arXiv:2504.10722v2 [math.AC] 19 Apr 2025

ON GL-DOMAINS AND THE ASCENT OF THE IDF PROPERTY

VICTOR GONZALEZ AND ISHAN PANPALIYA

Abstract. Following the terminology introduced by Arnold and Sheldon back in 1975, we say that an integral domain D is a GL-domain if the product of any two primitive polynomials over D is again a primitive polynomial. In this paper, we study the class of GL-domains. First, we propose a characterization of GL-domains in terms of certain elements we call prime-like. Then we identify a new class of GL-domains. An integral domain D is also said to have the IDF property provided that each nonzero element of D is divisible by only finitely many non-associate irreducible divisors. It was proved by Malcolmson and Okoh in 2009 that the IDF property ascends to polynomial extensions when restricted to the class of GCD-domains. This result was recently strengthened by Gotti and Zafrullah to the class of PSP-domains. We conclude this paper by proving that the IDF property does not ascend to polynomial extensions in the class of GL-domains, answering an open question posed by Gotti and Zafrullah.

1. Introduction

Let D be an integral domain with multiplicative group of units denoted by D^×, and let F be the field of fractions of D. An ideal I of D is said to be invertible if II^{−1} = D, where I^{−1} := {q ∈ F : qI ⊆ D}. If every nonempty finite subset of D consisting of nonzero elements has a greatest common divisor (GCD for short) in D, then we say that D is a GCD-domain. Given a nonzero polynomial f ∈ D[X], the ideal of D[X] generated by all the coefficients of f is referred to as the content of f and is denoted by I_f . Then we have the following terminology for the polynomial f in terms of its content:

• f is a primitive polynomial over D if I_f is not contained in any proper principal ideal of D, and • f is a super-primitive polynomial over D if I^{−1}_f = D.

Observe that f is primitive over D if the only common divisors of its coefficients are the units in D. Gauss’s lemma states that, in a GCD-domain, the product of two primitive polynomials is again a primitive polynomial. With Gauss’s lemma as motivation, the following definition was introduced by J. Arnold and P. Sheldon [5] back in 1975.

Definition 1.1 (J. Arnold and P. Sheldon [5], 1975). An integral domain D is called a GL-domain if the product of two primitive polynomials in D remains a primitive polynomial.

Date: April 29, 2025.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary: 13A05, 13F15; Secondary: 13P05. Key words and phrases. commutative ring, polynomial ring, IDF-domain, GL-domain, GCD-domain. 1

When an integral domain is a GL-domain, we also say it has the GL-property. By virtue of Gauss’s lemma, every GCD-domain is a GL-domain. It is natural to wonder whether the class consisting of all GL-domains strictly contains the class of all GCD-domains and, that being the case, which other relevant integral domains are GL-domains. These questions were addressed back in the seventies, first by H. Tang [20] and then by J. Arnold and P. Sheldon [5], who studied the class of GL-domains in connection to the class of PSP-domains.

Definition 1.2 (J. Arnold and P. Sheldon [5], 1975). An integral domain D is called a PSP-domain if every primitive polynomial over D is super-primitive.

The first investigation of PSP-domains was carried out by H. Tang [20] in his study of super-primitive polynomials. Among other results, he proved that every GCD-domain is a PSP-domain and also that in any integral domain the product of a super-primitive polynomial and a super-primitive (resp., primitive) polynomial is super-primitive (resp., primitive), which implies that the class consisting of all PSP-domains is contained in the class of all GLdomains. Several generalizations of GCD-domains, including GL-domains and PSP-domains, have been investigated in the literature of classical commutative ring theory (see [1] and references therein).

In this paper, we first provide some insight into the class of all GL-domains, and then we tackle the still open question of whether every polynomial ring of a GL-domain with the irreducible-divisor-finite property (IDF property) preserves the IDF property.

Definition 1.3 (A. Grams and H. Warner [16], 1975). An integral domain D is an IDF domain (or has the IDF property) if every nonzero element of D is divisible by only finitely many irreducibles up to associates.

