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Abstract

Armendariz and semicommutative rings are generalizations of reduced rings.
In [4], I.N. Herstein introduced the notion of a hypercenter of a ring to gener-
alize the center subclass. For a ring R, an element a ∈ R is called hypercentral
if axn = xna for all x ∈ R and for some n = n(x, a) ∈ N. Motivated by this
definition, we introduce H -Semicommutative rings as a generalization of semi-
commutative rings and investigate their relations with other classes of rings. We
have proven that the class of H -Semicommutative rings lies strictly between
Zero-Insertive rings (ZI) and Abelian rings. Additionally, we have demonstrated
that if R is H -semicommutative, then for any n ∈ N, the matrix subring S

′

n(R)
is also H -semicommutative. Among other significant results, we have estab-
lished that if R is H -semicommutative and left SF , then R is strongly regu-
lar. We have also shown that H -semicommutative rings are 2-primal, provid-
ing sufficient conditions for a ring R to be nil-singular. Additionally, we have
proven that if every simple singular module over R is wnil-injective and R is
H -semicommutative, then R is reduced. Furthermore, we have studied the rela-
tionship of H -semicommutative rings with the classes of Baer, Quasi-Baer, p.p.
rings, and p.q. rings in this article, and we have provided some more relevant
results.

2020 MSC: 16D80, 16U80.
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1 Introduction

In this article, R represents an associative ring with unity (unless R is a nil ring). We
write rad(R), Nil(R), Nil⋆(R), Nil⋆(R), Z(R), and T (R) to represent the Jacobson
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radical, the set of all nilpotent elements, the lower nilradical, the upper nilradical, the
set of all central elements, and the set of all hypercentral elements of R, respectively.
For a non-empty set X ⊆ R, an element a ∈ R is called left(right)-annihilator if
aX = 0(Xa = 0). We also write lR(X)(RR(X)) to denote the set of all left(right)-
annihilators for a non-empty set X ⊆ R. A ring R is called reduced if Nil(R) = (0). A
ring R is reversible if, for any u, v ∈ R, the condition uv = 0 implies vu = 0. A ring R
is called semicommutative if, whenever u, v ∈ R satisfy uv = 0, the condition uRv = 0
holds. semicommutative rings are a generalization of reduced rings. R is called directly
finite if for any u, v ∈ R, uv = 1 implies vu = 1. R is called an NI-ring if Nil(R) forms
an ideal of R. Many authors have extensively studied semicommutative rings for the
past few decades and developed many new generalizations. Hwang, in [5], introduced
the notion of an R-IFP (insertion of factor property) ring. R is called R-IFP if, for
any u, v ∈ R with v 6= 0, uv = 0 implies uRw = 0 for some 0 6= w ∈ R. Chen, in
[12], introduced weakly semicommutative rings as a generalization of semicommutative
rings. R is called weakly semicommutative if the condition uRv ∈ Nil(R) holds true
whenever u, v ∈ R satisfy uv = 0. In [9], R is called nil-semicommutative if whenever
uv ∈ Nil(R) for some u, v ∈ R, then uRv ⊆ Nil(R). We denote these rings as
nil-semicommutative-II to avoid nomenclature clashes with other generalizations. In
[6], R is called nil-semicommutative if any elements u and v in Nil(R) that satisfy
uv = 0 also satisfy uRv = 0. We denote these rings by nil-semicommutative-I. In [8],
R is called central semicommutative ring if the condition uRv ⊆ Z(R) holds whenever
u, v ∈ R satisfy uv = 0. In [13], R is called J-semicommutative ring if the condition
uRv ⊆ rad(R) holds whenever u, v ∈ R satisfy uv = 0. In [4], I.N. Herstein introduced
the notion of the hypercenter of a ring. For a ring R, an element a ∈ R is called
hypercentral if axn = xna for every x ∈ R and for some n = n(x, a) ∈ N. Thus, the
hypercenter of ring R is defined as:

T (R) = {a ∈ R | axn = xna ∀ x ∈ R, n = n(x, a) ≥ 1}

From the definition, it is easy to see that the hypercenter forms a subring of R and
that Z(R) ⊆ T (R). For a ring R, we note that T (R) does not necessarily equal Z(R).
For instance, if R is a noncommutative nil ring, then T (R) = R but Z(R) 6= R. Thus,
we can see the hypercenter as a generalization of the center of a ring. However, I.N.
Herstein in [4] showed that if R is either semiprime or has no non-zero nil ideals, then
the hypocenter and the centre of R coincide. Given these generalizations of Z(R), a
natural question arises: what happens if we replace Z(R) with T (R) in the class of
generalized semicommutative rings?

