arXiv:2010.05284v1 [math.FA] 11 Oct 2020

Revisiting the relation between subspaces and sublocales

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

We revisit results concerning the connection between subspaces of a space and sublocales of its locale of open sets. The approach we present is based on the notion of sublocale as a concrete subcollection of a locale. We characterize the frames L such that the spatial sublocales of S(L) perfectly represent the subspaces of pt(L). We prove choice-free, weak versions of the results by Niefield and Rosenthal characterizing those frames such that all their sublocales are spatial. We do so by using a notion of essential prime which does not rely on the existence of enough minimal primes above every element. We will re-prove Simmons’ result that spaces such that the sublocales of Ω(X) perfectly represent their subspaces are exactly the scattered spaces. We will characterize scattered spaces in terms of a strong form of essentiality for primes. We apply these characterizations to show that, when L is a spatial frame and a coframe, pt(L) is scattered if and only if it is T_D, and this holds if and only if all the primes of L are completely prime. Keywords: Frame, locale, sublocale, totally spatial, scattered, T_D 2000 MSC: 06D22

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 Preliminaries 3 2.1 The axiom T_D . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

3 The coframe of spatializations 6

4 The coframe of sobrifications 12

5 The relation between subspaces and sublocales 17

Preprint submitted to Elsevier May 23, 2023

5.1 When are all subspaces sober? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 5.2 When are all sublocales spatial? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 5.3 When do the sublocales perfectly represent the subspaces? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 5.4 Spaces with frames of opens which are coframes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

1. Introduction

One of the features distinguishing pointfree topology from point-set topology is the behaviour of subspaces. While for a space X the lattice of its subspaces is simply the powerset P(X) of its underlying set, the lattice S(L) of sublocales of a locale L is in general just a coframe. In particular, the lattice S(Ω(X)) of sublocales of the locale of open sets Ω(X) of a space X need not represent perfectly the subspaces of X, and might have in general many nonspatial sublocales. An account of the theory of locales and sublocales can be found in Johnstone (1982); Picado and Pultr (2011); Isbell (1972).

1. A question addressed in this article is what are those frames L such that P(pt(L)) is isomorphic to the collection of all spatial sublocales in S(L). These are the frames for which pt(L) is a T_D space. We provide several characterizations of these frames and, in particular, we show that the condition is equivalent to the spatialization of S(L)^{op} being Boolean, as well as all of the primes in L being weakly covered.

2. A related question that has been tackled in the literature is when is it that S(L)^{op} is spatial. This question is explored in Niefield and Rosenthal (1987) and Isbell (1991). In Niefield and Rosenthal (1987) it is shown that S(L)^{op} is spatial when its prime elements satisfy a certain condition; and in Isbell (1991) it is shown that S(Ω(X))^{op} is spatial exactly when the spectrum pt(Ω(X)) is such that every closed subspace has a discrete dense subspace.

3. The question of when P(X) is isomorphic to S(Ω(X)) has been explored in Simmons (1980), where spaces with this property are characterized. In particular it is proven that these are exactly the scattered spaces. We will explore the similar question of characterizing those frames L such that S(L) is isomorphic to P(pt(L)).

The work presented here is essentially an analysis of the condition described in point (1), and a revisitation of the existing results on conditions described in (2) and (3), which we carry out as pointfreely as possible, avoiding calculations inside point-set spaces.

Our starting point is the observation that for any frame L there is an order isomorphism between the collection of sobrifications of the subspaces of pt(L) (ordered under subspace inclusion) and that of the spatializations of the sublocales of L. Both these collections are coframes which we denote as sob[P(pt(L))] and sp[S(L)], respectively. We will show that these two coframes are naturally seen as part of a commuting diagram in the category of coframes of the following form:

sp[S(L)] sob[P(pt(L))]

S(L) P(pt(L))

pt(∼=) ptsp

Our investigation will proceed as an exploration of the three conditions above, keeping in mind that condition (1) amounts to the right vertical arrow being an isomorphism, that condition (2) amounts to the left vertical arrow being an isomorphism, and that condition (3) amounts to both of them being isomorphisms.

On one hand the aim of this article is to gather results already present in various places in the literature in a cohesive narrative. On the other hand, we will also prove new results that stem naturally from our approach, in particular from adding condition (1) to the picture, and from analyzing all three conditions in terms of prime elements. We show that frames L satisfying condition (1) are those such that the primes of L are all weakly covered. Coveredness is studied in Banaschewski and Pultr (2014) and Picado and Pultr (2019). We will prove choice-free versions of the results in Niefield and Rosenthal (1987) characterizing frames satisfying condition (2). In particular, we use a notion of essential prime that does not assume the existence of enough minimal primes above an element. We will characterize frames satisfying condition (3) as those frames L such that for every element in L there is a prime above it satisfying a strong version of essentiality, which we call absolute essentiality.

2. Preliminaries

We assume familiarity with the basic notions of pointfree topology. Nonetheless, let us give reminders of what specifically are the basic notions that we will use without mention in this paper.

• The adjunction Ω : Top ⇆ Frm^{op} : pt with Ω ⊣ pt connects the categories of frames with that of topological spaces. The functor Ω assigns to each space its lattice of opens, and pt assigns to a frame L the collection of the frame maps f : L → 2, topologized by setting the opens to be exactly the sets of the form {f : L → 2 : f(a) = 1} for some a ∈ L.

• A frame L is spatial if for a, b ∈ L whenever a ≰ b there is some frame map f : L → 2 such that f(a) = 1 ≠ f(b). Spatial frames are exactly those of the form Ω(X) for some space X.

• A space is sober if every irreducible closed set is the closure of a unique point. Sober spaces are exactly those of the form pt(L) for some frame L.

• The adjunction Ω ⊣ pt restricts to a dual equivalence of categories between spatial frames and sober spaces.

• The category of sober spaces is a full reflective subcategory of Top. For each space X we have a sobrification map N : X → pt(Ω(X)) mapping each point x ∈ X to the map f_x : Ω(X) → 2 defined as f(U) = 1 if and only if x ∈ U.

• The category of spatial frames is a full reflective subcategory of Frm. For each frame we have a spatialization map ϕ : L → Ω(pt(L)) which sends each a ∈ L to {f : L → 2 : f(a) = 1}. • We call Loc the category Frm^{op}, and we call its objects locales. Maps in the category of locales have a concrete description: they can be characterized as the right adjoints of frame maps (since frame maps preserve all joins, they always have right adjoints).

• A sublocale of a locale L is a subset S ⊆ L such that it is closed under arbitrary meets, and such that s ∈ S implies x → s ∈ S for every x ∈ L. This is equivalent to S ⊆ L being a locale in the inherited order, and the subset inclusion being a map in Loc.

• Sublocales of L are closed under arbitrary intersections, and so the collection S(L) of all sublocales of L, ordered under set inclusion, is a complete lattice. Joins in S(L) are computed as ⋁ i S_i = { ⋀ M : M ⊆ ⋃ i S_i}. • In the coframe S(L) the bottom element is the sublocale {1} and the top element is L.

• Embedded in S(L) we have the coframe of closed sublocales which is isomorphic to L^{op}.

The closed sublocale c(a) ⊆ L is defined to be ↑a for a ∈ L.

• Embedded in S(L) we also have the frame of open sublocales which is isomorphic to L. The open sublocale o(a) is defined to be {a → x : x ∈ L} for a ∈ L.

• The sublocales o(a) and c(a) are complements of one another in the coframe S(L) for any element a ∈ L.

• Furthermore, open and closed sublocales generate the coframe S(L) in the sense that for each S ∈ S(L) we have S = ⋂ {o(x) ∨ c(y) : S ⊆ o(x) ∨ c(y)}.

2.1. The axiom T_D A space X is defined to be T_D if every point x ∈ X has some neighborhood U with U\{x} open. This is an axiom stronger than T_0 and weaker than T_1 and it was introduced in Aull and Thron (1963). It has been used (for instance in Pultr and Tozzi (1994)) in order to answer the question of when a topological space can be completely recovered from its frame of opens. The Skula space of a space X, denoted as Sk(X), is the space defined as follows. The set of points is the same set of points as X, while the topology is the Skula topology, that is the one generated by the opens of X together with their complements. The following characterizations of T_D spaces can be found in Picado and Pultr (2011).

Proposition 2.1. The following are equivalent for a T_0 space X.

1. The space is T_D.

2. For no x ∈ X do we have that the dualization of the inclusion X\{x} ⊆ X is a frame isomorphism.

3. If Y ⊈ Z then Ω^′(Y ) ⊈ Ω^′(Z), for all subspaces Y, Z ⊆ X.

4. The Skula space Sk(X) is discrete.

One can exhibit the role of the axiom T_D in pointfree topology by comparing it to sobriety. This has been done in detail in Banaschewski and Pultr (2010). In particular, in the context of T_0 spaces, the two axioms mirror each other in that sober spaces are maximal in the same sense in which T_D spaces are minimal.

• A space X is sober if and only if we can never have a nontrivial subspace inclusion X → Y such that its dualization is an isomorphism.

• A space X is T_D if and only if we can never have a nontrivial subspace inclusion Y → X such that its dualization is an isomorphism.

Comparing the two axioms with respect to their implications for subspaces and sublocales yields the following.

• A space X is sober if and only all spatial sublocales of Ω(X) are induced by subspaces of X. • A space X is T_D if and only if different subspaces of X induce different spatial sublocales.

3. The coframe of spatializations

We will look at spatialization as an interior on the coframe S(L) of sublocales of a frame L. Since we will work on the coframe S(L) of sublocales of a frame L, we will adapt the terminology from frame theory by just adding the prefix “co-” to the classical notion. For example, for a coframe C we will call “conucleus” an operator ν : C → C which is a nucleus on C^{op}, “cosublocale” a subset S ⊆ C which is a sublocale of C^{op}, and so on. We also use the following pieces of notation.

• For a frame L, we call pt(L) its prime spectrum.

• For a complete lattice L and a subset Y ⊆ L, we call M(Y ) the ordered collection { ⋀ M : M ⊆ Y }. Similarly, we call m(Y ) the collection { ⋀ M : M ⊆ Y, M is finite}.

