arXiv:2401.03320v1 [math.RA] 6 Jan 2024

RINGS WHOSE NON-INVERTIBLE ELEMENTS ARE UNIQUELY STRONGLY CLEAN

PETER DANCHEV, OMID HASANZADEH, AND AHMAD MOUSSAVI

Abstract. We define and explore in details the class of GUSC rings, that are those rings whose non-invertible elements are uniquely strongly clean. These rings are a common generalization of the so-called USC rings, introduced by Chen- Wang-Zhou in J. Pure & Appl. Algebra (2009), which are rings whose elements are uniquely strongly clean. These rings also generalize the so-called GUC rings, defined by Guo-Jiang in Bull. Transilvania Univ. Braşov (2023), which are rings whose non-invertible elements are uniquely clean.

1. Introduction and Basic Concepts

Everywhere in the current paper, let R be an associative but not necessarily commutative ring having identity element, usually stated as 1. Standardly, for such a ring R, the letters U(R), Nil(R) and Id(R) are designed for the set of invertible elements (also termed as the unit group of R), the set of nilpotent elements and the set of idempotent elements in R, respectively. Likewise, J(R) denotes the Jacobson radical of R, and Z(R) denotes the center of R. We also write ucn(R) for the set of all uniquely clean elements of R. The ring of n × n matrices over R and the ring of n × n upper triangular matrices over R are denoted by M_n(R) and T_n(R), respectively. Standardly, a ring is said to be abelian if each of its idempotents is central, that is, Id(R) ⊆ Z(R).

For all other unexplained explicitly notions and notations, we refer to the classical source [6] or to the cited in the bibliography research sources. For instance, consulting with [5, Definition 3.4], we set ucn_0(R) = {e + j : e^2 = e ∈ Z(R), j ∈ J(R)}. In order to present our achievements here, we now need the necessary background material as follows: Mimicking [4], an element a from a ring R is called clean if there exists e ∈ Id(R) such that a − e ∈ U(R). Then, R is said to be clean if each element of R is clean. In addition, a is called strongly clean provided ae = ea and, if each element of R are strongly clean, then R is said to strongly clean too. On the other hand, imitating [10], a ∈ R is called uniquely clean if there exists a unique e ∈ Id(R) such that a − e ∈ U(R). In particular, a ring R is said to be uniquely clean (or just UC for short) if every element in R is uniquely clean.

Generalizing these notions, in [1] was defined an element a ∈ R to be uniquely strongly clean if there exists a unique e ∈ Id(R) such that a−e ∈ U(R) and ae = ea.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 16S34, 16U60.

Key words and phrases. clean element (ring), uniquely clean element (ring), strongly clean element (ring), uniquely strongly clean element (ring).

1

In particular, a ring R is uniquely strongly clean (or just USC for short) if each element in R is uniquely strongly clean.

In a similar vein, expanding the first part of the above concepts, in [3] a ring is called a generalized uniquely clean ring (or just GUC for short) if any non-invertible element is uniquely clean.

Our work targets to extend the last definition by defining and exploring the following key instruments: A ring is called a generalized uniquely strongly clean ring (or just GUSC for short) if every non-invertible element is uniquely strongly clean.

The relationships between all of these notions are showed by the next diagram:

USCGUSC GUC Strongly clean

Clean uniquely clean

We are now planning to give a brief program of our results established in the sequel: In the next second section, we establish some fundamental characterization properties of GUSC rings – e.g., showing that the class of such rings coincides with the union of the classes of local rings and USC rings (see Lemma 2.9). We also prove that a ring R with J(R) = {0} is GUSC exactly when it is GUC (see Corollary ). Besides, we positively settle [3, Question 4.8] (see Proposition 2.23). Some other related assertions are also obtained. In the final third section, we examine GUSC group rings by giving a necessary and sufficient condition for a group ring of a locally finite group to be GUSC (see Theorem 3.3).

2. Examples and Main Results

We begin by marking the following simple but useful observations.

Example 2.1. (i) Any UC ring is USC, but the converse is not true in general – in fact, the ring T_2(Z_2) is USC that is not uniquely clean. However, USC rings are strongly clean.

(ii) Any UC ring is GUC, but the converse is not true in general – indeed, the ring Z_5 is GUC that is not uniquely clean.

(iii) Any USC ring is GUSC, but the converse is not true in general – in fact, the ring Z_{(3)} = {a b | | | a, b ∈ Z, (3, b) = 1 } is GUSC that is not USC.