The purpose of this article is to introduce H -semicommutative rings as a generaliza-
tion of semicommutative rings and investigate their relations with other classes of rings.
We say a ring R is H -semicommutative if whenever ab = 0 for some a, b ∈ R, then arb
is hypercentral for each r ∈ R. We have proven that the class of H -Semicommutative
rings lies strictly between Zero-Insertive rings (ZI) and Abelian rings. Additionally, we
have shown that if R is H -semicommutative, then for any n ∈ N, the matrix subring

2



S
′

n(R) is also H -semicommutative. Among other important results, we have demon-
strated that if R is H -semicommutative and left SF , then R is strongly regular. We
show that H -semicommutative rings are 2-primal and provide sufficient conditions for
a ring R to be nil-singular. Furthermore, we prove that if every simple singular module
over R is wnil-injective and R is H -semicommutative, then R is reduced. Addition-
ally, we study the relationship of H -semicommutative rings with the classes of Baer,
Quasi-Baer, p.p. rings, and p.q. rings and present more relevant results.

2 H -semicommutative rings

Here, we introduce H -semicommutative rings, which contain the class of semicommu-
tative rings. On the other hand, every reduced ring is Armendariz and semicommuta-
tive. We demonstrate that there exists a large class of H -semicommutative rings that
are not reduced. Thus, H -semicommutative rings constitute an independent category
within the class of semicommutative rings.

Definition 2.1. A ring R is called H -semicommutative if uv = 0 implies that uRv ⊆
T (R) for any u, v ∈ R.

From the above definition, we can easily say that the class of H -semicommutative
rings is closed under subrings. Furthermore, all reduced and central semicommutative
rings are H -semicommutative rings. Next, we have noted a result that generates a
large class of rings which are H -semicommutative but neither reduced nor central-
semicommutative.

Proposition 2.2. Every nil rings are H -semicommutative.

Proof. The proof follows easily since T (R) = R.

Proposition 2.3. Let R be H -semicommutative. Then R is central semicommutative
if any of the following conditions is true.

(1) R is division ring.

(2) R is semisimple ring.

(3) R be a ring with no nonzero nil ideal.

Proof. The proof is follows easily from [4].

Proposition 2.4. Every H -semicommutative ring is nil-semicommutative-II.

Proof. Let u ∈ N(R) such that un = 0. Thus by Lemma 2.2 in [10], it is enough to
show that ru ∈ N(R) for all r ∈ R. We have un = un−1.u = 0 ⇒ un−1ru ∈ T (R) for
all r ∈ R. This implies (un−1ru)(ru)m = (ru)m(un−1ru) = (ru)m−1ru(un−1ru) =
0. Thus we get un−1(ru)m+1 = 0. Hence un−2ru(ru)m+1 ∈ T (R). This implies
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un−2ru(ru)m+1(ru)p = (ru)p(un−2ru(ru)m+1) = (ru)p−1.r(un−1ru(ru)m+1) = 0. Thus
we get un−2ru(ru)m+1(ru)p = un−3u(ru)m+p+2 = 0. Hence un−3ru(ru)m+p+2 ∈ T (R).
Proceeding in similar way we get un−3(ru)(ru)m+p+2(ru)q = (ru)q{un−3ru(ru)m+p+2} =
(ru)q−1r{un−2ru(ru)m+1(ru)p} = 0. Hence we get un−3(ru)m+p+q+3 = 0. Proceeding
similarly we get (ru)t = 0 for some t ∈ N. This implies ru ∈ N(R).

Proposition 2.5. If a ring R is H -semicommutative, then R is abelian and for any
idempotent e = e2 ∈ R the rings eR and (1− e)R are H -semicommutative.

Proof. Since eR and (1 − e)R are subring of R recall that H -semicommutative rings
are closed under subring. Thus now it is left to show that R is abelian. We have
e(1 − e) = 0 which implies er(1 − e) ∈ T (R). This implies for some n ∈ N, we have
er(1−e)(1−e)n = (1−e)ner(1−e) = (1−e)er(1−e) = 0. Thus we have er(1−e)n+1 =
er(1− e) = 0 ⇒ er = ere. Again (1 − e)e = 0 implies (1− e)re ∈ T (R) for all r ∈ R.
Processing similarly we have for some nN, (1 − e)n(1 − e)re = (1 − e)re(1 − e)n = 0.
This implies (1− e)n+1re = (1− e)re = 0 ⇒ re = ere. Thus we get er = re. Hence R
is abelian.

