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ARTINIAN MEADOWS

JOÃO DIAS AND BRUNO DINIS

Abstract. We introduce the notion of Artinian meadow as an algebraic struc-
ture constructed from an Artinian ring which is also a common meadow, i.e. a
commutative and associative structure with two operations (addition and mul-
tiplication) with additive and multiplicative identities and for which inverses
are total. The inverse of zero in a common meadow is an error term a which
is absorbent for addition. We show that, in analogy with what happens with
commutative unital Artinian rings, Artinian meadows decompose as a product
of local meadows in an essentially unique way. We also provide a canonical
way to construct meadows from unital commutative rings.

1. Introduction

Bergstra and Tucker introduced in [5] the notion of meadow as an algebraic
structure with two operations (addition and multiplication) where both addition
and multiplication are operations for which the inverses are total. This means in
particular that in meadows one is allowed to divide by zero. At the time, the
main idea was to view these structures as abstract data types given by equational
axiomatizations [1, 2, 4, 5] so that one is able to obtain simple term rewriting
systems which are easier to automate in formal reasoning [1, 6]. (see also [7, 8] for
other recent developments).

An alternative line of research was made possible due to a recently discovered
connection between meadows and rings [11] (see Theorem 2.5 below). In fact, for
the purposes of this paper, and from a purely algebraic point of view, two differ-
ent classes of meadows are relevant: common meadows, introduced by Bergstra
and Ponse in [3] and pre-meadows with a, introduced by the authors in [11]. In
both pre-meadows with a and common meadows the inverse of zero is an element
(denoted a) that is absorbent for both operations. This is in contrast, for exam-
ple, with involutive meadows where the inverse of zero is zero itself [5, 9]. The
interesting thing about pre-meadows with a (and common meadows) is that they
can be decomposed as disjoint unions of rings [11]. When compared with common
meadows, pre-meadows with a take a step back by not requiring the existence of
an inverse function. This turns out to be of relevance in trying to enumerate finite
common meadows [12]. In the finite case, the two classes are even more deeply
related since if P , a pre-meadow with a such that 0 · P is finite, and the partial
order in 0 ·P is a total order, then P is actually a common meadow. Note that since
zero is invertible, some usual algebraic properties are not satisfied. For example
0 · x may not be equal to 0.

After recalling all the necessary definitions and results about pre-meadows with a

and common meadows, in Section 2, we present in Section 3 a canonical construction
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M(R), of a pre-meadow with a, starting from a unital commutative ring R. We
show that in case R is Artinian, the pre-meadow with a is actually a common
meadow.

In Section 4 we introduce a class of common meadows, called Artinian meadows,
in analogy with the similar notion in rings. We show a decomposition result for
Artinian meadows in terms of local meadows – common meadows whose associated
directed lattice have a single penultimate vertex. This decomposition is unique up
to permutation.

2. Preliminaries

In this section we recall some definitions and results on common meadows.

Definition 2.1. A pre-meadow is a structure (P,+,−, ·) satisfying the following
equations

(P1) (x + y) + z = x+ (y + z)
(P2) x+ y = y + x
(P3) x+ 0 = x
(P4) x+ (−x) = 0 · x
(P5) (x · y) · z = x · (y · z)

(P6) x · y = y · x
(P7) 1 · x = x
(P8) x · (y + z) = x · y + x · z
(P9) −(−x) = x
(P10) 0 · (x+ y) = 0 · x · y

Let P be a pre-meadow and let Pz := {x ∈ M | 0 · x = z}. We say that P is a
pre-meadow with a if there exists a unique z ∈ 0 · P such that |Pz | = 1 (denoted
by a) and x + a = a, for all x ∈ P . A common meadow is a pre-meadow with a

equipped with an inverse function (·)−1 satisfying

(M1) x · x−1 = 1 + 0 · x−1

(M2) (x · y)−1 = x−1 · y−1
(M3) (1 + 0 · x)−1 = 1 + 0 · x
(M4) 0−1 = a

Definition 2.2. Let f :M → N be a function. We say that f is an homomorphism
of (common) meadows if M,N are common meadows and for all x, y ∈M

(1) f(x+ y) = f(x) + f(y).
(2) f(x · y) = f(x) · f(y).
(3) f(1M ) = 1N .