(iv) Any GUC ring is GUSC, but the converse is not true in general – indeed, the ring T_2(Z_2) is GUSC being USC that is not GUC.

(v) Any GUSC ring is strongly clean, but the converse is not true in general.

For example, for an arbitrary prime number p, let Ẑ_p be the ring of p-adic integers. In view of [2, Theorem 2.4], M_2(Ẑ_p) is strongly clean that is not USC by virtue of [1, Corollary 7]. Also, a plain check shows that it is not too GUSC.

It is also clear that a ring R is GUC if, and only if, R is abelian GUSC. We, furthermore, continue with a series of helpful technicalities.

Lemma 2.2. An element a in a ring R is USC if, and only if, so is 1 − a.

Proof. Straightforward. □

Lemma 2.3. If R is a GUSC ring, then R is strongly clean.

Proof. Letting a ∈ R, so a ∈ U(R) or a /∈ U(R). If a ∈ U(R), then a is known to be a strongly clean element. If, however, a /∈ U(R), then by assumption a is uniquely strongly clean element, and thus a is a strongly clean element. Finally, in both cases, R is strongly clean, as asserted. □

Lemma 2.4. If ∏ i∈I R_i is GUSC, then each R_i is GUSC.

Proof. Let a_i ∈ R_i, where a_i /∈ U(R_i), whence (1, 1, . . . , a_i, 1, . . .) /∈ U( ∏ R_i). So, (1, 1, . . . , a_i, 1, . . .) is USC and hence a_i is USC. If, however, some a_i is not USC, then we have a_i = e_i + u_i = f_i + v_i, where e_iu_i = u_ie_i, f_iv_i = v_if_i, u_i, v_i ∈ U(R_i) and e_i, f_i ∈ Id(R_i). Therefore, (1, 1, . . . , a_i, 1, . . .) = (0, 0, . . . , e_i, 0, . . .) + (1, 1, . . . , u_i, 1, . . .) = = (0, 0, . . . , f_i, 0, . . .) + (1, 1, . . . , v_i, 1, . . .), where (0, 0, . . . , e_i, 0, . . .)(1, 1, . . . , u_i, 1, . . .) = (1, 1, . . . , u_i, 1, . . .)(0, 0, . . . , e_i, 0, . . .), (0, 0, . . . , f_i, 0, . . .)(1, 1, . . . , v_i, 1, . . .) = (1, 1, . . . , v_i, 1, . . .)(0, 0, . . . , f_i, 0, . . .), (0, 0, . . . , e_i, 0, . . .), (0, 0, . . . , f_i, 0, . . .) ∈ Id( ∏ R_i), (1, 1, . . . , u_i, 1, . . .), (1, 1, . . . , v_i, 1, . . .) ∈ U( ∏ R_i). That is why, we have two different strongly clean decompositions for (1, 1, . . . , a_i, 1, . . .), and so this is a contradiction, as pursued. □

We note that the converse of Lemma 2.4 is manifestly false. For example, both Z_2 and Z_3 are GUSC. But the direct product Z_2 × Z_3 is not GUSC, because the element (0, 2) is not invertible in Z_2 × Z_3 and (0, 2) = (1, 0) + (1, 2) = (1, 1) + (1, 1) are two different strongly clean decompositions of (0, 2) in Z_2 × Z_3, so that (0, 2) is really not uniquely strongly clean element, as required.

Proposition 2.5. The direct product ∏ i∈I R_i is GUSC if, and only if, each R_i is

uniquely strongly clean.

Proof. Letting each R_i be USC, then ∏ R_i is USC employing [1, Example 2] and hence ∏ R_i is trivially GUSC.

Conversely, assume that ∏ R_i is GUSC and that R_j is not USC for some index j ∈ I. Then, there exists a ∈ R_j which is not USC. Hence, (0, . . . , 0, a, 0, . . .) is not USC in ∏ R_i. But, it is readily seen that (0, . . . , 0, a, 0, . . .) is not invertible in ∏ R_i and thus, by hypothesis, (0, . . . , 0, a, 0, . . .) is not USC, a contradiction. Therefore, each R_i is USC, as needed. □

As a consequence, we derive:

Corollary 2.6. Let R be a ring and 0 ≠ e ∈ Id(R) ∩ Z(R). If R is GUSC, then so is eRe. In addition, if e is non-trivial, then eRe is USC.