The first step is to notice that the spatialization ϕ_L : L ↠ Ω(pt(L)) of a frame L, as any frame surjection, determines a sublocale of L. We now show how to obtain this sublocale explicitly. Before doing this, we will gather some useful facts that will simplify our calculations with sublocales. First of all, let us remind the reader that for every frame L and every element x ∈ L, there exists a sublocale b(x) defined as ⋂ {S ∈ S(L) : x ∈ S}. This is clearly the smallest sublocale containing the element x. The reason behind this notation is that “b” stands for “Boolean” - the sublocales of L that are Boolean algebras coincide with those of the form b(x) for some y ∈ L. This is not a fact that we will use in our analysis, however. We provide proofs for the facts on primes and Boolean sublocales that we show, but proofs of these results are also in Picado and Pultr (2011). Before we start with basic facts about Boolean sublocales, let us look at very general properties of the Heyting implication in frames.

Lemma 3.1. For any frame L we have a contravariant Galois connection − → x : L ⇆ L : − → x Proof. Let us fix an element x ∈ L. For any two elements a, b ∈ L we have that a ≤ b → x if and only if a ∧ b ≤ x and this holds if and only if b ≤ a → x. Then, indeed the pair of maps described in the statement form a Galois connection.

From the properties of antitone Galois connections, the following facts hold.

Corollary 3.2. For any frame L and every x ∈ L we have the following. 1. ⋁ i y_i → x = ⋀ (y_i → x) for every collection y_i ∈ L.

2. y ≤ (y → x) → x for every y ∈ L

3. y → x = ((y → x) → x) → x for every y ∈ L. Proof. Let us prove each item as a chain of equivalences.

1. Suppose that y_i ∈ L is any collection. We have the following equivalences for each z ∈ L. z ≤ ⋀ (y_i → x) z ≤ (y_i → x) z ∧ y_i ≤ x ⋁ i z ∧ y_i ≤ x z ∧ ⋁ i y_i ≤ x z ≤ ⋁ i y_i → x 2. Suppose that y ∈ L. The following are equivalent. y ∧ x ≤ x y ∧ (y → x) ≤ x y ≤ (y → x) → x 3. Suppose that y ∈ L. One inequality follows from item (2). For the other, by the antitone Galois connection in Lemma 3.1, we have that these are equivalent. ((y → x) → x) → x ≤ y → x y ≤ (((y → x) → x) → x) → x The bottom line is always true by item (2).

Let us see some results on Boolean sublocales. Compare the two results in the lemma below with the following two facts about open sublocales.

1. For every x ∈ L we have that o(x) = {x → y : y ∈ L} 2. For every x ∈ L we have that a ∈ o(x) if and only if a = x → a.

Lemma 3.3. Let L be a frame. We have the following facts.

1. For every x ∈ L we have b(x) = {y → x : y ∈ L}.

2. For every x ∈ L we have that a ∈ b(x) if and only if a = (a → x) → x. 3. For every x ∈ L the frame b(x) is a Boolean algebra, where the negation of an element a ∈ b(x) is a → x.

Proof. Let us prove each item in turn.

1. By definition of b(x), it suffices to show that {y → x : y ∈ L} is a sublocale containing x, and that it is the smallest such sublocale. We have that 1 → x = x, and so x ∈ {y → x : y ∈ L}. Let us show that this collection is a sublocale. For every a ∈ L, we have that a → (y → x) = (a ∧ y) → x, and so the collection is stable under left implication. For closure under meets, we notice that by item (1) of Corollary 3.2 we have that ⋀ (y_i → x) = ⋁ i y_i → x. Finally, by the stability property of sublocales, whenever x ∈ S for some sublocale S ⊆ L, we must have {y → x : y ∈ L} ⊆ S.

2. If a = (a → x) → x then a ∈ b(x) by item (1). Suppose, now, that a ∈ b(x). We have that a ≤ (a → x) → x by item (2) of Corollary 3.2. For the other inequality, let us use the assumption that a ∈ b(x). In particular, let y ∈ L be such that a = y → x. By item (3) of Corollary 3.2, we have a = y → x = ((y → x) → x) → x.

3. The collection b(x) is a frame. To show that it is a Boolean algebra, it suffices to show that each element joins to 1 with its Heyting pseudocomplement. First, let us show that the Heyting pseudocomplement of some a ∈ b(x) is a → x. The bottom element of the sublocale b(x) is x itself, by item (1) and because x ≤ y → x for each y ∈ L; furthermore x ∈ b(x) as 1 → x = x. For every a ∈ b(x), we have that y ≤ a → x if and only if y ∧ x ≤ a. Since meets in b(x) are computed in the same way as in L, this means that the element x → a satisfies the definition of pseudocomplement of x in b(x). Item (2), then, implies that every element of b(x) is its own Heyting pseudocomplement, and so b(x) is a Boolean algebra.

Let us see some more generic locale theoretical facts which we will use to simplify our calculations.

Lemma 3.4. For a frame L the following facts hold.

1. For any collection {S_1, ..., S_n} ⊆ L of sublocales, we have that S_1 ∨ ... ∨ S_n = m(S_1 ∪ ... ∪ S_n). 2. If p ∈ pt(L), then for each x ∈ L we have that x → p = p if and only if x ≰ p.

3. If p ∈ L is such that y ≰ p implies y → p = p for every y ∈ L then p must be prime.

4. For every prime p ∈ pt(L), we have that b(p) = {1, p}.

5. If a sublocale S has two elements, it is of the form b(p) for some prime p ∈ pt(L).

6. For a collection p_i ∈ pt(L) we have ⋁ i b(p_i) = M({p_i : i ∈ I}).

Proof. Let us prove each item in turn.

1. We will show that m(S_1 ∪...∪S_n) is a sublocale, and that it is the smallest one which contains each S_m. Since each of the S_m’s is closed under meets, the collection m(S_1 ∪ ... ∪ S_n) is closed under all meets, too. If y ∈ L, let us consider an arbitrary element s_1 ∧ ... ∧ s_n ∈ m(S_1 ∪ ... ∪ S_n); say that s_m ∈ S_m for each m ≤ n, with some s_m’s possibly equal to 1. The element y → (s_1 ∧ ... ∧ s_n) is the same as ⋀ m≤n(y → s_m). Since every sublocale S_m is stable under left implication, indeed we have y → s_m ∈ S_m and so y → (s_1∧...∧_n) ∈ m(S_1∪...∪S_n). This set is then a sublocale, and it clearly contains all of the S_m’s. For T ⊆ L a sublocale, we have that S_1, ..., S_n ⊆ T implies that m(S_1 ∪ ... ∪ S_n) ⊆ T , by meet closure of T .

2. Suppose that p ∈ L is a prime element and that x ≰ p. We expand the definition of x → p to obtain that this is the same as ⋁ {y ∈ L : y ≤ p or x ≤ p}, in which expression we have used primality of p. Then, x → p = p. Conversely, if for x ∈ L we have that x → p = p for a prime p, we deduce that x → p ≠ 1, since primes are different from 1 by definition. Then, we cannot have x ≤ p.

3. Suppose that p ∈ L is such that x ≰ p implies that x → p = p for every x ∈ L. To show that p is prime, we show that if we have x ∧ y ≤ p, and x ≰ p, this implies y ≤ p. Then, let us assume the antecedent. Since y ≰ p, by assumption y → p = p. This means, by definition of Heyting implication, that y ∧ z ≤ p implies that z ≤ p. In particular, we deduce that x ≤ p. So, p is prime.

4. First, let us show that for every prime p we have that {1, p} is a sublocale. This set is immediately seen to be closed under meets. For the stability condition, we notice that for y ∈ L we have that y → 1 = 1 ∈ {1, p} for every y ∈ L; and that we also have y → p = 1 ∈ {1, p} if y ≤ p, and y → p = p ∈ {1, p} if y ≰ p, by item (2). Then, indeed, {1, p} is a sublocale. It is clearly the smallest sublocale containing p: since sublocales are closed under arbitrary meet, in particular they must all contain the empty meet 1.

5. Suppose that for some element x ∈ L we have that {1, p} is a sublocale, where 1 ≠ p. If y ≰ p we must have that y → p ≠ 1 and that y → p ∈ {1, p}, by stability under left implication. Then, y ≰ p implies that y → p = p for all y ∈ L; by item (3) this implies that p is prime.

6. First, we show that M({p_i : i ∈ I}) is a sublocale for every collection of primes {p_i : i ∈ I}.

By its definition, the collection is closed under all meets. Suppose that ⋀ i p_j is an arbitrary element of our collection, with each p_j a prime in {p_i : i ∈ I}. We have that y → ⋀ j p_j = ⋀ j (y → p_j). For every j, by item (2) we have that each y → p_j is either 1 or p_j, and so y → ⋀ j p_j = ⋀ k p_k, with each p_k equal to some p_j. By the definition of this collection, this is in M({p_i : i ∈ I}).

The next results will be tools to define a spatialization operator on S(L).

Lemma 3.5. For any frame L and any sublocale S ⊆ L, we have that pt(S) = pt(L) ∩ S.

Proof. For the inclusion pt(L) ∩ S ⊆ pt(S), let us assume that p ∈ pt(L) is a prime which is in S. The element is also prime as an element of S since by definition this condition is formally stronger than p ∈ S and p being prime. Conversely, if p ∈ S is prime as an element of S, suppose that x ∧ y ≤ p for x, y ∈ L. Then, by monotonicity of nuclei we have that ν_S(x ∧ y) ≤ ν_S(p) = p, and by their meet preservation property also ν_S(x) ∧ ν_S (y) ≤ p. By primality of p in S, we have that either ν_S (x) ≤ p or ν_S (y) ≤ p. Since nuclei are inflationary, if the former holds then x ≤ p, and if the latter holds y ≤ p. Then, p is prime as an element of L, too.

Lemma 3.6. A frame is spatial if and only if all its elements are meets of primes.