Definition 2.3. A directed lattice of rings Γ over a countable lattice L consists
on a family of commutative rings Γi indexed by i ∈ L, such that Γi is a unital
commutative ring for all i ∈ L \ min(L) and Γmin(L) is the zero ring, together
with a family of ring homomorphisms fi,j : Γj → Γi whenever i < j such that
fi,j ◦ fj,k = fi,k for all i < j < k.

Each pre-meadow has an associated directed lattice whose vertices are rings.
The ring homomorphisms of the associated lattice are called transition maps.
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Example 2.4. Consider the following lattice L over the set {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}

0

1 2 3

4

5

A directed lattice Γ over L is a labeling of the vertices by unital commutative rings
and a labeling of the arrows by unital ring homomorphisms. For instance, the
following labelling

(Z)0

(Z2)1 (Q)2 (Z3)3

(R)4

{a}

π ι1
ρ

ι2

where π and ρ are the projection homomorphisms to the quotients Z/(2) ≃ Z2 and
Z/(3) ≃ Z3 and ι1 and ι2 are the inclusion homomorphisms (note that ι2 ◦ ι1 is the
inclusion map of Z into R). The unlabelled arrows correspond to the unique map
that exists to the trivial ring. Since this map is unique we chose to omit its label.

We denote by R× the set of invertible elements of the ring R. The following
theorem from [11] provides a link between rings and common meadows.

Theorem 2.5. Let Γ a directed lattice of rings over a lattice L such that, for all
i ∈ I and all x ∈ Γi the set:

Ix = {j ∈ I | fj,i(x) ∈ Γ×
j }

has a greatest element. Then M =
⊔

i∈L Γi with the operations

• x+M y = fi∧j,i(x) +i∧j fi∧j,j(y), where +i∧j is the sum in Γi∧j;
• x ·M y = fi∧j,i(x) ·i∧j fi∧j,j(y), where ·i∧j is the product in Γi∧j.

is a common meadow such that 0 ·M is lattice-equivalent to L.
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Example 2.6. Consider the following directed lattice of rings

(Z)0

(Z)1 (Q)2

{a}

Let x ∈ (Z)0 and y ∈ (Q)2. Then by Theorem 2.5 we have that x +M y = x+ y ∈
(Q)2, since 2 = 1∧ 2. In the figure, the sum (and the product) of two elements can
be calculated by r “going down” on the lattice until the vertex where they first meet.
In particular, the sum (and the product) of any element of (Z)1 with any element
of (Q)2 will always give a.

From now on, and to increase readability, we will drop the index in +M and ·M .
We will also often drop the indices in the labels of the vertices.

Corollary 2.7. Let Γ be a directed lattice of rings over a lattice L. Then, there
exists M =

⊔

i∈I Γi, a pre-meadow with a, such that the lattice 0 ·M is equivalent
to L.

Definition 2.8. Let P be a pre-meadow with a. We define a partial order on 0 ·P
as follows: z ≤ z′ if z · z′ = z, for all z, z′ ∈ 0 · P .

Proposition 2.9. Let M be a pre-meadow with a. If z, z′ ∈ 0 ·M are such that
z ≤ z′, then the map

fz,z′ :Mz′ →Mz

x 7→ x+ z

is a ring homomorphism.
Moreover, if z, z′, z′′ ∈ 0 ·M are such that z′′ ≤ z′ ≤ z, then fz,z′ ◦fz′,z′′ = fz,z′′ .

The following proposition is useful to show immediately that certain directed
lattices are common meadows, since it entails that if all the vertices of the associated
lattice of a pre-meadow with a are fields, then it defines a common meadow.

Corollary 2.10. Let P be a pre-meadow with a such that P0·z is a field, for all
0 · z ∈ 0 · P . Then P is a common meadow.