Proposition 2.6. If a ring R is abelian and for some idempotent e = e2 ∈ R the rings
eR and (1− e)R are H -semicommutative, then R is H -semicommutative.

Proof. let us assume that ab = 0 for some a, b ∈ R. This implies eab = 0 ⇒ eaeb = 0.
This implies (ea)er(eb) ∈ T (eR) for all r ∈ R. Thus eaereb(es)n = (es)neaereb ⇒
earbsn = snearb for all s ∈ R. Thus we have earb ∈ T (R). Again by applying similar
procedure we get (1− e)arb ∈ T (R). Thus earb+ (1− e)arb = arb ∈ T (R).

Upon examining Proposition 2.6, it may seem that the requirement for eR and
(1 − e)R to be H -semicommutative is superfluous. However, the example provided
below will demonstrate that this is not the case.

Example 2.7. There exist a ring R which is abelian but not H -semicommutative.

Proof. Let us consider a ring R as follows:

R =

{

(

u v
w x

)

| u, v, w, x ∈ Z, u ≡ x(mod2), w ≡ v(mod2)

}

. Then the only idempotent elements are

(

1 0
0 1

)

and

(

0 0
0 0

)

. Hence it is abelian.

Now let P =

(

2 2
0 0

)

and Q =

(

0 2
0 −2

)

. Thus PQ = 0, let us take any arbitrary

C =

(

3 4
0 1

)

in R, then PCQ =

(

0 −8
0 0

)

. We can see that PCQ /∈ T (R) as for

K =

(

4 0
0 0

)

∈ R PCQKn = 0 but KnPCQ =

(

0 −8.4n

0 0

)

. Hence PCQKn 6=

KnPCQ.
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Next, we investigate some triangular matrix subrings, which provide a good supply
of rings that are H -semicommutative but not semicommutative, as well as rings that
are nil-semicommutative but not H -semicommutative. For a ring R, let Tn(R) denote
the set of all n×n upper triangular matrices, and let Vn(R) =

∑n−1
i=1 Ei,i+1. For Tn(R),

consider the following subsets:

An(R) =
n

∑

i=1

N(R)Eii +

⌊n

2
⌋

∑

l=2

RV l−1
n +

⌊n+1

2
⌋

∑

i=1

n
∑

j=⌊n

2
⌋+i

REij

Bn(R) =
n

∑

i=1

N(R)Eii +

⌊n

2
⌋

∑

l=3

RV l−2
n +

⌊n+1

2
⌋+1

∑

i=1

n
∑

j=⌊n

2
⌋+i−1

REij

Un(R) =

n
∑

i=1

N(R)Eii +

⌊n−1

2
⌋

∑

i=1

∑

j=⌊n

2
⌋+1

REij +

n
∑

j=⌊n−1

2
⌋+2

RE⌊n−1

2
⌋+1,j

S
′

n(R) =
n

∑

i=1

N(R)Eii +
∑

i<j

REij

Sn(R) = RIn +
∑

i<j

REij

T (R, n) = RIn +

n
∑

l=2

RV l−1
n

T
′

(R, n) =
n

∑

i=1

N(R)Eii +
n

∑

l=2

RV l−1
n

Proposition 2.8. For a ring R, the following statements are true.

(1) If R is reduced, then T (R, n), An(R), Un(R) is central semicommutative.

(2) If R is nil simicommutative-II, then Tn(R) is nil-semicommutative-II.

(3) For any ring R, Tn(R) is not H -semicommutative.
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(4) If R is H -semicommutative, then S
′

n(R), Un(R), An(R), T
′

n(R, n) is H -semicommutative
but not central semicommutative.

(5) If R is H -semicommutative, then Bn(R) is H -semicommutative for all n ∈ N

but not central semicommutative for n = 2, 3.

Proof. (1) The proof follows from Lemma 2.9 in [8] and Theorem 2.1 in [3].

(2) The proof follows from Corollary 2.12 in [9].