The question of whether the IDF property ascends to polynomial extensions was first posed by D. Anderson, D. Anderson, and M. Zafrullah [2] back in 1990. It was answered negatively by P. Malcolmson and F. Okoh in [18]. It is also known that the IDF property does not ascend to monoid-domain extensions (see [13, Example 5.5]). Also in [18], P. Malcolmson and F. Okoh proved that the IDF property ascends to polynomial extensions if one restricts attention to the class of GCD-domains. This has been recently improved in two different directions. First, S. Eftekhari and M. Khorsandi [9] proved that the IDF property ascends to polynomial extensions over the class of MCD-finite domains. Second, and more recently, F. Gotti and M. Zafrullah [15] proved that the IDF property ascends to polynomial extensions over the class of PSP-domains. The most natural generalization of the class consisting of all PSP-domains is the class consisting of all GL-domains, so it is natural to wonder whether the IDF property ascends to polynomial extensions when restricted to the class of GL-domains.

Question 1.4. For a GL-domain D, is it true that if D has the IDF property, then the polynomial extension D[x] also has the IDF property?

In Section 2, which is the background section, we discuss some preliminaries, providing the notation, terminology, and standard results that we shall use later.

In Section 3, which is the first section of content of this paper, we begin our investigation of the class of GL-domains. First, we characterize GL-domains in terms of certain elements whose behavior is somehow similar to that of a prime: an integral domain is a GL-domain if and only if every nonzero nonunit element is prime-like (a nonzero nonunit p ∈ D is primelike provided that for any r, s ∈ D such that p |_D rs there exists a nonunit divisor d ∈ D of p such that either d |_D r or d |_D s). Then we prove that the notions of a GL-domain and a PSP-domain are equivalent when we restrict to the class of MCD-domains (an integral domain D is MCD provided that any finite subset of D consisting of nonzero elements has a maximal common divisor). We conclude Section 3 identifying a new class of GL-domains.

In Section 4, which is the last section of this paper, we answer Question 1.4 negatively, providing an explicit construction of a GL-domain D having the IDF property whose polynomial extension does not have the IDF property.

2. Background

We let Z, Q, R, and C be the set of integers, rational numbers, real numbers, and complex numbers, respectively. We let N and N_0 be the set of positive and nonnegative integers, respectively. Also, we let P denote the set of primes. For p ∈ P and n ∈ N, we let F_pn be the finite field of cardinality p^n.

A commutative monoid is a commutative semigroup with an identity element. Let M be a commutative monoid. The group of units of M is the abelian group U (M) consisting of all invertible elements of M.

Let I be a nonempty set of indices, and let {M_i : i ∈ I} be a collection of monoids. Then P := ∏ i∈I M_i is also a monoid under the component-wise operation. We write the elements of the product monoid P as (b_i)_{i∈I} . When M_i = M for all i ∈ I, the monoid P is denoted by M^I . For sets of indices I and J with |I| = |J|, one can check that M^I and M^J are isomorphic. Therefore when I is countable, we often write M^N instead of M^I .

For b, c ∈ M, we say that c divides b if there exists d ∈ M such that b = cd, in which case we write c |_M b. We say that M is a valuation monoid if for any b, c ∈ M either b |_M c or c |_M b. If for b, c ∈ M, both relations b |_M c and c |_M b hold, then we say that b and c are associates and write b ∼ c. Let S be a nonempty subset of M. We say that d ∈ M is a greatest common divisor (GCD) of S if d is a common divisor of S and for any other common divisor d^′ ∈ M of S the relation d^′ |_M d holds. One can easily check that any two GCDs of S are associates. We let gcd_M (S) or, simply gcd(S), denote the set consisting of all the GCDs of S in M. If every nonempty finite subset of M has a GCD, then M is a GCD-monoid. Observe that an integral domain D is a GCD-domain if and only if its multiplicative monoid D^∗ := {d ∈ D : d ≠ 0} is a GCD-monoid. One can readily check that every valuation monoid is a GCD-monoid and also that the product of GCD-monoids is a GCD-monoid.