Proof. Let P be a pre-meadow with a such that P0·z is a field, for all 0 · z ∈ 0 · P .
Given an x ∈ P \ 0 · P , we have that if x is invertible in P0·x, then the set Ix has
0 · x as a maximal element. If x ∈ 0 ·P then Ix = {a} which clearly has a maximal
element. Hence P is a common meadow by Theorem 2.5. �

3. From rings to Meadows

In this section we provide a canonical constructionM(R), of a pre-meadow with
a, starting from a unital commutative ring R. If the ring is Artinian, then the
pre-meadow with a is shown to be a common meadow (see Theorem 3.3 below).
We recall that a ring is said to be Artinian if every descending sequence of ideals
eventually stabilizes.
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Let P be a pre-meadow with a and 0 · z ∈ 0 · P . Then there is a transition
map f0·z,0 : P0 → P0·z defined by x 7→ x+ 0 · z, which by Proposition 2.9 is a ring
homomorphism. By the first isomorphism theorem P0/ ker(f0·z,0) is isomorphic to
a subring of P0·z , namely the image of the map f0·z,0.

A sort of inverse construction is also possible: starting with a unital commutative
ring R and considering all the quotients of R by its ideals. The following example
illustrates this idea.

Example 3.1. Recall that all the ideals I of the integer ring Z are of the form
I = (n), where n ∈ N, i.e. the ideals are generated by a unique integer. The set
{(n) | n ∈ N} is therefore ordered by inclusion (and divisibility), and so we can
create a lattice of such ideals, partially represented below

(0)

· · ·

(6)

(2) (3)

(1)

Note that (2) + (3) = (1) = Z, (2) ∩ (3) = (6) and (0) = 0 (the trivial ring). Given
this specific lattice we can construct the following directed lattice of rings

Z/(0)

· · ·

Z/(6)

Z/(2) Z/(3)

Z/(1)

where the transition maps are the natural projections, and Z/(1) ≃ 0 and Z/(0) ≃ Z.
However, this directed lattice does not define a common meadow. Indeed, the class
[2]m ∈ Z/(m) ≃ Zm is invertible if and only if 2 does not divide m. Since the set
J[2]0 = {m ∈ N | 2 ∤ m} has no greatest element, by Theorem 2.5 the directed lattice
is not associated with a common meadow.

Example 3.1 also shows that the constructed pre-meadowwith a is not necessarily
a common meadow. However, that is always the case if we restrict ourselves to
Artinian rings. In order to show that, we first prove the following lemma.
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Lemma 3.2. Let R be a unital commutative ring, and I, J E R be ideals of R. Let
x ∈ R. Then the following are equivalent:

(1) x+ I and x+ J are invertible in the rings R/I and R/J , respectively.
(2) x+ I ∩ J is invertible in the ring R/I ∩ J .

Proof. Suppose first that x+ I and x+ J are invertible in the rings R/I and R/J ,
respectively. That is, there exist y1, y2 ∈ R such that x ·y1−1 ∈ I and x ·y2−1 ∈ J .

Then

(x·y1−1)·(x·y2−1) = x2 ·y1 ·y2−x·(y1+y2)+1 = x·(x·y1 ·y2−(y1+y2))+1 ∈ I∩J.

In particular, since I ∩ J is an ideal we have that

−(x · (x · y1 · y2 − (y1 + y2)) + 1) = x · (−x · y1 · y2 + (y1 + y2))− 1 ∈ I ∩ J.

Hence x+ I ∩ J is invertible, with inverse (−x · y1 · y2 + (y1 + y2)).
The other implication follows immediately from the existence of ring homomor-

phisms – the projection maps – from R/I∩J to R/I, and from R/I∩J to R/J . �

Theorem 3.3. Let R be a unital commutative ring. Then M(R) =
⊔

IERR/I,
with the operations defined by

• (x + I) + (y + J) = (x+ y) + I + J
• (x + I) · (y + J) = (x · y) + I + J
• −(x+ I) = −x+ I,

is a pre-meadow with a. Furthermore, if R is Artinian then M(R) is a common
meadow.

Proof. It is straightforward to check that the operations are well defined and that
they define a pre-meadow with a.

Suppose now that R is Artinian and let us see that M(R) is a common meadow.
By Theorem 2.5 it is enough to prove that the set Ix has a greatest element, for all
x ∈M(R). For each x ∈ R consider the set

Ix = {I E R | x+ I ∈ (R/I)×}.

