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SUBFITNESS IN DISTRIBUTIVE (SEMI)LATTICES

G. BEZHANISHVILI, J. MADDEN, M. A. MOSHIER, M. TRESSL, AND J. WALTERS-WAYLAND

ABSTRACT. We investigate whether the set of subfit elements of a distributive semilattice is
an ideal. This question was raised by the second author at the BLAST conference in 2022.
We show that in general it has a negative solution, however if the semilattice is a lattice,
then the solution is positive. This is somewhat unexpected since, as we show, a semilattice
is subfit if and only if so is its distributive lattice envelope.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The property of subfitness was first studied by Wallman in [Wal38] under the name “dis-
junction property.” According to the definition in his paper, a meet-semilattice L with least
element zero has this property if: “[whenever] a and b are different elements of L there is
an element c of L such that one of a /A ¢ and b /A ¢ is zero and the other is not zero” (page
115). Evidently, the property can be defined without reference to the order. Let (G, -) be a
commutative semigroup with absorbing element z (i.e., x -z = z for all x € G, see [[Gol99,
1.6]). We say G is subfit if, whenever a and b are different elements of G, there is an
element ¢ € G such that one of a - c and b - ¢ is equal to z and the other is not; in other
words,

{ceGla-c=z}={ceG|b-c=z} = a=h.
Based on this interpretation, the property was studied in a purely algebraic setting by

Pierce in [Pie54]. Later, in the 1970s, subfitness was recognized as an important separation
property in pointfree topology; see [Isb72,|Sim78| PP21]]. A frame is subfit if its underlying
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join-semilattice has this property, i.e., if for any different elements a, b there is some c such
that one of a \V c and bV ¢ is equal to 1 and the other is not.

In the present paper, we solve a problem stated by the second coauthor in 2022: “In a
join-semilattice A, if the principal ideals [ a and |b are subfit, does it follow that |(a \V b)
is subfit?” (Note that x € A is an absorbing element in |[x C A.) We show that this is true
if A is the underlying join-semilattice of a distributive lattice. It is not enough, however,
to assume merely that A is a distributive join-semilattice, and we provide an example. We
shall give more details about the problem shortly, but before we do, we need to clear up
some points of terminology suggested by the first paragraph.

It is reasonable to view subfitness as a property of semilattices, where we understand a
semilattice to be a commutative, idempotent monoid (A, -, e). In practice, semilattices are
often treated as posets, but there are two ways to do this. The operation - may be inter-
preted as join V, with the identity being the bottom element and the absorbing element, if
there is one, the top. Or the operation - may be interpreted as meet /\, with the identity
being the top element and the absorbing element, if there is one, the bottom. Semilattices
often occur within other structures. For example, in a bounded lattice L = (L,V,/,0, 1),
the element O is the absorbing element for /\ and the identity for \/, while 1 is the absorb-
ing element for \V and the identity for /\. It is possible for L to be subfit with respect to
either operation, or both, or neither. For this reason, it is useful to introduce the terms
“join-subfit” and “meet-subfit,” and indeed this terminology plays an important role in the
present paper. Our main theorem is stated and proved most naturally in the language of
join-semilattices, because it is inspired by topology. On the other hand, our main example
is naturally described in the language of meet-semilattices, because it is more natural to
think about meet-semilattices of finite sets than about join-semilattices of co-finite sets.

Let A = (A, -, e) be a semilattice. For a € A, consider the set af :={x € A |x-a=al.
Then a' is a subsemilattice of A with absorbing element a. We say that a is a subfit
element of A if a' is subfit. If A is viewed as a join-semilattice, then af = |a and we say
a is join-subfit; similarly if A is viewed as a meet-semilattice, then a’ = 1a and we say a
is meet-subfit.

