arXiv:2010.04622v2 [math.CT] 12 Oct 2020

The category of finitary biframes as the category of pointfree bispaces

Anna Laura Suarez^1

CMUC, Department of Mathematics, University of Coimbra, 3001-454, Coimbra, Portugal School of Computer Science, University of Birmingham, B15 2TT, Birmingham, UK

Abstract

The theory of finitary biframes as order-theoretical duals of bitopological spaces is explored. The category of finitary biframes is a coreflective subcategory of that of biframes. Some of the advantages of adopting finitary biframes as a pointfree notion of bispaces are studied. In particular, it is shown that for every finitary biframe there is a biframe which plays a role analogue to that of the assembly in the theory of frames: for every finitary biframe L there is a finitary biframe A(L) with a universal property analogous to that of the assembly of a frame; and such that its main component is isomorphic to the ordered collection of finitary quotients of L (i.e. its pointfree bispaces). Furthermore, in the finitary biframe duality the bispace associated with A(L) is a natural bitopological analogue of the Skula space of the bispace associated with L. The finitary biframe duality gives us a notion of bisobriety which is weaker than pairwise Hausdorffness, incomparable with the pairwise T_1 axiom, and stronger than the pairwise T_0 axiom. The notion of pairwise T_D bispaces is introduced, as a natural point-set generalization of the classical T_D axiom. It is shown that in the finitary biframe duality this axiom plays a role analogous to that of the classical T_D axiom for the frame duality. Keywords: Frame, locale, sublocale, biframe, d-frame, bispace 2000 MSC: 06D22

Contents

1 Introduction 2 1.1 Bispaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 1.2 Pointfree spaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 1.3 The assembly in the theory of pointfree spaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 1.4 Pointfree bispaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 1.5 The aim of this article . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

Preprint submitted to Elsevier November 29, 2020

2 Preliminaries 7 2.1 Biframes and their duality . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2.2 D-frames and their duality . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

3 Finitary biframes and their duality 11 3.1 The finitary biframe duality compared with the d-frame and the biframe duality . 19 3.2 Bisobriety and other separation axioms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

4 The assembly of a finitary biframe 33 4.1 The assembly functor for finitary biframes and its spatial counterpart . . . . . . . 41

5 The relation between bisubspaces and biquotients 49 5.1 The bi-T_D axiom . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53

1. Introduction

1.1. Bispaces Bitopological spaces, or bispaces, were introduced in Kelly (1963). The motivation behind their introduction was the study of quasi-metric spaces, spaces which satisfy all the same defining axioms as metric spaces except symmetry of the distance. Quasi-metric spaces are studied in detail in Wilson (1931). In Secelean et al. (2019), the authors lists papers from several different mathematical fields which all use nonsymmetric distances: see Mennucci (2013); Mainik and Mielke (2005); Mielke and Roubícek (2003); Rieger and Zimmer (2009); Woon and Madnick (2009). Special quasi-metric spaces that have received attention recently are quasi-Polish spaces (see de Brecht (2013), Hoyrup et al. (2019)). Bitopological spaces generalise quasi-metric spaces in the same way in which topological spaces generalize metric ones. A bitopological space is a triple (X, τ^+, τ^−) in which X is a set and τ^+ and τ^− are both topologies on that set. A morphism between bispaces is a function between their underlying sets such that it is bicontinuous: continuous, that is, with respect to both topologies. The category BiTop has bitopological spaces as objects and bicontinuous maps as morphisms. There is a functor patch : BiTop → Top assigning to each bitopological space (X, τ^+, τ^−) its patch, which is the topological space (X, τ^+ ∨τ^−), in which the join τ^+ ∨ τ^− is computed in the lattice of all possible topologies on X, and so it is the topology generated by τ^+ ∪ τ^−.

1.2. Pointfree spaces With his famous representation theorem, Stone proved in Stone (1936) a result which, expressed in contemporary mathematical language, establishes a dual equivalence of categories between Boolean algebras and certain topological spaces. Stone’s Representation Theorem was highly influential, and started a tradition of studying topological spaces in terms of the order theoretical properties of their lattice of open sets. After Stone, the task of the algebraic, order-theoretical study of topological spaces was undertaken by McKinsey and Tarski (see McKinsey and Tarski (1944)), Ehresmann (see Ehresmann (1958)), Papert (see Papert and Papert (1957-1958)), Isbell (see Isbell (1972)), Banaschewski (see Banaschewski (1973)), Simmons (see Simmons (1978)), Pultr (see Pultr (1984a), Pultr (1984b)) and Picado (see Picado and Pultr (2011)). Ehresmann and Bénabou were the first to consider frames as abstract representations of topological spaces. A frame is a bounded complete lattice L in which we have the following distributivity law for every x, y_i ∈ L. ( ⋁ i y_i) ∧ x = ⋁ i (y_i ∧ x). This distributivity law captures abstractly the fact that in topological spaces arbitrary unions of opens are well-behaved, but only finite intersections are. Since Ehresmann and Bénabou put this view forward, frames are considered to be the standard order theoretical representation of topological spaces. The category of frames is called Frm, and we have an adjunction Ω : Top ⇆ Frm^{op} : pt with Ω ⊢ pt in which Ω is a functor assigning to each space its ordered collection of open sets. It is by virtue of this adjunction that we consider frames to be pointfree versions of spaces. We refer the reader to Picado et al. (2003) and to Johnstone (1983) for more on the motivations behind pointfree topology. We only mention here the fact that many results that require the Axiom of Choice in point-set topology do not require it in pointfree topology. Among these we have Tychonoff’s Theorem (see Johnstone (1981)), the construction of the Stone-Čech compactification of a space (see Banaschewski and Mulvey (2003)), and the construction of the Samuel compactification (see Banaschewski and Pultr (1990)).

1.3. The assembly in the theory of pointfree spaces It is known that for every frame L there is a frame A(L), called the assembly of L, which is isomorphic to the ordered collection of all pointfree subspaces of L. This plays a role of great importance in pointfree topology. The assembly A(L) of a frame L can be seen as a “pointfree space of all pointfree subspaces of L”. One aspect in which we see a crucial difference between point-set and pointfree topology is the notion of subspace: think for instance of Isbell’s Density Theorem, which states that in pointfree topology every space has a smallest dense subspace (see

Johnstone (1983),Isbell (1972)). It is not surprising, then, that the assembly has received much attention in the community and that sublocales have been often studied in terms of its structure (see, for instance, Wilson (1994), Isbell (1972), Niefield and Rosenthal (1987) and more recently Picado and Pultr (2019), Clementino et al. (2018), Ávila et al. (2019a),Ávila et al. (2019b)). In the following theorem we gather three important properties of the assembly of a frame. The first was proved in Joyal and Tierney (1984), and the second and the third can be found in Picado and Pultr (2011). We recall that for a space X the Skula space of X is the space Sk(X) such that its underlying sets is the same as that of X, and such that its opens are the topology generated by the opens and the closed sets of X.

Theorem 1.1. For a frame L we have the following facts.

• For every frame L there is a frame injection ∇ : L → A(L) such that whenever f : L → M is a frame map such that f(x) is complemented in M for every x ∈ L there is a unique frame map f̃ : A(L) → M such that f̃ ∘ ∇ = f.

• The frame A(L) is anti-isomorphic to the coframe S(L) of sublocales of L.

• There is a homeomorphism α_L : pt(A(L)) ∼= Sk(pt(L)), and the bijection α_L : |pt(A(L))|∼= |pt(L)| is such that the images of closed sets of pt(A(L)) are exactly the underlying sets of the sober subspaces of pt(L).

1.4. Pointfree bispaces Stone’s famous representation theorem (see Stone (1936), but also Stone (1938)) was only the first in a series of results connecting lattice theory and topology. For example, Priestley proved (see Priestley (1970), Priestley (1972)) that the category of distributive lattices is dually equivalent to a category whose objects are Stone spaces equipped with an order relation on the set of points. One usually calls Stone-type dualities those results establishing dual equivalences between categories of lattices and categories of spaces. Stone duality continues to receive a great deal of attention from both mathematicians and computer scientists. Consider, for instance: Erné (2004), an order theoretical approach to the duality; Caramello (2011), a topos theoretical one; Bezhanishvili and Holliday (2020), a generalization of the duality which does not need the Axiom of Choice; Gehrke (2016), an application of the duality to automata and regular languages. Priestley spaces are Stone spaces equipped with an order on their sets of points. Sometimes Priestley duality is rephrased in terms of a duality between the category of coherent spaces and that of coherent frames. The category of coherent spaces is not a full subcategory of that of topological spaces: morphisms between coherent spaces are required to be such that preimages of compact open sets are still compact and open.

In Bezhanishvili et al. (2010) a new, bitopological view of Priestley duality is put forward. There, it is explained that coherent spaces are nothing but “halves” of pairwise Stone spaces. We recall that a Stone space is a topological space which is compact, Hausdorff, and zero dimensional. Using very natural bitopological generalizations of these three properties one can define pairwise Stone bispaces. The category of pairwise Stone bispaces is equivalent to that of coherent spaces, and the equivalence is given by a functor π^+ : BiStone → CohTop which acts on objects as (X, Ω^+(X), Ω^−(X) → (X, Ω^+(X)), “forgetting” about one topology. The key is that the category BiStone is a full subcategory of BiTop: the need for an unnatural restriction on morphisms is eliminated: the condition that maps are well-behaved with respect to compactness translates simply to bicontinuity of the map, eliminating the need for extra constraints in order to get our duality. Not only do coherent spaces miss half of a pairwise Stone bispace, but them missing this half also means that in their category we need an extra constraint on morphisms.

It is difficult, then, to argue that one can have a full understanding of Stone-type dualities without understanding what a pointfree bispace is. If coherent spaces are missing half of the picture because they forget half a bispace, then so are coherent frames. One needs to generalize frames in the same way as we have generalized spaces with bispaces. In the literature, there are two alternative translations of the category of bispaces into pointfree language. The first of these translations in chronological order is the category of biframes. We refer the reader to Banaschewski et al. (1983) and to Schauerte (1992) for the theory of biframes. The second is the category of d-frames. For this, we refer the reader to Jung and Moshier (2006) and to Jakl (2018).

1.5. The aim of this article In this article we explore a new notion of pointfree bispace is, in order to have a theory of pointfree bisubspaces which reflects the crucial aspects of the theory of pointfree subspaces as much as possible. Below, we list some discrepancies between the theories of biframes and dframes and that of frames. The recurring theme is the following: it is a key feature of pointfree topology that the ordered collection of subspaces of a pointfree space is itself a pointfree space (with interesting connections to the original space, too), and when we move to both biframes and d-frames we lose this.

• The object A(L) with the universal property analogous to that of the assembly does not represent the collection of all quotients of L in any meaningful way, both in the category of d-frames and in that of biframes.

• The lattice of all quotients of a d-frame is not distributive in general, which makes it difficult to work with it. The lattice of all quotients of a biframe collapses to the lattice of all quotients of its main component. This means that the notion is not bitopological: two distinct biframes with the same main component have the same lattice of quotients.

• One might argue that for a biframe L the biframe (Cl(L), Fitt(L), A(L)) – the so-called Skula biframe of L – is a suitable candidate to play the role of a “pointfree bispace of all pointfree bisubspaces” of L: the frame A(L) is anti-isomorphic to the ordered collection of biframe quotients of L, and as this comes equipped with a natural bitopological structure as it is generated by the frame of the closed congruences together with that of the fitted one. However, the bitopological structure of L itself is completely lost here. If we took (Cl(L), Fitt(L), A(L)) as playing this role, we would again obtain that any two biframes with the same patch have the same pointfree bisubspace of bisubspaces.

• On the spatial side, the spatial version of the assembly is not as well-behaved as the analogous monotopological construction, either. As we have seen if we take the spectrum of the assembly pt(A(L)) for a frame L we obtain a perfect encoding of spatial sublocales of L. In particular, the frame of opens of pt(A(L)) is anti-isomorphic to the lattice sp[S(L)] of spatial sublocales of L. The analogue of this is false for both d-frames and biframes. In particular, for a d-frame L, we have that the spatial d-quotients of a d-frame do not form a distributive lattice in general.

• For spaces, Hausdorffness implies sobriety. We do not know whether pairwise Hausdorffness implies d-sobriety of a bispace. In Jung and Moshier (2006) it is only shown that a strengthened version of pairwise Hausdorffness implies d-sobriety.

• The biframe version of sobriety is equivalent to sobriety of the patch of the relevant bispace.

Therefore, the notion is not bitopological. For two distinct bispaces with the same patch, one is “bisober” if and only if the other one is: the bitopological structure of the bispace is irrelevant.

In this article it will be shown that it is sufficient to modify the duality of bispaces and biframes to involve only finitary biframes to mend all these discrepancies. This article is based on Chapter 9 of Suarez (2020).

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Biframes and their duality We now look at the most literal translation of the notion of bispace into pointfree language. We will introduce an adjunction similar to the spatial-sober one for frames and spaces, relating the category of bitopological spaces with a possible notion of a pointfree version of it. The theory that we describe here is introduced in Banaschewski et al. (1983), and further developed in Schauerte (1992). A biframe is a triple (L^+, L^−, L) where L^+, L^−, L are frames, together with frame injections e^+_L : L^+ → L and e^−_L : L^− → L such that all elements of L are of the form ⋁ i e^+_L (x^+_i ) ∧ e^−_L (x^−_i ) for families x^+_i ∈ L^+ and x^−_i ∈ L^−. In general, we denote a biframe just as a triple (L^+, L^−, L), leaving it implicit that we call the two subframe inclusions e^+_L and e^−_L as above. Additionally, when we a biframe with a triple (L^+, L^−, L) in which L^+, L^− ⊆ L we will leave it implicit that we take the frame injections are the two subset inclusions. Additionally, when we have a biframe with triple (L^+, L^−, L) where L is a free construction with generators from L^+ and L^− we will leave it implicit that we will regard the syntactic map ⌜ − ⌝ : L^+ → L, and the analogous one on the negative component, to be the two frame injections. To simplify further, we will denote a biframe (L^+, L^−, L) as L, a biframe (M^+, M^−, M) as M, and so on. For a biframe L, we call L the main component of a biframe. We note that for any biframe L there is always a congruence C on L^+ ⊕ L^− such that we have an isomorphism i : (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C ∼= L which is well-behaved with respect to the subframe inclusions, in the sense that the following diagram and the analogous one for the negative component commute.

L^+

(L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C L q_c∘⌜−⌝ e^+_Li

Here, q_C : L^+ ⊕L^− → (L^+ ⊕L^−)/C is the quotient map, and ⌜−⌝ : L^+ → L^+ ⊕L^− the canonical injection of L^+ into the coproduct. For a biframe L, in particular, the quotient of L^+ ⊕ L^− corresponding to L is the quotient by the relation

R_L := {( ⋁ i ⌜x^+_i ⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−_i ⌝, ⋁ j ⌜y^+_j ⌝ ∧ ⌜y^−_j ⌝) : ⋁ i e^+_L (x^+_i ) ∧ e^−_L (x^−_i ) ≤ ⋁ j e^+_L (y^+_j ) ∧ e^−_L (y^−_j ) in L}.

This is because all of the order structure of L is determined by inequalities of the form ⋁ i e^+_L (x^+_i )∧ e^−_L (x^−_i ) ≤ ⋁ j e^+_L (y^+_j )∧e^−_L (y^−_j ), and so the quotient (L^+ ⊕L^−)/R_L captures all equalities that hold in L, and no more than them, since all of the extra equalities are consequences of the other ones and the frame laws. A morphism between biframes L and M is a pair of frame maps (f^+, f^−) with f^+ : L^+ → M^+ and f^− : L^− → M^− such that there is a frame map f : L → M making the following diagram and the analogous one on the negative component both commute.

L^+ M^+

L M e^+_Lf +e^+_M f

In the particular case where we have L^+, L^− ⊆ L and M^+, M^− ⊆ M, thus, for a pair of suitable frame maps (f^+, f^−) for it to count as a morphism (f^+, f^−) : L → M we need there to be a frame map f : L → M that restricts to L^+ as f^+ and as f^− to M^−. Sometimes, as an abbreviation, we will refer as f to a biframe map (f^+, f^−) : L → M. It will always be clear from the context whether we are speaking about the biframe map itself or the frame map f : L → M witness of (f^+, f^−) being a biframe map. Let us see an alternative way of viewing biframe morphisms. For biframes L and M, let C_L be the congruence on L^+ ⊕ L^− such that (L^+ ⊕ L^−) is canonically isomorphic to C_L ∼= L. Let C_M be the analogous congruence for M. Using the defining property of biframe morphisms, we obtain that a suitable pair of frame maps (f^+, f^−) counts as a biframe morphism (f^+, f^−) : L → M if and only if there is a frame map f : (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L → (M^+ ⊕ M^−)/C_M making the following diagram commute.

L^+ ⊕ L^− M^+ ⊕ M^−

(L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L (M^+ ⊕ M^−)/C_M

f^+⊕f^− q_{CL} q_{CM} f

We proceed by giving the definition of the two adjoint functors we are interested in, as well as the definitions of the unit and the counit of the adjunction.

• For every bispace X, the biframe bΩ(X) is defined to be the triple

(Ω^+(X), Ω^−(X), Ω(X)),

with set inclusions as the two frame injections. For a bicontinuous map f : X → Y , we define the map bΩ(f) as the pairing of preimage maps (f^{−1}, f^{−1}) : bΩ(Y ) → bΩ(X). This defines a functor bΩ : BiTop → BiFrm^{op}.

• For every biframe L, we define the bispace bpt(L) as follows. Its underlying set of points is BiFrm(L, 2), where 2 denotes the biframe (2, 2, 2). A positive open of bpt(L) is any subset of BiFrm(L, 2) of the form {(f^+, f^−) ∈ BiFrm(L, 2) : f^+(a^+) = 1} for some a^+ ∈ L^+; negative opens are defined analogously. For every biframe map f : L → M we define the bicontinuous map bpt(f) : bpt(M) → bpt(L) as the pairing of precompositions (− ∘ f^+, − ∘ f^−). This defines a functor bpt : BiFrm^{op} → BiTop, right adjoint to bΩ.

Now, let us look at the unit and the counit.

• For every bispace X, we define the map bψ_X : X → bpt(bΩ(X)) as x → (N^+_x , N^−_x ) for each x ∈ X. Here, N^+_x : Ω^+(X) → 2 is defined to be n^+_x (U^+) = 1 of and only if x ∈ U^+ for every positive open U^+ ⊆ X. We call this map the positive neighborhood map of the bispace X. We call negative neighborhood map the frame map N^−_x : Ω^−(X) → 2, defined analogously as N^+_x . The map bψ_X : X → bpt(bΩ(X)) is always bicontinuous. We call this the sobrification map of the bispace X. This determines a natural transformation bψ : 1_{BiTop} → bpt ∘ bΩ, and this is the unit of the adjunction.