(3) If possible, assume that for n ≥ 2, Tn(R) is H -semicommutative. Then by
2.6, Tn(R) is an abelian ring. Consider E22, which is clearly idempotent. Since
Tn(R) is abelian, this implies E22 ∈ Z(Tn(R)). However, we see that E22E12 =
0n×n 6= E12 = E12E22. Hence, we get a contradiction, implying that Tn(R) is not
H -semicommutative.

(4) Since An(R), Un(R), T
′

(R, n) are subsets of S
′

n(R). Thus it is sufficient to show
that S

′

n(R) is H -semicommutative. Again since R is H -semicommutative, im-
plies nil(R) is an ideal of R which makes S

′

n(R) as a nil ring. Thus by Propo-
sition 2.2, S

′

n(R) is H -semicommutative. Now we proceed to show that they
are not central semicommutative ring. For Un(R), Let a, c ∈ Nil(R) such that

ap = 0 and cq = 0 for some 1 < p, q ∈ N. Then consider A =

(

a cq−1

0 cq−1

)

and B =

(

ap−1 ap−1

0 c

)

be any elements of U2(R). Then we see that AB =
(

a cq−1

0 cq−1

)(

ap−1 ap−1

0 c

)

=

(

0 0
0 0

)

. Now consider C =

(

0 1
0 0

)

. Then we have

ACB =

(

0 ac
0 o

)

. On the other hand we see that

(

o ac
0 0

)(

t 0
0 0

)

=

(

0 0
0 0

)

but however

(

t 0
0 c

)(

0 ac
0 0

)

=

(

0 tac
0 0

)

may not be a zero matrix. Thus
(

0 ac
0 0

)

/∈ C(U2(R)). Hence U2(R) is not central semicommutative. Since U2(R)

is embedded as subring in Un(R) for n ≥ 2. Thus we can say that Un(R) is not
central semicommutative. Similarly we can show that S

′

n(R), An(R), T
′

n(R, n)
are not central semicommutative.

(5). Since R is H -semicommutative, implies nil(R) is an ideal of R which makes
Bn(R) as a nil ring. Thus by Proposition 2.2, Bn(R) is H -semicommutative for
all n ∈ N. On the other hand B2(R) is not central semicommutative by similar
counter example given in (4).

Recall that if uv = 1 implies vu = 1 for any u, v ∈ R, then R is called directly finite.
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Proposition 2.9. Every H -semicommutative ring is directly finite.

Proof. Let us consider uv = 1 for some u, v ∈ R. This implies u(vu − 1) = 0 ⇒
ur(vu − 1) ∈ T (R) for all r ∈ R. This implies for some n ∈ N, vnur(vu − 1) =
ur(vu − 1)vn = vr(vuvn − vn) = 0. Thus vnur(vu − 1) = 0. By taking r = v, we
have vnuv(vu − 1) = vn−1(uv − 1) = 0. Multiplying by u from the left side we get
vn−2(uv−1) = 0. Repeating the same left multiplication by u, after finite steps we get
vu = 1.

Recall that for a ring R, the intersection of all prime ideals is known as the prime
radical, denoted by P (R). Obviously, P (R) ⊆ Nil(R). R is called 2-primal if P (R) =
Nil(R).

Proposition 2.10. Every H -semicommutative ring is 2-primal ring.

Proof. We use induction on nilpotency of elements. Let u ∈ R is such that u2 = 0.
Then by hypothesis we get uru ∈ T (R) for every r ∈ R. Thus for any r, s ∈ R, we
have (us)nuru = uru(us)n = uru2s(us)n−1 = 0, where n = n(r, s) ∈ N. let P be any
prime ideal, then we have us(us)n−1uru ∈ P implies u ∈ P . Thus u ∈ P (R). Again let
us consider u3 = 0, then this implies uru2 ∈ T (R) for all r ∈ R. Then for some t ∈ N

we have uturu2 = uruut = 0. Thus usut−1uru2 ∈ T (R). Again by similar procedure
its easy to see that u ∈ P (R). Thus by induction we conclude that N(R) ⊆ P (R).

Corollary 2.11. Every H -semicommutative rings is J-semicommutative.

We recall that for any u ∈ Nil(R) and a module RM , if the left R-homomorphism
f : Ru → RM can be extended to R → RM , then RM is called left nil-injective.
On the other hand RM is called left wnil-injective if for any u ∈ nil(R), there exits
a n ∈ N such that un 6= 0 and any left R-homomorphism f : Run → RM can be
extended to R → RM . It is obvious that left nil-injective implies left wnil-injective.
Similarly R is called left(right) nil-injective if RR(RR) is left(right) nil-injective and R
is called left(right) wnil-injective if RR(RR) is left(right) wnil-injective.