Since R is Artinian we have that Ix has at least one maximal element (note
that the partial order in Ix coincides with the reversed partial order given by the
inclusion). Suppose now that Ix has at least two maximal elements I, J E R. By
Lemma 3.2 we have that I ∩ J ∈ Ix, and I ∩ J ≥ I, J . Then by the maximality of
I and J we must have I = I ∩ J and J = I ∩ J , and so I = J . Hence there exists
a unique maximal element. To see that for all I E R and x ∈ R the set Ix+I has
a greatest element is similar. We then conclude that M(R) is a common meadow,
by Theorem 2.5. �

Let us illustrate Theorem 3.3 with some examples.

Example 3.4. (1) Consider the finite ring Z6 (which is clearly Artinian). By
Theorem 3.3 the following directed lattice, where the transition maps are
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the quotient maps, represents a common meadow

Z6/([0]6)

Z6/([2]6) Z6/([3]6)

Z6/([1]6)

(2) It is well-known that if k is a field, then the polynomial ring k[x] is not
Artinian. In fact, 1 + x is invertible in k[x]/I if and only if I is not the
zero ideal. Then I1+x is equivalent to the set of all non zero ideals of k[x],
and since it is not Artinian I1+x does not have a greatest element. In
particular, M(k[x]) is not a common meadow. However, given any non-
trivial ideal I of the ring k[x], the quotient ring k[x]/I is Artinian. Take
for instance I = (x2). Then the direct lattice associated with this ring

k[x]/(x2)

k[x]/(x) k[x]/(x− 1) · · ·

0

represents a common meadow by Theorem 3.3.
(3) One can do a similar construction with finite abelian groups. Let R be a

unital commutative ring and A a finite abelian group. The set of formal
sums of elements in A with coefficients in R

R[A] =







∑

g∈A

rgg | rg ∈ R







is called the group algebra of A (see [10] for more on group algebras).
The group algebra is a useful object when studying representation theory of
groups. We have that if H E A is a (normal) subgroup, then the map

ϕ : R[A] → R[A/N ]
∑

g∈A

rgg 7→
∑

g∈A

rggN

is a ring homomorphism, such that ker(ϕ) is the ideal generated by {h− 1 |
h ∈ H}. Since ϕ is clearly surjective we have that

R[A]/(h− 1 | h ∈ H) ≃ R[A/H ].

We can then define the common meadow MR(A) = (
⊔

H≤AR[A/N ])
⊔

{a}.
Take for instance the cyclic group Z12. Its subgroups are generated by
1, 2, 3, 4 and 0 (the non-negative divisors of 12) then MC(Z12) is defined
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by the following directed lattice:

C[Z12]

C[Z4] C[Z6]

C[Z2] C[Z3]

C

{a}

Note that if m > 0 divides 12 (i.e. m = 6, 4, 3, 2, 1) we have that m generates
a subgroup 〈m〉 such that Z12/〈m〉 is isomorphic to Z12/m. So the transition
maps C[Z12] → C[Z12/m] are defined by g 7→ g〈m〉.

Proposition 3.5. Let R and S be commutative unital rings. Then M(R) is iso-
morphic to M(S) if and only if M(R)0 = R is isomorphic to M(S)0 = S.

Proof. IfM(R) is isomorphic toM(S), then in particularM(R)0 = R andM(S)0 =
S are isomorphic rings.

Suppose now that ψ : R → S is a ring isomorphism. If I is an ideal of R, then
ψ(I) is an ideal of S. Hence

ψ′ :M(R) →M(S)

x+ I 7→ ψ(x) + ψ(I)

is an isomorphism of common meadows. �

Example 3.6. Proposition 3.5 implies the existence of pre-meadows with a, say P ,
which are completely determined by P0. However this is not always the case. Take
for example the common meadows M and M ′ associated with the following lattices

Z Z

R Z R

{a} {a}

ι IdZ

ι

Even though M0 and M ′
0 are isomorphic, (as rings) M and M ′ are not isomorphic

since they have different lattice structures.

Definition 3.7. We say that a common meadow M is Artinian if it is isomorphic
to M(R), for some Artinian ring R.

We now show that every surjective ring homomorphism between Artinian rings
gives rise to an homomorphism of common meadows (Proposition 3.8). This ho-
momorphism of common meadows can then be used to define a functor between



9

a subcategory of Artinian rings and the category of common meadows (Corol-
lary 3.10).