Proof. By definition of the prime spectrum of a frame, we know that a frame is spatial if and only if the map ϕ^′_L : L ↠ Ω(pt(L)) is injective, that is, if whenever a ≰ b we have some prime p ∈ L such that b ≤ p and a ≰ p. If all elements of L are meets of primes, each element must be the meet of all the primes above it. then whenever a ≰ b, there must be a prime p with b ≤ p and a ≰ p, otherwise we would have that ↑b ∩ pt(L) ⊆ ↑a ∩ pt(L), from which ⋀ {p ∈ pt(L) : a ≤ p} ≤ ⋀ {p ∈ pt(L) : b ≤ p}, contradicting our hypothesis that s ≰ b.

Conversely, if the frame L is spatial, and if we have some a ∈ L such that a ≠ ⋀ i p_i for every collection p_i ∈ pt(L), we also have that a < ⋀ {p ∈ pt(L) : a ≤ p} =: a^′. But since these two elements of L have the same primes above them, we deduce that ϕ^′_L(a) = ϕ^′_L(a^′), contradicting spatiality of L.

Lemma 3.7. For any frame L, its spatialization sublocale is M(pt(L)).

Proof. Translating the universal property of the frame spatialization into a condition on sublocales, we obtain that the spatialization sublocale of L is the largest sublocale of L which is spatial. The sublocale M(pt(L)) is spatial, since by its definition all its elements are meets of primes. Suppose, now, that T ⊆ L is a spatial sublocale. Then, all its elements are meets of primes, and so we have M(pt(T )) ⊆ T . We need to have pt(T ) ⊆ pt(L). Since the operator M, too, is monotone, we also have M(pt(T )) ⊆ M(pt(L)). So, T ⊆ M(pt(L)).

From now on, we will refer to M(pt(L)) as sp(L) for any frame L. There is an alternative way of seeing the spatialization of a sublocale.

Proposition 3.8. For every sublocale S ⊆ L we have that sp(S) = ⋁ {b(p) : p ∈ pt(S)}.

Proof. By item (5) of 3.4, for any sublocale S ⊆ L we have that ⋁ {b(p) : p ∈ pt(L)} = M(pt(S)).

Let us now show that the map sp : S(L) → S(L) is an interior operator. In the frame theoretical case, in contrast with the d-frame case, we can prove that this interior operator preserves finite joins too. As we will see, this implies that the collection of its fixpoints is actually a cosublocale of S(L). Before we prove this, let us see a more general result.

Proposition 3.9. For every frame L there is an adjunction of posets as below.

P(pt(L)) S(L) M pt

⊣

Proof. It is clear from their definition that both these maps are monotone. To show that we have an adjunction between posets, it is sufficient to show that for any subspace Y ⊆ pt(L) and any sublocale S ⊆ L we have that M(Y ) ⊆ S if and only if Y ⊆ pt(L). Suppose that the former holds. Then, since pt is monotone we have pt(M(Y )) ⊆ pt(S). We also have that Y ⊆ pt(M(Y )) since pt(Y ) = Y by assumption and pt(Y ) ⊆ pt(M(Y )) by monotonicity of pt. Then, the first of the desired implications holds. Suppose, now, that the latter holds. Since M is monotone, we deduce that M(Y ) ⊆ M(pt(S)). Since M(pt(S)) ⊆ S as the left hand side is just its spatialization sublocale, we are done. Then, indeed we have an adjunction M ⊣ pt.

Observation 3.10. If we have a frame L and a collection of sublocales S_1, ..., S_n of this frame, we have that by item (1) of Lemma 3.4 their join in S(L) is computed as m(S_1 ∪ ... ∪ S_n). Since primes cannot be nontrivial meets, this means that pt(S_1 ∨ ... ∨ S_n) = pt(S_1) ∪ ... ∪ pt(S_n).

Proposition 3.11. Spatialization sp : S(L) → S(L) is a conucleus: it is an interior operator which preserves finite joins.

Proof. For any sublocale S ⊆ L, we have that pt(S) ⊆ S. Since sublocales are closed under meets, this implies that sp(S) ⊆ M(S) = S. Then, spatialization is decreasing in S(L). It is also idempotent: if S is a spatial sublocale, all its elements are meets of primes and so sp(S) = S. Now, let us show that the map preserves finite joins of S(L). The map M preserved all colimits, since it is a left adjoint. On the other hand, the map pt preserves finite colimits by Observation 3.10. Then, their composition M ∘ pt preserves finite joins.

Corollary 3.12. For every frame L the lattice of its spatial sublocales sp[S(L)] is a coframe. Spatialization is a coframe map sp : S(L) → sp[S(L)].

Proof. Both parts of the claim holds because sp is a conucleus on S(L).

We now claim that the cosublocale sp[S(L)] ⊆ S(L) corresponds exactly to the spatialization cosublocale of S(L).

Lemma 3.13. The primes of S(L)^{op} are exactly the sublocales of the form b(p) for some prime p ∈ L. Proof. Suppose we have a sublocale S ⊆ L with more than one element, say {1, x, y} ⊆ S with all three these elements pairwise different. Suppose without losing generality that x ≰ y. This means that y /∈ c(x). We also have x → x = 1 ≠ x, and so x /∈ o(x). Since c(x) ∨ o(x) = L, we have that S ⊆ o(x) ∨ c(x), but we also have S ⊈ o(x) and S ⊈ c(x), with witnesses x and y, respectively. Then, S is not join prime. Conversely, if S = {1, p} and S ⊆ T ∨ U, in particular {p} ⊆ T ∨ U = m(T ∪ U). This implies that {p} ⊆ T ∪ U since primes cannot be nontrivial meets. We must have either p ∈ T or p ∈ U. If the former holds then {1, p} ⊆ T and if the latter holds then {1, p} ⊆ U. Then, {1, p} is join prime.

Proposition 3.14. For every frame L the coframe sp[S(L)] is the spatialization cosublocale of S(L).

Proof. The spatialization sublocale of a frame is the closure under meets of the ordered collection of its prime elements. Then the spatialization cosublocale of S(L) is the closure under joins of the ordered collection of its join primes, which by Lemma 3.13 is {b(p) : p ∈ pt(L)}.

As a corollary, we obtain this well-known fact.

Corollary 3.15. For any frame L, the frame S(L)^{op} is spatial if and only if all sublocales of L are spatial.

4. The coframe of sobrifications

Suppose that we have the spectrum pt(L) of a frame L. We want to see sobrification as a closure operator on P(pt(L)) in the same way in which we have seen spatialization as an interior operator on S(L). In particular, we will see that there is a symmetry between spatialization on S(L) and sobrification on P(pt(L)). When we have an extremal monomorphism Y ↣ X in Top we can turn it into a concrete subspace inclusion Y ⊆ X. Recall that in a category C a morphism f : A → B is an extremal monomorphism if it is a monomorphism and if f = ge with e an epimorphism, e must be an isomorphism. It is very well-known that the epimorphisms in the category of topological spaces are exactly the surjections. The following result is also quite well-known, but let us prove it.

Lemma 4.1. In the category of topological spaces, a continuous function f : Y → X is an extremal monomorphism if and only if it is an injection such that the map Y → f[Y ] defined as y → f(x) is a homeomorphism.

Proof. Suppose that f : Y → X is a continuous injection between topological spaces such that f[Y ] is homeomorphic to Y . Suppose that f = g ∘ e with e an epimorphism, as depicted below. Z

Y X gef

If we have e(y_1) = e(y_2) for distinct points y_1 ≠ y_2 of Y , we also would have f(y_1) = f(y_2) by the commutativity of the diagram. contradicting that f is an injection. Since e is an epimorphism, it is also a surjection. Then, e must be a bijection. It only remains to show that it is an open map. Let us observe that g cannot identify distinct elements of e[Y ] = Z, or we would contradict injectivity of f. This means that for every subset S ⊆ Z we have that g^{−1}(g[S]) = S. In particular, g^{−1}(f[Y ]) = g^{−1}(g[e[Y ]]) = g^{−1}(g[Z]) = Z. Now, let U ⊆ Y be an open set. We have that e[U] = g^{−1}(g[e[U]]), by the observation we have just made. By assumption on f and by commutativity of the diagram, g[e[U]] = f[U] must be an open set of f[Y ]: it must be of the form V ∩ f[Y ] for some open V ⊆ X. Then, e[U] = g^{−1}(g[e[U]]) = g^{−1}(f[U]) = g^{−1}(V ∩ f[Y ]) must be g^{−1}(V ) ∩ g^{−1}(f[Y ]) = Z ∩ g^{−1}(V ) = g^{−1}(V ), which is open in Z by continuity of g. Then, e[U] is open and this means that e is an open continuous bijection, hence an isomorphism in Top.

For the converse, we show that if f[Y ] is not isomorphic to Y , we can find a factorization f = g ∘ e where e is an epimorphism but not an isomorphism. Suppose that f is a continuous injection but also that there is some open U ⊆ Y such that f[U] is not open in f[Y ]. Now let us define Z to be an isomorphic copy of f[Y ]. Let e : Y → Z be the bijection defined as y → f(y), and let g : Z → X be subspace inclusion. We have that e is a surjection, hence an epimorphism, but it is not an isomorphism since f[U] is open and U is not. By definition of Z the triangle depicted above commutes.

It is also known that the subspace inclusions Y → X in the category of topological spaces are essentially the extremal monomorphisms, in the sense that on the one hand all subspace inclusions are extremal monomorphisms, and on the other hand every extremal monomorphism is a subspace inclusion up to homeomorphism, in the following sense: every extremal monomorphisms f : Y ↣ X in Top is such that the map Y → f[Y ] acting as y → f(y) is a homeomorphism making the following diagram commute f[Y ]

Y X if^′f

It is clear that any subspace inclusion Y ⊆ X is such that the image of Y under this map is homeomorphic to Y , since it is identical to Y . We have already seen the fact that the sobrification map ψ_X : X → pt(Ω(X)) of a space X is not in general bijective. When X is a T_0 space, the map is always injective. In fact, we have more. We know that when X is T_0, this map in general is an extremal monomorphism.

Lemma 4.2. If X is a T_0 space, the sobrification map ψ_X : X ↣ pt(Ω(X)) is an extremal monomorphism.