Proposition 2.12. Let R be H -semicommutative ring. If every simple singular left
R-module is wnil-injective then R is reduced.

Proof. Let us consider u ∈ R such that u2 = 0. If possible assume that u 6= 0. Then
l(u) 6= R. Thus by hypothesis ∃ a maximal left ideal K such that u ∈ l(u) ⊆ K. Again
if K is not essential in RR then ∃ some idempotent e ∈ R such that K = Re = R(1−e).
This will imply that u(1−e) = 0. Since R is H -semicommutative implies (1−e)u = 0.
Thus (1 − e) ∈ l(u) ⊆ l(1 − e). Thus (1 − e)2 = 0 which is a contradiction. Thus
K is essential in RR and hence R/K is wnil − injective. Now consider a module
homomorphism f : Ru → R/K given by f(ru) = r + K. Then by hypothesis ∃
g : R → R/K given as g(u) = f(u). Now we have 1+k = f(u) = g(u) = ug(1) = uv+K
where g(1) = v+K. Thus 1−uv ∈ K. Also since u2 = 0 and R is H -semicommutative,
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there exists some t ∈ N such that (ru)t(uru) = uru(ru)t = 0. Thus we get uv ∈ Nil(R)
which implies 1−uv is unit in R. This gives a contradiction that K is maximal. Hence
wwe get u = 0 and thus R is reduced.

A ring R is referred to as a left (or right) GP −V
′

-ring if every simple singular left
(or right) R-module is GP-injective. A left ideal L of R is termed a GW -ideal if, for
any a ∈ L, there exists a positive integer n ≥ 1 such that anR ⊆ L. The concept of a
GW -ideal for right ideals K of R is defined in a similar manner.

Corollary 2.13. Let R be H -semicommutative ring. Then R is strongly regular if
and only if every maximal left ideal of R are GW-ideals and R is left GP-V

′

ring.

Proof. Let us consider every maximal left ideal of R are GW-ideals and R is left GP-V
′

ring. Then by 2.12, R is reduced. Thus by Theorem 2.3, R is central semicommutative
and Hence by Theorem 2.13 in [10], R is strongly regular. The converse part is a well
known result.

Corollary 2.14. Let R be H -semicommutative ring. Then R is strongly regular if
and only if every maximal right ideal of R are GW-ideals and R is right GP-V

′

ring.

Recall that R is called left SF-ring if every simple left R-module is flat.

Proposition 2.15. Let R be H -semicommutative. If R is left SF, then R is strongly
regular

Proof. Let us consider u ∈ R satisfies uRu = 0. If possible assume that u 6= 0. Then
there exits a maximal left ideal K such that u ∈ r(uR) ⊆ K. Again by hypothesis
that R is left SF, there exits a t ∈ K such that u = ut. Thus u(1− t) = 0 and since R
is H , we have uR(1− t) ⊂ T (R). Again if possible let us assume that uR(1− t) 6= 0.
Then again by similar process we have a g ∈ R such that ug(1− t) 6= 0. This implies
l(ug(1− t)) 6= R. Then again ∃ a maximal left ideal L such that l(ug(1− t)) ⊆ L. Also
uRu = 0 implies ug(1 − t)ug(1 − t) = 0. This implies ug(1 − t) ∈ l(ug(1 − t)) ⊆ L.
Thus there exits l ∈ L such that ug(1 − t) = lug(1 − t) ⇒ (1 − l)(ug(1 − t)) =
0 ⇒ 1 − l ∈ l(ug(1 − t)) ⊆ L. Thus 1 ∈ L which gives us a contradictions. Thus
uR(1 − t) = 0 ⇒ 1 − t ∈ r(uR) ⊆ K ⇒ 1 ∈ K which is again a contradiction.
This shows that u = 0. Thus R is semiprime. Hence by Proposition 2.3 R is central
semicommutative. Thus by Theorem 2.17 in [10], R is strongly regular.