Proof. Let R be GUSC. We have R = eRe ⊕ (1 − e)R(1 − e). Hence, eRe is GUSC applying Lemma 2.4. If e is not trivial, then eRe is USC utilizing Proposition 2.5, as claimed. □

Example 2.7. If R is a local ring, then R is GUSC.

Proof. Let a ∈ R and a /∈ U(R). So, a = 1 + (a − 1) is the only strongly clean decomposition for a, and thus a is uniquely strongly clean, as stated. □

The converse of the Example 2.7 is false. For example, it is clear that T_2(Z_2) is GUSC but is obviously not local.

Proposition 2.8. Let R be a ring. Then, the following are equivalent:

(i) R is a local ring.

(ii) R is a GUSC ring and Id(R) = {0, 1}. (iii) R is a strongly clean ring and Id(R) = {0, 1}. (iv) R is a clean ring and Id(R) = {0, 1}. (v) R is an exchange ring and Id(R) = {0, 1}. (vi) R is a GUC ring and Id(R) = {0, 1}.

Proof. (1) ⇒ (2). It is obvious owing to Example 2.7. (2) ⇒ (3). It is clear according to Lemma 2.3. (3) ⇒ (4) ⇒ (5) ⇒ (1). Evident.

(1) ⇒ (6). It is apparent that a similar proof to that of Example 2.7 works. (6) ⇒ (1). Let a ∈ R, where a /∈ U(R). It suffices to show that a − 1 ∈ U(R). To this goal, by hypothesis, a is uniquely clean, so we have a = e + u, where e ∈ rmId(R) = {0, 1} and u ∈ U(R). If e = 0, it must be that a = u ∈ U(R), a contradiction. If e = 1, we obtain a = 1 + u and hence a − 1 = u ∈ U(R), as desired. □

The next two statements are crucial.

Lemma 2.9. Let R be a ring. Then, the following are equivalent:

(i) R is a GUSC ring.

(ii) R is either a local ring or a USC ring.

Proof. An analogous proof to that of [3, Theorem 2.10] is applicable to get the claim, as wanted. □

Corollary 2.10. If R is a GUSC ring, then R J(R) is either a Boolean ring or a

division ring.

Proof. A combination of [3, Corollary 2.11] and [1, Corollary 18] applies to get the assertion. □

Proposition 2.11. Suppose R is an abelian ring and I is an ideal of R, where I ⊆ J(R): (i) R I is a GUSC ring if, and only if, R is a GUSC ring.

(ii) R J(R) is a GUSC ring if, and only if, R is a GUSC ring.

Proof. (i) Let R I be a GUSC ring and a ∈ R, where a /∈ U(R). Write a = e + u = f + v, where eu = ue, fv = vf, e, f ∈ Id(R) and u, v ∈ U(R). We have to show that e = f. On the other hand, we write

a + I = (e + I) + (u + I) = (f + I) + (v + I),

where

(e + I)(u + I) = eu + I = ue + I = (u + I)(e + I),

(f + I)(v + I) = fv + I = vf + I = (v + I)(f + I), e + I, f + I ∈ Id ( R I ) and u + I, v + I ∈ U ( R I ) . By hypothesis, a + I is

a USC element (as a ∈ U(R), so a + I /∈ U( R I )). Therefore, e + I = f + I, so e − f ∈ I ⊆ J(R). Since R is abelian, we have (e − f)^3 = (e − f), so e − f = 0 and hence e = f.

Conversely, let R be a GUSC ring and a + I ∈ R I , where a + I /∈ U ( R I ) . Write

a + I = (e + I) + (u + I) = (f + I) + (v + I),

where

(e + I)(u + I) = (u + I)(e + I), (f + I)(v + I) = (v + I)(f + I), e + I, f + I ∈ Id ( R I ) and u + I, v + I ∈ U ( R I ) . Then, we have a − (e + u) ∈ I ⊆ J(R), so a = e + (u + j) for j ∈ J(R). Similarly, we have a = f + (v + j^′) for j^′ ∈ J(R) and know that e, f ∈ Id(R) (because every GUSC ring is clean and hence idempotents lifts modulo I ⊆ J(R)) and u + j, v + j^′ ∈ U(R) (because U(R) + J(R) = U(R) holds always for every ring R). Also, e(u + j) = (u + j)e and f(v + j^′) = (v + j^′)f hold, since R is abelian. And as a is a USC element, we deduce e = f. Consequently, e + I = f + I, as expected.