We say that d is a maximal common divisor (MCD) of S if d is a common divisor of S and for any other common divisor d^′ ∈ M of S the divisibility relation d |_M d^′ implies that d and d^′ are associates. Clearly, every GCD of S is an MCD. We let mcd_M (S) denote the set consisting of all MCDs of S in M. We say that M is an MCD-monoid provided that every nonempty finite subset of M has an MCD. Clearly, every GCD-monoid is an MCD-monoid. Following [9], we say that M is MCD-finite if every finite subset of M has only finitely many non-associate maximal common divisors.

For each n ∈ N, an element b ∈ M is called n-divisible if there exists c ∈ M such that nc = b. The monoid M is said to be n-divisible for some n ∈ N if every element of M is n-divisible. Observe that if M is n-divisible, then the product monoid M^I is also n-divisible for every nonempty set of indices I.

Let D be an integral domain. Given a nonzero polynomial f(x) ∈ D[x], the content of f(x) is the ideal generated by the coefficients of f(x), and the polynomial f(x) is called primitive if its content is the whole integral domain D. As formally stated in the introduction, D is called a GL-domain if the product of two primitive polynomials is again a primitive polynomial. As an immediate consequence of Gauss’s lemma, one obtains that every GCD-domain is a GL-domain.

3. Identifying Classes of GL-Domains

In this section we provide a new characterization of GL-domains, characterize GL-domains inside of the class of MCD-domains, and identify a new class of GL-domains.

3.1. A Characterization of GL-domains. The following characterization of a GL-domain is due to D. Anderson and R. Quintero [3].

Proposition 3.1. [3, Theorem 3.1] For an integral domain D, the following conditions are equivalent.

(a) The integral domain D is a GL-domain.

(b) For all r, s, t ∈ D, if gcd(r, s) = gcd(r, t) = 1 then gcd(r, st) = 1.

In their paper [3], the authors provided further characterizations of GL-domains. Here we add one more characterization in terms of certain elements that somehow behave like primes, and so we call them prime-like.

Definition 3.2. Let D be an integral domain. A nonzero nonunit p ∈ D is called prime-like if the following property holds: for all r, s ∈ D the fact that p |_D rs ensures the existence of a divisor d ∈ D \ D^× of p such that d |_D r or d |_D s.

We can now use the notion of prime-like elements to characterize GL-domains.

Proposition 3.3. Let D be an integral domain. Then the following conditions are equivalent.

(a) D is a GL-domain.

(b) Each nonzero nonunit element of D is prime-like.

Proof. (a) ⇒ (b): First, assume that D has the GL-property. Fix an element p ∈ D \ D^×, and let us check that p is prime-like. To do so, suppose that p |_D rs for some r, s ∈ D \ D^×. Since p |_D rs and p /∈ D^×, it follows that gcd(p, rs) ≠ 1. This, along with the fact that D satisfies the GL-property, ensures that either gcd(p, r) ≠ 1 or gcd(p, s) ≠ 1. Finally, observe that if gcd(p, r) ≠ 1 (resp., gcd(p, s) ≠ 1), then there exists a nonunit divisor of p that also divides r (resp., s). Hence p is prime-like.

(b) ⇒ (a): Assume now that every nonzero nonunit of D is prime-like. Suppose, toward a contradiction, that D does not have the GL-property. Thus, there exist p, r, s ∈ D such that gcd(p, r) = gcd(p, s) = 1 but gcd(p, rs) ≠ 1. As gcd(p, rs) ≠ 1, we can take a nonunit d ∈ D such that d |_D p and d |_D rs. Because every nonzero nonunit of D is prime-like, there is a nonunit d^′ ∈ D dividing d in D such that either d^′ |_D r or d^′ |_D s. After assuming, without loss of generality, that d^′ |_D r, we see that d^′ | p, whence gcd(p, r) ≠ 1, which is a contradiction. □

3.2. Connection with Maximal Common Divisors. As the class of PSP-domains, it is well known that the class consisting of all pre-Schreier domains is contained in the class of GLdomains. In our next theorem, we prove that when restricted to the class of integral domains where any two elements have a maximal common divisor, the notions of being pre-Schreier and that of having the GL-property are equivalent.