• For every biframe L we define the map bφ_L : L → bΩ(bpt(L)) as the pair of maps (bφ^+_L , bφ^−_L ) where φ^+_L (a^+) = {(f^+, f^−) ∈ BiFrm(L, 2) : f^+(a^+) = 1} for every a^+ ∈ L^+. The negative component of φ_L is defined similarly. We call bφ_L the spatialization of L. This determines a natural transformation bφ : bΩ ∘ bpt → 1_{BiFrm}op , and this is the counit of the adjunction.

Theorem 2.1. There is an adjunction bΩ : BiTop ⇆ BiFrm^{op} : dpt with bΩ ⊣ bpt. The unit of adjunction is bψ and the counit is bφ.

2.2. D-frames and their duality D-frames are quadruples (L^+, L^−, c_L, t_L), where L^+ and L^− are frames, and where c_L, t_L ⊆ L^+ × L^− satisfy certain axioms. We think of L^+ and L^− as being two abstract topologies, c_L as being an abstract disjointness relation, and t_L as being an abstract covering relation. For two sets L^+ and L^−, we say that a family (x^+_i , x^−_i ) ⊆ L^+ × L^− is homogeneous if it is either of the form (x^+_i , x^−) or (x^+, x^−_i ). If L^+ and L^− are posets, we say that a join (resp. a meet) in L^+ × L^− is homogeneous when it is a join (resp. a meet) of a homogeneous family. We are now ready to give the formal definition of a d-frame.

A d-frame is a quadruple (L^+, L^−, c_L, t_L) such that L^+ and L^− are frames, and such that c_L and t_L are subsets of L^+ × L^− satisfying the following axioms.

1. The subset c_L is a downset of L^+ × L^−.

2. The subset c_L is closed under arbitrary homogeneous joins.

3. The subset t_L is an upset of L^+ × L^−.

4. The subset t_L is closed under finite homogeneous meets.

5. Whenever we have (a^+, a^−_1 ) ∈ c_L and (a^+, a^−_2 ) ∈ t_L, we must have a^−_1 ≤ a^−_2 . Similar inequalities hold in the frame L^+.

Axiom (5) is usually called balance, and it is the pointfree version of the spatial fact that, whenever we have subsets A, B_1, B_2 ⊆ X of some set X, if we have both A ∩ B_1 = ∅ and A ∪ B_2 = X, we must have that B_1 ⊆ B_2.

In general, when we refer to a d-frame called L, we implicitly say that its four components are called (L^+, L^−, c_L, t_L). We refer to c_L as the con component - or the consistency component - of the d-frame L and to t_L as the tot component - or totality component - of L. A morphism f = (f^+, f^−) : L → M in the category of d-frames consists of a pair of frame maps f^+ : L^+ → M^+ and f^− : L^− → M^− such that they respect the con and the tot subsets, in the sense that (a^+, a^−) ∈ c_L implies that (f^+(a^+), f^−(a^−)) ∈ c_M , and similarly for the tot component. We call dFrm the category of d-frames with d-frame morphisms.

Let us now look at the dual adjunction between the category of bipaces and that of finitary biframes. We define the two functors first.

• For a bispace X, we define the d-frame dΩ(X) as the quadruple

(Ω^+(X), Ω^−(X), {(U^+, U^−) : U^+ ∩ U^− = ∅}, {(U^+, U^−) : U^+ ∪ U^− = X}).

We extend this to a functor by defining the dΩ-image of a bicontinuous map f : X → Y as the pair of preimage maps (f^{−1}, f^{−1}) : dΩ(Y ) → dΩ(X).

• Let us call 2 the d-frame (2, 2, c_m, t_m). For clarity, we will denote the elements of the first component of this as 0^+ < 1^+, and those of the negative frame component as 0^− < 1^−. For any d-frame L, let us define as dpt(L) the collection of d-frame morphisms f : L → 2. Now, let us equip this set with two topologies. Define a map ϕ^+_L : L^+ → P(dpt(L)) as

ϕ^+_L (a^+) = {(f^+, f^−) ∈ dpt(L) : f^+(a^+) = 1^+}.

Define similarly the map ϕ^−_L : L^− → P(dpt(L)). For a d-frame L, define its d-spectrum, or simply its spectrum, as the bispace such that its underlying set of points is dpt(L), its positive opens are the sets of the form ϕ^+_L (a^+) for some a^+ ∈ L^+, and its negative opens are the sets of the form ϕ^−_L (a^−) for some a^− ∈ L^−. For a d-frame morphism f : L → M we define dpt(f) : dpt(M) → dpt(L) as the precomposition map (− ∘ f^+, − ∘ f^−) : dpt(M) → dpt(L).

Let us now define the unit and the counit of the adjunction.

• For a bispace X, and a point x, define the map N^+_x : Ω^+(X) → 2 as N^+_x (U^+) = 1 if and only if x ∈ U^+, and define similarly the negative neighborhood map N^−_x : Ω^−(X) → 2. For any bispace X and any point x ∈ X, the unit of the adjunction assigns to every bispace X the map

dψ_X : X → dpt(dΩ(X)) x → (N^+_x , N^−_x ).

• The counit of the adjunction assigns to every d-frame L the d-frame map

(dϕ^+_L , dϕ^−_L ) : L → dΩ(dpt(L)) a^+ → {(f^+, f^−) ∈ dpt(L) : f^+(a^+) = 1^+}. a^− → {(f^+, f^−) ∈ dpt(L) : f^−(a^−) = 1^−}.

We have the following.

Theorem 2.2. There is an adjunction dΩ : BiTop ⇆ dFrm^{op} : dpt with dΩ ⊣ dpt. The unit of adjunction is dψ and the counit is dφ.

3. Finitary biframes and their duality

We know that for every biframe L we have a frame isomorphism i : L ∼= (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L for some congruence C_L on L^+ ⊕ L^− such that the following commutes, as well as the analogous diagram for the negative component.

L^+

(L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L L q_{CL} ∘⌜−⌝ e^+_Li

Here, q_{CL} : L^+ ⊕L^− → (L^+⊕L^−)/C_L is the canonical quotient map, and ⌜−⌝ : L^+ → L^+⊕L^− the canonical injection of L^+ into the coproduct. For brevity, then, we denote the element e^+_L (x^+) as ⌜x^+⌝ for every x^+ ∈ L^+, motivated by the fact that L is always isomorphic to some free construction (L^+⊕L^−)/C_L, and that therefore we may always think of the generators as appearing in L as syntactic expressions. This is however just a notational convention: for a biframe L, even though we will always have an isomorphism L ∼= (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L for some congruence C_L on

L^+ ⊕ L^−, we will never assume without mention that this is an equality. Whenever we have a biframe L we call fin(L) the ordered collection of elements of L such that they are finite joins of finite meets of generators, i.e. those of the form (⌜x^+_1 ⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−_1 ⌝) ∨ ... ∨ (⌜x^+_n ⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−_n ⌝), for x^+_m ∈ L^+ and x^−_m ∈ L^−.

We also say that a congruence on L is finitary if and only if it is generated by a relation R ⊆ fin(L) × fin(L). We say that a biframe L is finitary if and only if its main component is such that it is canonically isomorphic to (L^+ ⊕ L^−/C_L) with C_L a finitary congruence.

We start from describing the spectrum of a finitary biframe. The right adjoint giving raise to the desired duality is simply the bispectrum functor bpt : BiFrm_{fin}^{op} → BiTop restricted to the finitary biframes. We present an alternative way of describing the condition of a pair of maps (f^+, f^−) being a bipoint of a finitary biframe. For a finitary biframe (L^+, L^−, L), we define a pair (f^+, f^−) ∈ pt(L^+) × pt(L^−) to be a bipoint if and only if whenever a^+ ∧ a^− ≤ b^+ ∨ b^− in L at least one of the following four conditions holds.

f^+(a^+) = 0 f^−(a^−) = 0 f^+(b^+) = 1 f^−(b^−) = 1

Let us show that our definition of the bipoint of a finitary biframe is equivalent to the classical one of bipoint of a biframe.

Lemma 3.1. For a finitary biframe (L^+, L^−, L), a pair (f^+, f^−) ∈ pt(L^+) × pt(L^−) is a bipoint if and only if whenever a^+ ∧ a^− ≤ b^+ ∨ b^− in L at least one of the following four conditions holds.

f^+(a^+) = 0 f^−(a^−) = 0 f^+(b^+) = 1 f^−(b^−) = 1

Proof. We identify points of L with frame maps f^+ ⊕ f^− : L^+ ⊕ L^− → 2 that factor through C_L. We need to show that a pair the coproduct pairing f^+ ⊕ f^− : L^+ ⊕ L^− → 2 factors through C_L if and only if the pair (f^+, f^−) satisfies the condition described in our claim. First, we will show that a pair (f^+, f^−) is a bipoint if and only if the pairing f^+ ⊕ f^− respects the inequalities of (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L of the form ⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝ ≤ ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝. The pair (f^+, f^−) being a bipoint is equivalent to having that whenever a^+ ∧ a^− ≤ b^+ ∨ b^− in the frame L this implies f^+(a^+) ∧ f^−(a^−) = 0 or f^+(b^+) ∨ f^−(b^−) = 1. This, in turn, is equivalent to having f^+(a^+) ∧ f^−(a^−) ≤ f^+(b^+) ∨ f^−(b^−). By definition of the coproduct pairing of two frame maps, this is equivalent to (f^+ ⊕ f^−)(⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝) ≤ (f^+ ⊕ f^−)(⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝). The coproduct pairing f^+ ⊕ f^− respecting these inequalities is equivalent to it respecting all of the inequalities between finitary elements, since an inequality between finitary elements may always be rewritten as an inequality of the form ⋁ x≤m a^+_x ∧ a^−_x ≤ ⋀ y≤n b^+_y ∨ b^−_y . Let us describe our left adjoint. For a bispace X, we define its finitary frame of opens as Ω_{fin}(X), which we define to be quotient of the frame Ω^+(X) ⊕ Ω^−(X) by the relation

R_{Ωfin(X)} = {(⌜U^+⌝ ∧ ⌜U^−⌝, ⌜V^+⌝ ∨ ⌜V^−⌝) : U^+ ∩ U^− ⊆ V^+ ∪ V^−}.

We then define its finitary biframe of opens pf X as the triple

bΩ_{fin}(X) = (Ω^+(X), Ω^−(X), Ω_{fin}(X)).

The triple is indeed a biframe. We have that the frame of the patch topology Ω(X) is isomorphic to the quotient of Ω^+(X) ⊕ Ω^−(X) by the relation encoding all inclusions between patch-opens that hold in X, namely the relation

R_{Ω(X)} = {( ⋁ i ⌜U^+_i ⌝ ∧ ⌜U^−_i ⌝, ⋁ j ⌜V^+_j ⌝ ∧ ⌜V^−_j ⌝ : ⋃ i U^+_i ∩ U^−_i ⊆ ⋃ j V^+_j ⊆ V^−_j }.

Because (Ω^+(X), Ω^−(X), Ω(X)) is a biframe, we know that the syntactic map ⌜ − ⌝ : Ω^+(X) → (Ω^+(X) ⊕ Ω^−(X))/R_{Ω(X)} is an injection, but since the relation R_{Ω(X)} makes more identifications than R_{Ωfin(X)} does, the syntactic map ⌜ − ⌝ : L^+ → Ω_{fin}(X) is an injection, too. Then, bΩ_{fin}(X) is a biframe for every bispace X.

Remark 3.2. Taking the finitary biframe of opens of a bispace keeps the information on all inclusions that hold in X between finitary elements of the patch topology. As every inequality between finitary elements is of the form ⋃ x≤m U^+_x ∩ U^−_x ⊆ ⋂ y≤n V^+_y ∪ V^−_y , every such inequality reduced to a set of inequalities of the form U^+ ∩ U^− ⊆ V^+ ∪ V^−.

On morphisms, for a bicontinuous map f : X → Y we define bΩ_{fin}(f) : bΩ_{fin}(Y ) → bΩ_{fin}(X) to be pair of preimage maps (f^{−1}, f^{−1}). Let us show that this is well-defined. To do this, we will use some more general results.

Lemma 3.3. If f : L → M is a frame map, and if R is a relation on L and S a relation on M, and if (x, y) ∈ R implies that (f(x), f(y)) ∈ S, we have that there is a unique frame map f_{RS} : L/R → M/S making the following diagram commmute.L M

L/R M/S fq^R q^S f_{RS}

Proof. By the universal property of the quotient L/R, to prove our claim it suffices to show that the map q_S ∘f respects the relation R. Indeed, if we have that (x, y) ∈ R, then by our assumption we have that (f(x), f(y)) ∈ S, and so q_S (f(x)) ≤ q_S(f(y)).

For a finitary biframe L, we call R_L the relation {(a^+ ∧ a^−, b^+ ∨ b^−) : a^+ ∧ a^− ≤ b^+ ∨ b^− in L} which generates the congruence C_L.

Corollary 3.4. Suppose L and M are finitary biframes, and that we have frame maps f^+ : L^+ → M^+ and f^− : L^− → M^−. Suppose also that (⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) ∈ R_L implies that ((f^+ ⊕ f^−)(⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝), (f^+ ⊕ f^−)(⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝)) ∈ R_M . Then there is a unique frame map f_{LM} making the following diagram commute L^+ ⊕ L^− M^+ ⊕ M^−

L M f^+⊕f^− q_L q_M f_{LM}

and this implies that (f^+, f^−) : L → M is a biframe map.

Proof. The first part of the statement follows directly from Lemma 3.3. For the second part of the statement, we recall that a pair of frame maps (f^+, f^−) is a biframe map (f^+, f^−) : L → M if and only if there is a frame map f : L → M which restricts as f^+ on L^+ and as f^− on L^−. If the assumptions in the statement hold, then indeed there is a frame map f_{LM} : L → M which restricts on the frame components as required by commutativity of the diagram in the statement.

Corollary 3.5. For biframes L and M, with L canonically isomorphic to (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/R_L and M canonically isomorphic to (M^+ ⊕ M^−)/R_M , suppose that we have frame maps f^+ : L^+ → M^+ and f^− : L^− → M^−. If we have that (⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) ∈ R_L implies (⌜f^+(a^+)⌝ ∧ ⌜f^−(a^−)⌝, ⌜f^+(b^+)⌝ ∨ ⌜f^−(b^−))⌝ ∈ R_M

then we have that (f^+, f^−) : L → M is a biframe map.

Proof. By definition of the coproduct pairing of two frame maps f^+ and f^−, the assumptions in Corollary 3.4 amount to having that (⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) ∈ R_L implies (⌜f^+(a^+)⌝ ∧ ⌜f^−(a^−)⌝, ⌜f^+(b^+)⌝ ∨ ⌜f^−(b^−)⌝) ∈ R_M .

We will use the corollary above several times, when we need to show that a certain pair of frame maps is a biframe map. Let us now use it to construct our functor bΩ_{fin} : BiTop → BiFrm_{fin}^{op}. Lemma 3.6. For any bicontinuous map f : X → Y between bispaces, the pair (f^{−1}, f^{−1}) : bΩ_{fin}(Y ) → bΩ_{fin}(X) is a biframe map.

Proof. Since f is a bicontinuous map we have two frame maps f^{−1} : Ω^+(Y ) → Ω^+(X) and f^{−1} : Ω^+(Y ) → Ω^+(X). By Corollary 3.3, and by definition of the two relations R_{Ωfin(X)} and R_{Ωfin(Y )}, to show that we have a biframe map (f^{−1}, f^{−1}) : bΩ_{fin}(Y ) → bΩ_{fin}(X) it suffices to show that we have

C^+ ∩ C^− ⊆ D^+ ∪ D^− in Y implies f^{−1}(C^+) ∩ f^{−1}(C^−) ⊆ f^{−1}(D^+) ∪ f^{−1}(D^−) in X. Since the preimage map is monotone, we have that f^{−1}(C^+ ∩ C^−) ⊆ f^{−1}(D^+ ∪ D^−). The desired result follows from the fact that the preimage map also preserves the lattice operations. We have then shown the desired inclusion of relations R_{Ωfin(Y )} ⊆ R_{Ωfin(X)}.

We then have the spectrum functor bpt : BiFrm_{fin}^{op} → BiTop and the finitary biframe of opens functor bΩ_{fin} : BiTop → BiFrm_{fin}^{op}. Let us construct the unit and the counit of the desired adjunction. First, we look at the finitary biframe version of the sobrification of a space. For a bispace X, let us denote as N^+_x and N^−_x the neighborhood maps for the positive and the negative topology on X, respectively. Let us now define the frame map N_x : Ω_{fin}(X) → 2 as the map defined on generators as ⌜U^+⌝ → N^+_x (U^+), and similarly on negative generators. To show that this is well-defined, it suffices to show that the map N^+_x ⊕ N^−_x : Ω^+(X) ⊕ Ω^−(X) → 2 respects the relation {(⌜U^+⌝ ∧ ⌜U^−⌝, ⌜V^+⌝ ∨ ⌜V^−⌝) : U^+ ∩ U^− ⊆ V^+ ∪ V^−}. Let us show this as a lemma.

Lemma 3.7. For every bispace X we have that (N^+_x , N^−_x ) is a bipoint of bΩ_{fin}(X). Proof. By definition of bipoint of a finitary biframe, it suffices to show that whenever U^+ ∩ U^− ⊆ V^+ ∪ V^− in X at least one of the following conditions holds for every point x ∈ X. N^+_x (U^+) = 0 N^−_x (U^−) = 0 N^+_x (V^+) = 1 N^−_x (V^−) = 1

We show that we reach a contradiction if we assume that none of these conditions holds. If we have a point x ∈ X such that N^+_x (U^+) = N^−_x (U^−) = 1 and that N^+_x (V^+) = N^−_x (V^−) = 0, by definition of the neighborhood maps this means that x ∈ U^+ ∩ U^− but x /∈ V^+ ∪ V^−, contradicting the set inclusion U^+ ∩ U^− ⊆ V^+ ∪ V^−. We must then have that (N^+_x , N^−_x ) is a bipoint of bΩ_{fin}(X).

Then, for a bispace X may define a map

ψ_X : X → bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)) x → (N^+_x , N^−_x ).

A typical positive open of bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)) is a set of the form {(f^+, f^−) ∈ bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)) : f^+(U^+) = 1} for some positive open U^+ ⊆ X. Its preimage under the map ψ_X , then, is a set of the form {x ∈ X : (N^+_x , N^−_x ) is such that N^+_x (U^+) = 1} which is just the set U^+ since N^+_x (U^+) = 1 if and only if x ∈ U^+, by definition of the neighborhood map. Then, the map ψ_X is bicontinuous for every bispace X. Let us show that the assignments X → ψ_X can be pasted together to obtain a natural transformation.