Proposition 3.8. Let f : R → S be a surjective ring homomorphism of unital
commutative Artinian rings. Then the map f : M(R) →M(S) defined by x+ I 7→
f(x) + f(I) is a common meadow homomorphism.

Proof. The result is an immediate consequence of the fact that a surjective homo-
morphism preserves ideals. �

Example 3.9. In Proposition 3.8, the condition of f : R → S being surjective is
necessary. In order to see this, consider for example the inclusion i : Z → Q. Since
Q is a field, the only ideals are the trivial ones, there is no ring homomorphism
from Z/(m) → Q.

Let RingArt be the category whose objects are unital commutative Artinian rings,
and the morphisms are surjective ring homomorphisms and Md be the category of
common meadows (see [11]). As a consequence of Theorem 3.3 and Proposition 3.8
we have the following result.

Corollary 3.10. There is a functor M : RingArt → Md defined by R 7→ M(R).

4. A decomposition theorem

The class of unital commutative Artinian rings is a well-behaved class of rings.
For example, unital commutative Artinian rings admit a unique decomposition into
unital commutative Artinian local rings (see e.g. [13, Corollary 2.16]). For more
on Artinian rings we refer to [13]. Motivated by this we introduce the notion of
local common meadow and show that (similarly with what happens in the case
of Artinian rings) there exists a class of common meadows, that we call Artinian
meadows, which admits a unique decomposition into local common meadows.

A ring is local if it has a unique maximal ideal. If R is a local ring and I and
J are ideals of R such that I + J = R, then I = R or J = R, since if I and J are
proper ideals then they are contained in the unique maximal ideal of R.

Definition 4.1. Let P be a pre-meadow with a. We say that P is local if

x+ y = a → x = a ∨ y = a,

for all x, y ∈ P .

Example 4.2. (1) Consider the following directed lattice

C

C C

C

{a}

Id Id

Id Id

Since the vertices are labelled by fields, the directed lattice defines a common
meadow by Corollary 2.10. It is in fact a local meadow because the product
of any two elements different from a will never be mapped to a.
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(2) The common meadow associated with the following directed lattice

(C)0

(C)1 (C)2

{a}

Id Id

Id Id

is not local since we can take x ∈ (C)1 and y ∈ (C)2, which are clearly
different from a, and their sum x+ y is a.

We now turn to show that if R is Artinian, the common meadow M(R) admits
a unique decomposition into local meadows.

Theorem 4.3. Let R =
⊕

Ri be the decomposition of a unital commutative Ar-
tinian ring R into local rings Ri. Then M(R) decomposes into the product of local
meadows of the form M(Ri) and this decomposition is unique up to permutation.

Definition 4.4. Let L be a lattice. We say that an element a ∈ L is an atom if
0 6= a and

∀x ∈ L (0 ≤ x ≤ a→ (x = 0 ∨ x = a)).

We say that L is atomic if for each x ∈ L there is an atom a such that a ≤ x.

In a common meadow P , an element of 0 ·P is an atom if it is not equal to a and
there is no element between the atom and a. We will say that P , a pre-meadow with
a, is atomic if 0 ·P is an atomic lattice. It is easy to see that all finite pre-meadows
with a are atomic.

Example 4.5. Not all common meadows are atomic. Take for example M =
(Q× N) ⊔ {a}, with addition and multiplication defined by

• (α, x) + (β, y) = (α+ β,max{x, y})
• (α, x) · (β, y) = (α · β,max{x, y})
• (α, x) + a = a+ (α, x) = a

• (α, x) · a = a · (α, x) = a.

A simple calculation shows that M is a common meadow with 0 ·M = (0×N)⊔{a},
where the order is the usual order in N. The lattice 0 ·M has no atom since N has
no maximal element, and so M is not atomic.

Even though not all pre-meadows with a are atomic, the pre-meadows with a of
the form M(R) have atomic lattices, since every unital commutative ring R has at
least one maximal ideal. Since every ideal of R is contained in a maximal ideal, we
have that M(R) is atomic.

The following lemma gives a characterization of local common meadows.

Lemma 4.6. Let M be an atomic common meadow, then M is local if and only if
0 ·M has a unique atom.