Let D be an integral domain. Following Cohn [7], we say that a nonzero nonunit p ∈ D is primal if whenever p |_D rs for some r, s ∈ D, we can write p = r^′s^′ for some r^′, s^′ ∈ D such that r^′ |_D r and s^′ |_D s.

Definition 3.4. An integral domain is called pre-Schreier if every nonzero nonunit of D is primal.

The notion of a pre-Schreier domain was coined and studied by Zafrullah in [21] (although pre-Schreier domains were previously considered in various papers, including [7, 8, 19]). It turns out that the property of being pre-Schreier is stronger than the GL-property (indeed, in [22, Proof of Lemma 2.1] it is proved that every pre-Schreier domain has the PSP-property, which is known to be stronger than the D-property). We proceed to argue that, in the class of MCD-domains, these three properties are equivalent.

Theorem 3.5. Let D be an MCD-domain. Then the following conditions are equivalent.

(a) D is a pre-Schreier domain. (b) D is a PSP-domain. (c) D is a GL-domain.

Proof. (a) ⇒ (b) ⇒ (c): This is known.

(c) ⇒ (a): Assume that D is a GL-domain. Fix an element p ∈ D \ D^× such that p |_D ab for some a, b ∈ D. We argue that p is primal. First, observe that either gcd(p, a) ≠ 1 or gcd(p, b) ≠ 1. Otherwise, the fact that D is a GL-domain implies that gcd(p, ab) = 1, which is a contradiction.

Since D is an MCD-domain, we can assume, without loss of generality, that there is some nonunit d ∈ D such that d ∈ mcd_D(p, a). Now, pick p^′ ∈ D and a^′ ∈ D such that p = d · p^′ and a = d · a^′. If p^′ ∈ D^×, it follows that p |_D a, which implies that p is primal, and then we are done.

Let us instead assume that p^′ is not a unit of D. The relation p^′ |_D a^′b follows naturally from p |_D ab. Also, the fact that d ∈ mcd_D(p, a) implies that gcd(p^′, a^′) = 1. Notice that, as a consequence, gcd(p^′, b) ≠ 1, since otherwise gcd(p^′, a^′b) = 1, contradicting that p^′ /∈ D^×. We can argue as before and ensure the existence of an element d^′ /∈ D^× such that d^′ ∈ mcd_D(p^′, b). Now, pick r ∈ D and b^′ ∈ D such that p^′ = d^′ · r and b = d^′ · b^′. Notice that gcd(r, b^′) = 1. We also know that gcd(r, a^′) = 1 because gcd(p^′, a^′) = 1. The fact that D is a GL-domain implies that gcd(r, a^′b^′) = 1, and since r |_D a^′b^′, we can conclude that r ∈ D^×. Then p^′ |_D b, which implies that p is primal because we can write p = d · p^′ with d |_D a and p^′ |_D b.

Hence we can now conclude that D is a pre-Schreier domain. □

3.3. A Class of GL-Domains. We proceed to identify a class consisting of GL-domains that are not pre-Schreier.

Proposition 3.6. Let D be an integral domain that is not a field, and let F be the field of fractions of D. For an extension field K of F the following statements hold.

(1) If D is a UFD, then D + xK[x] is a GL-domain.

(2) If K is a proper extension of F , then D + xK[x] is not a pre-Schreier domain.

Proof. Set R := D + xK[x].

(1) To prove that R is a GL-domain, fix a nonunit r(x) ∈ R^∗ and let us show that r(x) is prime-like. To do so, suppose that r(x) |_R b(x)c(x) for some b(x), c(x) ∈ R^∗, and let us argue that there is a nonunit divisor of r(x) in R that divides either b(x) or c(x) in R^∗. If b(x) ∈ R^× (resp., c(x) ∈ R^×), then r(x) |_R c(x) (resp., r(x) |_R b(x)). Therefore we can assume that neither b(x) nor c(x) is a unit. We divide the rest of our proof into cases.