Proposition 3.8. The assignment Obj(BiTop) → Mor(BiTop) defined as X → ψ_X is a natural transformation 1_{BiTop} → bpt ∘ bΩ_{fin}.

Proof. Suppose that f : X → Y is a bicontinuous map between bispaces. The naturality square we need to check is the following. We have used the fact that on morphisms bΩ_{fin} sends each bicontinuous map f to the pair (f^{−1}, f^{−1}), and bpt assigns to each pair of frame maps the respective precomposition map. X bpt(bΩ^{fin}(X))

Y bpt(bΩ_{fin}(Y )) ψ_X f (−∘f^{−1},−∘f^{−1}) ψ_Y

Suppose that x ∈ X. We need to show that we have an equality of biframe maps (N^+_x ∘ f^{−1}, N^−_x ∘ f^{−1}) = (N^+_{f(x)}, N^−_{f(x)}). Let us show that the two bipoints agree on the first component. Suppose that V^+ ∈ Ω^+(Y ). We have the following chain of equivalences.

N^+_x (f^{−1}(U^+)) = 1 iff x ∈ f^{−1}(U^+) iff f(x) ∈ U^+ iff N^+_{f(x)}(U^+) = 1.

Let us now look at the bispatialization of a finitary biframe. For a finitary biframe L, let us define the map (φ^+_L , φ^−_L ) : L → bΩ_{fin}(bpt(L)) as the same pair of frame maps constituting the spatialization map for biframes. Let us check that the bispatialization of a finitary biframe is a biframe map.

Lemma 3.9. For any finitary biframe L, the map (φ^+_L , φ^−_L ) : L → bΩ_{fin}(bpt(L)) is a biframe map.

Proof. We have seen already that both components of (φ^+_L , φ^−_L ) are frame maps. Say that L is canonically isomorphic to the coproduct L^+ ⊕ L^− quotiented by the relation R_L. We have that Ω_{fin}(bpt(L)) is isomorphic to the coproduct Ω^+(bpt(L)) × Ω^−(bpt(L)) quotiented by the relation representing the inequalities of the form U^+ ∩U^− ⊆ V^+ ∪V^− in bpt(L). By Corollary 3.3, and by definition of the relation R_{Ωfin(bpt(L))}, we have to show that whenever we have (⌜a^+⌝∧⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝∨ ⌜b^−⌝) ∈ R_L then we also have the subset inclusion φ^+_L (a^+)∩φ^−_L (a^−) ⊆ φ^+_L (b^+)∪φ^−_L (b^−) in bpt(L). Suppose, then, that (⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) ∈ R_L, that is, that a^+ ∧ a^− ≤ b^+ ∨ b^− in L. Indeed, if (f^+, f^−) is a bipoint, and if both f^+(a^+) = 1 and f^−(a^−) = 1, then by definition of bipoint we must have that either f^+(b^+) = 1 or f^−(b^−) = 1. So, we have the desired subset inclusion in bpt(L).

The lemma above shows that we have a well-defined assignment φ : Obj(BiFrm_{fin}) → Mor(BiFrm_{fin}). Let us show that this is a natural transformation.

Proposition 3.10. The assignment Obj(BiFrm_{fin}) → Mor(BiFrm_{fin}) defined as L → φ_L is a natural transformation 1_{BiFrm} → bΩ_{fin} ∘ bpt.

Proof. Suppose that f : L → M is a biframe map and that L and M are finitary biframes. Naturality amounts to the commutativity of the following diagram in Frm and the analogous one for the negative component. L bΩ_{fin}(bpt(L))

M bΩ_{fin}(bpt(M))

φ^+_L f^+ bΩ_{fin}(−∘f^+) φ^+_M

Suppose that a^+ ∈ L^+. We have the following chain of equalities. We have used the fact that bΩ_{fin} acts on pairs of maps by assigning them to the corresponding pairs of preimage maps. bΩ_{fin}(− ∘ f)(φ^+_L (a^+)) = = {g ∈ bpt(M) : g ∘ f ∈ φ^+_L (a^+)} = = {g ∈ bpt(M) : g^+(f^+(a^+)) = 1} = = φ^+_M(f^+(a^+)).

Finally, let us check that the data that we have gathered up to now comes together to form an adjunction.

Theorem 3.11. There is an adjunction Ω_{fin} : BiFrm_{fin}^{op} ⇆ BiTop : bpt with bΩ_{fin} ⊣ bpt, with unit ψ and counit φ.

Proof. Let us check that the two unit-counit triangles commute.

• Let L be a biframe. First, we check that the following commutes in the category of bispaces.

bpt(bΩ_{fin}(bpt(L)))

bpt(L) bpt(L)

bpt(φ_L) ψ_{bpt(L)}

1_{bpt(L)}

Suppose that (f^+, f^−) ∈ bpt(L). Recall that bpt maps a pair of frame maps to the respective precomposition pair. Then, commutativity of the triangle amounts to having N^+_{(f +,f −)} ∘ φ^+_L = f^+, and similarly on the negative component. For a^+ ∈ L^+, we have the following chain of equivalences. N^+_{(f +,f −)}(φ^+_L (a^+)) = 1 iff (f^+, f^−) ∈ φ^+_L (a^+) iff f^+(a^+) = 1.

We have obtained the desired equality of bipoints.

• Let X be a bispace. Commutativity of the second triangle amounts to commutativity of the following triangle in the category of frames, and the analogous one on the negative component.

bΩ^+_{fin}(bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)))

bΩ^+_{fin}(X) bΩ^+_{fin}(X)

bΩ_{fin}(ψ_X )^+ φ^+_{bΩfin (X)}

1_{bΩfin (X)}

Recall that by definition of the functor bΩ_{fin} we have that bΩ_{fin}(ψ_X )^+ = ψ^{−1}_X . Suppose that U^+ is a positive open of the bispace X. We have the following chain of equalities.

ψ^{−1}_X (φ^+_{bΩfin (X)}(U^+)) = = {x ∈ X : N^+_x ∈ φ^+_{bΩfin (X)}(U^+))} = = {x ∈ X : N^+_x (U^+) = 1} = = U^+.

We say that a bispace X is bisober if the unit ψ_X is a bihomeomorphism. To avoid ambiguity with the biframe duality, we will refer simply as “patch-sober” bispaces to those bispaces X which are bihomeomorphic to the bispectrum of their biframe of opens bΩ(X). We say that a finitary biframe is bispatial if the counit η_L is an isomorphism. We will explore these notions more in detail at the end of the next section.

3.1. The finitary biframe duality compared with the d-frame and the biframe duality In this section, we will show that the category of finitary biframes is coreflective in BiFrm. We will also see that the functor bΩ_{fin} taking a bispace to its finitary biframe of opens equals the composition fin ∘bΩ of the biframe of opens functor composed with the coreflector fin : BiFrm → BiFrm_{fin}. We will relate the duality of finitary biframes in a similar way to the duality of dframes, and show the precise sense in which taking the biframes of opens, finitary biframes of opens, and d-frames of opens are a series of functors in which each forgets more than the previous one.

We already know that we have a full inclusion i : BiFrm_{fin} → BiFrm. Let us work towards defining the coreflector associated with this inclusion. For a biframe L and a congruence C on L, we define its finitary interior as the congruence on L generated by

C ∩ (fin(L) × fin(L)),

and we denote it as fin(C). We say that a relation on L is finitary if it is only constituted of pairs of finitary elements. Let us check the finitary interior indeed is an interior operator on the collection of all congruences on L.

Lemma 3.12. For any biframe L, the map fin : A(L) → A(L) is an interior operator.

Proof. We need to check that the assignment is monotone, deflationary, and idempotent. Denote as (−) : P(L^+ × L^−) → P(L^+ × L^−) the closure operator mapping each relation on L to the smallest congruence containing it. For monotonicity we notice that if we have two congruences C ⊆ D on L then any pair of finitary elements in the first is in the second. Then C ∩ (fin(L) × fin(L)) ⊆ D ∩ (fin(L) × fin(L)). Since (−) is monotone, this implies fin(C) ⊆ fin(D). The assignment is also deflationary: for a congruence C, we have that fin(C) is generated by a relation R ⊆ C, and by monotonicity and idempotency of (−) this implies fin(C) ⊆ C. Finally, let us check that fin is idempotent. For this, it suffices to show that for any congruence C we have fin(C) ⊆ fin(fin(C)). We have that both C ∩(fin(L)×fin(L)) ⊆ fin(C) and C ∩(fin(L)×fin(L)) ⊆ fin(L) × fin(L), and so also

C ∩ (fin(L) × fin(L)) ⊆ fin(C) ∩ (fin(L) × fin(L)).

Taking the closure (−) on both sides yields fin(C) ⊆ fin(fin(C)).

For our aims, given a biframe L we will be especially interested in the finitary interior of the congruence C_L on L^+ ⊕ L^−.

Lemma 3.13. For a biframe L, the congruence fin(C_L) on L^+ ⊕ L^− is that generated by the relation fin(R_L) = {(⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) : a^+ ∧ a^− ≤ b^+ ∨ b^− in L}

Proof. Every finitary element of L can be written either as a finite join of binary meets of generators or as a finite meet of binary joins of generators. The congruence fin(L), then, by definition is that generated by the relation

fin(R_L)^′ = {( ⋁ x≤m ⌜a^+_x ⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−_x ⌝, ⋀ y≤n ⌜b^+_y ⌝ ∧ ⌜b^−_y ⌝) : a^+_x ∧ a^−_x ≤ b^+_y ∨ b^−_y }.

By definition we then have that fin(R_L) ⊆ fin(R_L)^′ ⊆ fin(C_L). So, the congruence fin(R_L) generated by fin(R_L) is included in fin(C_L). For the other set inclusion, we notice that by the frame laws any congruence which determines the inequalities represented by the relation fin(R_L) also determines those represented by the relation fin(R_L)^′, and so we also have fin(C_L) = fin(R_L)^′ ⊆ fin(R_L).

We keep the definition that we used in the lemma above, and for a biframe L we denote as fin(R_L) the relation {(⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) : a^+ ∧ a^− ≤ b^+ ∨ b^− in L} on the coproduct L^+ ⊕ L^−. For a biframe L we define as fin(L) the frame (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/fin(C_L). By Lemma 3.13, this is the same as the frame (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/fin(R_L). Finally, we define

fin(L) = (L^+, L^−, fin(L)).

We know that this is a biframe, as the map ⌜ − ⌝ : L^+ → fin(L) must be an injection: this holds because the congruence fin(C_L) in general identifies fewer elements than C_L does, and we already know that the syntactic map ⌜ − ⌝ : L^+ → (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L ∼= L is an injection, since by assumption L is a biframe. Let us work towards defining fin on morphisms.

For a morphism f : L → M of biframes, let us define the map fin(f) : fin(L) → fin(M) as being the same pair of frame maps. To see that this really is a biframe map, we need to once again appeal to Corollary 3.5. We need to show that there is a frame map f : L → M making the following diagram commute. L^+ ⊕ L^− M^+ ⊕ M^−

fin(L) fin(M)

f^+⊕f^− q_{fin(CL)}q_{fin(CM )} f

As usual, the vertical arrows are the two obvious quotients. By Corollary 3.5, to see that such a frame morphism exists, it suffices to know that if (⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) ∈ fin(R_L) then we have (⌜f^+(a^+)⌝, ⌜f^−(a^−)⌝) ∈ fin(R_M ). Let us show this as a lemma.

Lemma 3.14. For a map f : L → M of biframes, we have that (⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) ∈ fin(R_L) implies (⌜f^+(a^+)⌝, ⌜f^−(a^−)⌝) ∈ fin(R_M ).

Proof. Suppose that (f^+, f^−) : L → M is a map of biframes, and that (⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) ∈ fin(R_L), so that ⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝ ≤ ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝ in L. Because (f^+, f^−) is assumed to be a biframe map, we know that ⌜f^+(a^+)⌝ ∧ ⌜f^−(a^−)⌝ ≤ ⌜f^+(b^+)⌝ ∨ ⌜f^−(b^−)⌝ in M. By definition of R_M , then, we have the desired result.

Now, let us define the counit of our adjunction. For a biframe L, we know that fin(C_L) makes fewer identifications than C_L does, and this means that we a frame surjection fin(L) → L, as L is canonically isomorphic to (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L. This surjection acts on positive generators as ⌜a^+⌝ → a^+ and similarly on negative ones. This means that we have a map of biframes i(fin(L)) → L which is the pair of the identity frame maps. We call this map ε_L : i(fin(L)) → L and take it to be the definition of the counit of our adjunction evaluated at L.

Lemma 3.15. The assignment ε : Obj(BiFrm) → Mor(BiFrm) is a natural transformation.

Proof. Suppose that f : L → M is a biframe morphism. Commutativity of the naturality square amounts to commutativity of the following one in Frm, and the analogous one on the negative component. We have used the fact that the positive component of i(fin(L)) is L^+, and the fact that the functor fin takes a pair of frame morphisms to itself.L^+ L^+

M^+ M^+

id^+_L f^+f^+id^+M

The fact that this commutes is trivial.

For every finitary biframe L, the congruence fin(C_L) already is finitary, and so it is a fixpoint of the interior operator fin : A(L) → A(L). This means that it is its own finitary interior, and so we have an isomorphism of frames L ∼= fin(L), acting on positive generators as a^+ → ⌜a^+⌝, and similarly on the negative ones. This means that the pair of identity maps (id^+, id^−) : L → fin(i(L)) is always an isomorphism of biframes. We call this isomorphism η_L : L → fin(i(L)) and take this to be the definition of the unit of the adjunction evaluated at L.

Lemma 3.16. The assignment η : Obj(BiFrm_{fin}) → Mor(BiFrm_{fin}) is a natural transformation.

Proof. By an argument analogous to that of Lemma 3.15, the naturality square amount to the commutativity of trivial squares in the category of frames.

Finally, we prove the desired result that fin : BiFrm → BiFrm_{fin} is the desired coreflector.

Proposition 3.17. We have an adjunction fin : BiFrm ⇆ BiFrm_{fin} : i with i ⊣ fin, with unit the η and counit ε.

Proof. Let us show that the two unit-counit triangles commute.

• Suppose that L is a finitary biframe. The first triangle is as follows.i(fin(L))

i(L) i(L) i(ε_L) η_{i(L)}1i(L)

Commutativity of the first triangle amounts to commutativity of the following triangle in Frm and the analogous one for the negative component.L^+

L^+ L^+

i(ε_L)^+ η^+_{i(L)}id^+i(L)

By definition of the functors fin and i, and by definition of the unit and the counit of the adjunction, all three arrows in this diagram are the identity on L^+.

• Commutativity of the second triangle is trivial, too. Similarly as in the first item, its commutativity amounts to commutativity of two triangles in Frm, and by definitions of our functors, and the unit and counit of the adjunctions, in both triangles all three arrows are identities.

Corollary 3.18. The category BiFrm_{fin} is coreflective in BiFrm.

Having now proved that we have the desired adjunction, we may express the connection between the duality of finitary biframes and that of biframes and d-frames. The claim we wish to prove is that we have that bΩ_{fin} = fin ∘ bΩ, and that dΩ = Δ ∘ fin ∘ bΩ, so that we may see the three bitopological dualities that we have seen in this thesis as being part of the same big picture, as follows.

BiTop BiFrm^{op} BiFrm_{fin}^{op} dFrm^{op}

bΩfin bpt

⊣

Δ

⊣ ⊣

Γ

⊣

We will see that in this diagram all arrows from BiTop to any of the other categories are the open sets functors relative to that duality, and - similarly - all arrows from any of the pointfree categories to BiTop are the spectrum functors.

Proposition 3.19. We have that Δ ∘ bΩ = dΩ and bpt ∘ Γ = dpt Proof. The two frame components of the d-frames dΩ(X) and Δ(bΩ(X)) are clearly the same. The pairs in con_{bΩ(X)∧} are the disjoint pairs, by definition of bΩ(X), and similarly one sees that the totality components of Δ(bΩ(X)) and dΩ(X) coincide. For a morphism f : X → Y we have that Δ(bΩ(f)) = Δ((f^{−1}, f^{−1}, f^{−1})) = (f^{−1}, f^{−1}) = dΩ(f). For a biframe L and a pair f^+ : L^+ → 2 and f^− : L^− → 2, below, we denote as f : L → 2 the unique frame map that coincides with f^+ when restricted to L^+, and with f^− when restricted to L^−. For any d-frame L, we have the following.

bpt(Γ(L)) = = {(f^+, f^−) ∈ pt(L^+) × pt(L^−) : (f^+, f^−, f) : Γ(L) → 2 is a biframe map} = = {(f^+, f^−) ∈ pt(L^+) × pt(L^−) : f^+(a^+) ∧ f^−(a^−) = 0 when (a^+, a^−) ∈ c_L and f^+(a^+) ∨ f^−(a^−) = 1 when (a^+, a^−) ∈ t_L} = {(f^+, f^−) ∈ pt(L^+) × pt(L^−) : f^+(a^+) = 0 or f^−(a^−) = 0 when (a^+, a^−) ∈ c_L, and f^+(a^+) = 1 or f^−(a^−) = 1 when (a^+, a^−) ∈ t_L} = = dpt(L).

Showing that the positive and the negative topologies of the two bispaces bpt(Γ(L)) and dpt(L) are the same is easy; one does it by showing that this bijection is a bihomeomorphism. For a d-frame morphism f : L → M, we have that bpt(Γ(f)) = bpt((f^+, f^−, f)) = (− ∘ f, − ∘ f) = dpt(f). Lemma 3.20. We have the following facts.

• bΩ_{fin} = fin ∘ bΩ. • dΩ = Δ ∘ fin ∘ bΩ. • dpt = bpt ∘ Γ.

• For a d-frame L, the biframe Γ(L) is finitary. Proof. Let us prove each item in turn.

• To see that the two functors agree on objects, consider a bispace X. We have that fin(bΩ(X)) is the biframe (Ω^+(X), Ω^−(X), fin(Ω(X))), but the frame fin(Ω(X)) is by definition the same as the frame bΩ_{fin}(Ω(X)). On morphisms, bΩ and bΩ_{fin} both assign to each bicontinuous map f the pairing (f^{−1}, f^{−1}), and the functor fin leaves biframe maps unaltered.

• This follows from the first item and from Proposition 3.19. • This is part of Proposition 3.19.

• For a d-frame L, the biframe Γ(L) has as its main component the relation {(⌜x^+⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−⌝, 0) : (x^+, x^−) ∈ c_L} ∪ {(1, ⌜x^+⌝ ∨ ⌜x^−⌝) : (x^+, x^−) ∈ t_L} on the coproduct L^+ ⊕ L^−, and this is clearly a finitary relation.