(ii) The proof is similar to (1). □ Lemma 2.12. Let R be a GUSC ring and n = 1+1+. . .+1. Then, either n ∈ J(R) or n ∈ U(R). Proof. An application of the same arguments as those from [3, Proposition 2.17] assures that if R is USC, then 2 ∈ J(R) by [1, Lemma 16]. The remaining part of the proof is now immediate. □

Example 2.13. The ring M_n(R) is never GUSC for any n ≥ 2.

Proof. Assuming in a way of contradiction that M_n(R) is GUSC, then in virtue of Lemma 2.9 it is either local or USC. First, if M_n(R) is local, then Id (M_n(R)) = {0, 1}

which is a contradiction, because the matrix

1 0 . . . 0 0 0 . . . 0 . . . . ... . . 0 0 . . . 0 is an idempotent in

M_n(R) that is not equal to 0, 1.

If, however, M_n(R) is USC, then 1_{Mn(R)} is not 2-good in accordance with [1, Lemma 6] and this is again a contradiction, because we have always ( 1 0 0 1 ) = ( 1 1 1 0 ) + ( 0 −1 −1 1 ) in M_2(R).

Thus, M_n(R) is not GUSC for every n ≥ 2, as formulated. □

Example 2.14. Let R be a ring. If T_n(R) is a GUSC ring, then R is also GUSC. The converse holds, provided R is commutative and USC (or just UC).

Proof. Put e = diag(1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ T_n(R). Then, R ∼= eT_n(R)e, so R is a GUSC ring using Corollary 2.6. The converse is clear utilizing [1, Theorem 10]. □

We proceed by proving the following assertions.

Proposition 2.15. If R is a commutative ring, then the polynomial ring R[x] is not GUSC.

Proof. We know that R[x] is not clean, so it is not strongly clean and thus is definitely not GUSC. □

A ring R is called left quasi-duo (resp., right quasi-duo) if every maximal left ideal (resp., maximal right ideal) of R is an ideal.

Proposition 2.16. If R is a GUSC ring, then R is simultaneously left and right quasi-duo.

Proof. If R is a GUSC ring, then R is either local or USC by Lemma 2.9. Now, if R is local, then R has a unique maximal ideal. Thus, R is left and right quasi-duo.

Let us now R be USC and I a maximal left ideal in R. Since R̄ = R J(R) is Boolean by [1, Corollary 18], we have R̄ Ī ∼= Z_2. But then R I ∼= R̄ Ī has two elements, so that R I = {I, 1 + I}, whence we have R = I ∪ (1 + I). Now, given x ∈ I and r ∈ R, we must show that xr ∈ I. In fact, this is clear if r ∈ I; otherwise, r = 1 + y and y ∈ I. So, xr = x + xy ∈ I, as required. □

A ring R is called semi-potent if every one-sided ideal not contained in J(R) contains a non-zero idempotent.

Proposition 2.17. Let R be a ring. Then, R J(R) is GUSC if, and only if, R J(R) is GUC.

Proof. The sufficiency is quite easy.

For the necessity, suppose R J(R) is GUSC. So, R̄ = R J(R) is semi-potent. Then, [7, Theorem 2.1] applies to get that there exists ē ∈ Id(R̄) such that ēR̄ē ∼= M_2(S) for a non-trivial ring S. We, however, know that by Example 2.13 M_2(S) is not GUSC, so ēR̄ē is not GUSC, but this is a contradiction taking into account Corollary 2.6. Hence, R̄ is reduced, so it is abelian and, therefore, R̄ is GUC, as required. □ As a direct consequence, we extract:

Corollary 2.18. Let R be a ring with J(R) = {0}. Then, R is GUSC if, and only if, R is GUC.

The next three statements are worthwhile.

Lemma 2.19. If R is a local ring, then ucn(R) = ucn_0(R).

Proof. It is similar to [3, Lemma 3.2]. □ Lemma 2.20. If R is a USC ring, then ucn(R) = ucn_0(R). Proof. For a ring R, we know that ucn_0(R) = { e + j | e^2 = e ∈ Z(R), j ∈ J(R) } . We also know that R is a clean ring, thus idempotents lift modulo J(R). Moreover, R J(R) is boolean bearing in mind [1, Corollary 18], so that ucn ( R J(R) ) = ucn_0 ( R J(R) )

implying ucn(R) = ucn_0(R) in view of [3, Proposition 3.6]. □ Lemma 2.21. If R is a GUSC ring, then ucn(R) = ucn_0(R).