Case 1: ord r(x) ≥ 1. Observe that, in this case, each d ∈ D^∗ \ D^× is a nonunit divisor of r(x) in R. In addition, ord r(x) ≥ 1 ensures that either ord b(x) ≥ 1 or ord c(x) ≥ 1, whence any d ∈ D^∗ \ D^× is a nonunit divisor of r(x) in R such that either d |_R b(x) or d |_R c(x). Hence r(x) is prime-like.

Case 2: ord r(x) = 0. We split the rest of our argument into two subcases, and conclude in each of them that r(x) must be a prime-like element in R. This will imply that R is a GL-domain, as desired.

Case 2.1: r(0) /∈ D^×. In this case, r(0) is divisible in D by an element p ∈ D that is prime (this is because D is a UFD and so r(0) must factor in D into finitely many primes). From the fact that p |_D r(0), one immediately obtains that p |_R r(x). Observe that the divisibility relation r(x) |_R b(x)c(x) implies that r(0) |_D b(0)c(0) and, therefore, p |_D b(0)c(0). Since p is prime in D, we obtain that p |_D b(0) or p |_D c(0). Thus, p is a nonunit divisor of r(x) in R such that either p |_R b(x) or p |_R c(x). Hence we have shown that r(x) is prime-like if r(0) /∈ D^×. Case 2.2: r(0) ∈ D^×. Since D^× = R^×, after replacing r(x) by r(x)/r(0), we can further assume that r(0) = 1. As r(x) is not a unit, deg r(x) ≥ 1 and so r(x) is not a unit in K[x]. Let p^′(x) ∈ K[x] be a prime in K[x] dividing r(x), which exists because K[x] is a UFD and r(x) is not a unit. After replacing p^′(x) by p^′(x)/p^′(0), one can further assume that p^′(0) = 1 (because K[x]^× = K^×). As p^′(x) |_{K[x]} r(x), it follows that p^′(x) |_{K[x]} b(x)c(x). Now the fact that p^′(x) is prime in K[x] ensures that either p^′(x) |_{K[x]} b(x) or p^′(x) |_{K[x]} c(x). Let us assume first that p^′(x) |_{K[x]} b(x). Then p^′(x)q(x) = b(x) for some q(x) ∈ K[x]. Because p^′(0) = 1, we see that q(0) = p^′(0)q(0) = b(0) ∈ D. Hence q(x) ∈ R, which implies that p^′(x) |_R b(x). Similarly, we obtain that p^′(x) |_R c(x) if we assume that p^′(x) |_{K[x]} c(x). Hence we have found a nonunit divisor p^′(x) of r(x) dividing either b(x) or c(x), from which we conclude that r(x) is also a prime-like element of R when r(0) ∈ D^×.

(2) It suffices to argue that x is not a primal element in R. Since K is a proper extension field of F , we can fix α ∈ K \ F . It is clear that x |_R (αx)(α^{−1}x). Notice that the only way x can be expressed as the product of two elements of R is as follows: x = d(d^{−1}x) for some d ∈ D^∗. However, if d^{−1}x |_R αx or d^{−1}x |_R α^{−1}x, then we could take e ∈ D^∗ such that α ∈ {_e d , de } ⊂ F , which contradicts that α /∈ F . Hence x is not primal, which implies that R is not a pre-Schreier domain. □

We conclude with the following concrete example, which was the initial motivation behind Proposition 3.6.

Example 3.7. Consider the subring R := Z+xR[x] of the polynomial ring R[x]. Since Z is a UFD whose field of fractions is strictly contained inside the field R, part (1) of Proposition 3.6 implies that R is a GL-domain while part (2) of the same proposition implies that R is not a pre-Schreier domain.

4. The Ascent of the IDF-Property in the Class of GL-Domains

The main goal of this section is to investigate whether the IDF property ascends from a GL-domain to its polynomial extension. Toward that objective, we construct a GL-domain that is antimatter and satisfies the IDF property.