A topology, seen as a join semilattice, is join-subfit iff every nonempty locally closed set
contains a nonempty closed set (cf. [PP21, p. 23]). This shows that join-subfitness of a
topology is near the T, separation property. In fact, a topology is T, iff it is Tp and join-
subfit; see [PP21, p. 24]. Subfitness also has a prominent role in algebraic geometry: If
X is the prime spectrum of a commutative ring R, then its frame of radical ideals is join-
subfit if and only if R is a Jacobson ring, i.e. every radical ideal of R is the intersection
of maximal ideals of R. Prominent examples are finitely generated algebras over fields.
Every ring homomorphism ¢ : R — S between Jacobson rings induces a map between
the maximal ideal spectra Max(S) — Max(R),m — ¢ !(m). Furthermore, if R is a Ja-
cobson ring and S is a finitely generated R-algebra, then S is also a Jacobson ring (see
[DST19, Thm. 12.3.12]). The significance of join-subfitness for ring theory in connection
with Jacobson rings was pointed out by Simmons [Sim78]] where the property was named
conjunctive; see also [DIM21]].
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A join-semilattice A is said to be distributive if for all a,b,c € A with ¢ < a V' b, there
area’,b’ € Asuchthata’ < a,b’<b,andc=a’VDb'
aVb
e
a - b’
The version of the property for meet-semilattices is analogous. Note that a lattice is dis-
tributive as a join-semilattice iff it is distributive as a meet-semilattice iff it is a distributive
lattice[]

At the BLAST conference at Chapman University in August 2022, coauthor Madden
asked: Do the join-subfit elements of a distributive join-semilattice form an ideal? It is easy
to show that in a join-semilattice, if a < b and b is join-subfit, then so is a. So the problem
is to show that if a and b are join-subfit, then so is a \V b; in other words, to show that
the join-subfit elements of A are directed. A simple example shows that the distributive
hypothesis is necessary; in the lattice below, a and b are join-subfit, but a \V b is not.

aVb
N,
N/

At the time it was asked, the answer was known to be “Yes” for finite semilattices. The
question is motivated by the following considerations. If a topological space is the union
of two subspaces, both open and regular, the space may fail to be regular - the line with a
point doubled is the classical example, see [MunQO, Chap. 4, Ex. 5, p. 227]. It is meaningful
to ask if similar examples arise if we take subfitness in place of regularity. The question
arises in several more general contexts related to representations of algebras (see [Joh62]).
A related question was asked in [DIM21]]: if A is a join-semilattice such that |a is join-
subfit for each a € A, is A ideally subfit] Considering the relationship to the regularity
problem, it is reasonable to ask whether the directedness condition is necessary, and this is
the immediate motivation for the question.

In Section [2lwe show that the question has a positive solution provided A is the under-
lying join-semilattice of a distributive lattice, and hence it has a positive solution in the
realm of frames. On the other hand, in Section [3]we provide an example showing that for
distributive semilattices the answer is in general negative. This is somewhat unexpected

Here is the formulation of distributivity without reference to order. We say x absorbs y if x -y = x. Then
(A, -, e) is distributive if whenever a - b absorbs c, there are a’ and b’ that are absorbed respectively by a and
b such that a’ - b’ =c.

The property of ideal subfitness was introduced in [MZ06] and studied in [DIM21]]. A join-semilattice S is
said to be ideally subfit if for all u,v € A, if u £ v, then there is an ideal W of A such that, in the lattice of
ideals of A, we have JuV W = A and [vV W # A.
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since we also show in Section [4] that an arbitrary semilattice is subfit if and only if its dis-
tributive lattice envelope is subfit. Finally, in Section [5, we use the representation theory
for distributive (semi)lattices to provide a topological perspective on our results.

2. SUBFIT ELEMENTS IN DISTRIBUTIVE LATTICES ARE DIRECTED

For a distributive join-semilattice A, let S be the set of join-subfit elements of A. It is
straightforward to see that S is a downset of A. In this paper we are concerned with
the question of whether S is an ideal. In this section we show that this is indeed the
case provided A is a lattice. Our proof below is constructive. In Section [5 we provide a
topological explanation of this result, which does use the Prime Ideal Theorem.

Theorem 2.1. If A is a bounded distributive lattice, then the set S of join-subfit elements of
A is an ideal of A.