Proof. If R is GUSC, then Lemma 2.9 tells us that R is either local or USC. So, the result follows from a combination of Lemma 2.19 and Lemma 2.20. □ Proposition 2.22. If R is a GUSC ring, then for every non-invertible element a ∈ R, there exists a unique idempotent e ∈ R such that ea = ae and a − e ∈ J(R).

Proof. One sees from Corollary 2.10 that R J(R) is either a boolean ring or a division

ring. Assume first that R J(R) is boolean. Letting a ∈ R, where a /∈ U(R), there exists a unique idempotent e ∈ R such that u := a − e ∈ U(R) and ae = ea. As R J(R) is boolean, it follows that ū = ¯1. This shows that u ∈ 1 + J(R). Hence,

a = (1 − e) + (2e − 1 + u) with 2e − 1 + u ∈ J(R). Write a = f + j with f = f^2, j ∈ J(R) and af = fa. Then, a = (1 − f) + (2f − 1 + j) with 2f − 1 + j ∈ U(R). By the uniqueness, we have e = 1 − f, and so f = 1 − e, as desired.

Now, supposing R J(R) is a division ring, we infer that R is local, so we can take e = 0, as expected. □ We are now ready to attack and resolve [3, Question 4.8]: Let R be a ring. Is it true that R is a GUC ring if, for every non-invertible element a ∈ R, there exists an unique idempotent e ∈ R such that a − e ∈ J(R)?

Proposition 2.23. The answer to this question is in the affirmative. Proof. First, we show that Nil(R) ⊆ J(R). Let a ∈ Nil(R). If a ∈ U(R), then a = 0 and hence a ∈ J(R). If, however, a /∈ U(R), so there exists an unique idempotent e ∈ R such that a − e ∈ J(R). Then, we have a + J(R) = e + J(R), and thus a + J(R) ∈ Id( R J(R) ) but a + J(R) ∈ N( R J(R) ). So, a + J(R) = J(R) and hence a ∈ J(R). Now, we show that, for every non-invertible element a ∈ R, there exists an unique central idempotent e ∈ R such that a − e ∈ J(R). Let a ∈ R, where a /∈ U(R), so by hypothesis there exists an unique idempotent e ∈ R such that a − e ∈ J(R). It suffices to show that e ∈ Z(R). To this aim, for every r ∈ R, er(1 − e), (1 − e)re ∈ Nil(R) ⊆ J(R) and e + (1 − e)re, e + er(1 − e) ∈ Id(R), so we have a − (e + er(1 − e)), a − (e + (1 − e)re) ∈ J(R). However, by the uniqueness, we deduce e + (1 − e)re = e + er(1 − e) = e. Therefore, er = ere = re and hence e ∈ Z(R), as wanted. Finally, we conclude that R is GUC by [3, Theorem 3.5], as promised. □ Let R be a ring and M a bimodule over R. The trivial extension of R and M is T (R, M) = {(r, m) : r ∈ R, m ∈ M} with the addition defined component-wise and the multiplication defined by the equality (r, m)(s, n) = (rs, rn + ms). Proposition 2.24. If the trivial extension T (R, M) is a GUSC ring, then R is a GUSC ring. The converse holds, provided ex = xe for all x ∈ M and e ∈ Id(R). Proof. Choose a ∈ R, where a /∈ U(R), so that (a, 0) /∈ U(T (R, M)) and thus (a, 0) is USC. Then, a is USC, because otherwise, if a has two different strongly clean decompositions, then (a, 0) has two different strongly clean decompositions, which contradicts to our assumption.

For the converse, choose (a, m) ∈ T (R, M), where (a, m) /∈ U(T (R, M)), so that a /∈ U(R) (as for otherwise, if a ∈ U(R), then (a, m) ∈ U(T (R, M)) with inverse (a^{−1}, −a^{−1}ma^{−1}), a contradiction), and thus by hypothesis a is USC. Therefore, (a, m) is USC, because otherwise, if (a, m) = (e, 0) + (u, m) = (f, 0) + (v, m), where (e, 0), (f, 0) ∈ Id(T (R, M)), (u, m), (v, m) ∈ U(T (R, M)) and (e, 0)(u, m) = (u, m)(e, 0), (f, 0)(v, m) = (v, m)(f, 0), then we will have a = e + u = f + v, where e, f ∈ Id(R), u, v ∈ U(R) and eu = ue, fv = vf. Hence, a has two strongly clean decompositions, a contradiction.