We begin our construction by exhibiting a GCD-domain with some desired conditions. Let {X, Y, Z, T_1, T_2, T_3, . . .} be an infinite set of algebraically independent indeterminates over F_2 . Let us consider the integral domain

(4.1) R_0 := F_2 [ { X^α, Y^α, Z^α : α ∈ Q_{≥0} } ∪ {^∞∏ i=1 T^{αi}_i : α_i ∈ Q_{≥0} ∀ i ∈ N }] . Set P := ∏_∞ i=1 Q_{≥0} , and observe that the integral domain R_0 in (4.1) is isomorphic to the monoid algebra of the monoid P over the field F_2 . As Q_{≥0} is a valuation monoid, it is a GCD-monoid, and so P is also a GCD-monoid. This, along with the fact that F_2 is a field, ensures that R_0 is a GCD-domain.

For the set of monomials

J := {_∞∏ i=1 T^{αi}_i : α_i ∈ Q^+_0 ∀ i ∈ N } , we consider the following subring of R_0:

(4.2) R := F_2 [{ X^α, Y^α, Z^α : α ∈ Q_{≥0} } ∪ { X^αT, Y^αT, Z^αT : (α, T ) ∈ Q_{>0} × J }] . We now proceed to prove that the domain R is not MCD-finite.

Proposition 4.1. The integral domain R is a GL-domain that is not MCD-finite.

Proof. Let us first prove that the integral domain R is a GL-domain. In order to do so, it is convenient to establish the following claim.

Claim. If f, g ∈ R_0 such that fg ∈ R, then either f ∈ R or g ∈ R. Proof of Claim. First observe that the set

I := ⟨{X^α : α ∈ Q^+ }, {Y^α : α ∈ Q^+ }, {Z^α : α ∈ Q^+ }⟩.

is an ideal of R. Moreover, every element f ∈ R_0 can be written as f = f_1 + f_2, where f_1 ∈ I and f_2 ∈ F_2 [ T : T ∈ J ]. Let f, g ∈ R_0 such that fg ∈ R, and write f = f_1 + f_2 and g = g_1 + g_2, where f_1, g_1 ∈ I and f_2, g_2 ∈ F_2 [ T : T ∈ J ]. Note that

fg = (f_1 + f_2)(g_1 + g_2) = f_1g_1 + f_1g_2 + f_2g_1 + f_2g_2.

Since I is an ideal, we see that f_1g_1 + f_1g_2 + f_2g_1 ∈ I ⊂ R and then we obtain that f_2g_2 = fg − (f_1g_1 + f_1g_2 + f_2g_1) ∈ R. However, this leaves us with only two options:

• f_2g_2 = 0_R, which means that either f_2 = 0_R or g_2 = 0_R, and this implies that either f ∈ R or g ∈ R. • f_2g_2 = 1_R, which means that f_2 = g_2 = 1_R because R is reduced, and then, we obtain that both f ∈ R and g ∈ R.

Hence the claim is established.

We are in a position to prove that R is a GL-domain. Our proof is very similar to the one provided in [5, Proposition 2.8]. As an integral domain D satisfies the GL-property if and only if the product of two primitive ideals of D is also primitive (see [5, Proposition 1.2]), we only need to show that the product of two primitive ideals of R is primitive. Let A and B be primitive ideals of R, and let us prove that AB is a primitive ideal. Write

A := ⟨a_1, a_2, . . . , a_m⟩ and B := ⟨b_1, b_2 . . . , b_n⟩,

for some a_1, . . . , a_m ∈ R and b_1, . . . , b_n ∈ R. Suppose, towards a contradiction, that the ideal AB is not primitive. Then there exists a nonunit c ∈ R such that AB ⊆ cR. This means that there is a nonunit c of R_0 such that (AR_0)(BR_0) ⊆ cR ⊆ cR_0 ≠ R_0. Since R_0 is a GCD-domain, it is also a GL-domain, and this implies that AR_0 and BR_0 cannot both be primitive in R_0, so at least one of them is contained in a proper ideal of R_0. Set

λ := gcd(a_1, . . . , a_m) and μ := gcd(b_1, . . . , b_n).

Then AR_0 ⊆ λR_0 and BR_0 ⊆ μR_0. Moreover, at least one of λ or μ is not a unit. Since R_0 is a GCD-domain, the GCD of any set of elements exists, and the following identity holds:

gcd(a_ib_1, . . . , a_ib_n) = a_i · gcd(b_1, . . . , b_n) = a_iμ.