Proof. Let a,b € S. To see that a Vb € S, it is sufficient to assume that a Vb = 1 and
prove that A is join-subfit. Suppose s,t € A with t £ s. We seek an element z € A such
thatsVz<landtVz=1. IfaAt < a/sand b /At <bAs, then by distributivity,
(aVDb)At < (aVDb)As, sot < s, acontradiction. Therefore, we may assume without loss
of generality that b /At £ b/\s. Since |b is join-subfit, there is an element y < b such that

(bAs)Vy<band (bAt)Vy=h.
The latter, by distributivity, implies that b < t \V y. Moreover, if b < sV y, then
(bAs)Vy=(bVy)A(sVy)=>b,

contradicting the former. Thus, we have

b<£sVy and b<tVuy. D
IfsVyVa<l,letz=yV aand we are done. On the other hand, if s VyV a =1, then
bAa)V(bAs)Vy=(bA(aVs))Vy=(bVy AaVsVy)=h. 2)

Hence, setting w = (b /\'s) V y and using (2), we have:
(bAs)Vw=(bAs)Vy<band (aAb)Vw=(aAb)V(bAs)Vy=>b. (3)
From the first part of (3), b £ s V w. From the second part of 3), b < a Vw. By (1),
tVw=tV(DbAs)Vy=(tVbVyA(tVsVy) >b. 4

Therefore, b < (aVW)A(tVw) = (aAt)Vw. Thus, (aAt)Vw £ sVw, so aAt £ s\Vw, and
hence a At £ a/A(sVw). By join-subfitness of | a, there is x < a such that (a At)Vx =a
and (a A (sVw))Vx<aie., (aAs)V(aAw)Vx<a Ifa<sVwVx, then

a< (aAs)V(aAW)V(aAx)=(aNAs)V(aAw)Vx,

a contradiction. So a £ s Vw V x, and hence s VwV x < 1. Also, b < t Vw by (4) and
a<tVx(because a = (aANt)Vx),s0tVwVx>aVb=1. Letz=wVx, and we are
done. O
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Remark 2.2. To explain the logic of the proof, suppose a,b,s,t € A with t & s. If there
is x < a such that (a As) Vx < aand (a/At)V x = a, and there is y < b such that
(bAs)Vy<band (bAt)Vy =D, thenclearly, tVxVy = aVb, but it may also be that
sVxVy=aVb (rather than s VxVy < a Vb, as we desire). This possibility accounts
for some of the complexity in the proof above.

Remark 2.3. The proof of Theorem [2.1]is first-order and choice-free. In Section [5 we will
give an alternative proof using Stone duality.

Since each frame is a bounded distributive lattice, as an immediate consequence of Theo-
rem 2.1 we obtain:

Corollary 2.4. The set of join-subfit elements of each frame is an ideal.

3. SUBFIT ELEMENTS IN DISTRIBUTIVE SEMILATTICES ARE NOT DIRECTED

We now give an example of a distributive join-semilattice A for which the set of join-
subfit elements is not an ideal. We present the example in the order-dual setup of meet-
semilattices as this is closer to the intuition. We thus give an example of a distributive
meet-semilattice whose set of meet-subfit elements is not a filter; in fact, in this example
there are elements a and b such that a A'b = 0, both Ta and 1b are meet-subfit, and yet A
is not meet-subfit.
We construct A as a meet-subsemilattice of the powerset P(N) of N. Let F denote the set

of finite subsets of N> 3 and €12 the set of cofinite subsets of N that contain {0, 1, 2}. Let

Fo:={FU{0}|Fe T}

F,:={FU{l} | Fe F}

Fo1:={FU{0,1} | F e F}

Fio:={FU{1,2} | Fe F}
and let

A =FUFogUTFUTFy UF2UCora.

An illustration is given in Fig. [IL where the cup shaped bubbles represent sets of finite sets
and the unique umbrella shape at the top is a set of cofinite sets. We set a = {0}, b =
{1}, ¢ ={1,2}, and Fp12 :={FU{0,1,2} | F € F}. Then a,b,c € A and A is depicted in the
black part of the figure. The set Fy15 is disjoint from A, but is contained in the sublattice
of P(N) generated by A. The finite sets in A are those finite E C N such that

EN{0,1,2} € Ao12 :={2,{0},{1}{0, 1},{1, 2}}.