Something stronger can be proven. We now would like to show that the adjunction dΩ ⊣ dpt is the composition of the adjunction bΩ_{fin} ⊣ bpt and the adjunction Γ ⊢ Δ; and that similarly the adjunction bΩ_{fin} ⊣ bpt is the composition of the adjunction bΩ ⊣ bpt and the adjunction i ⊢ fin. We denote an adjunction F ⊢ G with unit η and counit ε as the quadruple (F, G, η, ε). It is a well-known fact that adjunctions can be composed, provided that their source and target categories agree. In particular, in MacLane (1971) it is proven (Theorem 1.8 of Chapter IV) that whenever we have two adjunctions as follows C D E F HG

⊣

I

⊣ ⊣ such that the unit-counit pair of F ⊣ G is (η^A, ε^A) and that of H ⊣ I is (η^B , ε^B ), respectively.

We may compose them to obtain an adjunction (H, I, η^B , ε^B ) ∘ (F, G, η^A, ε^A) = (H ∘ F, G ∘ I, η^B ∘ η^A, ε^B ∘ ε^A). The unit and the counit of the composite adjunction are the horizontal compositions of the two original units and the two original counits, respectively. Explicitly, for an object X ∈ Obj(C) the unit is the morphism G(η^B_{F (X)}) ∘ η^A_X . For an object Y ∈ Obj(E), the counit of the composite adjunction is ε^B_Y ∘ H(ε^A_{I(Y )}). Let us use the notion of composition of adjunctions to relate between each other the three bitopological spatial-sober adjunctions that we have seen. Below, the quadruples (bΩ, bpt, bψ, bφ), (bΩ_{fin}, bpt, bfψ, bfφ), and (dΩ, dpt, dψ, dφ) denote the obvious adjunctions.

Theorem 3.21. The adjunction (bΩ_{fin}, bpt, bfψ, bfφ) is the composition of adjunctions (bΩ, bpt, bψ, bφ)∘ (fin, i, η, ε). The adjunction (dΩ, dpt, dψ, dφ) is the composition of adjunctions (Δ, Γ, δ, γ) ∘ (fin, i, η, ε) ∘ (bΩ, bpt, bψ, bφ). Proof. By Lemma 3.20, it suffices to show that the compositions of the units and the counits give the desired result. First, consider a bispace X. We need to check that the following diagram commutes.

X bpt(i(fin(bΩ(X))))

bpt(bΩ(X)) bfψ_X bψ_Xbpt(εbΩ(X))

We recall that for any biframe L the map ε_L : i(fin(L)) → L is the identity on both components, and that bpt acts on morphisms by sending each pair of frame maps to the corresponding pair of preimage maps, and so bpt(ε_L) = (id^+, id^−). Then, commutativity of the diagram amounts to having (N^+_x , N^−_x ) = (id^+, id^−) ∘ (N^+_x , N^−_x ) for every x ∈ X, and this is trivially true. Now for the counits of the first composition of adjunctions. Suppose that L is a finitary biframe. We need to check that the following diagram commutes. L fin(bΩ(bpt(i(L))))

fin(i(L)) bfφ_L η_Lfin(bφi(L))

We recall that the map η_L : L → fin(i(L)) is the identity map on both components, and that fin maps a pair of frame maps to itself. Then, commutativity of the triangle above amounts to having bφ_{i(L)} = bfφ_L, and these holds by definition of these two maps. Let us now check the second composition of adjunctions. By the results we have obtained so far, it suffices to show that (dΩ, dpt, dψ, dφ) = (Δ, Γ, δ, γ) ∘ (bΩ_{fin}, bpt, bfψ, bfφ). Let us start with the units of the adjunctions. Suppose that X is a bispace. We check that the following commutes.

X bpt(Γ(Δ(bΩ_{fin}(X))))

bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)) dψ_X bfψ_Xbpt(γbΩ_{fin} (X))

We recall that for every biframe L the biframe map γ : Γ(Δ(L)) → L is defined as the identity on both components. Commutativity of the diagram, then, amounts to the equality (id^+, id^−) ∘ (N^+_x , N^−_x ) = (N^+_x , N^−_x ) for every x ∈ X, which holds trivially. Finally, for a d-frame L, we check that the following triangle commutes. L Δ(bΩ^{fin}(bpt(Γ(L))))

Δ(Γ(L)) dφ_L δ_LΔ(bfφΓ(L))

We recall that for a d-frame L the d-frame map δ : L → Δ(Γ(L)) is defined as the identity on both frame components. The functor Δ maps each pair of frame maps to itself. Then, commutativity of the diagram amounts to having the equality dφ_L = bf(φ_L). This holds by definition of these two maps: we know that the target d-frame of opens is the same, and it is the d-frame of opens of dpt(L)) by Lemma 3.20, and each of these maps assigns to each a^+ ∈ L^+ the set of pairs (f^+, f^−) with f^+(a^+) = 1.

From this we learn that the finitary biframe duality is a middle ground between the biframe duality and the d-frame duality. We have made precise the intuition that taking the finitary biframe of opens of a bispace preserves less information than taking its d-frame, but more information than taking its d-frame. To conclude this section, we look at some other more concrete facts relating bisobriety and bispatiality with the analogous notions for the biframe and the d-frame dualities.

Lemma 3.22. We have the following facts.

• For bispace X, we have a chain of bisubspace inclusions

X ⊆ bpt(bΩ(X)) ⊆ bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)) ⊆ dpt(dΩ(X)), where the first only holds up to bihomeomorphism.

• For every biframe L, we have a chain of biframe surjections L ↠ bΩ_{fin}(bpt(L)) ↠ bΩ(bpt(L)), and these are bfφ_L and ε_{bΩ(bpt(L))}, respectively.

Proof. Let us prove the two items in turn.

• By Lemma 3.20, it suffices to show that we have subspace inclusions X ⊆ bpt(bΩ(X)) ⊆ bpt(fin(bΩ(X)) ⊆ bpt(Γ(Δ(fin(bΩ(X))).

We know from the introduction that (up to isomorphism) we have a bisubspace inclusion X ⊆ bpt(bΩ(X)). For the other two inclusions, let us notice that each of the three spaces involved is defined to be the set of pairs (f^+, f^−) ∈ pt(Ω^+(X)) × pt(Ω^−(X)) such that their coproduct pairing f^+ ⊕ f^− : Ω^+(X) ⊕ Ω^−(X) → 2 respects a certain relation. For the space bpt(Ω(X)), the pair (f^+, f^−) needs to respect the relation R_{Ω(X)} encoding all inequalities of the patch-opens of X. For the space bpt(fin(bΩ(X))), it will have to only respect the finitary interior fin(R_{Ω(X)}) of this relation. Finally, for the space bpt(Γ(Δ(fin(bΩ(X))) the pairing f^+ ⊕ f^− will only have to respect the relation Δ(R_{Ω(X)}) encoding only the information on disjoint and covering pairs. As all pairs here are finitary, we have Δ(R_{Ω(X)}) ⊆ fin(R_{Ω(X)}) ⊆ R_{Ω(X)}, and so we have the chain of set inclusions

{(f^+, f^−) ∈ pt(Ω^+(X)) × pt(Ω^−(X)) : f^+ ⊕ f^− respects R_{Ω(X)}} ⊆ ⊆ {(f^+, f^−) ∈ pt(Ω^+(X)) × pt(Ω^−(X)) : f^+ ⊕ f^− respects fin(R_{Ω(X)})} ⊆ ⊆ {(f^+, f^−) ∈ pt(Ω^+(X)) × pt(Ω^−(X)) : f^+ ⊕ f^− respects Δ(R_{Ω(X)})}.

The underlying sets of the three bispaces we are considering are then in the desired relation. The fact that these also are bisubspace inclusions follows from the fact that our three bitopologies are defined similarly.

• By definition of the topology on bpt(L), the bispatialization map φ_L is always a pair of frame surjections. We also have a frame surjection

(Ω^+(X) ⊕ Ω^−(X))/fin(R_{Ω(X)}) ↠ (Ω^+(X) ⊕ Ω^−(X))/R_{Ω(X)}) ∼= Ω(X) as the relation fin(R_{Ω(X)}) induces fewer identifications than R_{Ω(X)}. This means that the map ε_{bΩ(bpt(L))} = (id^+, id^−) : bΩ_{fin}(bpt(L)) → bΩ(bpt(L)) is a biframe surjection. Then, there is a biframe surjection bΩ_{fin}(bpt(L)) ↠ bΩ(bpt(L)).

Corollary 3.23. We have the following facts.

• Every d-sober space is bisober, and every bisober space is patch-sober.

• If L is a spatial finitary biframe, then it is bispatial.

Proof. Let us prove the two items in turn.

• By the first item of Lemma 3.22, if the bisubspace inclusion X ⊆ dpt(dΩ(X)) is an equality already, then so is X ⊆ bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)), and if X ⊆ bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)) is, then so is X ⊆ bpt(bΩ(X)).

• By the second item of Lemma 3.22, if the map bφ_L : L ↠ bΩ(bpt(L)), then so is the map bfφ_L : L ↠ bΩ_{fin}(bpt(L)).

Let us now explore bispatiality and bisobriety taking into account these facts. We recall that given an adjunction F : C ⇆ D : G with F ⊣ G, unit η, and counit ε we can describe the largest equivalence of categories which it restricts to. This equivalence relates the full subcategory Fix_{G∘F} (C) of C determined by the objects {X ∈ Obj(C) : η_X is an isomorphism}, and the analogous full subcategory of D. We abuse notation by referring to this collection of objects, too, as Fix_{G∘F} (C). We recall that the bispace-biframe adjunction is such that the set of objects of BiFrm which is a fixpoint of bΩ∘bpt coincides with {L ∈ Obj(BiFrm) : L ∼= bΩ(X) for some bispace X}. Similarly, the bispaces which are fixpoints of bpt ∘ bΩ are those which are isomorphic to bpt(L) for some biframe L.

Lemma 3.24. Let C be a category. We have the following facts about isomorphisms.

• If F is a functor then F (i) is an isomorphism for any isomorphism i ∈ Mor(C).

• If i : X ∼= Y and j : Y ∼= Z are isomorphisms in C, then so is j ∘ i, and its inverse is i^{−1} ∘ j^{−1}.

Proof. For the first item, we observe that since functors respect identities and compositions we have that F (i^{−1})∘F (i) = F (i^{−1}∘i) = F (1_X ) = 1_{F (X)}, and one shows similarly that F (i)∘F (i^{−1}) = 1_{F (Y )}. For the second item, suppose that we have isomorphisms i : X ∼= Y and j : Y ∼= Z in C. We have i^{−1} ∘ j^{−1} ∘ j ∘ i = i^{−1} ∘ 1_Y ∘ i = 1_X , and one shows similarly that j ∘ i ∘ i^{−1} ∘ j^{−1} = 1_Z .

Lemma 3.25. Suppose that we have an adjunction F : C ⇆ D : G with F ⊣ G, unit η, and counit ε. If X ∼= Y are isomorphic objects of C and if X ∈ Fix_{G∘F} (C), then Y ∈ Fix_{G∘F} (C), too.

Proof. Suppose that we have X, Y ∈ Obj(C) and an isomorphism i : X ∼= Y in C. Suppose also that η_X : X → G(F (X)) is an isomorphism. By 3.24, we have an isomorphism G(F (i)) : G(F (X)) ∼= G(F (Y )). Since η is a natural transformation, furthermore, the following commutes. X Y

G(F (X)) G(F (Y )) iη^X η^Y G(F (i))

We claim that the inverse of η_Y is i∘η^{−1}_X ∘G(F (i))^{−1}. On the one hand, we can use commutativity of the diagram above and the second item of Lemma 3.24 to deduce that we have η_Y ∘ i ∘ η^{−1}_X ∘ G(F (i))^{−1} = G(F (i)) ∘ η_X ∘ η^{−1}_X ∘ G(F (i))^{−1} = G(F (i)) ∘ 1_{G(F (X))} ∘ G(F (i))^{−1} = 1_{G(F (Y ))}. On the other hand, we may use the same facts to also deduce i ∘ η^{−1}_X ∘ G(F (i))^{−1} ∘ η_Y = i ∘ (G(F (i)) ∘ η_X )^{−1} ∘ η_Y = i ∘ (η_Y ∘ i)^{−1} ∘ η_Y = i ∘ (η_Y ∘ i)^{−1} ∘ η_Y ∘ i ∘ i^{−1} = i ∘ 1_{G(F (Y ))} ∘ i^{−1} = 1_Y . Then, indeed, η_Y is an isomorphism.

Lemma 3.26. If two adjunctions (F, G, η^A, ε^A) and (H, Iη^B , ε^B ) – composable as depicted below – are such that we have the inclusion {F (X) : X ∈ Obj(C)} ⊆ Fix_{F ∘G}(D) and the inclusion {H(X) : X ∈ Obj(D)} ⊆ Fix_{H∘I} (E), then we also have {H(F (X)) : X ∈ Obj(C)} ⊆ Fix_{H∘F ∘G∘I} (E). An analogous result holds for objects of C. C D E F HG

⊣

I

⊣ ⊣

Proof. Suppose that we have the two inclusions in the statement. Let X ∈ Obj(C). We need to show that the counit ε^B ∘ ε^A evaluated at H(F (X)) is an isomorphism. Explicitly, this is ε^B_{H(F (X))} ∘ H(ε^A_{I(H(F (X)))}). By assumption, the counit ε^B_{H(F (X))} is an isomorphism, and so is the counit ε^A_{I(H(F (X)))}. By the first item of Lemma 3.24, the morphism H(ε^A_{I(H(F (X)))}) is an isomorphism, too. Then, the counit ε^B ∘ ε^A evaluated at H(F (X)) is a composition of two isomorphisms, and this means that it is an isomorphism, by the second item of Lemma 3.24.

Consider an adjunction F : C ⇆ D : G with F ⊣ G, unit η, and counit ε. In general, we always have that Fix_{G∘F} (C) ⊆ {X ∈ Obj(C) : X ∼= G(Y ) for some Y ∈ Obj(D)}. What we usually do not have is the reverse set inclusion. If for an adjunction this reverse set inclusion holds, too, for both categories, we say that the adjunction has the idempotency property. Notice that, because of Lemma 3.25, in order for our adjunction F ⊣ G to have the idempotency property it suffices to have the inclusion {F (X) : X ∈ Obj(C)} ⊆ Fix_{F ∘G}(D), and the analogous one for the other category. We call this property “idempotency” because it implies that the composition G ∘ F is idempotent in the sense that we have an isomorphism G(F (X)) ∼= G(F (G(F (X)))) for every object X ∈ Obj(C), given by the unit η_{G(F (X))}. The idempotency property is equivalent to having that units of the form η_{G(F (X))} and counits of the form ε_{F (G(Y ))} are all isomorphisms.

Lemma 3.27. For an adjunction (F, G, η, ε) with F : C ⇆ D : G, we have that if {G(Y ) : Y ∈ Obj(D)} ⊆ Fix_{G∘F} (C), and if we have the similar subset inclusion for objects of D, then the adjunction has the idempotency property.

Proof. If an adjunction satisfies the inclusion {G(Y ) : Y ∈ Obj(D)} ⊆ Fix_{G∘F} (C) and the analogous one for the objects of the category D, then whenever we have an object X ∈ Obj(C) which is isomorphic to G(Y ) for some Y ∈ Obj(D), by Lemma 3.25 it is also in Fix_{G∘F} (C). The argument for the inclusion for the category D is analogous.

Lemma 3.28. Adjunctions with the idempotency property are closed under composition.

Proof. To see this, we combine Lemma 3.27 with Lemma 3.26.

Proposition 3.29. The adjunction bΩ_{fin} : BiTop_⇆BiFrm_{fin}^{op} : bpt satisfies the idempotency property. In particular, the bispatial finitary biframes are exactly those of the form bΩ_{fin}(X) for a bispace X; and the bisober bispaces are exactly those of the form bpt(L) for some finitary biframe L. Proof. It suffices to show that the adjunction fin : BiFrm ⇆ BiFrm_{fin} : i has the idempotency property. We show this by appealing to Lemma 3.28. In light of this lemma, to prove the desired claim it suffices to show that both the adjunctions (bΩ, bpt, bψ, bφ) and (fin, i, η, ε) have the idempotency property. We already know this to be true of the adjunction (bΩ, bpt, bψ, bφ). For the other adjunction, we recall that the unit η is defined as the pair of identity maps η_L : i(fin(L)) → L for every biframe L. If L is of the form i(L^′), that it, if it is finitary, then this map is an isomorphism, as the finitary interior fin(C_L) is C_L itself. We recall that the counit ε is defined as the pair of identity maps ε_L : L → fin(i(L)) for any finitary biframe L. We have observed already that this is always an isomorphism. In particular, all of the finitary biframes of the form fin(L) for some biframe L are such that η_{fin(L)} is an isomorphism. Then, the adjunction has the idempotency property.

3.2. Bisobriety and other separation axioms We begin our more concrete exploration of bisobriety, and we show how it is related to other properties of bispaces. So far, we know by Corollary 3.23 that it is stronger than patch-sobriety and weaker than bisobriety. Let us compare it with other separation axioms for bispaces.

Lemma 3.30. If X is a bispace and (f^+, f^−) is a bipoint of bΩ_{fin}(X), then

• if U^+ ∩ U^− = ∅, either f^+(U^+) = 0 or f^−(U^−) = 0,

• if V^+ ∪ V^− = X, either f^+(U^+) = 1 or f^−(V^−) = 1.

Proof. Suppose that X is a bispace and that (f^+, f^−) ∈ bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)).

• If U^+ ∩ U^− ⊆ ∅, then by definition of bipoint at least one of the following four conditions must hold. f^+(U^+) = 0 f^−(U^−) = 0 f^+(∅) = 1 f^−(∅) = 1 The only ones which do not lead to contradiction are the first and the second, since for every frame map f^+ : Ω^+(X) → 2 we must have that f^+(∅) = 0, and similarly on the negative component.

• If X ⊆ U^+ ∪ U^−, then by definition of bipoint at least one of the following four conditions must hold. f^+(X) = 0 f^−(X) = 0 f^+(U^+) = 1 f^−(U^−) = 1 The only ones which do not lead to contradiction are the third and the fourth, since for every frame map f^+ : Ω^+(X) → 2 we must have that f^+(X) = 1, and similarly on the negative component.

We follow Salbany (1974) in defining a bispace to be pairwise T_1, or simply bi−T_1, if whenever we have x, y ∈ X with x ≠ y there is some U ∈ Ω^+(X) ∪ Ω^−(X) such that it contains x and omits y. Still following Salbany (1974), we define bitopological space X is said to be pairwise T_2, or bi-T_2, or pairwise Hausdorff, if whenever we have x, y ∈ X with x ≠ y there are disjoint opens U^+ ∈ Ω^+(X) and U^− ∈ Ω^−(X) such that x ∈ U^+ and y ∈ U^−, or there are disjoint opens U^+ ∈ Ω^+(X) and U^− ∈ Ω^−(X) such that y ∈ U^+ and x ∈ U^−.