Moreover, since AB ⊆ cR_0, we know that c divides each a_ib_j. In particular, c is a common divisor of a_ib_1, . . . , a_ib_n, and thus c |_R a_iμ for every i ∈ �1, m�. We can also note that gcd(a_1μ, . . . , a_mμ) = μ · gcd(a_1, . . . , a_m) = μλ. As shown above, c is a common divisor of a_1μ, a_2μ, . . . , a_mμ and, therefore, c |_{R0} μλ. Since R_0 is a GCD-domain, it is also a pre-Schreier domain. Thus, there exist α, β ∈ R_0 such that c = αβ, with α | λ and β | μ. Then it follows from the established claim that at least one of α or β belongs to R. Without loss of generality, let us assume that α ∈ R. We split our analysis into the following two cases.

Case 1: α is a unit. Then β = c, and hence β ∈ R is a nonunit. This implies that BR_0 ⊆ βR_0, a proper principal ideal of R_0, generated by an element of R.

Case 2: α is a nonunit. In this case, AR_0 ⊆ αR_0, a proper principal ideal of R_0, generated by an element of R.

We have shown that one of AR_0 or BR_0 must be contained in a proper ideal of R_0 generated by an element of R. Without loss of generality, we can assume that AR_0 ⊆ αR_0 for some α ∈ R \ R^×. We can then write each generator of A as a_i = αj_i for each i ∈ �1, m�, where j_i ∈ R_0. Let us write α = α_1 + α_2 and j_i = j_{i,1} + j_{i,2}, where α_1, j_{i,1} ∈ I and α_2, j_{i,2} ∈ F_2 [T : T ∈ J]. Since α ∈ R, we are done once we argue the following two possibilities for the values of α_2.

• α_2 = 1, and then j_{i,2} · 1 ∈ R, which implies that j_i ∈ R and a_i ∈ αR. Thus, A ⊆ αR.

• α_2 = 0. This implies that α ∈ I. Since every element of I has a square root in I, there exists δ ∈ I such that α = δ^2. Then a_i = δ^2j_i = δ(δj_i), and therefore δj_i ∈ δR_0 ⊆ IR_0 = I ⊆ R. It follows that a_i ∈ δR and A ⊆ δR. □ We conclude this paper with our main result.

Theorem 4.2. The IDF property does not ascend to polynomial extensions in the class of GL-domains.

Proof. Let R be the integral domain introduced in (4.2), which is a GL-domain in light of Proposition 4.1.

Let us argue now that R is not MCD-finite. Set s_y = XY ∏ i∈N T_i and s_z = XZ ∏ i∈N T_i. Also, define a subset B ⊂ R by B := {b_i ∈ R : i ∈ N, b_i = XT_1T_2 · · · T_{i−1}T_{i+1}T_{i+2} · · · }. As (s_y, s_z) = b_i(Y T_i, ZT_i) for every i ∈ N, the set B is an infinite subset of R consisting of common divisors of the set {s_y, s_z}. Since R_0 ∼= F_2 [P ] and the group of monomials in the monoid algebra F_2 [P ] is a multiplicative closed set, for each i ∈ N, any common divisor of Y T_i and ZT_i must be a monomial in R_0. However, only monomials that do not involve X, Y, Z can divide Y T_i and ZT_i simultaneously. As R contains no monomials of this form, we conclude that each b_i is an MCD of the set {s_y, s_z} in R. Thus, R is not MCD-finite.

Since R is an antimatter domain, it is trivially an IDF-domain. It follows from [9, Theorem 2.1] that the polynomial extension R[x] cannot be an IDF-domain because R is not MCD-finite. Thus, we have constructed a GL-domain having the IDF property such that R[x] does not have the IDF property, and so we conclude that the IDF property does not ascend to polynomial extensions in the class of GL-domains. □

10 V. GONZALEZ AND I. PANPALIYA

Acknowledgments

This paper is the result of a collaboration carried out while the authors were part of Crowd- Math 2024, a year-long free online program in mathematical research generously hosted by the MIT Mathematics Department and the Art of Problem Solving. The authors are grateful to their CrowdMath research mentor, Felix Gotti, as well as the advisors and organizers of CrowdMath for making this research opportunity possible.