Proof. Suppose that X is a T_0 space. Its sobrification map is then a continuous injection. By Lemma 4.1, then, to show our claim it suffices to show that for every open U ⊆ X the set ψ_X [U] is open in ψ_X [X] ⊆ pt(Ω(X)). Suppose, then, that U ⊆ X is an open set. Recall that a typical open of pt(Ω(X)) is of the form {f ∈ pt(Ω(X)) : f(U) = 1} for some open U ⊆ X, and so an open of the subspace ψ_X [X] is a set of the form {N_x ∈ pt(Ω(X)) : N_x(U) = 1} for some open U ⊆ X. The set ψ_X [U] is {N_x ∈ pt(Ω(X)) : x ∈ U} = {N_x ∈ pt(Ω(X)) : N_x(U) = 1}, and so it is open in ψ_X [X]. Then, the sobrification map ψ_X is an extremal monomorphism.

This means that whenever we have T_0 topological space, we may see it up to homeomorphism as a subspace of its sobrification.

Lemma 4.3. If f : X → Y is an injective function its forward image map preserves intersections.

Proof. Suppose that f : X → Y is an injective function. The inclusion f[A ∩ B] ⊆ f[A] ∩ f[B] follows from the fact that since f[−] : P(X) → P(Y ) is monotone we have both f[A ∩ B] ⊆ f[A] and [A ∩ B] ⊆ f[B]. For the other inclusion, suppose that y ∈ f[A] ∩ f[B]. Then, there are a ∈ A and b ∈ B with f(a) = f(b) = y. By injectivity of f we must then have that a = b ∈ A ∩ B, and so y ∈ f[A ∩ B].

Lemma 4.4. The composition of extremal monomorphisms in Top is an extremal monomorphism.

Proof. Suppose that m_1 : X → Y and m_2 : Y → Z are extremal monomorphisms in Top. By Lemma 4.1, it suffices to show that m_2 ∘ m_1 is a continuous injection such that m_2[m_1[X]] is homeomorphic to X. Since continuous functions as well as injections are closed under composition, it suffices to show that m_2 ∘ m_1 is such that forward images of opens of X are opens of m_2[m_1[X]]. Suppose that U ⊆ X is open. We have that m_1[U] is open in Y ∩ m_1[X], let V ⊆ Y be such that m_1[X] = V ∩ m_1[X]. The map m_2 is an injection and so by Lemma 4.3 we have m_2[m_1[U]] = m_2[V ∩ m_1[X]] = m_2[V ] ∩ m_2[m_1[X]]. By assumption of m_2, we have that m_2[V ] must be W ∩ m_2[Y ] for some open W ⊆ Z. This means that m_1[X] = W ∩ m_2[Y ] ∩ m_2[m_1[Y ]]. Since m_2 is an injection this is also the same as W ∩ m_2[Y ∩ m_1[X]] = W ∩ m_2[m_1[X]]. Then, indeed m_2[m_1[U]] is an open set of the subspace m_2[m_1[X]] ⊆ Z. So, the map m_2 ∘ m_1 is an extremal monomorphism.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that X is a sober space, and that ψ^{−1}_X : pt(Ω(X)) → X is the inverse of the sobrification map. For any subspace i_Y : Y ⊆ X the map ψ^{−1}_X ∘ pt(Ω(i_Y )) : pt(Ω(Y )) ↣ X is an extremal monomorphism.

Proof. By Lemma 4.4, it suffices to show that isomorphisms are extremal monomorphisms. This follows from Lemma 4.1, since for a continuous open bijection f : X ∼= Y indeed we have that the image f[X] is homeomorphic to X.

In the lemma below we have kept the convention that for a continuous function f : Y → X, we have denoted as f^′ the map Y → f[Y ] acting as y → f(y).

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that X is a sober space, and that Y ⊆ X is a subspace. We have a chain of subspace inclusions Y ⊆ sob(Y ) ⊆ X such that the following diagram in Top commutes. All vertical arrows are homeomorphisms. Y sob(Y ) X

Y pt(Ω(Y )) pt(Ω(X))

id_YψY(ψ^{−1}_X ∘pt(Ω(i)))^′ pt(Ω(i)) ψ^{−1}_X

Proof. The map ψ^{−1}_X ∘pt(Ω(i)) is an extremal monomorphism, by Lemma 4.5. By the observation made after Lemma 4.1, then, there is a subspace sob(Y ) of X such that the subspace inclusion sob(Y ) → X makes the right square of the rectangle commute. Let us show that the left square commutes. We need to show that for every y ∈ Y we have that ψ^{−1}_X (pt(Ω(i))(ψ_Y (y))) = y for every y ∈ Y . We notice that for the subspace inclusion i : Y → X we have that Ω(i) : Ω(X) → Ω(Y ) is the map i^{−1} : U → U ∩ Y . Then, the map pt(Ω(i)) : pt(Ω(Y )) → pt(Ω(X)) is precomposition with − ∩ Y , that is, it assigns to each frame map f : Ω(X) → 2 the map Ω(Y ) → 2 defined as U → f(U ∩Y ). In particular, for a map of the form N_y : Ω(Y ) → 2, we will have that pt(Ω(i))(N_y ) is a map Ω(X) → 2 such that it gives 1 whenever y ∈ U ∩ Y , and it gives 0 whenever y /∈ U ∩ Y . It then coincides with the neighborhood map N_y : Ω(X) → 2. Then, we have the following.

ψ^{−1}_X (pt(Ω(i))(ψ_Y (y))) = = ψ^{−1}_X (pt(Ω(i))(N_y )) = = ψ^{−1}_X (N_y) = = y. In light of this lemma, when we have a sober space X and a subspace Y , we will consider the sobrification of Y to be a subspace sob(Y ) of X with Y ⊆ sob(Y ) the sobrification map. For any sober space X and any subspace Y ⊆ X, we may calculate its sobrification sob(Y ) as a closure operator on P(X). Let us remind the reader that we have already shown that the sober subspaces of a sober space form a closure system: for a sober space X, the sober subspaces coincide with those whose underlying set is a Skula-closed set.

Lemma 4.7. If X is a sober space and Y ⊆ X a subspace, we have

sob(Y ) = ⋂ {Z ⊆ X : Y ⊆ Z, Z is sober} of X with sobrification map the set inclusion Y ⊆ sob(Y ).

Proof. By Lemma 4.6, we know that there is a subspace sob(Y ) ⊆ X such that it is isomorphic to the sobrification of Y , with the sobrification map given by the set inclusion i_{Y S} : Y → sob(Y ). By the universal property of the sobrification of a space, whenever Z is a sober subspace of X such that we have an inclusion i_{Y Z} : Y ⊆ Z, there must be a unique map i_{SZ} : sob(Y ) → Z such that the following commutes.

sob(Y )

Y Z i_{SZ} i_{Y S}iY Z

Because this triangle commutes, i_{SZ} , too, must be a subset inclusion. Then, every sober subspace of X which contains Y must be a superset of sob(Y ), and so sob(Y ) ⊆ ⋂ {Z ⊆ X : Z is sober, Y ⊆ Z}. For the other set inclusion, it suffices to notice that sob(Y ) ∈ {Z ⊆ X : Z is sober, Y ⊆ Z}.

We now look at the specific case where we want to sobrify subspaces of a sober space of the form pt(L) for some frame L.

Lemma 4.8. For any frame L and any subspace Y ⊆ pt(L) we have that its sobrification is pt(M(Y )), with sobrification map the set inclusion Y ⊆ pt(M(Y ))

Proof. For this, it suffices to show that for every subspace Y ⊆ pt(L) the intersection sob(Y ) of all sober subspaces of pt(L) which contain it is pt(M(Y )). One set inclusion is clear, since pt(M(Y )) is sober and Y ⊆ pt(M(Y )). For the other set inclusion, suppose that Y ⊆ Z with Z ⊆ pt(L) sober. We may then write Z = pt(S) for some sublocale S ⊆ L. We then have that pt(M(Y )) ⊆ pt(M(pt(S))) by monotonicity of both pt and M, and since the points of a frame are the same as the points of its spatialization we have pt(S) = pt(M(pt(S))) and so pt(M(Y )) ⊆ pt(S).

Finally, we may come back to the adjunction introduced in Proposition 3.9. The next proposition will make precise our opening statement for this section; that there is a symmetry between spatialization of sublocales and sobrification of subspaces.

Proposition 4.9. For every frame L, consider the following adjunction.

P(pt(L)) S(L) M pt

⊣

The fixpoints of M ∘ pt are exactly the spatial sublocales, and the fixpoints of pt ∘ M are exactly the sober subspaces.

Proof. This follows from Proposition 3.9 combined with Lemmas 3.7 and 4.8.

5. The relation between subspaces and sublocales

We can now finally see that we can exploit the equivalence between sober spaces and spatial frames to show that the coframes of sober subspaces of pt(L) and that of spatial sublocales of L are the same.

Proposition 5.1. For any frame L we have that the map pt : sp[S(L)] → sob[P(pt(L))] is a coframe isomorphism. Its inverse acts as S → M^′(S).

Proof. Proposition 3.9 tells us that we have an adjunction M : P(pt(L)) ⇆ S(L) : pt with M ⊣ pt. This adjunction restricts to an equivalence of categories between the two full subcategories determined by the objects which are fixpoints of M ∘ pt and pt ∘ M. By Proposition 4.9, these are the spatial sublocales and the sober subspaces, respectively.

We can gather together this result and the results of the two previous subsections in the following picture. The following is a commutative diagram in the category of coframes. We will refer to this as the “main diagram” of this section.sp[S(L)] sob[P(pt(L))]

S(L) P(pt(L))

pt(∼=) ptsp

Our analysis of the connection between subspaces and sublocales will be centred around analyzing what happens when the vertical arrows in this diagrams are isomorphisms.

• When the arrow on the left is an isomorphism, we will have that the collection of sublocales perfectly represent the sober subspaces of pt(L). This condition is equivalent to all sublocales of L being spatial, and this in turn to S(L)^{op} itself being spatial. This question of how to characterize the frames with this property, usually referred to as the totally spatial ones, has been explored in several papers. Most famously, Niefield and Rosenthal in Niefield and Rosenthal (1987) have proven that this is equivalent to a certain condition on the primes of L. More recently (see Ávila et al. (2019a) and Ávila et al. (2019b)), the question has been explored using a new approach involving Esakia duality. In Isbell (1991) the question is explored, among other things, and a more point-set approach is used. We will re-prove some of their results, with the modification that our versions of Niefield and Rosenthal’s results will not rely on Zorn’s lemma, and that our proof techniques will use the approach of sublocales as concrete subsets of frames.