The following proof is adapted from the proof of of Theorem 4.13 of Jung and Moshier (2006), a result which states that a d-frame analogue of Hausdorffness implies d-sobriety. Notice how in that proof the classical notion of pairwise Hausdorffness needs to be strengthened, but replacing d-sobriety with bisobriety enables us to replicate the proof with pairwise Hausdorffness instead of its strong version.

Lemma 3.31. Pairwise Hausdorff bispaces are bisober.

Proof. Suppose that X is a pairwise Hausdorff space. Since no two points can have the same pair of neighborhood filters, injectivity of the bisobrification map is immediate. For surjectivity, suppose that (f^+, f^−) ∈ bpt(bΩ_{fin}(X)) is a bipoint. We need to show that there is x ∈ X with (f^+, f^−) as its neighborhood map. Let (P^+, P^−) ∈ Ω^+(X) × Ω^−(X) be the pair of meet primes associated with (f^+, f^−), that is, let P^+ = ⋁ (f^+)^{−1}(0), and define similarly the negative open P^−. We cannot have that P^+ ∪ P^− = X, or by Lemma 3.30 we could not have that f^+(P^+) = f^−(P^−) = 0. Then, let x ∈ (P^+ ∪ P^−)^c. We will first show that (P^+ ∪ P^−)^c = {x}, and then that (f^+, f^−) is the neighborhood map of x. Suppose towards contradiction that there is some y ∈ (P^+ ∪P^−)^c with y ≠ x. By pairwise Hausdorffness, without loss of generality we may assume that there are disjoint U^+ and U^− with x ∈ U^+ and y ∈ U^−. By Lemma 3.30, we must have that either f^+(U^+) = 0 or f^−(U^−) = 0. These facts imply, respectively, that U^+ ⊆ P^+ and that U^− ⊆ P^−, but both these are contradictions with witnesses x and y, respectively. Then, we must indeed have that (P^+ ∪ P^−)^c = {x}. Let (N^+_x , N^−_x ) be the pair of neighborhood maps of x, and let (P^+_x , P^−_x ) be the pair of primes associated with it. We have P^+ ⊆ P^+_x and P^− ⊆ P^−_x . We want to show the remaining inequalities P^+_x ⊆ P^+ and P^−_x ⊆ P^−. Since P^+ ∪ P^− = X\{x} we must have that (X ∩ P^+_x ) ⊆ P^+ ∪ P^−. Since (f^+, f^−) is a bipoint, we have that one of the following four conditions hold. f^+(P^+_x ) = 0 f^−(X) = 0 f^+(P^+) = 1 f^−(P^−) = 1 The only one which does not lead to contradiction is f^+(P^+_x ) = 0, which by definition of P^+ implies P^+_x ⊆ P^+. Similarly one shows P^−_x ⊆ P^−.

We now show that bisobriety is incomparable with pairwise T_1. The following example is adapted from the counterexample given in Johnstone (1982) that not all T_1 spaces are sober. There, it is noticed that the space with underlying set N equipped with the cofinite topology is T_1 but it is not sober.

Example 3.32. Consider the bispace (N, CoFin(N), I), where CoFin(N) is the cofinite topology on N and I is the indiscrete topology. Since the positive topology is T_1 already, the space is bi-T_1. On the other hand, the patch topology is (N, CoFin(N)), and this is not sober. Since a bisober bispace is always patch-sober by Corollary 3.23, the bispace (N, CoFin(N), I) cannot be bisober.

We will use the following lemma to find a counterexample for the converse implication.

Lemma 3.33. If X = (X, Ω^+(X), I) is a bispace where I is the indiscrete topology, its finitary biframe of opens is (Ω^+(X), 2, Ω^+(X)). Its bisobrification is bihomeomorphic the bispace (pt(Ω^+(X)), Ω(pt(Ω^+(X))), I).

Proof. Since 2 is the initial object in the category of frames, it is the neutral element of the frame coproduct. Then, for a bispace (X, Ω^+(X), I we have that its finitary frame of opens is Ω^+(X) ⊕ 2 ∼= Ω^+(X) quotiented by the inclusions of finitary subsets in X. As I is the indiscrete topology, its opens are also opens in X, and so there are no subset inclusions of finitary opens in X which are not inclusions of positive opens. Then, the finitary biframe of our bispace is indeed isomorphic to (Ω^+(X), 2, Ω^+(X)). To calculate the bispectrum of this, we notice that its bipoints are in bijection with the points of the main component, i.e. the underlying set of points is |pt(Ω^+(X))|. A typical positive open of this bispace is {f ∈ pt(Ω^+(X)) : f^+(U^+) = 1} for some U^+ ∈ Ω^+(X), and so the positive topology is homeomorphic to the topology of pt(Ω^+(X)). As for the negative topology, we notice that the only opens are {f ∈ pt(Ω^+(X)) : f(1) = 1} = pt(Ω^+(X)) and {f ∈ Ω^+(X) : f(1) = 0} = ∅.

Example 3.34. For a natural number n ∈ N with 1 < n, consider the bispace ({1, ..., n}, {∅} ∪ {↓m ≤ n}, I). This is not a bi-T_1 space: for any m such that 1 < m ≤ n we have that there is no open in any of the two topologies which contains m and omits 1. However, it is a bisober space: by Lemma 3.33 its biframe of opens is isomorphic to (C_{n+1}, 2, C_{n+1}), where C_{n+1} is the n + 1-elements chain. The bispectrum of this, by Lemma 3.33, is bihomeomorphic to the starting bispace.

Finally, it is clear that if a bispace X is bisober then it is also pairwise T_0. If a bispace X is bisober, in particular the bisobrification map x → (N^+_x , N^−_x ) must be injective, and so distinct points must differ by their positive or their negative open nieghborhood filter.

4. The assembly of a finitary biframe

For any frame L and for any subset S ⊆ L following Wilson (1994) we define the frame A_S(L) is the subframe of A(L) generated by the collection {∇(x) : x ∈ L} ∪ {Δ(s) : s ∈ S} For a biframe L, we abbreviate as A_{fin}(L) the frame A_{fin(L)}(L), and we call it as the finitary assembly of L. Notice that the definition of the finitary assembly depends on the bitopological structure of L. In Schauerte (1992), it is proven that

Observation 4.1. Suppose that L is a frame. The map frm : P(L) → P(L), assigning to each subset of L the subframe generated by it, is a closure operator.

Lemma 4.2. For any biframe L, the following are all descriptions of the finitary assembly of a frame L.

1. The subframe of A(L) generated by all closed congruences of L and the open ones of the form Δ(⌜x^+⌝ ∨ ⌜x^−⌝).

2. The subframe of A(L) generated by the collection {∇(⌜x^+⌝) : x^+ ∈ L^+}∪{Δ(⌜x^−⌝) : x^− ∈ L^−}∪{∇(⌜x^−⌝) : x^− ∈ L^−}∪{Δ(⌜x^+⌝) : x^+ ∈ L^+}. 3. The subframe of A(L) generated by ⌜A(L^+)⌝ ∪ ⌜A(L^−)⌝.

4. The ordered collection of congruences of L of the form ⋁ i ∇(⌜x^+_1 ⌝∧⌜x^−_i ⌝)∩Δ(⌜y^+_1 ⌝∨⌜y^−_i ⌝). Proof. Let us prove each item in turn. For a collection C ⊆ L, let us denote as frm(C) the subframe of S(L)^{op} generated by C.

1. The finitary assembly of L is the subframe of S(L)^{op} generated by the closed congruences of L together with the finitary open ones. Since C_1 = {∇(x) : x ∈ L} ∪ {Δ(x^+ ∨ x^−) : x^+ ∈ L^+, x^− ∈ L^−} is a subset of this collection, we clearly have frm(C_1) ⊆ A_{fin}(L). For the other subframe inclusion, we first claim that whenever f ∈ L is a finitary element, we have that Δ(f) ∈ frm(C_1). This holds because opens Δ(f) from finitary elements f ∈ L are finite joins in A(L) of open congruences of the form Δ(⌜x^+⌝ ∨ ⌜x^−⌝). Then, we may deduce that we have the inclusion {∇(x) : x ∈ L} ∪ {Δ(f) : f ∈ fin(L)} ⊆ frm(C_1). Clearly this also implies the subframe inclusion frm({∇(x) : x ∈ L} ∪ {Δ(f) : f ∈ fin(L)}) ⊆ frm(C_1), that is, A_{fin}(L) ⊆ frm(C_1).

2. Let us denote as S^+ the collection {Δ(⌜x^+⌝) : x^+ ∈ L^+} ∪ {∇(⌜x^+⌝) : x^+ ∈ L^+} and let us denote as S^− the similar collection of elements if L^−. It is clear that we have S^+ ∪ S^− ⊆ {∇(x) : x ∈ L} ∪ {Δ(f) : f ∈ fin(L)}, and so we immediately get the subframe inclusion frm(S^+ ∪ S^−) ⊆ A_{fin}(L). For the other set inclusion, we show that for every x ∈ L we have that ∇(x) ∈ frm(S^+ ∪ S^−). For this, we recall that the map ∇ : L → A(L) is a frame map, and so for every arbitrary element ⋁ i(⌜x^+_i ⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−_i ⌝) ∈ L its closed congruence is indeed a join of finite meets of closed congruences of the form ∇(x^+) and ∇(x^−). Then, {∇(x) : x ∈ L} ⊆ frm(S^+ ∪ S^−). We now show that every Δ(f), for f ∈ L finitary, is in frm(S^+ ∪ S^−). For this, it suffices to notice that every such open congruence is the finite meet of finite joins of open congruences in S^+ ∪S^−. Then, we have {∇(x) : x ∈ L}∪{Δ(f) : f ∈ fin(L)} ⊆ frm(S^+ ∪ S^−), and so we are done.

3. Since the map A(i^+) : A(L^+) → A(L) is a frame map, and since we know that open and closed sublocales congruences any assembly as a frame, we have that

⌜A(L^+)⌝ = frm({Δ(⌜x^+⌝) : x^+ ∈ L^+} ∪ {∇(⌜x^+⌝) : x^+ ∈ L^+}) = frm(S^+).

We have a similar result for the assembly of the negative frame L^−. Substituting this into the equality we wish to claim, we obtain that this is equivalent to

A_{fin}(L) = frm(frm(S^+) ∪ frm(S^−)).

We use the fact that frm is a closure operator, which is Observation 4.1, to deduce that this equality amounts to A_{fin}(L) = frm(S^+ ∪ S^−). This is item (2).

4. Let us denote as F the collection of congruences of L of the form ⋁ i ∇(⌜x^+_1 ⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−_i ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜y^+_1 ⌝ ∨ ⌜y^−_i ⌝). To prove the desired claim, we will show that F = frm({∇(x) : x ∈ L} ∪ {Δ(f) : f ∈ fin(L)}). Let us now define

F^′ = {∇(⌜x^+⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−⌝) : x^+ ∈ L^+, x^− ∈ L^−} ∪ {Δ(⌜x^+⌝ ∨ ⌜x^−⌝) : x^+ ∈ L^+, x^− ∈ L^−}

Since every element in F is the join of elements in F^′, and since clearly F^′ ⊆ {∇(x) : x ∈ L} ∪ {Δ(f) : f ∈ fin(L)}, we obtain the chain of inclusions F ⊆ frm(F^′) ⊆ S_{fin}(L)^{op}. To prove the reverse inclusion, we first notice that the collection {∇(x) : x ∈ L} is a subframe of A(L) and that it is generated by the collection {∇(⌜x^+⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−⌝) : x^+ ∈ L^+, x^− ∈ L^−}. Additionally, every open of the form Δ(f) for f ∈ L a finitary element is the finite meets of elements of the form Δ(⌜x^+⌝ ∨ ⌜x^−⌝). We then have the chain of inclusions A_{fin}(L) = frm({∇(x) : x ∈ L} ∪ {Δ(f) : f ∈ fin(L)}) ⊆ frm(F^′). Closing the family F under finite meets yields the family {∇(⌜x^+⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−⌝) ∨ Δ(⌜y^+⌝ ∨ ⌜y^−⌝) : x^+, y^+ ∈ L^+, x^−, y^− ∈ L^−}. Closing this under arbitrary joins clearly yields F , by definition of F , and so frm(F^′) = F . With this section, we move on to looking at the lattice of quotients of a finitary biframe. The first step is to look at the lattice of the finitary congruences on L for some biframe L.

Lemma 4.3. For a biframe L, the ordered collection of finitary congruences of L a subframe of A(L). In particular, it is A_{fin}(L).

Proof. A congruence of L is finitary exactly when it is generated by a relation of the form {(⌜a^+_i ⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−_i ⌝, ⌜b^+_i ⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−_i ⌝)}, that is, if it is of the form ⋁ i ∇(⌜a^+_i ⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−_i ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^+_i ⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−_i ⌝) = ⋁ i ∇(⌜a^+_i ⌝) ∩ ∇(⌜a^−_i ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^+_i ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^−_i ⌝), in which we have used the fact that ∇ : L → A(L) preserves the lattice operations and Δ : L → A(L) reverses them. By the last item of Lemma 4.2, the one we obtained is exactly the canonical form of a finitary congruence of L.

Let us now take the second step of our analysis: using the notion of finitary congruence to define the notion of “biquotient” of a finitary biframe. A quotient of a biframe L is a biframe of the form (L^+/C^+, L^−/C^−, L/C), where C is a congruence on L, and C^+ and C^− are the congruences on L^+ and L^− corresponding to the restriction of C to the subframes ⌜L^+⌝ and ⌜L^−⌝, respectively. We denote this quotient as L/C. For a relation R on L, we denote as L/R the biframe quotient (L^+/(R)^+, L^−/(R)^−, L/R), where R is the congruence on L generated by R. For a finitary biframe L and a relation R ⊆ L × L, we call L → L/R a biquotient if the relation R induces a finitary congruence on L. For a finitary biframe L, we denote as S(L) the ordered collection of biquotients of L, under the order defined as L/C ≤ L/D if and only if D ⊆ C for any two congruences C, D ⊆ L × L. We now see that biquotients are just biframe quotients such that the target is a finitary biframe.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that we have a frame L, a relation R on L, and a relation S on L/R. Suppose that for every R-equivalence class we have a selected witness w([x]_R) ∈ [x]_R of the equivalence class. Let w(S) = {(w([a]_R), w([b]_R)) : ([a]_R, [b]_R) ∈ S}. We have that (L/R)/S = L/(R ∪ w(S)). Proof. To prove our statement, we show that the frame maps f : L → M which factors through one quotients coincide with those that factor through the other. The set of morphisms f : L → M which factor through the quotient (L/R)/S is the set

{f ∈ Frm(L, M) : f respects R, f(a) ≤ f(b) whenever ([a]_R, [b]_R) ∈ S}.

Now, suppose that for every R-equivalence class [x]_R we select a witness w([x]_R) ∈ [x]_R. We have that the set of morphisms which factors through the quotient L/(R ∪ w(S)) is

{f ∈ Frm(L, M) : f respects R, f(w([a]_R)) ≤ f(w[b]_R) whenever ([a]_R, [b]_R) ∈ S}.

The membership condition of the first set is formally stronger than the second, as we require f(a^′) ≤ f(b^′) for all elements a^′ ∈ [a]_R and all elements b^′ ∈ [b]_R for every pair of equivalence classes ([a]_R, [b]_R) ∈ S, and not just for selected witnesses. So, the first set is included in the second. For the reverse inclusion, suppose that f is in the second set. We then have that, whenever a, b ∈ L are such that ([a]_R, [b]_R) ∈ S, we have

f(a) = f(w([a]_R)) ≤ f(w([b]_R)) = f(b),

where for the two equalities we have used the fact that f respects R. So, the map f : L → M also satisfies the membership condition for the first set.

Proposition 4.5. For a finitary biframe L we have that a biframe quotient f : L ↠ L/R is a biquotient if and only if the biframe L/R is finitary.

Proof. For simplicity, we will identify L with its isomorphic copy (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L. Suppose that L is a finitary biframe, and that we have a biframe quotient L/R. First, suppose that R induces a finitary congruence on (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C_L. Let this finitary congruence be that induced by {(⌜⌜a^+_i ⌝⌝ ∧ ⌜⌜a^−_i ⌝⌝, ⌜⌜b^+_i ⌝⌝ ∨ ⌜⌜b^−_i ⌝⌝) : i ∈ I}. Now, for every equivalence class [⌜a^+⌝]_{CL} = ⌜⌜a^+⌝⌝ we select the witness ⌜a^+⌝ ∈ [⌜a^+⌝]_{CL} , and similarly for the negative component. By Lemma 4.4, we have that L/R is the same as the quotienting of (L^+, L^−, L^+ ⊕ L^−) by the relation C_L ∪ {(⌜a^+_i ⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−_i ⌝, ⌜b^+_i ⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−_i ⌝) : i ∈ I} on L^+ ⊕ L^−. Since C_L is a finitary congruence, then, this relation induces a finitary congruence on L^+ ⊕ L^−. So, the biframe L/R is finitary. For the converse, suppose that the biframe L/R is finitary. Then, we have that L/R is obtained by quotienting (L^+, L^−, L^+ ⊕ L^−) by some finitary congruence C larger than C_L. We write this finitary congruence in canonical form, as the join C = ⋁ i ∇(⌜a^+_i ⌝) ∩ ∇(⌜a^−_i ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^+_i ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^−_i ⌝) of all congruences of the form ∇(a^+) ∩ ∇(a^−) ∩ Δ(b^+) ∩ Δ(b^−) below it. Since the congruence C_L is finitary (by our initial assumption) and is contained in C, we must have that C_L = ⋁ j∈J ∇(⌜a^+_j ⌝) ∩ ∇(⌜a^−_j ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^+_j ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^−_j ⌝) for some J ⊆ I. Now, we may write C = C_L ∨ ⋁ i∈I\J ∇(⌜a^+_i ⌝) ∩ ∇(⌜a^−_i ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^+_i ⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^−_i ⌝).

If we set that every element of the form ⌜a^+⌝ as a witness for an equivalence class [⌜a^+⌝]_{CL} = ⌜⌜a^+⌝⌝ once again, by Lemma 4.4 we obtain that the biframe L/R is the biframe (L^+, L^−, L) quotiented by the relation ⋁ i∈I\J ∇(⌜⌜a^+_i ⌝⌝) ∩ ∇(⌜⌜a^−_i ⌝⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜⌜b^+_i ⌝⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜⌜b^−_i ⌝⌝).

This congruence must be finitary, and by definition of the biframe L/R, this congruence is also that generated by R.