Conflict of Interest Statement

On behalf of all authors, the corresponding author states that there is no conflict of interest related to this paper.

References

[1] D. D. Anderson, GCD domains, Gauss’ Lemma and contents of polynomials, in Non-Noetherian commutative ring theory (Eds. S. T. Chapman and S. Glaz), 1–31, Math. Appl., 520, Kluwer Acad. Publ., Dordrecht, 2000.

[2] D. D. Anderson, D. F. Anderson, and M. Zafrullah, Factorizations in integral domains, J. Pure Appl.

Algebra 69 (1990) 1–19.

[3] D. D. Anderson, R. O. Quintero, Some generalizations of GCD-domains. In: Factorization in Integral Domains (Ed. D. D. Anderson) pp. 189–195, Lectures in Pure and Applied Mathematics, Marcel Dekker, New York 1997.

[4] D. D. Anderson and M. Zafrullah, The schreier property and Gauss’ Lemma, Bollettino dell’ Unione Matematica Italiana, Series 8, 10-B (2027) 43–62.

[5] J. T. Arnold and P. B. Sheldon, Integral domains that satisfy Gauss’s lemma, Michigan Math. J. 22 (1975) 39–51.

[6] R. A. Beaumont and H. S. Zuckerman, A characterization of the subgroups of the additive rationals, Pacific J. Math. 1 (1951) 169–177.

[7] P. M. Cohn, Bezout rings and their subrings, Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc. 64 (1968) 251–264. [8] W. Dicks and E. D. Sontag, Sylvester domains, J. Pure Appl. Algebra 13 (1978) 243–275. [9] S. Eftekhari and M. R. Khorsandi, MCD-finite domains and ascent of IDF-property in polynomial extensions, Comm. Algebra 46 (2018) 3865–3872.

[10] L. Fuchs, Infinite Abelian Groups I, Academic Press, 1970.

[11] A. Geroldinger, F. Gotti, and S. Tringali, On strongly primary monoids, with a focus on Puiseux monoids, J. Algebra 567 (2021) 310–345.

[12] F. Gotti, Hereditary atomicity and ACCP in abelian groups. Submitted. Preprint on arXiv:

https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.01039.

[13] F. Gotti, On semigroup algebras with rational exponents, Comm. Algebra 50 (2022) 3–18. [14] F. Gotti and M. Gotti, On the molecules of numerical semigroups, Puiseux monoids, and Puiseux algebras.

In: Numerical Semigroups (Eds. V. Barucci, S. T. Chapman, M. D’Anna, and R. Fröberg) pp. 141–161, Springer INdAM Series, vol. 40, Springer Nature, Switzerland, 2020.

[15] F. Gotti and M. Zafrullah, Integral domains and the IDF property, J. Algebra 614 (2023) 564–591. [16] A. Grams and H. Warner, Irreducible divisors in domains of finite character, Duke Math. J. 42 (1975) 271–284.

[17] P. Malcolmson and F. Okoh, A class of integral domains between factorial domains and IDF-domains, Houston J. Math. 32 (2006) 399–421.

[18] P. Malcolmson and F. Okoh, Polynomial extensions of idf-domains and of idpf-domains, Proc. Amer.

Math. Soc. 137 (2009) 431–437.

[19] S. McAdam and D. E. Rush, Schreier rings, Bull. London Math. Soc. 10 (1978) 77–80.

[20] H. T. Tang, Gauss’ lemma, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 35 (1972) 372–376. [21] M. Zafrullah, On a property of pre-Schreier domains, Comm. Algebra 15 (1987) 1895–1920. [22] M. Zafrullah, Well behaved prime t-ideals, J. Pure Appl. Algebra 65 (1990) 199–207.

Department of Mathematics, Miami Dade College, Miami, FL 33135, USA Email address: vmichelg@mdc.edu

Department of Mathematics, Seattle University, Seattle, WA 02139, US Email address: ipanpaliya@seattleu.edu