Since A1z is closed under intersection, the intersection of any two finite elements of A
is an element of A. It is clear that the intersection of a finite element with an infinite
element, or the intersection of two infinite elements, is an element of A. Hence, A is a
bounded meet-subsemilattice of P(N) under the operation of intersection.

Let B be the sublattice of P(N) generated by A. The set B \ A is equal to Fy12 and is
depicted in the diagram in red color. In the language of Section 4] B is the distributive
lattice envelope of A.
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N

FIGURE 1. The meet-semilattice A (black) within its distributive lattice en-
velope (black and red)

Below, upsets are meant within the poset A. Since a ={0} € A and b ={1} € A, we have
Ta = Fo U Fp1 U Co12, and Tb = F1 U Fo1 U Fr2 U Cor2-
Claim 1. Ta is meet-subfit.

Proof. Suppose x,y € taandy ¢ x. We need to find z € fawithxNz=@ and y Nz # @.
Pick n € y \ x. (Of course, n # 0.) If n # 2, let z = {0,n}. If n = 2, then y is cofinite
and x is finite, unless it contains 2. Therefore, y \ x contains an integer m > 3, and we set
z={0,m} O

Claim 2. 1b is meet-subfit.

Proof. Suppose x,y € tbandy ¢ x. Pickn € y\x. Thenn # 1, and {1,n} € 1b. Set
z={1,n} O

Claim 3. A is not meet-subfit.

Proof. Consider y ={1, 2} (i.e. y = c) and let x be any element of A that contains 1 but not
2. The only non-zero elements of A that are less than or equal to y are y, {1} and &, so the
desired z does not exist. O

Claim 4. ta is a distributive lattice.
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Proof. In fact, ta is a sublattice of P(N), so it’s a distributive lattice (with bottom element
a and top N). O

Claim 5. 1b is a distributive semilattice.

Proof. Suppose x,y,z € 1b and x Ny C z. We must produce x" 2 x and y’ 2 y with
x" Ny’ = z. We have two cases:

(a) Suppose z € F1 or z € Cp12. Then uU z € 1b for all u € 1b. Therefore, we may set
x'=xUzandy’ =yUz.

(b) Suppose z € Fp1 or z € F15. These cases are symmetric under the transposition
of 0 and 2, so we may assume without loss of generality that z € Fy;. Then
uUz € 1b unless u € Fqp. If neither x nor y is in F15, we may set x’ = x Uz
and y’ = y U z. Otherwise, without loss of generality x € F15. In this case,
we must have y € F; U Fp; because 2 ¢ z, and therefore 2 ¢ x Ny. We set
x"={0,1,2}U(N>3\y)UxUzandy’ =yUz. Thenx’ D x,y’ Dy, and x' Ny’ is
the union of the following sets:

{0,1,2} N (yuz) ={0,1} (C z),
(N>3\y)N(yuz) = (Nx3\y)Ngz
(xUz)N(yuz) =z

sox' Ny’ =z O

It is useful to note that Ag1y = {&,{0},{1},{0, 1},{1, 2}} as defined above is closed under all
unions except {0} U{1, 2} and {0, 1} U{1, 2}. Thus, a union of two elements of A belongs to
A unless one belongs to F, and the other to 12, or, one belongs to Fy; and the other to
Fro.

Claim 6. A is a distributive semilattice.

Proof. Suppose x,y,z € A and x Ny C z. We must produce x’ 2 x and y’ 2 y with
x" Ny’ = z. We have four cases.

(i) Suppose z € FU F; U Cp12. Then uU z € A for all u € A. Therefore, we may set
x'=xUzandy' =y Uz.