With the next proposition, we examine the bispectra of biquotients of a finitary biframe L. For a relation R on L, we regard the bispectrum bpt(L/R) as the set of points of L which factors through this quotients, equipped with the bitopology inherited from bpt(L).

Proposition 4.6. For a finitary biframe L, we have the following facts.

1. |bpt(L/Δ(⌜a^+⌝))|= φ^+_L (a^+).

2. |bpt(L/∇(⌜a^+⌝))|= φ^+_L (a^+)^c.

3. |bpt(L/(∇(⌜a^+⌝)∩∇(⌜a^−⌝)∩Δ(⌜b^+⌝)∩Δ(⌜b^−⌝)))|= φ^+_L (a^+)^c ∪φ^−_L (a^−)^c ∪φ^+_L (b^+)∪φ^−_L (b^−).

4. |bpt(L/ ⋁ i C_i)|= ⋂ i|bpt(L/C_i)| for any collection C_i of finitary congruences on L. 5. |bpt(L/C)|= ⋂ {φ^+_L (a^+)^c∪φ^+_L (b^+)∪φ^−_L (a^−)^c∪φ^−_L (b^−) : ∇(a^+)∩Δ(b^+)∩∇(a^−)∩Δ(b^−) ⊆ C} for any finitary congruence C on L.

Proof. Let us prove each item in turn.

1. The underlying set of pt(L/Δ(⌜a^+⌝)) consists of all those bipoints (f^+, f^−) : L → 2 such that the map f : L → 2 generated by f^+ and f^− respects the congruence Δ(⌜a^+⌝). This is the congruence generated by the relation {(1, ⌜a^+⌝)}, and so for (f^+, f^−) to be in bpt(L/Δ(⌜a^+⌝)) it suffices for it to respect this relation, that is, it suffices to have f^+(a^+) = 1. Then, |bpt(L/Δ(⌜a^+⌝))|= {(f^+, f^−) ∈ bpt(L) : f^+(a^+) = 1} = φ^+_L (a^+).

2. The argument is similar to the one for the first item. For ⌜a^+⌝ ∈ L, we notice that the points of bpt(L/∇(⌜a^+⌝)) is the set of bipoints (f^+, f^−) with f^+(a^+) = 0, and that this is φ^+_L (a^+)^c.

3. Since the map ∇ : L → A(L) preserves the lattice operations, and the map Δ : L → A(L) reverses them, we have C := ∇(⌜a^+⌝) ∩ ∇(⌜a^−⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^+⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜b^−⌝) = ∇(⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝) ∩

Δ(⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝). Furthermore, we know that in general a congruence ∇(a) ∩ Δ(b) is the congruence generated by the relation {(a, b)}. So the congruence we are considering on L is that generated by the relation {(⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝, ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝)}. The points of bpt(L/C) are those bipoints (f^+, f^−) such that the map f : L → 2 satisfies f(⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝) ≤ f(⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝), that is, such that either f(⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝) = 0 or f(⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝) = 1. As in 2 the top element is join prime and the bottom one is meet prime, this condition amounts to having either f^+(a^+) = 0, or f^−(a^−) = 0, or f^+(b^+) = 1, or f^−(b^−) = 1. By definition of the bitopology on bpt(L), the set of points satisfying this is φ^+_L (a^+)^c∪φ^−_L (a^−)^c∪φ^+_L (b^+)∪φ^−_L (b^−).

4. If C_i is a collection of finitary congruences on L, then the bipoints of bpt(L/ ⋁ i C_i) are the collection of bipoints (f^+, f^−) ∈ bpt(L) such that the map f : L → 2 respects all of the congruences in {C_i : i ∈ I}.

5. This follows from items (3) and (4).

We would now like to show that for any finitary biframe L every bisober bisubspace of bpt(L) is of the form bpt(L/C) for some finitary congruence C on L, that is, that any bisober bisubspace of bpt(L) is the bispectrum of some biquotient of L. To do this, we appeal to very general categorical facts.

Lemma 4.7. Suppose that C is a category, and i : X → Y is an isomorphism in C, and j : Y → X is such that j ∘ i = 1_X . Then i ∘ j = 1_Y .

Proof. Since we know that i : X → Y is an isomorphism, we know that an inverse j^′ : Y → X exists. Then, we must have that j^′ ∘ i = 1_X = j ∘ i. Since all isomorphisms are epimorphisms, this implies that j = j^′ and, in particular, that i ∘ j = 1_Y .

Lemma 4.8. Suppose that we have an adjunction F : C ⇆ D : G with F ⊣ G, with η : 1 → G ∘ F the unit and ε : F ∘ G → 1 the counit. Suppose also that this restricts to an equivalence of the full subcategories determined by {F (X) : X ∈ Obj(C)} and {G(Y ) : Y ∈ Obj(D)}. Then, for every X ∈ Obj(C) and every object Y ∈ Obj(D) the maps F (η_X ) and G(ε_Y ) are isomorphisms.

Proof. Suppose that X ∈ Obj(C). We know by assumption that the counit ε_{F (X)} is an isomorphism. Additionally, the following unit-counit triangle commutes.F (G(F (X)))

F (X) F (X) ε_{F (X)} F (η_X )

1_{F (X)}

Then, by Lemma 4.7, we must have that F (η_X ) ∘ ε_{F (X)} = 1_{F (G(F (X)))}. Since it is the inverse of an isomorphism, the map F (η_X ) must be an isomorphism too. The argument for maps of the form G(ε_Y ) is analogous.

Lemma 4.9. For a finitary biframe L, any bisober bisubspace inclusion bpt(M) → bpt(L) is, up to bihomeomorphism, and inclusion of the form bpt(L/C) ⊆ bpt(L) for some finitary congruence C on L.

Proof. Consider an inclusion of the form i : dpt(M) → dpt(L) for some finitary biframe M. Dualizing this we obtain a surjection of finitary biframes Ω_{fin}(i) : Ω(bpt(L)) ↠ Ω_{fin}(bpt(M)), and so by Proposition 4.5 there is also a biquotient q_R′ : Ω_{fin}(bpt(L)) ↠ Ω_{fin}(dpt(L))/R^′ relative to this surjection. Let us denote as q_ϕ : L ↠ L/R_ϕ the bispatialization quotient of L, and note that L/R_ϕ is isomorphic to Ω_{fin}(bpt(L)). We then may compose these two quotients to obtain the quotient q_R′ ∘q_ϕ : L ↠ L/R, with R = R^′ ∪R_ϕ. Dualizing this, we obtain the bisubspace inclusion bpt(q_R′ ∘ q_ϕ) : bpt(L/R) → bpt(L) and, by functoriality of bpt, this is bpt(q_R′ ) ∘ bpt(q_ϕ). Since bpt(q_ϕ) is a bihomeomorphism by Lemma 4.8, this bisubspace inclusion is bihomeomorphic to dpt(q_R′ ) : bpt(L/R^′) → bpt(L) and, by definition of the quotient q_R′ , this is also bihomeomorphic to the inclusion i : bpt(M) → bpt(L).

This gives us a way of describing an arbitrary bisober bisubspace of a spectrum bpt(L) for some finitary biframe L.

Corollary 4.10. If L is a finitary biframe, the bisober bisubspaces of bpt(L) are exactly those whose underlying sets are of the form ⋂ i φ^+_L (a^+_i )^c ∪ φ^+_L (b^+_i ) ∪ φ^−_L (a^−_i )^c ∪ φ^−_L (b^−_i )

for some a^+, b^+ ∈ L^+ and some a^−, b^− ∈ L^−.

Proof. The bisober bisubspaces of bpt(L), by Lemma 4.9, may be identified with the subspaces of bpt(L) of the form bpt(L/C) for some finitary congruence C on L. The desired result follows from item (5) of Proposition 4.6.

For a bispace X, we define its Skula bispace as the bispace with the same underlying set of X, whose positive opens are the topology generated by the positive opens and the negative closed sets of X, and whose negative opens are the topology generated by the negative opens and the positive closed sets of X. We denote the Skula bispace of X as Sk(X). Our new notion of bitopological sobriety enables us to prove a very close analogue of the classical result that the sober subspaces of a sober space coincide with those whose underlying set is Skula-closed. We stress that the analogue of this result is false for both the classical theory of biframes and the theory of d-frames.

Theorem 4.11. For any finitary biframe L, the bisober bisubspaces of bpt(L) are exactly those such that their underlying sets are patch-closed sets of Sk(bpt(L)).

Proof. This follows from Corollary 4.10 and from the definition of Skula bispace.

4.1. The assembly functor for finitary biframes and its spatial counterpart Recall that for a biframe L we define its assembly to be the structure

A(L) = (A_∇+_Δ− (L), A_∇−_Δ+ (L), A_{fin}(L))

where A_∇+_Δ− (L) is the subframe of A_{fin}(L) generated by the collection {∇(a^+) : a^+ ∈ L^+} ∪ {Δ(a^−) : a^− ∈ L^−} and A_∇−_Δ+ (L) is defined similarly. This structure is introduced in Schauerte (1992), where it is also shown that there is a canonical biframe embedding ∇ = (∇^+, ∇^−) : L → A(L) assigning to each a^+ the corresponding closed congruence ∇(a^+), and defined similarly on the negative component. We begin this section by showing that the assembly of a biframe is isomorphic to a certain free construction. From now on, we will abbreviate the filter completion functor Filt : Distr → Frm as simply F. We will show that the assembly of a biframe L is isomorphic to the biframe quotient

(L^+ ⊕ F(L^−), L^− ⊕ F(L^+), L^+ ⊕ F(L^−) ⊕ L^− ⊕ F(L^+))/(C_L ∪ Com^+_L ∪ Com^−_L ),

where name “Com^+_L ” stands for “complementation”, and denotes the relation {(⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜↑a^+⌝, 0), (1, ⌜a^+⌝ ∨ ⌜↑a^+⌝) : a^+ ∈ L^+} and the relation Com^−_L is defined similarly for negative generators a^− ∈ L^−. We will denote as A^m(L) the biframe (L^+ ⊕ F(L^−), L^− ⊕ F(L^+), L^+ ⊕ F(L^−) ⊕ L^− ⊕ F(L^+)). Above, we have slightly abused notation by regarding C_L as a congruence on A^m(L) rather than on L^+ ⊕ L^−. Let us check that this structure is indeed isomorphic to the biframe assembly, by showing that these structures share the same universal property. Let us recall that for a biframe L we have the notion of bipseudocomplement. The bicomplement of a generator x^+ ∈ L^+ is denoted as ∼ x^+, and it is ⋁ {x^− ∈ L^− : ⌜x^+⌝ ∧ ⌜x^−⌝ = 0 in L}. Bipseudocomplements of negative generators are defined similarly. When a bipseudocomplement ∼ x^+ is such that ⌜x^+⌝ ∨ ⌜x^−⌝ = 1 in L, the element ∼ x^+ is called a bicomplement of x^+. Recall that in Schauerte (1992) it is shown the assembly of a biframe L has the universal property that whenever we have a biframe map f : L → M such that it provides complements for all elements of L^+ ∪ L^− there is a unique biframe map f̃ : A(L) → M making the following diagram commute.A(L)

L M f̃∇f

In order to show the claim that the biframe assembly is isomorphic to the free construction introduced above, it will suffice to show that this free constructions has this universal property.

Lemma 4.12. Suppose that f : L → M is a biframe map such that it provides complements to all elements of L^+ ∪ L^−. Then, the maps ∼ f^+ : L^+ → M^− and ∼ f^− : L^− → M^+ are lattice maps.

Proof. First, we notice that the map ∼ f^+ : L^+ → M^− is well-defined by definition of bicomplementation. We show that this map turns finite meets of L^+ into finite joins of L^−, as the argument for the reversing of finite joins is analogous. For every x^+ ∈ L^+, we have that ⌜f^+(x^+)⌝ and ⌜ ∼ f^+(x^+)⌝ are complements of each other in M. Recall that complemented elements of a frame form a sublattice, and that - when restricted to this sublattice - complementation reverses the lattice operations. This means that whenever x^+_n ∈ L^+ we have that the elements ⌜f^+(x^+_1 )⌝ ∧ ... ∧ ⌜f^+(x^+_n )⌝ and ⌜ ∼ f^+(x^+_1 )⌝ ∨ ... ∨ ⌜ ∼ f^+(x^+_n )⌝ are complements of each other in M. As ∼ x^+_1 ∨ ...∨ ∼ x^+_n ∈ L^−, we have that the elements f^+(x^+_1 ) ∧ ... ∧ f^+(x^+_n ) and ∼ f^+(x^+_1 ) ∨ ... ∼ f^+(x^+_n ) are bicomplements of each other. Since bicomplements are bipseudocomplements, this implies the desired result, as we have the chain of equalities ∼ f^+(x^+_1 ∧ ... ∧ x^+_n ) =∼ (f^+(x^+_1 ) ∧ ... ∧ f^+(x^+_n )) =∼ f^+(x^+_1 ) ∨ ...∨ ∼ f^+(x^+_n ).

Proposition 4.13. For a biframe L we have an isomorphism of biframes

A(L) ∼= (L^+ ⊕ F(L^−), L^− ⊕ F(L^+), L^+ ⊕ F(L^−) ⊕ L^− ⊕ F(L^+))/(C_L ∪ Com^+_L ∪ Com^−_L ),

defined on positive generators as ∇(x^+) → ⌜⌜x^+⌝⌝, Δ(x^−) → ⌜⌜↑a^−⌝⌝, and defined similarly on negative generators.

Proof. To show that the two biframes are isomorphic, we show that they share the same universal property. Suppose, then, that there is a biframe map f : L → M. For a lattice map h : L_1 → L_2 from a distributive lattice to a frame, we denote as h : Idl(L_1) → L_2 the frame map given by the universal property of the ideal completion. To show that there is a map as desired, we will show that the four frame maps

f^+ : L^+ → M^+ ∼ f^− : F(L^−) → M^+ f^− : L^− → M^− ∼ f^+) : F(L^−) → M^+

are such that the pairing (f^+ ⊕ ∼ f^−, f^− ⊕ ∼ f^+) respects the relation Com^+_L ∪ Com^−_L ∪ ⌜C_L⌝. We know that the second and fourth map indeed are frame maps by the universal property of the ideal completion of a distributive lattice, and by Lemma 4.12. Respecting the union of these three relations amounts to the following conditions.

⌜f^+(x^+)⌝ ∧ ⌜∼ f^+(↑x^+)⌝ = 0 whenever x^+ ∈ L^+ ⌜f^+(x^+)⌝ ∨ ⌜∼ f^+(↑x^+)⌝ = 1 whenever x^+ ∈ L^+ ⌜f^+(a^+)⌝ ∧ ⌜f^−(a^−)⌝ ≤ ⌜f^+(b^+)⌝ ∨ ⌜f^−(b^−)⌝ when ⌜a^+⌝ ∧ ⌜a^−⌝ ≤ ⌜b^+⌝ ∨ ⌜b^−⌝ in L, as well as the analogues of the first two equalities for generators as well as the analogues of the first two equalities for generators x^− ∈ L^−. The first two equalities hold because ∼ f^+(↑x^+) =∼ f^+(x^+), and the elements f^+(x^+) and ∼ f^+(x^+) are indeed bicomplements of each other in M, by the assumption that f provides bicomplements to all elements of L^+ ∪ L^−. For the last inequality, we observe that, as f is assumed to be a biframe map, indeed we have that the map f : L → M generated by f^+ and f^− is such that it respects the inequalities induced by C_L.

Now, let us show that the isomorphism between the two biframes is given by the map described in the statement. Indeed, by the fact that our two biframes share the same universal property, with the canonical embedding ∇ : L → A(L) corresponding to the syntactic map ⌜⌜ − ⌝⌝ : L → A^m((L))/(Com^+_L ∪ Com^−_L ∪ ⌜C_L⌝), we know that the isomorphism acts as ∇(x^+) → ⌜⌜x^+⌝⌝ on positive generators, and similarly on the negative ones. Since it is an isomorphism, it must also respect complements, from which we deduce that this isomorphism is also such that Δ(x^−) → ⌜⌜↑a^−⌝⌝. Lemma 4.14. If L^+ and L^− are frames, and if C^+ is a congruence on L^+ and C^− a congruence on L^−, we have an isomorphism of frames

(L^+/C^+) ⊕ (L^−/C^−) ∼= (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/⌜C^+⌝ ∨ ⌜C^−⌝, where ⌜C^+⌝ ∨ ⌜C^−⌝ = {(⌜x^+⌝), ⌜y^+⌝) : (x^+, y^+) ∈ L^+} ∪ {(⌜x^−⌝, ⌜y^−⌝) : (x^−, y^−) ∈ C^−}.

Proof. To show that the two frames are isomorphic to each other, we show that they share the same universal property. In particular, we will show that coproduct pairing of the two canonical maps of generators [−]_C+ ⊕ [−]_C− : L^+ ⊕ L^− → (L^+/C^+) ⊕ (L^−/C^−) is such that, whenever there is frame map f : L^+ ⊕ L^− → M which respects the congruence ⌜C^+⌝ ∨ ⌜C^−⌝, there is a unique frame map f̃ : (L^+/C^+) ⊕ (L^−/C^−) → M such that the following triangle commutes. We have used the fact that, by the universal property of the frame coproduct, we may assume that the map f is a coproduct pairing f^+ ⊕ f^−. (L^+/C^+) ⊕ (L^−/C^−)

L^+ ⊕ L^− M f̃ [−]_{C+} ⊕[−]_{C−} f^+⊕f^−

Suppose that (x^+, y^+) ∈ C^+. This implies that (⌜x^+⌝, ⌜y^+⌝) ∈ ⌜C^+⌝, and so f(⌜x^+⌝) = f(⌜y^+⌝), by assumption on the map f. Since we have that f = f^+ ⊕ f^−, this also implies that f^+(x^+) = f^+(y^+) whenever (x^+, y^+) ∈ C^+. Then, by definition of frame quotient, there is a frame map f̃ + : L+/C+ → M such that f +(x+) = f̃ +([x+]_{C+} ) for every x+ ∈ L+. Consider the coproduct pairing f̃^+ ⊕ f̃^− : (L^+/C^+) ⊕ (L^−/C^−) → M of the map f̃^+ with the analogous one from the negative quotient. This is such that, for every x^+ ∈ L^+, we have that f(x^+) = f^+(x^+) = f̃ +([x+]_{C+} ). The action of this map on each element is completely determined since we have its action on all generators. Then, it is the unique morphism making the triangle commute.

Lemma 4.15. When we have a biframe L and two relations R and S on L, we have that L/(R ∪ S) = (L/R)/[S]_R, where [S]_R = {([x]_R, [y]_R) : (x, y) ∈ S}. Furthermore, if S is finitary, so is [S]_R.