Recall that a right ideal I of R is called right essential if I∩J 6= 0 for every non-zero
right ideal J . Left essential ideals are defined similarly. The right singular ideal Zr(R)
is defined as the set of all r ∈ R such that RR(r) is essential right ideal. left singular
ideal Zl(R) is defined similarly. It is well known that Zr(R) and Zl(R) are two sided
ideals. In [2], R is called nil singular if both Zr(R) and Zl(R) are nil ideals. It is
well known that if the A.C.C condition is satisfy on every left and right annihilator of
r ∈ R, then R is nil singular. Here we record some other conditions for R to be nil
singular.
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Proposition 2.16. Let R be H -semicommutative. Then R is nil singular if any one
of the following condition holds.

(1). R/Nil(R) is left SF-ring.

(2). R/Nil(R) is left GP-V
′

ring with every maximal left ideals are GW-ideals.

(3). R/Nil(R) is right GP-V
′

ring with every maximal right ideals are GW-ideals.

Proof. R is H -semicommutative. Thus by proposition 2.6 R is abelian and by Propo-
sition 2.10, R is 2-primal. This implies Nil(R) is ideal and obviously R/Nil(R) is
reduced and hence R/Nil(R) is H -semicommutative. By Proposition 2.15 R/Nil(R)
is strongly regular. Hence R/Nil(R) is regular. Thus R is π-regular. Since every
π-regular ring is nil-singular(see Proposition 2.2 in [2]). Thus result (1) follows. The
proof for (2) and (3) follows similarly.

Next, we study the localization of rings. Let S denote a multiplicatively closed
subset of R consisting of centrally regular elements. Then S−1R is the localization of
R at S

Proposition 2.17. Let R be a ring. Then R is H -semicommutative if and only if
S−1R is H -semicommutative.

Proof. Let us suppose that R is H -semicommutative. let p1 = a−1p and q1 = b−1q
are any elements of S−1R are such that p1q1 = 0. Since a, b ∈ S and S is central
regular subset implies p1q1 = a−1pb−1q = a−1b−1pq = 0. This implies pq = 0. So
by hypothesis prq ∈ T (R) for every r ∈ R. Let u ∈ S and t ∈ R. Then we have
a−1b−1u−1 ∈ C(R) ⊆ T (R) and ptq ∈ T (R). So a−1b−1u−1ptq = (a−1p)(u−1t)(b−1q) =
p1t1q1 ∈ T (R). Thus S−1R is H -semicommutative. Conversely let us suppose that
S−1R is H -semicommutative. Since R is embedded as a subring in S−1R and H -
semicommutative rings are closed under subring. Thus R is H -semicommutative.

Corollary 2.18. let R be a ring. Then R[x] is H -semicommutative if and only if
R[x, x−1] is H -semicommutative.

Proof. Consider S = {1, x, x2, . . .}. Then clearly S is multiplicative closed subset of
R[x] consisting of central regular elements. Thus the proof follows form Proposition
2.17.

Next we record an example of ring R and an ideal I of R such that both R and I
are H -semicommutaive but the quotient ring R/I is not H -semicommutaive.

Example 2.19. Consider R =





F F F
0 F F
0 0 F



 and I =





0 F F
0 0 F
0 0 0



, where F represent

a field. Then R/I ∼= F ⊕ F ⊕ F . Then its clear that R/I is H -semicommutaive
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and since I ⊆ Nil(R) implies I is also H -semicommutaive. However R is not H -

semicommutaive. For this let A =





0 1 −1
0 0 0
0 0 0



 and B =





0 0 0
0 0 1
0 0 1



. Then we

have A.B = 0. Let C =





1 1 0
0 1 0
0 0 c



. Then ACB =





0 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0



 Let us choose

X =





0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 c



 any arbitrary element of R where c 6= 0. Then we can see that for

any n ∈ N Xn =





0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 cn



. Thus XnACB = 0 and ACBXn =





0 0 cn

0 0 0
0 0 0



. Thus

XnACB 6= ACBXn for any n ∈ N. Hence R is not H -semicommutative.

Here, we provide an example of a ring R that is H -semicommutative; however,
R/I is not H -semicommutative for some ideal I of R.

Example 2.20. Let R = D[x, y] be a ring of polynomial over two variables where D is
a division ring. Let us consider I =< x2 > be an ideal of R such that xyn 6= ynx for all
n ∈ N. Since R issemicommutaive implies R is H -semicommutative but, (x+ I)2 = I
and (x+ I)(yn + I)(x+ I) is not in T (R/I).

Proposition 2.21. Let R/I is H -semicommutative for some ideal I of R. If I is
reduced then R is H -semicommutative.

