@academicos.udg.mx (Corresponding author).