Proof. Suppose thatM is local but there exist two distinct atoms 0 ·z, 0 ·w ∈ 0 ·M .
Since they are atoms we must have 0 ·w + 0 · z = a. Since the common meadow is
local either 0 · w = a or 0 · z = a, which contradicts the hypothesis that they are
atoms.
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Suppose now that 0 · M has a unique atom, say 0 · z. Let x, y ∈ M be such
that x + y = a and let us first assume that x 6= a and y 6= a. Then, we must have
0 · z ≤ 0 · x and 0 · z ≤ 0 · y with 0 · z the unique atom of 0 ·M . In particular,
0 · z ≤ 0 · (x+ y) = a, and so 0 · z cannot be a atom. Hence x = a or y = a, and so
M is local. �

The condition of being atomic is essential to have the equivalence given in
Lemma 4.6. Indeed, the common meadow in Example 4.5 is a local meadow which
is not atomic since the associated lattice has no atoms.

The term local meadow is justified by the following connection with local rings.

Lemma 4.7. If R is a commutative Artinian ring, then R is a local ring if and
only if M(R) is a local common meadow.

Proof. Given a unital commutative ring R, the atoms of the lattice 0 ·M(R) are
in bijection with the maximal ideals of R. By definition we have that R is local if
and only if it has a unique maximal ideal, which is equivalent to 0 ·M(R) having
a unique atom. By Lemma 4.6 we then have that R is local if and only if M(R) is
local, as we wanted. �

Note that if R is a unital commutative local ring then M(R) may fail to be a
common meadow. However, it will still be a local pre-meadow with a.

Example 4.8. Consider the pre-meadow with a defined by the following directed
lattice

Z2 × Z2

Z2 Z2

Z2

{a}

π1 π1

Id Id

Since the set I(1,0) has two different maximal elements we have that this pre-meadow
with a is not a common meadow. Nevertheless it is a local pre-meadow since it has
a unique atom.

Before we progress we recall the following property of ideals of unital commuta-
tive rings.

Proposition 4.9 ([14][Exercise III.3.22). Let R1 and R2 be unital commutative
rings. Then the ideals of R1 ×R2 are of the form I × J with I an ideal of R1 and
J an ideal of R2.

If P and Q are pre-meadows with a we can define their Cartesian product P ×Q
in a way that it is a pre-meadow with a. In [11, Section 4] it is claimed, without
a proof, that the Cartesian product of meadows is again a meadow. We show that
the product P × Q of pre-meadows with a is a common meadow if and only if P
and Q are themselves common meadows. We start with a lemma which gives a
relation between the structure of P and Q with the product P ×Q.
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Lemma 4.10. Let P and Q be pre-meadows with a. Then P ×Q is a pre-meadow
with a such that (P ×Q)(0·z,0·w) = P0·z × P0·w. In particular we have

P ×Q =
⊔

(0·z,0·w)∈(0·P )×(0·Q)

P0·z ×Q0·w.

Proof. We start by showing that (P × Q)(0·z,0·w) = P0·z × P0·w. Let (x, y) ∈
(P ×Q)(0·z,0·w). Then

(0 · z, 0 · w) = (x, y) · (0, 0) = (0 · x, 0 · y),

and so (x, y) ∈ P0·z × P0·w. Similarly, if we take a (x, y) ∈ P0·z × P0·w, then

(x, y) · (0, 0) = (0 · x, 0 · y) = (0 · z, 0 · w),

and so (P ×Q)(0·z,0·w) = P0·z × P0·w.
The result then follows from the fact that

P ×Q =
⊔

(0·z,0·w)∈(0·P )×(0·Q)

(P ×Q)(0·z,0·w)

=
⊔

(0·z,0·w)∈(0·P )×(0·Q)

P0·z × P0·w. �

Using Lemma 4.10 we can prove that any finite product of common meadows is
still a common meadow.

Theorem 4.11. Let P and Q be pre-meadows with a then P × Q is a common
meadow if and only if P and Q are common meadows.

Proof. Suppose that P and Q are common meadows. By Theorem 2.5 we have that
P ×Q is a common meadow if for all (x, y) ∈ P ×Q the set

I(x,y) = {(0 · z, 0 · w) ∈ 0 · P × 0 ·Q | (x+ 0 · z, y + 0 · w) ∈ (P0·z ×Q0·w)
×}

has a greatest element. In fact, by Lemma 4.10 we have that (P ×Q)(0·z,0·w) =
P0·z ×P0·w, and so an element (x+0 · z, y+0 ·w) is invertible in P0·z ×P0·w if and
only if x + 0 · z is invertible in P0·z and y + 0 · w is invertible in Q0·w, that is we
have that I(x,y) = Ix × Iy.