Claim. If (e, m)^2 = (e, m) ∈ T (R, M), then e^2 = e and m = 0.

In fact, (e, m)^2 = (e, m) automatically gives by comparison e^2 = e and em = me = m. So, by hypothesis, we have 2em = m, whence 2em = em, and hence em = 0. So, 2em = 0 and then m = 0, proving the claim and thus the entire result. □

Let R be a ring and let M be an bimodule over R which is a non-unital ring in which the equalities (mn)r = m(nr), (mr)n = m(rn) and (rm)n = r(mn) hold for all m, n ∈ M and r ∈ R. Then, the ideal-extension I(R, M) of R by M is defined to be the additive abelian group I(R, M) = R ⊕ M with multiplication given by (r, m)(s, n) = (rs, rn + ms + mn). We are now in a position to establish the validity of the following statement.

Proposition 2.25. If the ideal extension I(R, M) is a GUSC ring, then R is a GUSC ring. The converse holds if the following conditions are satisfied:

(a) If e ∈ Id(R), then em = me for all m ∈ M. (b) If m ∈ M, then m + n + mn = 0 for some n ∈ M.

Proof. The necessity is analogical to the arguments of Proposition 2.24.

To prove the sufficiency, first we know with the aid of (a), (b) and [10, Proposition7] that every idempotent of I(R, M) is of the type (e, 0), where e^2 = e as well as that every unit of I(R, M) is of the type (u, m), where u ∈ U(R), m ∈ M. Now, let (a, m) ∈ I(R, M), where (a, m) /∈ U(I(R, M)), so that a /∈ U(R). Then, by hypothesis a is USC, and thus (a, m) is USC, because otherwise, if (a, m) has two different strongly clean decompositions, then arguing as in the proof of Proposition 2.24, the element a has two different strongly clean decompositions, a contradiction. □

Let A be a ring, let B be a unital subring of A, and let R[A, B] stand for the set {(a_1, a_2, . . . , a_n, b, b, . . .) : a_i ∈ A, b ∈ B, 1 ≤ i ≤ n} . Then, R[A, B] is a ring under the component-wise addition and multiplication.

We now state the following.

Proposition 2.26. Let A be a ring and let B be a unital subring of A. Then, R[A, B] is a GUSC ring if, and only if, A, B are both GUSC ring.

Proof. Straightforward. □

3. Group Rings

We know with the help of Lemma 2.9 that GUSC rings include USC rings and local rings, and vice versa. In addition, there are some results on USC group rings and local group rings proved in [11] and [8], respectively. Correspondingly, we can also obtain some achievements about GUSC group rings that could be of some interest and importance. To this purpose, we recall that a group G is a p-group if every element of G is a power of p, where p is a prime. Likewise, a group G is called locally finite if every finitely generated subgroup is finite. As usual, for an arbitrary ring R and an arbitrary group G, the symbol RG designates the group ring of G over R.

We can now offer the following two statements.

Proposition 3.1. Let R be a ring and let G be a group. If RG is a GUSC ring, then R is a GUSC ring and G is a p-group such that p ∈ J(R).

Proof. We can argue in the same manner as in [3, Proposition 4.2] and in [1, Proposition 24] to finish the argumentation. □

Proposition 3.2. Let R be a ring with R J(R) ∼= Z_2 and let G be a locally finite

group. Then, RG is a GUSC ring if, and only if, G is a 2-group.

Proof. Assuming RG is GUSC, we apply Lemma 2.9 to get that RG is either local or USC. Firstly, if RG is USC, then G is a 2-group by [11, Corollary 3.1]. Secondly,

if RG is local, then G is a p-group and p ∈ J(R) referring to [8]. Since R J(R) ∼= Z_2,

we conclude that R is uniquely clean by [10, Theorem 15], so R is USC. Now, if p ≠ 2, then p /∈ J(R) using Lemma 2.12. So, p = 2 and hence G is a 2-group.

As for the converse implication, if G is a 2-group, then RG is USC utilizing [11, Theorem 3.1], and thus RG is GUSC, as stated. □

We now arrive at our chief result in this section which gives a criterion when a group ring of a locally finite group is GUSC.