• When the arrow on the right is an isomorphism, the spatial sublocales of S(L) perfectly represent the subspaces of pt(L). We will show that this is equivalent to the space pt(L) being T_D and the primes of L being weakly covered. This is a weak version of the notion of coveredness which was introduced in Banaschewski and Pultr (2014), and then used in Picado and Pultr (2019) in relation to T_D spaces. In spatial frames coveredness is equivalent to weak coveredness.

• When both the arrow on the left and that on the right are isomorphisms, the sublocales perfectly represent the subspaces. The frames L satisfying this condition are always spatial. In Simmons (1980) it is shown that Ω(X) is such that S(Ω(X)) ∼= P(X) if and only if the space X is scattered. We will prove this result in more algebraic terms involving the primes of L, and show that scatteredness of X amounts to a natural strengthening of the condition of Niefield and Rosenthal (1987) on the primes.

5.1. When are all subspaces sober?

For a frame L, we say that a prime p ∈ pt(L) is weakly covered if whenever p = ⋀ P for P ⊆ pt(L) we have p ∈ P . This is a weakening of the notion of covered prime, by which is meant a prime p ∈ L such that whenever p = ⋀ A we have p ∈ A. The notion of covered prime is already present in relation with the T_D axiom in the literature, for instance in Picado and Pultr (2019) it is observed that X being a T_D space is equivalent to all primes of Ω(X) of the form p_x for some x ∈ X being covered. Our notion of weakly covered stems from the fact that we want a notion of covered prime generalized to nonspatial frames.

Lemma 5.2. For a frame L, every prime of L is weakly covered if and only if all subspaces of pt(L) are sober.

Proof. Suppose that all primes of L are weakly covered. For every subspace Y ⊆ pt(L) we have that M(Y ) contains the same primes as Y , since we cannot get any new prime as an meet ⋀ P of primes P ⊆ Y , or this would be a prime which is not weakly covered. Then, Y = pt(M(Y )) for every subspace Y ⊆ pt(L). By Proposition 4.8 this means that every subspace of pt(L) is sober. Conversely, suppose that there is a prime p ∈ pt(L) which is not weakly covered. Let P ⊆ pt(L) be a collection of primes with p /∈ P and such that ⋀ P = p. We have that p ∈ pt(M(P )) but p /∈ P , and so the subspace P ⊆ pt(L) is not its own sobrification.

The condition that all subspaces of pt(L) are sober is equivalent to the right vertical arrow of the main diagram of this section being an isomorphism. This is also equivalent to having that pt establishes an isomorphism of coframes sp[S(L)] ∼= P(pt(L)). Let us look at some more equivalent ways of phrasing this condition.

Lemma 5.3. For a frame L, prime p ∈ pt(L) is weakly covered if and only if the point b(p) is isolated in pt(S(L)^{op}).

Proof. Suppose that L is a frame and that p ∈ pt(L) be a weakly covered prime. Let us consider the singleton {b(p)} ⊆ pt(S(L)^{op}). A typical open of pt(S(L)^{op}) is a set of the form {b(q) :

b(q) ⊈ T }, with q ranging over the primes of L. Let {q_i : i ∈ I} be the set of primes pt(L)\{p}. We claim that {b(p)} = {b(q) : b(q) ⊈ ⋁ i b(q_i)}. Since ⋁ i b(q_i) = M({q_i : i ∈ I}), by weak coveredness of p we have p /∈ ⋁ i b(q_i), that is, b(p) ⊆ ⋁ i b(q_i). For all other primes q ∈ L, by definition of the collection q_i we must have b(q) ⊆ ⋁ i b(q_i). Then, indeed {b(p)} is isolated. For the converse, let us suppose that {b(p)} is isolated. Let S be the sublocale such that b(p) ⊈ S and such that b(q) ⊆ S whenever q is a prime other than p. Suppose that Q is a collection of primes not containing p. We claim that ⋀ Q ≠ p. By property of the sublocale S, we must have ⋁ {b(q) : q ∈ Q} ⊆ S, and by meet closure of sublocales this implies ⋀ Q ∈ S. Then, we must have ⋀ Q ≠ p, or we would have p ∈ S, contradicting our hypothesis.

Lemma 5.4. For a frame L, a prime p ∈ pt(L) is weakly covered if and only if it is an isolated point of the subspace pt(↑p) = ↑p ∩ pt(L) of pt(L).

Proof. Suppose that p ∈ L is a weakly covered prime. Consider the space ↑p ∩ pt(L) ⊆ pt(L). Let P be the collection {q ∈ ↑p ∩ pt(L) : q ≠ p}. By assumption that p is weakly covered, we have that p < ⋀ P , and so ⋀ P ≰ p. This means that the open {q ∈ pt(↑p) : ⋀ P ≰ q} ⊆ ↑p ∩ pt(L) only contains the point p. Conversely, suppose that p ∈ pt(L) is not weakly covered, and let P be a collection of primes with ⋀ P = p. Consider the subspace pt(↑p) ⊆ pt(L). Suppose that there is an open {q ∈ pt(↑p) : a ≰ q} containing p. We show that it must contain at least one other point of pt(↑p). If we had a ≤ q for all primes q ≠ p with p ≤ q, we would also have that a ≤ ⋀ {q ∈ pt(↑p) : q ≠ p} ≤ ⋀ P = p, contradicting that a ≰ p. Then, the point p is not isolated in pt(↑p).

Let us now recall the fact that pt(S(L)^{op}) is the Skula space of pt(L). We also remind the reader of the fact that for a frame L the Skula-closed sets of its spectrum coincide with the underlying sets of its sober subspaces. We will now use these facts to explore when pt(L) is T_D in terms of the topology on pt(S(L)^{op}).

Lemma 5.5. In a complete Boolean algebra B the meet prime elements coincide with the coatoms.

Proof. Suppose that B is a complete Boolean algebra. Suppose that p ∈ pt(B), and suppose towards contradiction that there is x ∈ B with p < x < 1. Since x ≠ 1 and since B is a Boolean algebra we must have ¬x ≠ 0. We have that ¬x ≤ ¬p. We cannot have ¬x ≤ ¬p, otherwise we would have ¬x ≤ p ∧ ¬p, contradicting that ¬x ≠ 0. We deduce ¬x ≰ ¬p. By assumption, we also have x ≰ p, and by primality of p this means that x ∧ ¬x ≰ p, which is a contradiction. Conversely, suppose that p ∈ B is a coatom. Suppose that x∧y ≤ p. Using distributivity we have (x ∨ p) ∧ (y ∨ p) = p. Since p is a coatom, we have x ∨ p = p or x ∨ p = 1, and similarly for y ∨ p.

We cannot have x∨p = 1 = y ∨p or we would contradict our assumption that (x∨p)∧(y ∨p) = p. Then, we must have either x ∨ p = p, that is x ≤ p, or y ∨ p = p, that is y ≤ p. Lemma 5.6. The prime spectrum of a Boolean algebra is the discrete space whose points are its coatoms.

Proof. Suppose that B is a complete Boolean algebra which is also a spatial frame. Its prime spectrum pt(B) is the set of its coatoms, by Lemma 5.5. We claim that every coatom is an isolated point of pt(B). Suppose, then, that p ∈ pt(B). Since B is a Boolean algebra and p ≠ 1 we must also have ¬p ≠ 0. This means that ≠ p ≰ ¬¬p = p. If q ∈ pt(L) is such that q ≠ p, we have that p ≰ q, since p and q are distinct coatoms, and that p ∧ ¬p ≤ q. Since q is a prime, this implies that p ≤ q. Then, we have that the open {q ∈ pt(B) : ¬p ≰ q} ⊆ pt(B) consists only of the singleton {p}. Then, p is isolated.

Lemma 5.7. If a sober space has a frame of opens which is a Boolean algebra, it must be discrete. Proof. If a sober space is such that its frame of opens is Boolean, it must be homeomorphic to the prime spectrum of a Boolean algebra, which we know to be discrete, by Lemma 5.6. Lemma 5.8. For a frame L, we have that sp[S(L)] is Boolean if and only if the space pt(S(L)^{op}) is discrete.

Proof. If pt(S(L)^{op}) is a discrete space, its frame of opens is a Boolean algebra. By Proposition 3.14, this frame of opens is anti-isomorphic to the coframe sp[S(L)]. For the converse, suppose that sp[S(L)] is a Boolean algebra. Since this is anti-isomorphic to Ω(pt(S(L)^{op})), this means that the frame of opens of pt(S(L)^{op}) is Boolean. By Lemma 5.7, the space pt(S(L)^{op}) is discrete. Theorem 5.9. For a frame L, the following are equivalent.

1. All the primes in L are weakly covered. 2. All subspaces of pt(L) are sober.

3. The map pt : sp[S(Ω(X))] → P(pt(L)) is an isomorphism. 4. The space pt(S(L)^{op}) is discrete. 5. The space pt(L) is T_D.

6. The coframe sp[S(L)] is a Boolean algebra.

Proof. The equivalence between (1) and (2) is Lemma 5.2. As we have observed already, all subspaces of pt(L) being sober is a condition equivalent to the right vertical arrow of the main diagram of this section being an isomorphism. Then, (2) and (3) are equivalent. By Lemma 5.3, a prime p ∈ L being covered is equivalent to the point b(p) of the space pt(S(L)^{op}) being isolated, and so all primes of L being weakly covered is equivalent to pt(S(L)^{op}) being discrete. Then, (1) and (4) are equivalent. Since pt(S(L)^{op}) is the Skula space of pt(L), the space pt(S(L)^{op}) being discrete is equivalent to pt(L) being a T_D space, and so (4) and (5) are equivalent. Lemma 5.8 states the equivalence of (4) and (6).