Proof. To show that the two structures are the same biframe, it suffices to show that they are the same quotient of L. To show this, we will show that a morphism f : L → M factors through one quotient if and only if it factors through the other one. The set of biframe morphisms in BiFrm(L, M) which factors through the first quotient is

{(f^+, f^−) : f : L → M respects R and S},

while that of those which factor through the second is

{(f^+, f^−) : f respects R, f(x) ≤ f(y) whenever ([x]_R, [y]_R) ∈ [S]_R}.

If a morphism is in the first set, then whenever we have that ([x]_R, [y]_R) ∈ [S]_R, by definition of this relation we must have a pair (x^′, y^′) ∈ S such that (x, x^′), (y, y^′) ∈ R. Since the morphism is in the first set, this implies that f(x) = f(x^′) ≤ f(y^′) = f(y), and so it is in the second set, too. For the converse, suppose that f is in the second set. If we have (x, y) ∈ S, then we also have that ([x]_R, [y]_R) ∈ [S]_R, and so, by assumption on f, we must also have f(x) ≤ f(y), too. Since f respects S, it is in the first set. For the second part of the claim, suppose that S is finitary. To show the desired claim, it suffices to show that [S]_R is only constituted of pairs of finitary elements. A typical element of [S]_R is of the form ([x]_R, [y]_R) for some (x, y) ∈ S, by definition. The quotient [−]_R : L → L/R preserves all the frame operations, and so it maps finitary elements to finitary elements. Then, indeed the pairs in [S]_R are all pairs of finitary elements.

Lemma 4.16. If we have two frames L^+ and L^− and a finitary congruence C on L^+ ⊕ L^−, the biframe (L^+, L^−, L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C = (L^+/C^+, L^−/C^−, (L^+ ⊕ L^−)/C) is finitary.

Proof. To show our claim, we will show that the biframe L/C is isomorphic to a finitary biframe. We have that C = ⌜C^+⌝ ∨ ⌜C^−⌝ ∨ C^′, for some congruence C^′ on L^+ ⊕ L^−, where ⌜C^+⌝ = {(⌜x^+⌝, ⌜y^+⌝) : (x^+, y^+) ∈ C^+}, and the congruence ⌜C^−⌝ is defined similarly. By 4.15, this biframe is the same as (L/(⌜C^+⌝ ∨ ⌜C^−⌝))/[C^′]_{(⌜C}+_{⌝∪⌜C}−_{⌝)}. The congruence [C^′]_{(⌜C}+_{⌝∪⌜C}−_{⌝)} must be finitary, by the second part of the claim of Lemma 4.15. By Lemma 4.14, we also have that (L^+/C^+, L^−/C^−, (L^+/C^+) ⊕ (L^−/C^−)) ∼= (L/(⌜C^+⌝ ∨ ⌜C^−⌝)),

and so indeed our biframe is isomorphic to the biframe (L^+/C^+, L^−/C^−, (L^+/C^+) ⊕ (L^−/C^−)) quotiented by a finitary congruence.

We are finally ready to show that we have a well-defined assignment A : Obj(BiFrm_{fin}) → Obj(BiFrm_{fin}).

Proposition 4.17. The assembly of a finitary biframe is finitary.

Proof. This follows from Proposition 4.13 and Lemma 4.16, and from the observation that for any finitary biframe L the congruence induced by the relation C_L ∪ Com^+_L ∪ Com^−_L is finitary, as these three disjuncts are all relations involving only finitary elements.

Let us now extend the definition of A to morphisms. For every biframe map f : L → M, let us denote as f : L → M the frame map generated by f^+ and f^−. By functoriality of the assembly construction on frames, we have a map A(f) : A(L) → A(M), defined as ∇(x) → ∇(f(x)) and Δ(x) = Δ(f(x)) on generators. With the next lemma, we show that there is a map A_{fin}(L) →

A_{fin}(M) defined analogously, and that this map is the main frame component of the required map A(f) : A(L) → A(M).

Lemma 4.18. When we have a biframe map f : L → M, there is a biframe map A(f) : A(L) → A(M) defined as ∇(⌜x^+⌝) → ∇(⌜f^+(x^+)⌝) and Δ(⌜x^−⌝) → Δ(⌜f^−(x^−)⌝) on positive generators, and similarly on negative ones.

Proof. To show this it suffices to show that the frame map A(f) : A(L) → A(M) is such that it maps finitary congruences to finitary congruences. A typical finitary congruence of L is of the form ⋁ i ∇(⌜x^+⌝) ∩ ∇(⌜x^−⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜y^+⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜y^−⌝). Since A(f) is a frame map, and by its definition, we know that it maps this congruence to ⋁ i ∇(⌜f^+(x^+)⌝) ∩ ∇(⌜f^−(x^−)⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜f^+(y^+)⌝) ∩ Δ(⌜f^−(y^−)⌝). By definition, this is a finitary congruence of M.

By definition of the assignment A : Mor(BiFrm_{fin}) → Mor(BiFrm_{fin}), this respects identities and compositions. We have then proved the following fact.

Proposition 4.19. The assignment A : BiFrm_{fin} → BiFrm_{fin} is a functor.

Let us now work towards relating the bispectrum of a finitary biframe with the bispectrum of its assembly.

Lemma 4.20. There is a bijection α_L : bpt(L) ∼= bpt(A(L)) assigning to f : L → 2 the unique map f̃ making the following diagram commute. A(L)

L 2 f̃∇f

Proof. The claim holds by the universal property of the assembly of a biframe: observe that any biframe map f : L → 2 provides bicomplements to all elements of L^+ ∪ L^−.

Lemma 4.21. For every biframe L we have the following.

• α_L[φ^+_L (x^+)] = φ^+_{A(L)}(∇(⌜x^+⌝)),

• α_L[φ^−_L (x^−)^c] = φ^+_{A(L)}(Δ(⌜x^−⌝)),

• α_L[φ^−_L (x^−)] = φ^−_{A(L)}(∇(⌜x^−⌝)),

• α_L[φ^+_L (x^+)^c] = φ^−_{A(L)}(Δ(⌜x^+⌝)).

Proof. Let us prove the first two items.

• For x^+ ∈ L^+, we have the following chain of equalities. For the equality between the second and the third line, we have used the fact that by Lemma 4.20 we know that α_L : f → f̃ is a bijection between the points of L and those of A(L), and so it is surjective.

α_L[φ^+_L (x^+)] = = {f̃ ∈ bpt(A(L)) : f ∈ bpt(L), f^+(x^+) = 1} = = {f̃ ∈ bpt(A(L)) : f̃(∇(⌜x^+⌝)) = 1} = = φ^+_{A(L)}(∇(⌜x^+⌝)).

• For x^− ∈ L^−, we have the following chain of equalities. Similarly as above, we have used the fact that α_L is surjective for the equality between the second and the third line. We have also used the fact that, since ∇(⌜x^−⌝) and Δ(⌜x^−⌝) are bicomplements of each other in A(L), we have that f̃(∇(⌜x^+⌝)) = f^−(x^−) = 1 if and only if f̃(Δ(⌜x^−⌝)) = 0.

α_L[φ^−_L (x^−)^c] = = {f̃ : f ∈ bpt(L), f^−(x^−) = 0} = = {f̃ ∈ bpt(A(L)) : f̃(Δ(⌜x^+⌝)) = 1} = = φ^+_{A(L)}(Δ(⌜x^−⌝)).

Proposition 4.22. For every biframe L we have that the bijection α_L : Sk(bpt(L)) ∼= bpt(A(L)) is a bihomeomorphism.

Proof. To show that the bijection α_L is a bihomeomorphism, it suffices to show that the subbasic opens of each topology of bpt(A(L)) is the forward image of the subbasic opens of the corresponding topology of Sk(bpt(L)). Each component of the bispatialization map turns finite meets into finite intersections and arbitrary joins into arbitrary unions. This means that a subbasis of the positive topology of bpt(A(L)) is given by

{φ^+_{A(L)}(∇(⌜x^+⌝)) : x^+ ∈ L^+} ∪ {φ^+_{A(L)}(Δ(⌜x^−⌝)) : x^− ∈ L^−}.

By definition of Skula bispace, and by Lemma 4.21, these indeed are the forward images under α_L of the subbasic opens of the positive topology of Sk(bpt(L)).

Theorem 4.23. The following diagram commutes up to natural isomorphism.

BiFrm_{fin}^{op} BiTop

BiFrm_{fin}^{op} BiTop bpt A Skbpt

Proof. Suppose that there is a morphism f : L → M in BiFrm_{fin}. The naturality square is as follows.

Sk(bpt(M)) bpt(A(M))

Sk(bpt(L)) bpt(A(L)) α_M Sk(bpt(f)) bpt(A(f)) α_L

Since this amounts to an equality of functions, commutativity of this diagram amounts to commutativity of the following square in Set. We have also used the definition of the functor bpt.

bpt(M) bpt(A(M))

bpt(L)) bpt(A(L)) α_M −∘f−∘A(f) α_L

Suppose, then, that g ∈ bpt(M). We need to check that α_M(g) ∘ A(f) = α_L(g ∘ f). To check that this is an equality of points of A(L), it suffices to show that these two maps agree on where they map ∇(⌜x^+⌝), since every bipoint h : A(L) → 2 is completely determined to where it maps the closed congruences. For x^+ ∈ L^+, we have the following chain of equalities.

α_M(g)^+(A(f)^+(∇(⌜x^+⌝))) = = α_M(g)^+(∇(⌜f^+(x^+)⌝)) = = g̃^+(∇(⌜f^+(x^+)⌝)) = = g^+(f^+(x^+)) =

= ~g ∘ f^+(∇(⌜x^+⌝)).

Having now analyzed the definition of the functor A and its relation with the bitopological Skula functor Sk : BiTop → BiTop, we speak about its connection with the collection of biquotients of a finitary biframe. With the following theorem, we summarize what we already know on this matter. In the next theorem we summarize the importance of the assembly in the theory of finitary biframes.

Theorem 4.24. For any finitary biframe L, we have the following.

• The biframe A(L) has the universal property that it provides bicomplements freely to all elements of L^+ ∪ L^−.

• The main component of A(L) is anti-isomorphic to the coframe S(L) of all biquotients of L. • There is a bihomeomorphism α_L : Sk(bpt(L)) ∼= bpt(A(L))

• The patch-closed sets of bpt(A(L)), under the bijection |bpt(L)|∼= |bpt(A(L))|, coincide with the underlying sets of the bisober bisubspaces of bpt(L).

Proof. The first part of the claim follows from the fact that the biframe assembly has the universal property proven in Schauerte (1992). The second part of the claim follows from Corollary 4.13 and Lemma 4.3. The third and fourth parts of the claim follow from Proposition 4.22 and Corollary 4.10.

5. The relation between bisubspaces and biquotients

In this section we explore the relation between the biquotients of a finitary biframe and the bisubspaces of its bispectrum. In the course of this analysis, we will encounter a bitopological version of the T_D axiom, and we will argue that this is a natural generalization of the classical T_D axiom in a point-set fashion; afterwards we will see that its role in the finitary bitopological duality is analogous to the role of the T_D axiom in the classical frame duality. Let us start, then by working towards describing bispatialization as a kind of interior operator on S(L), for a finitary biframe L. Bispatialization, as we know, is a map L ↠ fin(bΩ(bpt(L))), obtain by composing the classical biframe spatialization with the coreflector fin. Recall also that for a biframe L we have that the lattice S(L) is a coframe, anti-isomorphic to the finitary assembly A_{fin}(L) of the main component of L.

Lemma 5.1. If L is a complete lattice and I ⊆ L is a collection closed under arbitrary joins, the operator ι : L → L defined as ι : x → ⋁ {y ∈ I : y ≤ x} is an interior operator.

Proof. For monotonicity, we notice that if x ≤ z we must have {y ∈ I : y ≤ x} ⊆ {y ∈ I : y ≤ z} and so ι(x) ≤ ι(z). It is clear that ι(x) ≤ x for every x ∈ L. Since the collection I is closed under arbitrary joins, we have that ι(x) ∈ I for every x ∈ L. Then, ι(x) is the maximum of the collection {y ∈ I : y ≤ ι(x)}. By definition, then, ι(ι(x)) = ι(x). Then, ι is monotonic, decreasing, and idempotent.

Lemma 5.2. If L is a frame, and F ⊆ L is a subframe of L, the interior operator ι_F : a → ⋁ {f ∈ F : f ≤ a} preserves finite meets.

Proof. The map ι_F defined in the claim is an interior operator by Lemma 5.1. Consider a_1, ..., a_n ∈ L. We now show that {f ∈ F : f ≤ a_1 ∧ ... ∧ a_n} = {f_1 ∧ ... ∧ f_n : f1, ..., f_n ∈ F, f_m ≤ a_m}. The inclusion of the first set into the second is obvious. For the converse, we notice that if f_m ≤ a_m then also f_1 ∧ ... ∧ f_n ≤ a_1 ∧ ... ∧ a_n. We then have that ι_F (a_1 ∧ ... ∧ a_n) = ⋁ {f ∈ F : f ≤ a_1 ∧ ... ∧ a_n} = ⋁ {f_1 ∧ ... ∧ f_n : f1, ..., f_n ∈ F, f_m ≤ a_m} = ⋁ {f ∈ F : f ≤ a_1} ∧ ... ∧ ⋁ {f ∈ F : f ≤ a_n} = ι_F (a_1) ∧ ... ∧ ι_F (a_n). We have used the frame distributivity law for the second equality of this chain.

In Picado and Pultr (2011), the following is shown. There, the result is phrased in terms of sublocales; below we simply rephrase it in terms of assemblies and congruences.

Proposition 5.3. Spatialization sp : A(L) → A(L) is a nucleus: it is a closure operator which preserves finite meets.

Let us exploit this result to show that something analogous holds for the frame of biquotients of a finitary biframe.

Proposition 5.4. For a finitary biframe L, the operator bisp : S(L) → S(L) is an interior operator which preserves finite joins.

Proof. Let L be a finitary biframe. For a congruence C on the main component L, let us denote as sp(C) the congruence corresponding to the frame theoretical spatialization quotient q_{φL} : L ↠ sp(L). To show our claim, we will show that bisp = fin ∘ sp : A_{fin}(L) → A_{fin}(L) is a closure operator which preserves finite meets. We recall that since A_{fin}(L) is a subframe of A(L) the finite meets in A_{fin}(L) are computed as set theoretical intersections. To see that fin ∘ sp a closure operator on the finitary congruences, we consider an arbitrary finitary congruence C on L and we observe that for a congruence C we have C ⊆ sp(C); we then recall that fin : A(L) → A(L) is monotone, and so fin(C) = C ⊆ fin(sp(C)). For idempotency, we observe that bispatial finitary biframes are isomorphic to their bispatialization. We recall (see Proposition 5.3) that for a frame M and congruences C_m on it, we have that sp(C_1 ∩...∩C_n) = sp(C_1)∩...∩(C_n). This means that for congruences C_m on our main component L, we have that sp : A(L) → A(L) preserves finite meets. Since the finitary congruences of L form a subframe of A_{fin}(L), by Lemma 5.2 above the interior fin : A(L) → A(L) preserves finite meets. So, when we have a collection C_m of finitary congruences of L, we have bisp(C_1 ∩...∩C_n) = fin(sp(C_1 ∩...∩C_n)) = bisp(C_1)∩...∩bisp(C_n).

Corollary 5.5. For any finitary biframe L the ordered collection bisp[S(L)] is a coframe, and the map bisp : S(L) → bisp[S(L)] is a coframe surjection.

Proof. By Proposition 5.4, we have that bisp : S(L) → S(L) is a nucleus. Then, we have that the fixpoints of this operators are a sublocale of S(L), in particular they are a frame. Furthermore, since they are a sublocale we have that bisp : S(L)^{op} → bisp[S(L)]^{op} is a frame surjection.

In the same way, we may see bisobrification as a closure operator on the ordered collection of all bisubspaces of a bispace. Let L be a finitary biframe, and let us as P(bpt(L)) the powerset of its bispectrum. We call bisob : P(bpt(L)) → P(bpt(L)) the map Y → ⋂ {Z ⊆ bpt(L) : Z is bisober, Y ⊆ Z}.

Since we know that bisober bisubspaces are closed under arbitrary intersections (as they coincide with those whose underlying set is patch-closed sets of Sk(bpt(L))), the bisubspace bisob(Y ) is always bisober for any bisubspace Y . It is also clear that the assignment bisob : Y → bisob(Y ) is increasing and idempotent. So, it is a closure operator. The inclusion Y ⊆ bisob(Y ) is in fact the bisobrification map, but we omit the proof of this fact as it is not crucial for our investigation. Let us state as a proposition the result that we do need.

Proposition 5.6. For a finitary biframe L, the map bisob : P(bpt(L)) → P(bpt(L)) is a closure operator. Its fixpoints are a subcoframe of P(bpt(L)).

Proof. We have argued above why the assignment is a closure operator. The fixpoints of this operators are clearly the bisober bisubspaces of bpt(L). By Theorem 4.11, these form a subcoframe of P(bpt(L)), as their underlying sets coincide with the closed sets of some topology on bpt(L).

It is also clear that the fixpoints of the operator bisob : P(bpt(L)) → P(bpt(L)) are exactly the bisober bisubspaces of bpt(L). let us exploit the finitary bitopological duality to show that the coframe of bisober bisubspaces of a bispectrum bpt(L) is isomorphic to the coframe of bispatial biquotients of L. In order to connects biquotients and bisubspaces, we wish to see the bispectrum functor bpt as connecting the lattice S(L) of biquotients of a finitary biframe L with the lattice P(bpt(L)) of all bisubspaces of its bispectrum. We abuse notation slightly, and define a map bpt : S(L) → P(bpt(L)) defined as

bpt : S(L) → P(bpt(L)) L/R → bpt(q_R)[bpt(L/R)].

In other words, this operator maps each biquotient L/R to the concrete bisubspace of bpt(L) determined by the dualization bpt(q_R) : bpt(L/R) → bpt(L) of the quotient map q_R : L → L/R.

Proposition 5.7. The assignment bpt : bisp[S(L)] → bisob[P(bpt(L))] is an isomorphism of coframes.