Proof. let p, q ∈ R are such that pq = 0. we have qIa ⊆ I and (qIa)2 = 0 and qIa = 0
as I is reduced. Therefore ((pRq)I)2 = 0 and so (pRq)I = 0. Now (p + I)(q + I) =
pq + I = I and since R/I is H -semicommutative implies (p + I)(R + I)(q + I) =
pRq + I ∈ T (R/I). By hypothesis (paq + I)(rn + I) = (rn + I)(paq + I). This
implies paqrn − rnpaq ∈ I for every a, r ∈ R. So we get (paqrn − rnpaq)2 ∈ (paqrn −
rnpaq)I = 0 since (pRq)I = 0. Thus paqrn = rnpaq for each r, a ∈ R. Hence R is
H -semicommutative.

Proposition 2.22. let R be a Armendariz ring. Then the following conditions are
equivalent:

(1) R is H -semicommutative.

(2) R[x] is H -semicommutative.

Proof. (2)⇒(1) The proof is straightforward since subring of H-semicommutative ring
are closed.(1)⇒(2) Let us consider f(x) =

∑n

l=0 ulx
l and g(x) =

∑m

k=0 vkx
k are any

two elements of R[x] such that f(x)g(x) = 0. Since R is Armendariz implies ulvk = 0.
Thus by hypothesis, ulRvk ∈ T (R). Since T (R) is closed under addition, this implies
f(x)R[x]g(x) ∈ T (R[x]). Hence R is H -semicommutative.
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Here next we have shown that the hypothesis of R is Armendariz ring is not a
superfluous.

Example 2.23. Let L = Z2 < d0, d1, d2, d3, e0, e1 > be the free algebra(with 1) over
Z2 generated by six indeterminates(as labeled above). Let I be a ideal generated by
the following relations:

d0e0, d0e1 + d1e0, d1e1 + d2e0,
d2e1 + d3e0, d3e1, d0ak(0 ≤ k ≤ 3), d3dk(0 ≤ k ≤ 3),

d1dk + d2dk(0 ≤ k ≤ 3), elek(0 ≤ l, k ≤ 1), eldk(0 ≤ l ≤ 1, 0 ≤ k ≤ 3)

Let R = L/I. Neilsen in [7], proved that A is semicommutative but not Mcoy.
Further, R is not H -semicommutativeas consider p(x) = d0 + d1x + d2x

2 + d3x
3 and

m(x) = e0 + e1x. The above relations suggest that p(x)m(x) = 0 in R[x], but however
we can see that p(x)d0m(x) 6= 0 since d1d0e1 + d0d1e2 /∈ T (R[x]).

Recall that an element a ∈ R is said to be multiplicatively finite if the set S =
{at | t ∈ N∪{0}} is finite, and k is said to be the multiplicative order of a if k is the least
positive integer such that ak = am for some 0 ≤ m < k. Thus, idempotent elements
are multiplicatively finite with a multiplicative order k ≤ 2. We say a multiplicative
element a ∈ R satisfies property (P) if an = a for some n ≥ 2.

Recall from [11], R is called left semi-Baer (right semi-quasi-Baer) if for any subset
X ⊆ R (left ideal I ⊆ R), we have lR(X) = Rb (lR(I) = Rb) for some b ∈ S. A
ring R is called left semi-P.P ring (left semi p.q ring) if lR(a) = Rb (lR(Ra) = Rb) for
some b ∈ S. All these definitions have left-right symmetry. Thus, a ring R is called
semi-Baer (semi quasi-Baer) if it is both left and right semi-Baer (semi quasi-Baer). A
ring R is called semi P.P ring (semi p.q ring) if it is both left and right semi P.P ring
(semi p.q ring).

Proposition 2.24. Let R be an H -semicommutative ring. If every multiplicative
element satisfies property (P) and R is a left (or right) semi-p.p ring, then R is reduced.

Proof. Let a ∈ R is such that a2 = 0. Thus a ∈ lR(a). Also R is semi-p.p ring so ∃ an
idempotent b ∈ S such that lR(a) = Rb. By hypothesis ∃ n ∈ N such that bn = b. Thus
we have (b(n−1))2 = bn−1 and since H -semicommutative rings are abelian implies b(n−1)

is idempotent. Since a = rb for some r ∈ R and b(2n−1) = bn.b(n−1) = b.b(n−1) = bn = b.
Multiplying a = rb by b(2n−2) from right side we get 0 = ab(2n−2) = rb(2n−1) = rb = a.
Thus R is reduced. Similar argument also follows for right semi-p.p ring.