Since P and Q are common meadows, Ix and Iy both have a greatest element
and so I(x,y) must also have a greatest element. We conclude that P × Q is a
common meadow.

Suppose now that P × Q is a common meadow, and let us see that P is a
common meadow. Consider the function ψ : P → P × Q defined by ψ(x) =
(x, a). It is straightforward to check that ψ is an homomorphism of semigroups

for both operations. In particular, the restriction ψ̃ : P0·z → P0·z × {a} is a ring
homomorphism that commutes with the transition maps. Then, given x ∈ P and
0 · z ∈ 0 · P (such that 0 · z · x = 0 · z) we have that x + 0 · z ∈ P×

0·z if and only if
P×
0·z × {a}. Then I(x,a) = Ix × {a} and since P ×Q is a common meadow we have

that I(x,a) = Ix × {a} has a greatest element and so Ix also has a greatest element
and consequently P is a common meadow. The argument for Q is similar. �

Next we will see that a decomposition of a unital commutative ring R gives rise
to a decomposition of M(R). In particular, common meadows of the form M(R)
with R an unital commutative Artinian ring decompose into a product of local
common meadows.
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Theorem 4.12. Let R =
⊕n

i=1 Ri be a decomposition of a unital commutative
ring. Then

M(R) ≃

n
∏

i=1

M(Ri).

Proof. We start by showing that

(1) M(R) ≃
⊔

IiERi

n
∏

i=1

Ri/Ii.

We consider only the case R = R1 × R2, since the general case then follows by
an easy induction on n. By Proposition 4.9, the ideals of R are of the form I × J ,
where I E R1 and J E R2.

We have that

M(R) =
⊔

KER1×R2

(R1 ×R2)/K

=
⊔

IER1,JER2

(R1 ×R2)/(I × J)

≃
⊔

IER1,JER2

(R1/I ×R2/J).

Where the isomorphism is given by (x, y) + I × J 7→ (x + I, y + J). Hence
M(R) ≃

⊔

IiERi

∏n
i=1Ri/Ii.

Now, by Lemma 4.10 and equation (1) we have that
n
∏

i=1

M(Ri) =
⊔

IiERi

n
∏

i=1

Ri/Ii ≃M(R),

which entails the result. �

By Theorem 4.11 we have thatM(R) is a common meadow if and only if M(Ri)
is a common meadow for all i ∈ {1, · · · , n}.

Definition 4.13. Let M be a common meadow. If M ≃
∏n
i=1Mi with Mi local

meadows, we say that M decomposes into (the product of) local meadows.

We are now able to prove the first part of the main result.

Corollary 4.14. If R is a commutative unital Artinian ring, then M(R) decom-
poses into a finite product of local common meadows.

Proof. Let R be a unital commutative Artinian ring. Then, there exist local rings
Ri such that R ≃

⊕n
i=1Ri. By Lemma 4.12 we have that M(R) ≃

∏n
i=1M(Ri).

Hence, each M(Ri) is a local meadow, by Lemma 4.7. �

Corollary 4.14 shows that in case R is a unital commutative Artinian ring, the
common meadow M(R) admits a decomposition into local meadows. We now turn
to show that such decomposition is essentially unique.

The following result provides a useful characterization of atomic meadows in
terms of its components.

Lemma 4.15. Let M be a common meadow, with M ≃
∏t
i=1Mi. Then M is

atomic if and only if Mi is atomic for all i ∈ {1, . . . , t}.
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Proof. Let us consider the case t = 2, i.e. M ≃ M1 × M2, and then 0 · M ≃
0 ·M1 × 0 ·M2. The general case follows by an easy induction on t.

Suppose first that M is atomic. Then, for each (x, a) ∈ 0 ·M1, there is an atom
(a, b) ∈ 0 ·M1 × 0 ·M2 such that (a, b) ≤ (x, a). This means that b = a, since a is
the minimum, and a ∈ 0 ·M1 is an atom such that a ≤ x, which means that 0 ·M1

is atomic. With a similar argument one sees that 0 ·M2 is atomic.
Suppose now that 0 ·M1 and 0 ·M2 are atomic and take a (x, y) ∈ 0 ·M1×0 ·M2.