Proof. We begin by pointing out that, since the functor bpt establishes a dual equivalence of categories between bispatial finitary biframes and bisober bispaces, when seen as a map between these two categories it is full, faithful, and essentially surjective. Let us show that the map defined in the claim is injective. We need to show that if the subspace inclusions bpt(q_R) : bpt(L/R) → bpt(L) and bpt(q_S ) : bpt(L/S) → bpt(L) correspond to the same bisubspace of bpt(L) for two biquotient maps q_R : L ↠ L/R and q_S : L ↠ L/S to bispatial finitary biframes, we must also have q_R = q_S. Suppose, then, that the antecedent holds. Then, there must be an isomorphism h : bpt(L/R) ∼= bpt(L/S) such that the following triangle commutes. bpt(L/R) bpt(L/S)

bpt(L) h(∼=) bpt(q_R)bpt(q_S )

Suppose also that q_ϕ : L → bisp(L) is the bispatialization biquotient map. Let q_R : bisp(L) → L/R and q_S : bisp(L) → L/S be the unique maps such that q_R ∘ q_ϕ = q_R and q_S ∘ q_ϕ = q_S , which exist as we have assumed the two biquotients to be bispatial. We start from the equality bpt(q_R) ∘ h = bpt(q_S ), which is true by commutativity of the triangle above, and deduce that bpt(q_R ∘ q_ϕ) ∘ h = bpt(q_S ∘ q_ϕ), that is bpt(q_R) ∘ bpt(q_ϕ) ∘ h = bpt(q_S ) ∘ bpt(q_ϕ). By Lemma 4.8, the map bpt(q_ϕ) is an isomorphism. Since isomorphisms are always epimorphisms, we deduce bpt(q_R) = bpt(q_S ). Since q_R and q_S are maps between bispatial finitary biframes, we may use faithfulness of bpt to deduce q_R = q_S. Then, q_R ∘ q_ϕ = q_S ∘ q_ϕ, that is, q_R = q_S .

On the other hand, by Lemma 4.9 every bisubspace inclusion i : bpt(M) → bpt(L) is, up to bihomeomorphism, a bisubspace inclusion of the form bpt(q_R) : bpt(L/R) → bpt(L), for some relation R on L and for L/R bispatial. Since the bispectrum functor is contravariant, the assignment from bispatial biquotients to bisober bisubspaces that we have defined is order preserving and reflecting.

We can begin the investigation of the relation between bisubspaces and biquotients by looking at the following diagram. The following is a commutative diagram in the category of coframes.

bisp[S(L)] bisob[P(bpt(L))]

S(L) P(bpt(L))

bpt(∼=) bpt bisp

We wish to explore what are those finitary biframes such that the left vertical arrow of the diagram above is an isomorphism of coframes. The question of characterizing the finitary biframes such that the right vertical arrow is an isomorphism (the “totally spatial” finitary biframes), and also that of characterizing the finitary biframes where both vertical arrows are isomorphisms, for now remain open.

5.1. The bi-T_D axiom We begin the analysis of the relation between bisubspaces and biquotients by introducing a bitopological version of the T_D axiom for spaces, which in the duality of finitary biframes will play a similar role to that played by its monotopological counterpart in the classical frame duality. We define a bispace to be bi-T_D if every singleton is of the form U^+ ∩ U^− ∩ V^{+c} ∩ V^{−c} for positive opens U^+, V^+ and negative opens U^−, V^−.

Lemma 5.8. For a bispace X and a bisubspace Y ⊆ X, we have that the dualization of the bisubspace inclusion i : Y ⊆ X is the map − ∩ Y : bΩ_{fin}(X) → bΩ_{fin}(Y ).

Proof. Suppose that X is a bispace, and consider a bisubspace inclusion i : Y ⊆ X. By definition of the functor bΩ_{fin}, we have that the map bΩ_{fin}(i) : bΩ_{fin}(X) → bΩ_{fin}(Y ) is defined for a positive open U^+ ⊆ X as i^{−1}(U^+) = {y ∈ Y : i(y) ∈ U^+} = U^+ ∩ Y .

Let us see the first proposition in which we list equivalent characterizations of bi-T_D spaces, which re-trace classical monotopological ones of the T_D axiom.

Proposition 5.9. For a bispace X the following are equivalent.

1. The bispace X is bi-T_D.

2. The patch of Sk(X) is discrete.

3. Whenever we have distinct bisubspaces Y, Z ⊆ X they induce a different biquotient on bΩ_{fin}(X).

4. Whenever we have a point x ∈ X the dualization of the inclusion i : X\{x} ⊆ X is not an isomorphism of finitary biframes.

Proof. Item (1) implies item (2) by definition of the Skula bitopology of a bispace. Conversely, if (2) holds, then every singleton {x} must be of the form ⋃ i U^+_i ∩ U^−_i ∩ V^+_i^c ∩ V^−_i^c, but since it is a singleton if it is of this form it must be U^+_i ∩ U^−_i ∩ V^+_i^c ∩ V^−_i^c for some i ∈ I, and so (1) holds. Now, suppose that (1) holds. Let Y, Z ⊆ X be bisubspaces such that Y ⊈ Z; in particular, let x ∈ Y \Z. Let {x} = U^+ ∩ U^− ∩ V^{+c} ∩ V^{−c}. We have that the biquotient induced by Y is that induced by the biframe surjection − ∩ Y : Ω_{fin}(X) ↠ Ω_{fin}(Y ), and similarly for Z, by Lemma 5.8. Then, these two cannot be the same, as we have that U^+ ∩ U^− ∩ Y ⊈ (V^+ ∪ V^−) ∩ Y but U^+ ∩ U^− ∩ Z ⊆ (V^+ ∪ V^−) ∩ Z. We see that item (3) implies item (4) by setting Y = X and Z = X\{x}. Suppose that item (4) holds, and let x ∈ X. By assumption, we must have that the dualization Ω(i) : bΩ_{fin}(X) → bΩ_{fin}(X\{x}) of the inclusion i : X\{x} ⊆ X induces a finitary congruence on bΩ_{fin}(X) other than the identity. Since finitary congruences are induced by relations of the form {(⌜U^+_i ∩ U^−_i ⌝, ⌜V^+_i ∪ V^−_i ⌝) : i ∈ I} on Ω^+(X) ⊕ Ω^−(X), we must have that U^+ ∩ U^− ⊈ V^+ ∪ V^− and (U^+ ∩ U^−) ∩ (X\{x}) ⊆ (V^+ ∪ V^−) ∩ (X\{x}) for some positive opens U^+, V^+ and negative opens U^−, V^−. This means that we must have {x} = U^+ ∩ U^− ∩ V^{+c} ∩ V^{−c}.

We observe that the bi-T_D axiom can be seen as a natural bitopological version of the classical T_D axiom for spaces, consider for instance these two arguments.

• A topological space X is T_1 if and only if every singleton is closed. It is discrete if and only if every singleton is open. The T_D axiom weakens both these in that every singleton is the intersection of an open and a closed set. Classically, pairwise bispaces are exactly those such that every singleton is a closed set of the form U^{+c} ∩ U^{−c}. Discrete bispaces are those such that their patch-is discrete, that is, those such that every singleton is of the form V^+ ∩ V^−. We obtain the bi-T_D property by weakening both these in the same way. A bi-T_D space is one where every singleton is of the form U^{+c} ∩ U^{−c} ∩ V^+ ∩ V^−.

• We have already seen that the bitopological version Sk : BiTop → BiTop of the Skula construction is assigns to a bispace X the bispace whose underlying set is |X|, whose positive opens are the topology generated by the positive opens and the closed sets of X, and whose negative opens are the topology generated by the negative opens of X and its positive closed sets. It is one of the main characterizations of the classical T_D axiom that a space X is T_D if and only if the Skula space of X is discrete. A bispace X is bi-T_D if and only if Sk(X) is patch-discrete. If we accept that Sk : BiTop → BiTop is a good bitopological version of the Skula construction, then we ought to also accept that the bi-T_D property is a good bitopological version of the T_D one.

The following lemma shows that the bi-T_D axiom interacts with bisobriety as T_D does with sobriety, suggesting that if the bi-T_D property is a natural bitopological version of the T_D one, then bisobriety is a natural bitopological version of sobriety.

Proposition 5.10. For a d-frame L the following are equivalent.

1. All bisubspaces of bpt(L) are bisober.

2. The collection of bisober subspaces of bpt(L) is closed under arbitrary unions.

3. The collection of bisober subspaces of bpt(L) is closed under complementation.

4. The bisubspaces of the form bpt(L)\{f} are bisober.

5. The space bpt(L) is bi-T_D.

Proof. It is immediate that (1) implies (2), (3), and (4). Let us show the three reverse directions. Item (2) implies item (1) because singletons are all bisober, and every bisubspace is a union of singletons. To see that (3) implies (1), we observe that an arbitrary bisubspace is of the form S = ( ⋃ i{f_i})^c = ⋂ i{f_i}^c. Because the collection of bisober subspaces is closed under arbitrary intersections, and because singletons are all d-sober, if each complement {f_i}^c is bisober then S is bisober, too. The same argument also shows that (4) implies (1). Finally, let us show that (4) implies (5). Suppose that every bisubspace of the form bpt(L) is d-sober. Then, for every point f ∈ bpt(L) we cannot possibly have that the inclusion i : bpt(L) ⊆ bpt(L) when dualized becomes a d-frame isomorphism, or we would contradict that bΩ_{fin} is part of an equivalence of categories between bisober bispaces and bispatial finitary biframes. This means that the space bpt(L) is bi-T_D, by comparing items (1) and (3) of Proposition 5.9. Then, (4) implies (5). Finally, let us show that (5) implies (1). Suppose that there is a bisubspace with inclusion i_Y : Y ⊆ bpt(L) which is not bisober. Dualizing this we and precomposing with the spatialization map we get a biframe surjection bΩ_{fin}(i_Y ) ∘ φ_L : L → bΩ_{fin}(Y ). Let q_R : L → L/R be the corresponding biquotient. We know that bpt(L/R) is a subspace of L. It cannot be Y , as this is assumed to not be bisober. By its construction it also induces on bΩ_{fin}(bpt(L)) the same quotient as Y . By comparing items (1) and (2) of Proposition 5.9, we see that this means that bpt(L) is not bi-T_D.

In the space bpt(L), we are going to have biquotients with many points, and these are the biquotients which are generated by finitary relations only containing one pair. A typical finitary relation is the union of relations of the form {(a^+ ∧ a^−, b^+ ∨ b^+)}. We will now see that a bispace bpt(L) is bi-T_D if and only if every such biquotient takes away from bpt(L) only one point.

Lemma 5.11. For a finitary biframe L and a point f ∈ bpt(L) we have that {f} = φ^+_L (a^+) ∩ φ^−_L (a^−) ∩ φ^+_L (b^+)^c ∩ φ^−_L (b^−)^c if and only if {f}^c = bpt(L/{(a^+ ∧ a^−, b^+ ∨ b^−)}).

Proof. This follows from the fact that the relation {(a^+∧a^−, b^+∨b^−)} induces on L the congruence ∇(a^+ ∧ a^−) ∩ Δ(b^+ ∨ b^−), and by item (5) of Proposition 4.6.

We obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 5.12. For a biframe L, the following are equivalent.

1. The space bpt(L) is bi-T_D.

2. The bispace bpt(A(L)) ∼= Sk(bpt(L)) is patch-discrete.

3. The coframe bisp[S(L)] of bispatial biquotients is a Boolean algebra.

4. All the bisubspaces of bpt(L) are bisober.

5. The map bpt : bisp[S(L)] → P(bpt(L)) is an isomorphism.

Proof. The equivalence between (1) and (4) is part of Proposition 5.10. The equivalence between (2) and (4) is part of Proposition 5.9. For the equivalence between (4) and (5) we look at the diagram before Subsection 5.1. Since the top horizontal arrow is an isomorphism, we have that bpt : bisp[S(L)] → P(bpt(L)) is an isomorphism if and only if the right vertical arrow is an isomorphism, that is, if and only if all bisubspaces of bpt(L) are bisober. Finally, it is clear that (5) implies (3). For the converse, suppose that bisp[S(L)] is a Boolean algebra. Then, bisob[P(bpt(L))], too, is a Boolean algebra, as it is isomorphic to it. In the coframe bisob[P(bpt(L))] finite meets and joins are finite unions and finite intersections, respectively, since this coframe is a subcoframe of P(bpt(L)). Then, bisob[P(bpt(L))] being a Boolean algebra implies that every bisober bisubspace of bpt(L) has a set-theoretical complement. In other words, the collection of bisober bisubspaces is closed under complementation. By Proposition 5.10, this implies that all bisubspaces of bpt(L) are bisober.

References

Banaschewski, B., 1973. The filter space of a lattice: Its role in general topology Available at ”https://www.math.uh.edu/~hjm/1973_Lattice/p00147-p00155.pdf”.

Banaschewski, B., Brümmer, G.C., Hardie, K.A., 1983. Biframes and bispaces. Quaestiones Mathematicae 6, 13–25.

Banaschewski, B., Mulvey, C., 2003. the stone–Čech compactification of locales, iii , 25–33. Banaschewski, B., Pultr, A., 1990. Samuel compactification and completion of uniform frames.

Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society 108, 63–78. Bezhanishvili, G., Bezhanishvili, N., Gabelaia, D., Kurz, A., 2010. Bitopological duality for distributive lattices and Heyting algebras. Mathematical Structures in Computer Science 20, 359–393.

Bezhanishvili, N., Holliday, W.H., 2020. Choice-free Stone Duality. The Journal of Symbolic Logic 85, 109–148.

Caramello, O., 2011. A topos-theoretic approach to Stone-type dualities. arXiv:1103.3493. Clementino, M., Picado, J., Pultr, A., 2018. The other closure and complete sublocales. Applied Categorical Structures 26.

de Brecht, M., 2013. Quasi-polish spaces. Annals of Pure and Applied Logic 164, 356 – 381. Ehresmann, C., 1958. Gattungen von lokalen strukturen. Jahresbericht der Deutschen Mathematiker-Vereinigung 60, 49–77.

Erné, M., 2004. General Stone duality. Topology and its Applications 137, 125 – 158. Topology and its Applications.

Gehrke, M., 2016. Stone duality, topological algebra, and recognition. Journal of Pure and Applied Algebra 220, 2711 – 2747.

Hoyrup, M., Rojas, C., Selivanov, V., Stull, D.M., 2019. Computability on quasi-polish spaces, in: Hospodár, M., Jirásková, G., Konstantinidis, S. (Eds.), Descriptional Complexity of Formal Systems, Springer International Publishing, Cham. pp. 171–183.

Isbell, J.R., 1972. Atomless parts of spaces. Mathematica Scandinavica 31, 5–32. Jakl, T., 2018. d-Frames as algebraic duals of bitopological spaces. Ph.D. thesis. Charles University and University of Birmingham.

Johnstone, P., 1981. Tychonoff’s theorem without the Axiom of Choice. Fundamenta Mathematicae 113, 21–35.

Johnstone, P.T., 1982. Stone Spaces. volume 3 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics.

Cambridge University Press.

Johnstone, P.T., 1983. The point of pointless topology. Bulletin of the American Mathematical Society 8, 41–54.

Joyal, A., Tierney, M., 1984. An Extension of the Galois Theory of Grothendieck. American Mathematical Society: Memoirs of the American Mathematical Society, American Mathematical Society.

Jung, A., Moshier, M.A., 2006. On the bitopological nature of Stone duality. Technical Report CSR-06-13. University of Birmingham. 110 pages.

Kelly, J.C., 1963. Bitopological spaces. Proceedings of the London Mathematical Society s3-13, 71–89.

MacLane, S., 1971. Categories for the Working Mathematician. Springer-Verlag. Graduate Texts in Mathematics, Vol. 5.

Mainik, A., Mielke, A., 2005. Existence results for energetic models for rate-independent systems.

Calculus of Variations 22, 73–99.

McKinsey, J.C.C., Tarski, A., 1944. The algebra of topology. Annals of Mathematics 45, 141–191.

Mennucci, A.C., 2013. On asymmetric distances. Analysis and Geometry in Metric Spaces 1, 200 – 231.

Mielke, A., Roubícek, T., 2003. A Rate-Independent Model for Inelastic Behavior of Shape- Memory Alloys. Multiscale Modeling & Simulation 1, 571–597.

Niefield, S., Rosenthal, K., 1987. Spatial sublocales and essential primes. Topology and its Applications 26, 263 – 269.

Papert, D., Papert, S., 1957-1958. Sur les treillis des ouverts et les paratopologies. Séminaire Ehresmann. Topologie et géométrie différentielle 1.

Picado, J., Pultr, A., 2011. Frames and Locales: Topology without points. Springer-Birkhäuser Basel.

Picado, J., Pultr, A., 2019. Axiom T_D and the Simmons sublocale theorem. Pré-Publicações do Departamento de Matemática 18-48.

Picado, J., Pultr, A., Tozzi, A., 2003. Locales. Cambridge University Press. Encyclopedia of Mathematics and its Applications, p. 49–101.

Priestley, H.A., 1970. Representation of Distributive Lattices by means of ordered Stone Spaces.

Bulletin of the London Mathematical Society 2, 186–190.

Priestley, H.A., 1972. Ordered topological spaces and the representation of distributive lattices.

Proceedings of the London Mathematical Society s3-24, 507–530.

Pultr, A., 1984a. Pointless uniformities. i. complete regularity. Commentationes Mathematicae Universitatis Carolinae 025, 91–104.

Pultr, A., 1984b. Pointless uniformities. ii: (dia)metrization. Commentationes Mathematicae Universitatis Carolinae 025, 105–120.

Rieger, M.O., Zimmer, J., 2009. Young measure flow as a model for damage. Zeitschrift für angewandte Mathematik und Physik 60, 1–32.

Salbany, S., 1974. Bitopological spaces, compactifications and completions. University of Cape Town, Dept. of Mathematics.

Schauerte, A., 1992. Biframes. Ph.D. thesis. McMaster University. Hamilton, Ontario. Secelean, N.A., Mathew, S., Wardowski, D., 2019. New fixed point results in quasi-metric spaces and applications in fractals theory. Advances in Difference Equations 2019, 177.

Simmons, H., 1978. The lattice theoretic part of topological separation properties. Proceedings of the Edinburgh Mathematical Society 21, 41–48.

Stone, M.H., 1936. The Theory of Representation for Boolean Algebras. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 40, 37–111.

Stone, M.H., 1938. Topological representations of distributive lattices and Brouwerian logics.

Časopis pro pěstování matematiky a fysiky 067, 1–25.

Suarez, A.L., 2020. Pointfree bispaces and pointfree bisubspaces. Ph.D. thesis. University of Birmingham. Birmingham, UK.

Wilson, J.T., 1994. The Assembly Tower and Some Categorical and Algebraic Aspects of Frame Theory. Ph.D. thesis. Carnegie Mellon University.

Wilson, W.A., 1931. On quasi-metric spaces. American Journal of Mathematics 53, 675–684. Woon, W.L., Madnick, S., 2009. Asymmetric information distances for automated taxonomy construction. Knowledge and Information Systems 21, 91–111.

Ávila, F., Bezhanishvili, G., Morandi, P., Zaldívar, A., 2019a. The Frame of Nuclei of an Alexandroff Space. ArXiv:1906.03640.

Ávila, F., Bezhanishvili, G., Morandi, P., Zaldívar, A., 2019b. When is the frame of nuclei spatial:

A new approach. arXiv:1906.03636.