5.2. When are all sublocales spatial?

A frame L is said to be totally spatial if all its sublocales are spatial. In this subsection we explore different characterizations of this condition, with special attention to what this condition means for the prime elements of L. For M ⊆ L a subset of a frame L, we say that m ∈ M is an essential element of the meet M if ⋀ M ≠ ⋀ (M\{m}), in other words, if ⋀ (M\{m}) ≰ m. In Niefield and Rosenthal (1987), the authors define a notion of essential prime of a certain element a, and the definition is phrased in terms of minimal elements of the set pt(↑a). The authors observe that in this collection every descending chain has a lower bound, and they deduce that there is a set Min(a) of primes above a which are minimal in the collection pt(↑a). Then they observe that if a is the meet of the primes above it then a = ⋀ Min(a). Finally, for a frame L and an element a ∈ L which is the meet of the primes above it, they define p to be an essential prime of some a ∈ L if p ∈ Min(a) and ⋀ Min(a)\{p} ≠ a. We decided to adapt their definition and results so that we do not need Zorn’s Lemma to phrase them or prove them, since this is not much more complicated than their approach. For a frame L and an element a ∈ L which is the meet of the primes above it, we say that p ∈ pt(L) is an essential prime of a if p is an essential element of the particular meet ⋀ {q ∈ pt(↑a) : q = p or p ≰ q}. Then, p is an essential prime of a if and only if a ≤ p and ⋀ (pt(↑a)\↑p) ≰ p. Now, let us prove our versions of the results in Niefield and Rosenthal (1987).

Lemma 5.10. If L is a frame and a ∈ L is the meet of the primes above it, we have that for every x ∈ L x → a = ⋀ pt(↑a)\↑x, and so a prime p with a ≤ p is essential if and only if p_a → a ≰ p_a.

Proof. Since the element a ∈ L is assumed to be the meet of the primes above it we have x → a = x → ⋀ pt(↑a) = ⋀ {x → p : p ∈ pt(↑a)}. Each of the conjuncts of this meet is of the form x → p, and so by the property of prime elements stated in item (2) of Lemma 3.4, we have that if x ≤ p it is 1, and if x ≰ p it is p. The meet itself, then is equal to ⋀ {q ∈ pt(↑a) : x ≰ q}. Lemma 5.11. If L is a frame and a ∈ L is the meet of the primes above it, we have that p_a is an essential prime of a if and only if p_a = (p_a → a) → a.

Proof. We claim that for every prime p with a ≤ p we have that p → a ≰ p if and only if p = (p → a) → a. Suppose that the former holds. We already know that p ≤ (p → a) → a, by item (2) of Corollary 3.2. To show the reverse inequality, we show that z ≤ (p → a) → a implies z ≤ p for every z ∈ L. If z ≤ (p → a) → a, we have that z ∧ (p → a) ≤ a. Since a is the meet of the primes above it, in particular this means that z ∧ (p → a) ≤ p. By primality of p, this means that either z ≤ p or p → a ≤ p. By the second option does not hold by assumption, and so z ≤ p. Indeed, then, p = (p → a) → a. For the other direction of the main claim, suppose that (p → a) → a = p. Towards contradiction, suppose that p → a ≤ p. By assumption, this implies that p → a ≤ (p → a) → a. So, p → a ≤ a. Since − → a is antitone (by Lemma 3.1) this means 1 = a → a ≤ (p → a) → a = p. This contradicts p being prime. Then, we must have p → a ≰ p. We have now proven that for every prime p ∈ pt(↑a) we have that (p → a) → a = p is equivalent to p → a ≰ p. The claim follows from this fact and from Lemma 5.10.

Lemma 5.12. Suppose that L is a frame and that a ∈ L is an element such that it is the meet of the primes above it. We have that p_a is an essential prime of a if and only if p_a ∈ b(a). Thus, p is an essential prime of a if and only if it appears in any sublocale in which a appears.

Proof. To see this, we combine Lemma 5.11 with item (2) of Lemma 3.3.

Let us now explore total spatiality in terms of Boolean sublocales.

Lemma 5.13. For a frame L and for x, y ∈ L we have that b(x → y) = o(x) ∩ b(y).

Proof. Let us show both set inclusions. We have that x → y ∈ b(y), since by item (1) of Lemma 3.3 the sublocale b(y) is {z → y : z ∈ L}. So, b(x → y) ⊆ b(y). We also have that x → y ∈ o(x), since we also have o(x) = {x → z : z ∈ L}. For the other set inclusion, suppose that we have some z ∈ o(x) ∩ b(y). This tells us two facts: that x → z = z and that z = z^′ → y for some z^′ ∈ L. Combining the two facts we obtain that z = x → (z^′ → y) = (x ∧ z^′) → y = z^′ → (x → y) and so z must indeed be an element of b(x → y), by item (1) of Lemma 3.3.

Proposition 5.14. A frame L is totally spatial if and only if every Boolean sublocale other than b(1) = {1} has at least a point.

Proof. Suppose that L is a frame such that all its sublocales are spatial. If b(x) is a Boolean sublocale with x ≠ 1, we must have M(pt(b(x))) = b(x), and in particular M(pt(b(x))) ≠ {1}. Then, there must be at least a prime in b(x). For the converse, suppose that every nontrivial Boolean sublocale contains at least a prime. Towards contradiction, let us suppose that there is a nonspatial sublocale S ⊆ L. Then, we must have S ⊈ M(pt(S)). In particular, there must be some s ∈ S such that s < ⋀ i p_i, where {p_i : i ∈ I} = pt(↑s) ∩ S. Then, we have that ⋀ i p_i → s ≠ 1, and so the Boolean sublocale b( ⋀ i p_i → s) must be nontrivial, and by our assumption this means that it must contain at least a point. Let this be p. By Lemma 5.13, we have b( ⋀ i p_i → s) = o( ⋀ i p_i) ∩ b(s). Then, we must have both p ∈ o( ⋀ i p_i) and p ∈ b(a).

The first fact implies that ⋀ i p_i → p = p, and this implies ⋀ i p_i ≰ p by primality of p. The second fact implies that p = y → s for some y ∈ L, and this implies that p ∈ S. By definition of the collection {p_i : i ∈ I}, our two deductions that ⋀ i p_i ≰ p and that p is a prime with p ∈ S contradict each other. Then, there cannot be any nonspatial sublocale in L.

Corollary 5.15. A frame L is totally spatial if and only if it is spatial and all its elements other than 1 have an essential prime.

Proof. If a frame L is spatial and all its elements have an essential prime, by Lemma 5.12 every element a ∈ L which is not 1 is such that there is a prime in b(a). Then, the frame is totally spatial by Lemma 5.14. Conversely, the frame L is totally spatial, in particular it is spatial. If a ∈ L is an element other than 1, we have that b(a) contains at least a prime, by Lemma 5.14. Since a is the meet of the primes above it, Lemma 5.12 applies and a has an essential prime.

For a frame L and an element a ∈ L such that it is the meet of the primes above it, we denote as Ess(a) the collection of its essential primes.

Lemma 5.16. A frame is totally spatial if and only if every element a ∈ L is the meet of its essential primes.

Proof. Let L be a totally spatial frame. As it is the case in every frame, the element 1 is always the meet of primes above it, and it is also the meet of its essential primes, since it is the empty meet. Let us now consider an element a ∈ L with a ≠ 1. The sublocale b(a) is spatial, and so it must be the case that every element of b(a) is a meet of primes. Since a is the bottom element of b(a), in particular, a = ⋀ pt(b(a)). By Lemma 5.12, we have pt(b(a)) = Ess(a). Conversely, if every element in L is the meet of the essential primes above it, in particular the frame L is spatial. For a ∈ L with a ≠ 1, the set Ess(a) must be nonempty or we would have ⋀ Ess(a) = 1 ≠ a, contradicting our hypothesis.

The following results are known, but they were proven not in Niefield and Rosenthal (1987) but in Isbell (1991). There, it is proven that a T_0 space is sober and such that Ω(X) has a spatial assembly and that this holds if and only if every closed subspace of X is a discrete dense subspace. We present a proof of this result in terms of prime elements to tie these results more directly with those of Niefield and Rosenthal (1987).

Lemma 5.17. If a frame L is totally spatial every closed subspace of pt(L) has a discrete dense subspace. In particular, for a closed subspace pt(↑a), its discrete dense subspace is Ess(a) = pt(b(a)).

Proof. Suppose that L is totally spatial. Consider an arbitrary closed subspace pt(↑a) ⊆ pt(L). We claim that pt(b(a)) = Ess(a) is a discrete dense subspace. By item (3) of Lemma 3.3, this subspace is the spectrum of a Boolean algebra, and so it is discrete by Lemma 5.6. For density, we show that if there is an open of the space pt(↑a) such that it is disjoint from Ess(a), it must be empty. Suppose, then, that we have a set {q ∈ pt(a) : x ≰ q} which is disjoint from Ess(a), that is, such that for every essential prime p of a we have x ≤ q. Then, x ≤ ⋀ Ess(a). Since L is totally spatial, by Lemma 5.16 we have ⋀ Ess(a) = a. Then, for every prime q ∈ pt(↑a), we have that x ≤ a ≤ q. So, the open set {q ∈ pt(↑a) : x ≰ q} of pt(↑a) is empty. Then, the space Ess(a) must be a dense subspace of pt(↑a).

We would now like to prove the converse of this result.

Lemma 5.18. For a frame L and a subspace P ⊆ pt(L) we have that p ∈ P is isolated in P if and only if p is an essential element of the meet ⋀ P . Proof. Suppose that p ∈ P is an isolated point. Opens in pt(L) are of the form {p ∈ pt(L) : a ≰ p} for some element a ∈ L. The point p ∈ P being isolated, then, means that there is some a ∈ L such that a ≰ p, and such that a ≤ q whenever q ∈ P and q ≠ p. This means that ⋀ P \{p} ≰ p, or we would have that a ≤ ⋀ P \{p} ≤ p, which would contradict a ≰ p. Conversely, if p is essential in the meet ⋀ P , we have that the open {q ∈ pt(L) : ⋀ P \{p} ≰ q} contains p but is disjoint from P \{p}. Then, p ∈ P is an isolated point.

Lemma 5.19. For a frame L and a family P ⊆ pt(L) of primes in which every prime is essential for the meet P , if p, q ∈ P are distinct they are incomparable.