Proposition 2.25. Let R be an H -semicommutative ring. If every multiplicative ele-
ment satisfies property (P) and R is a left (or right) semi-p.q ring, then R is reduced.”

Proof. Proof follows similar to that of Proposition 2.24

Corollary 2.26. Let R be H -semicommutative. Then R is reduced if any one of the
following conditions holds.
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(1) R is semiprime.

(2) R is left(right) p.p ring.

(3) R is left(right) p.q-Baer ring.

Proof. The proof follows straightforwardly, as every idempotent element is a multi-
plicative finite element.

Corollary 2.27. For a H -semicommutative ring R, the following assertions are equiv-
alent.

(1) R is semi-left p.p ring.

(2) R is semi-right p.p ring.

(3) R is semi-left p.q-Baer ring.

(4) R is semi-right p.q-Baer ring.

Proof. The proof follows easily as in each of the cases R is reduced.

Corollary 2.28. For a H -semicommutative ring R, the following assertions are equiv-
alent:

(1) R is left p.p ring.

(2) R is right p.p ring.

(3) R is left p.q-Baer ring.

(4) R is right p.q-Baer ring.

Proof. The proof follows easily as in each of the case R is reduced.

Corollary 2.29. For a H -semicommutative ring R, the following assertions are equiv-
alent:

(1) R is semi-Baer ring.

(2) R is semi quasi-Baer ring.

Proof. (1)⇒(2) is obvious. (2)⇒(1) Since If R is quasi-Baer ring which implies R is
semi p.p ring. Thus by Proposition 2.26, R is reduced and hence semicommutative.
Thus by Theorem 2.7 in [1] implies R is Baer-ring.

Proposition 2.30. For a H -semicommutative ring R, then the following assertions
are equivalent;

(1) R is a right(left) p.p ring if and only if R[x] is right(left) p.p ring.
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(2) R is a Baer ring if and only if R[x] is a Baer ring.

(3) R is right(left) p.q-Baer ring if and only if R[x] is right(left) p.q-Baer ring.

(4) R is a quasi-Baer ring if and only if R[x] is a quasi-Baer ring.

Proposition 2.31. Let R be a semi-p.p ring. If every multiplicative finite element
satisfy the property (P), then the following assertions are equivalent:

(1) R is semicommutative ring.

(2) R is Armendariz ring.

Proof. (1)⇒(2) Since R is semicommutative implies R is reduced and thus R is Ar-
mendariz. (2)⇒(1) let us assume that ab = 0 for some a, b ∈ R. This implies
b ∈ rR(a) = cR, where cn = c. Then this implies b = cr. Again c(n−1)2 = c(n−1).
Thus cn−1 is idempotent. Since R is semicommutative implies R is abelian, multiplying
b = cr by c(2n−2) from the left side we get c(2n−2)b = bc(2n−2) = c(2n−1)r = cr = b. Now
let f(x) = ak+ax and g(x) = kb− bx ∈ R[x]. We get f(x)g(x) = (ak+ax)(kb− bx) =
ak2b = ak2bc(2n−2) = ak2c(2n−2)b = ac(2n−2)k2b = 0. By hypothesis R is Armendariz,
thus akb = 0 for all k ∈ R. Hence R is semicommutative.

Corollary 2.32. For a p.p ring R, the following assertions are equivalent:

(1) R is semicommutative ring.

(2) R is Armendariz ring.

Corollary 2.33. Let R be a semi-p.p ring. If every multiplicative finite element satisfy
the property (P), then the following assertions are equivalent:

(1) R is H -semicommutative ring.

(2) R is Armendariz ring.

Proposition 2.34. Let R be a H -semicommutative. If every multiplicative finite
element satisfy the property (P), then the following assertion holds.

(1) If R is semi-Baer ring then R[x] is semi-Baer ring.

(2) If R is semi-quasi Baer ring then R[x] is semi quasi Baer ring.

(3) If R is semi p.p ring then R[x] is semi-p.p ring.

(4) If R is semi-p.q ring then R[x] is semi-p.q ring.

Proof. Let R be semi-Baer ring, this implies R is semi-p.p ring. Hence by Proposition
2.26, R is reduced and this implies R[x] is reduced and hence R[x] is semi-Baer ring.
The other parts are direct implication of Corollary 2.26
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