Theorem 3.3. Let R be a ring and let G be a locally finite group. Then, RG is a GUSC ring if, and only if, R is a GUSC ring and G is a p-group with p ∈ J(R).

Proof. Assuming RG is a GUSC ring, then the result follows directly from Proposition 3.1.

Conversely, assume R is a GUSC ring and G is a p-group such that p ∈ J(R). In view of Lemma 2.9, we differ two cases as follows: if R is local, then RG is local by the usage of [8]. If, however, R is USC, then we apply Lemma 2.12 and [1, Lemma 16] to have p = 2. So, G is a locally finite 2-group and R is USC; thus, we infer that RG is USC in virtue of [11, Theorem 3.1]. Therefore, RG is a GUSC ring consulting with Lemma 2.9, as expected. □

As an automatic consequence in the case when p = 2, we yield:

Corollary 3.4. Let R be a ring and let G be a locally finite 2-group. Then, RG is a GUSC ring if, and only if, R is a GUSC ring and 2 ∈ J(R).

We close our work with the following construction.

Example 3.5. Let C_n denote the cyclic group of order n. If n ≥ 3 is odd and R is a boolean ring, then RC_n is not a GUSC ring.

Proof. One finds with [3, Example 4.7] in hand that 1 + g^{n−1} /∈ U(RC_n), both g^{n−1}, x + g^{n−1} ∈ U(RC_n) and 1 + g + · · · + g^{n−1} ∈ Id(RC_n),

where G = {1, g, . . . , g^{n−1}} and x = g + g^2 + . . . + g^{n−1}.

Thus, we receive

1 + g^{n−1} = 1 + (g^{n−1}) = (1 + g + · · · + g^{n−1}) + (x + g^{n−1}).

Consequently, we have two strongly clean decompositions for 1 + g^{n−1} in RC_n. Therefore, RC_n is not GUSC, as claimed. □

In closing, we pose the following question:

Problem. If R is a semi-potent ring, does it follows that R is GUSC if, and only if, R is GUC?

Funding: The first-named author, P.V. Danchev, of this research paper was partially supported by the Junta de Andalucía under Grant FQM 264, and by the BIDEB 2221 of TÜBÍTAK.

References

[1] J. Chen, Z. Wang and Y. Zhou, Rings in which elements are uniquely the sum of an idempotent and a unit that commute, J. Pure Appl. Algebra, 213 (2009), no. 2, 215–223.

[2] J. Chen, X. Yang and Y. Zhou, On strongly clean matrix and triangular matrix rings, Commun.

Algebra, 34 (2007), no. 10, 3659-3674.

[3] Y. Guo and H. Jiang, Rings in which not invertible elements are uniquely clean, Bulletin of the Transilvania University of Brasov, 3(65) (2023), no. 1, 157–170.

[4] J. Han and W. K. Nicholson, Extensions of clean rings, Commun. Algebra, 29 (2001), no. 6, 2589–2595.

[5] D. Khurana, T. Y. Lam, P. P. Nielsen and Y. Zhou, Uniquely clean elements in rings, Commun.

Algebra, 43 (2015), no. 5, 1742–1751.

[6] T. Y. Lam, A First Course in Noncommutative Rings, Graduate Texts in Mathematics 131, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1991.

[7] J. Levitzki, On the structure of algebraic algebras and related rings, Trans. Am. Math. Soc., 74 (1953), 384–409.

[8] W. K. Nicholson, Local group rings, Can. Math. Bull., 15 (1972), 137–138. [9] W. K. Nicholson, Strongly clean rings and fitting’s lemma, Commun. Algebra, 27 (1999), no.

8, 2583-3592.

[10] W. K. Nicholson and Y. Zhou, Rings in which elements are uniquely the sum of an idempotent and a unit, Glasgow Math. J., 46 (2004), 227–236.

[11] W. Xiu-Lan, Uniquely strongly clean group rings, Communications in Mathematical Research, 28 (2012), no. 1, 17–25.

Institute of Mathematics and Informatics, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 1113 Sofia, Bulgaria

Email address: danchev@math.bas.bg; pvdanchev@yahoo.com

Department of Mathematics, Tarbiat Modares University, 14115-111 Tehran Jalal AleAhmad Nasr, Iran Email address: hasanzadeomiid@gmail.com

Department of Mathematics, Tarbiat Modares University, 14115-111 Tehran Jalal AleAhmad Nasr, Iran Email address: moussavi.a@modares.ac.ir; moussavi.a@gmail.com