Proof. Suppose that L is a frame and that P ⊆ pt(L) is such that in the meet ⋀ P all elements are essential. Suppose that we have p, q ∈ P two distinct primes. Suppose that p ≤ q. We deduce that ⋀ P \{q} = ⋀ P \{q} ∧ p ≤ q.

Proposition 5.20. For a frame L, if L is spatial and every closed subspace of pt(L) has a discrete dense subspace, the frame is totally spatial.

Proof. It suffices to show that if L is spatial and every closed subspace of pt(L) has a discrete dense subspace, every element a ∈ L has an essential prime. Let us assume the antecedent. Suppose that we have an element a ∈ L. The closed subspace pt(↑a) has a discrete dense subspace, say this is P . First, we claim that ⋀ P ≤ a. By spatiality, it suffices to show that q ≤ ⋀ P implies q ≤ a for every prime q ∈ pt(L). So, suppose that the antecedent holds. As P ⊆ pt(↑a) is dense, and as the open {r ∈ pt(↑a) : q ≰ r} is disjoint from P , we must have that q ≤ ⋀ pt(↑a) = a.

Indeed, then ⋀ A ≤ a. The space P must be nonempty, so let p ∈ P . Since P is discrete, p ∈ P is an isolated point of this space, and so we have ⋀ P \{p} ≰ p, by Lemma 5.18. We show that ⋀ pt(↑a)\↑a by showing that ⋀ P \{p} = ⋀ pt(↑a)\↑p. By Lemma 5.19, the elements in P are all pairwise incomparable, and so we have that P \{p} ⊆ pt(↑a)\↑p, and so one of the desired inequalities is proven. For the other, suppose that q is a prime above a with p ≰ q. We have that ⋀ P \{p} ∧ p = ⋀ P ≤ q, and by primality of q this implies that ⋀ \{p} ≤ q. Indeed, then, ⋀ P \{p} ≤ ⋀ pt(↑a)\↑p. Let us gather the main results obtained in this subsection.

Theorem 5.21. For a frame L, the following are equivalent.

1. The frame L is totally spatial.

2. The frame S(L)^{op} is spatial.

3. The map pt : S(L) → sob[P(pt(L))] is an isomorphism.

4. Every Boolean sublocale of L other then {1} has at least a point.

5. The frame L is spatial and every element of L other than 1 has an essential prime.

6. The frame L is spatial and for every element a ≠ 1 there is a prime of the form y → a for some y ∈ L.

7. Every element a ∈ L is the meet of its essential primes.

8. The frame L is spatial and every closed subspace of pt(L) has a discrete dense subspace.

Proof. The equivalence between (1) and (2) is given by Corollary 3.15. The equivalence between (1) and (3) follows from commutativity of the main diagram of this section. Items (1) and (4) are equivalent by Proposition 5.14. Items (1) and (5) are equivalent by Corollary 5.15. Item (5) and (6) are equivalent because in a spatial frame all elements are the meet of the primes above it, and so by Lemma 5.12, for a spatial frame L and an element a ∈ L other than 1, for a prime p to be an essential prime of a is equivalent to it being in b(a), which is equivalent to it being of the form y → a for some y ∈ L by item (1) of Lemma 3.3. Lemma 5.16 establishes that (1) and (7) are equivalent. Item (1) implies item (8) by Lemma 5.17, and item (8) implies item (1) by Proposition 5.20.

5.3. When do the sublocales perfectly represent the subspaces?

This subsection is devoted to exploring the stronger property of the assembly of a spatial frame being Boolean. We give a new proof of the result established in Simmons (1980) that these are exactly the scattered spaces. We will analyze scatteredness in terms of prime elements of frames of opens. A space is called scattered if all its nonvoid subspaces contain an isolated point. The next results are aimed at characterizing scattered spaces in terms of prime elements. Recall that we say that an element m ∈ M is an essential element of the meet ⋀ M if ⋀ M ≠ ⋀ (M\{m}), and that this is equivalent to ⋀ (M\{m}) ≰ m. Lemma 5.22. A space X is scattered if and only if every subspace of X has a discrete dense subspace.

Proof. Suppose that the space X is scattered. Let Y ⊆ X be a subspace. Let {U_i : i ∈ I} be the collection of opens of X such that they intersect Y . Let x_i be the isolated point of U_i ∩ Y . The space {x_i : i ∈ I} is a discrete dense subspace of Y : on the one hand it intersects every U_i, and on the other hand it is also discrete, since every point is isolated. Conversely, if every subspace of X has a discrete dense subspace, so do all nonempty subspaces. By discreteness, for any nonempty subspace Y its discrete dense subspace must be nonempty, as it intersects Y itself, and so Y must have at least one isolated point.

Lemma 5.23. For every frame L the space pt(L) is scattered if and only if for every collection P ⊆ pt(L) the meet ⋀ P has an essential prime.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 5.18.

A frame is totally spatial if and only if L is both spatial and such that every element a = ⋀ pt(↑a) has a prime p which is essential in the meet ⋀ {q ∈ pt(↑a) : p ≰ q or p = q}. We now introduce a notion stronger than essentiality. For a frame L and an element a ∈ L which is the meet of the primes above it, we say that p is an absolutely essential prime of a if and only if both a ≤ p and whenever a = ⋀ P for a collection of primes we have p ∈ P . We chose to call this property “absolute” essentiality to express the contrast with classical essentiality, in which is relative to a particular way of writing an element as a meet of primes. Let us see various ways of characterizing this notion.

Lemma 5.24. Suppose that L is a frame and a ∈ L is a meet of primes. The following are equivalent for a prime p ∈ pt(↑a).

1. The prime p is an absolutely essential prime of a.

2. The prime p is an essential prime of the meet ⋀ pt(↑a).

3. The prime p is an essential prime of a and it is weakly covered.

Proof. It is clear that (1) implies (2). Suppose, now, that (2) holds. A fortiori, we must have that ⋀ pt(↑a)\↑p ≰ a, and so the prime p is essential for a. Now suppose towards contradiction that p is not weakly covered. We then have that ⋀ {q ∈ pt(↑a) : p ≠ q} = ⋀ {q ∈ pt(↑a) : p < q} ∧ ⋀ {q ∈ pt(↑a) : p ≰ q} = p ∧ ⋀ pt(↑a)\↑p ≤ a. We have contradicted (2). Suppose that p is an essential prime of a and that it is weakly covered. Let P ⊆ pt(L) be a family of primes with ⋀ P = a. Then, P \{p} ⊆ pt(↑a)\{p} and so ⋀ pt(↑a)\{p} ≤ ⋀ P \{p}. Since p is weakly covered we have ⋀ pt(↑p)\{p} ≰ p, and since it is an essential prime of a also ⋀ pt(↑a)\↑p ≰ p. Combining these two inequalities, we deduce by primality of p that ⋀ pt(↑p)\{p}∧ ⋀ pt(↑a)\↑p = ⋀ pt(↑a)\{p} ≰ p. We deduce that ⋀ P \{p} ≰ p. If we had p /∈ P , we would have that ⋀ P \{p} = ⋀ P ≤ a ≤ p, contradicting our last deduction. Then, p ∈ P .

Corollary 5.25. For a spatial frame L we have that every element other then 1 has an absolutely essential prime if and only if every element other than 1 has an essential prime and every prime is weakly covered.

Proof. It follows directly from Lemma 5.24 that if all elements other than 1 have an essential prime and every prime is weakly covered then every element has an absolutely essential prime. For the converse, suppose that L is spatial, and that every element other than 1 has an absolutely essential prime. It is clear that every element has an essential prime. To see that every prime is covered, suppose that we have P ⊆ pt(L) with p = ⋀ P a prime element. We claim that p is an absolutely essential prime of itself: by assumption p has at least one absolutely essential prime, and this prime must be contained in {p} as ⋀ {p} = p. As p is an absolutely essential prime of itself, we must have p ∈ P , and so p is weakly covered.

Proposition 5.26. For any frame L, the space pt(L) is scattered if and only if every element of L other than 1 which is a meet of primes has an absolutely essential prime.

Proof. Suppose that L is a frame in which every element of L which is a nonempty meet of primes has an absolutely essential prime. For a nonempty set P ⊆ pt(L) we have that the element ⋀ P , then, has an absolutely essential prime. By Lemma 5.23, then, the space P has an isolated point, and so the space pt(L) is scattered. Conversely, suppose that L is a frame such that pt(L) is scattered. Suppose also that a ∈ L is an element other than 1 which is the meet of the primes above it. Consider the space pt(↑a). This must have an isolated point, say p, and by Lemma 5.23 this means that the prime p is essential for the meet ⋀ pt(↑a). By Lemma 5.24, this means that p is an absolutely essential prime of a.

Proposition 5.27. For any frame L we have that it is spatial and pt(L) is scattered if and only if it is totally spatial and all its primes are weakly covered.

Proof. Suppose that a frame L is spatial and that pt(L) is scattered. Then, by Proposition 5.26, every element of L other than 1 has an absolutely essential prime. By Corollary 5.25, then, every element other than 1 has an essential prime and every prime of L is weakly covered. As L is a spatial frame in which every element other than 1 has an essential prime, it is totally spatial, by Theorem 5.21. Conversely, suppose that L is totally spatial and that all primes of L are weakly covered. By Theorem 5.21, the frame L is spatial, and all elements of L other then 1 have an essential prime. Then, by Corollary 5.25, every element other than 1 has an absolutely essential prime. By Proposition 5.26, the space pt(L) is scattered.

There is another way in which we may see that a spectrum pt(L) being scattered is a condition stronger then L being totally spatial. Recall that for a frame L and an element a ∈ L which is a meet of primes a prime p is essential if and only if it is an isolated point of pt(↑a)\↑p. We have then deduced that a frame L is totally spatial if and only if every closed subspace of pt(L) has an isolated point. Strengthening this condition to p being an absolutely essential prime of a takes us to the following line of reasoning.

Lemma 5.28. For a frame L and an element a ∈ L, if a is a meet of primes we have that p is an absolutely essential prime of a if and only if it is an isolated point of pt(↑a).

Proof. This follows from the equivalence of the first two items in Lemma 5.24, and by Lemma 5.18.

For a frame L, we refer as AbsEss(a) to the collection of all absolutely essential primes for each element a ∈ L.