Then there exist atoms x1 ∈ 0 ·M1 and y1 ∈ 0 ·M1 such that x1 ≤ x and y1 ≤ y,
which means that (x1, y1) ≤ (x, y). Since x1 and y1 are atoms we have that (x1, y1)
is also an atom and so 0 ·M is atomic. �

Lemma 4.16. Every decomposition of an atomic common meadow into local mead-
ows has the same number of factors.

Proof. Let M be a common meadow with atomic lattice such that M =
∏t
i=1Mi,

where Mi is a local meadow, for all i ∈ {1, · · · , t}. In particular each Mi is atomic
by Lemma 4.15, and has a unique atom, by Lemma 4.6.

Let ai be the unique atom of 0 ·Mi and aj the inverses of zero in each Mj. One
can easily see that the atoms of 0·M are of the form a1×· · ·×ai−1×ai×ai+1 · · ·×at,
that is, the elements of 0 ·M that are products of the aj ’s of the rings Mj, with
the exception of exactly one occurrence of ai. Then the number of atoms of M
is exactly t, and therefore any other decomposition into local meadows must also
have t factors. �

Proposition 4.17. Let R be a unital commutative Artinian ring that decomposes
into local rings R =

⊕t
i=1Ri. If M(R) =

∏t
i=1Mi, then there is a permutation

function π ∈ St such that Mi =M(Rπ(i)).

Proof. We again consider the case where t = 2 since the general case follows by
an easy induction on t. So, we may consider R = S × T and M(R) ≃ M × N .
The general case follows by an easy induction on t. We have that M0 × N0 ≃
S × T is a decomposition into local rings, because if M0 is not a local ring, then
it would decompose into the product of local rings (since M0 ≃ M0 × N0/0 × N0

is Artinian) and the decomposition into local rings would not be unique. Without
loss of generality we can assume that M0 ≃ S and N0 ≃ T .

By hypothesis, M ×N ≃M(R) ≃M(S)×M(T ) so there is a bijection

ψ : {I × J | I E S, J E T } → 0 ·M × 0 ·N.

Hence the following diagram commutes

S × T M0 ×N0

S/I × T/J Mψ(I×J)1 ×Nψ(I×J)2

Φ0

πI×πJ fψ(I×J)1
×fψ(I×J)2

ΦI×J

Here the horizontal arrows represent the isomorphism Φ : M(S)×M(T )→M×N .
Note that Φ0(S) = M0 and Φ0(T ) = N0. Since the diagram is commutative we
have that ΦI×J(S/I × 0) = Mψ(I×J)1 and ΦI×J(0 × T/J) = Nψ(I×J)2 and hence
M(S) ≃M and M(T ) ≃ N . �

The proof of Theorem 4.3 is now straightforward.
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Proof of Theorem 4.3. Let R be a unital commutative Artinian ring. By Corollary
4.14 we have that M(R) ≃

∏t
i=1M(Ri) and, by Proposition 4.17, this decomposi-

tion is unique up to permutation. �

We would like to point out that not all common meadows decompose into a
product of local meadows, as illustrated by the following example.

Example 4.18. Let M be the common meadow defined by the following directed
lattice

Z2

Z2 Z2

{a}

Id Id

If M could be decomposed into M ≃ N ×N ′, then Z2 = N0 ×N ′
0 and so N0 or N ′

0

would need to be 0 since Z2 is a local ring. However, even if M0 is not a local ring,
it can happen that M is indecomposable. Since a decomposition of a meadow also
gives a lattice decomposition we have that |0·M | is prime thenM is indecomposable.

In conclusion, a decomposition of a meadowM also gives a decomposition of the
lattice 0 ·M and a decomposition of the rings M0·x, for all 0 · x ∈ 0 ·M .

We conclude the paper with some open questions: Our first question is a sort of
converse of Theorem 3.3.

Question. Are there other classes of unital commutative rings for which M(R) is
a common meadow?

Question. Is it possible to characterize which common meadows decompose into
the product of local meadows?
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