Lemma 5.29. For a frame L and an element a ∈ L, is pt(↑a) has a discrete dense subspace then it is AbsEss(a).

Proof. Suppose that L is a frame and that a ∈ L. Suppose that the space pt(↑a) ⊆ pt(L) has a discrete dense subspace; let this be D. By discreteness, all points of D must be isolated in pt(↑a), and we know, by Lemma 5.28, that this means they are all absolutely essential primes of a, so that we obtain D ⊆ AbsEss(a). For the reverse set inclusion, we notice that any discrete dense subspace of a space must consist also of all isolated points of the space, or the singleton not in the subspace would be a nonempty open disjoint from it.

Proposition 5.30. For a frame L we have that L is spatial and pt(L) scattered if and only if every element a ∈ L is the meet of its absolutely essential primes.

Proof. Suppose that L is a frame and that a ∈ L. First, suppose that a = ⋀ AbsEss(a). We claim that this implies that AbsEss(a) ⊆ pt(↑a) is a discrete dense subspace. The space is discrete, since by Lemma 5.28 it consists of isolated points. To show that it is dense, we show that any open subset of pt(↑a) disjoint from it is empty. Suppose, then, that {q ∈ pt(↑a) : b ≰ q} is disjoint from AbsEss(a). We then have b ≤ ⋀ AbsEss(a) = a and so we cannot possibly have a prime p above a with b ≰ p. Then,this open set is empty and so AbsEss(a) is dense. For the converse, suppose that L is spatial and that a ∈ L, and that AbsEss(a) is a discrete dense subspace of pt(↑a) (see Lemma 5.30). Let us show that ⋀ AbsEss(a) ≤ a. By spatiality, it suffices to show that for every prime q we have that a ≤ q implies ⋀ AbsEss(a) ≤ q. Suppose, then, that q ∈ pt(↑a). Consider the open set {r ∈ pt(↑a) : ⋀ AbsEss(a) ≰ r}. This open set does not intersect AbsEss(a). Then, it must be empty. In particular, it cannot contain q, that is, we must have ⋀ AbsEss(a) ≤ q. Then, indeed ⋀ AbsEss(a) ≤ a.

Let us gather the results obtained in this subsection in a final theorem.

Theorem 5.31. For a frame L, the following are equivalent.

1. The frame L is spatial and the space pt(L) is scattered.

2. The frame L is totally spatial and every prime of L is weakly covered.

3. The map pt : S(L) → P(pt(L)) is an isomorphism.

4. There exists an isomorphism S(L) ∼= P(pt(L)).

5. The coframe S(L) is Boolean and L is spatial.

6. The frame L is spatial and all elements other than 1 have an absolutely essential prime.

7. All elements of L are the meet of their absolutely essential primes.

8. The frame L is spatial and every subspace of pt(L) has a discrete dense subspace.

Proof. The equivalence between (1) and (2) is established by Proposition 5.27. Items (2) and (3) are equivalent because of Theorems 5.9 and 5.21: the frame L is totally spatial and such that all its primes are weakly covered if and only if both the vertical arrows of the main diagram of this section are isomorphisms. It is clear that (3) implies (4). Let us show that (4) implies (3). Suppose, then, that there is an isomorphism S(L) → P(pt(L)). Since then S(L)^{op} is a Boolean algebra, this isomorphism must restrict to a bijection between the two sets of atoms. But, since these two isomorphic Boolean algebras are both powersets, any bijection between their sets of atoms extends to an order isomorphism between them. Recall also that in S(L) the meet primes are the two-elements sublocales, that is, the Boolean sublocales of the form b(p) for some p ∈ pt(L). Additionally, since S(L) is Boolean, the meet primes also coincide with the atoms (Lemma 5.5). The map pt : S(L) → P(pt(L)), indeed, is a bijection between the two sets of atoms since it acts as b(p) → p. Then, it must be an isomorphism. If (4) holds, clearly S(L) is Boolean. Additionally, S(L)^{op} is also spatial, and this implies that L is totally spatial, in particular it is spatial. Then, we have (5). Let us show that (5) implies (4). Suppose, then, that L is spatial and S(L) is Boolean. Any spatial Boolean frame is isomorphic to the powerset of its meets primes, by Lemmas 5.5 and 5.6. Then, if S(L) is Boolean it is isomorphic to P(pt(A(L))). Since A(L) has as many points as L, this is isomorphic to P(pt(L)). The equivalence between (1) and (6) is stated by Proposition 5.26. Items (1) and (7) are equivalent by Proposition 5.30. Items (1) and (8) are equivalent by Lemma 5.22.

5.4. Spaces with frames of opens which are coframes In Ávila et al. (2019a) the authors notice in the introduction that for an Alexandroff space X we have that X being sober already implies that the space is scattered (this is phrased as follows: for a poset P we have that the frame of nuclei of the frame of upsets U(P ) is Boolean if and only if the space (P, U(P )) is sober). Here, we see that this result can be generalized to every space X such that Ω(X) is a coframe. We also will show that both these conditions are equivalent to all the primes of Ω(X) being completely prime. Not all frames Ω(X) which are coframes come from Alexandroff spaces. In particular, there are spatial frames which are coframes without being completely distributive (and all lattices of opens of Alexandroff spaces are completely distributive). The interactions between various kinds of distributivity on frames are explored in great detail in Erné (2009).

Lemma 5.32. If L is a spatial frame, and a ∈ L is an element such that ⋀ P ≤ a implies that p ≤ a for some p ∈ P for any collection of primes P , then the element a is completely prime.

Proof. Suppose that L is a spatial frame. Suppose that a ∈ L is such that whenever P ⊆ pt(L) and ⋀ P ≤ a implies p ≤ a for some p ∈ P . Suppose that ⋀ A ≤ a for A ⊆ L. Since L is spatial, this implies ⋀ x∈A ⋀ pt(↑x) ≤ a. By assumption on a, we have that there is some x ∈ A and some p ∈ pt(↑x) such that p ≤ a. Then, we also have x ≤ a.

Lemma 5.33. For a lattice L, codirected meets of primes are prime.

Proof. Suppose that L is a frame, and that p_i ∈ pt(L) is a collection of primes such that for each j, k ∈ I there is i ∈ I with p_i ≤ p_j ∧p_k. Suppose that x∧y ≤ ⋀ i p_i. Towards contradiction, suppose that x ≰ ⋀ i p_i and y ≰ ⋀ i p_i. In particular, let x ≰ p_x and y ≰ p_y. There is p_{xy} ∈ {p_i : i ∈ I} such that p_{xy} ≤ p_x ∧p_y. By assumption, x∧y ≤ p_{xy}. By primality of p_{xy}, either x ≤ p_{xy} ≤ p_x ∧p_y, or y ≤ p_{xy} ≤ p_x ∧ p_y. In the first case we contradict that x ≰ p_x, and in the second that y ≰ p_y. Then, we must have that either x ≤ ⋀ i p_i or y ≤ ⋀ i p_i. Lemma 5.34. If L is a frame and all primes of L are completely prime, there can be no infinitely descending chains of primes in L.

Proof. If we have a frame L and an infinitely descending chain of primes p_i, we must have that ⋀ i p_i /∈ {p_i : i ∈ I}, or {p_i : i ∈ I} would have a minimum, contradicting that it is infinitely descending. Furthermore, since {p_i : i ∈ I} is a chain, it is codirected. Then, the meet ⋀ i p_i is prime, by Lemma 5.33. So, there is a prime ⋀ i p_i such that ⋀ i p_i ≤ ⋀ i p_i but p_i ≰ ⋀ i p_i for every i ∈ I, that is, ⋀ i p_i is not completely prime.

Proposition 5.35. Suppose that L is a spatial frame and a coframe. The following are equivalent.

1. The space pt(L) is T_D.

2. All primes of L are completely prime.

3. The space pt(L) is scattered.

Proof. Suppose that L is a spatial frame which is a coframe. First, suppose that (1) holds. Suppose that p ∈ pt(L). By Lemma 5.32, it suffices to show that whenever P ⊆ pt(L) and ⋀ P ≤ p we have that q ≤ p for some q ∈ P . Suppose, then, that the antecedent holds. Then, ⋀ (P ∨ p) = p, where we have used the coframe distributivity law. Since pt(L) is T_D, all primes of L are weakly covered (see Theorem 5.9). Then, we must have q ∨ p = p for some q ∈ P , that is, q ≤ p. Let us show that (2) implies (3). Suppose that (2) holds, and that P ⊆ pt(L). To show that (3) holds we need to show that there is an essential prime of the meet ⋀ P . By Lemma 5.34, we have that there are no infinitely descending chains in P , and so there must be a minimal element, say p ∈ P . We then have that q ≰ p for every q ∈ P \{p}. Since p is completely prime, this also implies that ⋀ P \{p} ≰ p, that is, p is an essential element of the meet ⋀ P . Finally, let us show that (3) implies (1). Suppose that pt(L) is scattered and that P ⊆ pt(L) is a collection of primes such that ⋀ P is prime. Suppose towards contradiction that p /∈ P . Then, we have that ⋀ P ∧ p is a meet of primes without essential prime. This contradicts pt(L) being scattered.

References

Aull, C.E., Thron, W.J., 1963. Separation Axioms Between T_0 and T_1. Indagationes Mathematicae , 26–37.

Banaschewski, B., Pultr, A., 2010. Pointfree Aspects of the T_D Axiom of Classical Topology.

Quaestiones Mathematicae 33, 369–385.

Banaschewski, B., Pultr, A., 2014. On covered prime elements and complete homomorphisms of frames. Quaestiones Mathematicae 37, 451–454.

Erné, M., 2009. Infinite distributive laws versus local connectedness and compactness properties.

Topology and its Applications 156, 2054–2069.

Isbell, J., 1972. Atomless parts of spaces. Mathematica Scandinavica 31, 5–32.

Isbell, J., 1991. On dissolute spaces. Topology and its Applications 40, 63 – 70.

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

Cambridge University Press.

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

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. Universidade de Coimbra.

Pultr, A., Tozzi, A., 1994. Separation axioms and frame representation of some topological facts.

Applied Categorical Structures 2, 107–118.

Simmons, H., 1980. Spaces with Boolean assemblies.

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.