(ii) Suppose z € Fy. Then uUz € A and we argue as in (i), unless u € F15. If
one of x,y € Fpo, we may assume without loss of generality that x € F15. Then
y € FU Fp. In this case, let x’ ={0,1,2} U (N>3\y)Ux Uz, andy’ =y Uz, and
argue as in Claim 5(b).

(iii) Suppose z € Fp1. In this case uU z € A and we argue as in (i), unless u € Fq5. If
x € F1a, theny € FU Fp U Fp1 and we proceed as in (ii).

(iv) Suppose z € F15. In this case uUz € A and we argue as in (i), unless u € FoU Fo;.
We cannot have both x and y in Fy U Fy; because then x Ny would contain 0 and
would not be a subset of z. So, suppose that x € Fy U Fp;. Theny € F; U F15 and
we proceed as in (ii). O

A topological perspective on this example is presented at the end of Section[5l
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4. DISTRIBUTIVE ENVELOPES AND SUBFITNESS

In this section we show that to each join semilattice A — distributive or not — one can
associate a distributive lattice L such that A is join-subfit iff L is join-subfit (and analogously
for meets); see Theorem[4.2] The construction of L from A is functorial and will be studied
in a forthcoming paper. If A happens to be weakly distributive in the sense of [Bal69,
Var75]], then L is the distributive envelope of A defined in [CH78] (and also studied in
[HPO8, BJ11]); we won’t use this explicitly but leave comments en route to show the
connection. Instead we will take L as the sublattice generated by A in its injective hull
following [BL70, HK71] in its incarnation for join-semilattices.

We need one notion: We call a subset S of a join-semilattice A admissible if a = A, S
exists and for every b € A theset SV b :={s Vb |s € S} has infimum a \VV b. This property
plays a ke}I3 role in [BL70|, [HK71]] and has been considered already by MacNeille in [Mac37,
Def. 3.10]

Proposition 4.1. Let A C B be an extension of bounded join-semilattices such that:
(a) for every b € B there are ay,...,a, € A such that for all a € A we have

a\/b:/\B{a\/al,...,a\/an},H

(b) for every finite admissible subset F of A, AAF=AgF

Then A is join-subfit if and only if B is join-subfit.
Proof. First suppose B is join-subfit. Take u,v € A with u £ v. Since B is join-subfit, there
isb € BsuchthatvVb < 1anduV b= 1. Take ai,...,a, € A for b as in[(@)l Then
AglvVai,...,vVan}=vVb<1sovVa; <1 forsomei. Sinceb < a; (seta =0in
(@) we have uV a; = 1, yielding that A is join-subfit.

Conversely, suppose that A is join-subfit. Let u,v € B with u £ v. We need to find w € B
suchthatvVw < landuVw=1.

By [(@)] there are dy,...,dx € A such that v = Ag{ds,...,dx}. Since u £ v, there is i
with u £ d;. We may then replace v by &; and assume that v € A. Using[(a)] again, there
are aj,...,an € A such that

(1) forallc € Awehave cVu = Ag{cVai,...,cVay}; inparticular, u = Ag{ai,...,an}
Claim. There is ¢ € A such that ¢ Vv is not the infimum of {c\V a; Vv,...,cVa, Vv}in A.
Proof of Claim. Suppose for all c € A we have cVv = A {cVa;Vv,...,cVa,Vv}. Then

v=Axla1Vv,...,an Vv}land{a; Vv,..., a, Vv}is an admissible subset of A. Therefore,
by[(®)l v = Ag{ai Vv,...,an Vv}. On the other hand, by (1),

/\B{al \/v,...,an\/v}:v\//\B{al,...,an}:v\/u,

which implies u < v, a contradiction. O

3Hence, by definition, a join-semilattice A is weakly distributive if every finite subset that has an infimum in
A is admissible.

4If B is weakly distributive, this simply says that A is finitely meet-dense in B, i.e. every element of B is a finite
meet of elements from A.
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Now take c € A as in the claim, i.e. there is wg € A such that wg < ¢V a; Vv for all 1 but
wo £ ¢V v. Because A is join-subfit, there is w; € A with cVvVw; < 1and woVw; = 1.
Then w := ¢V vV wy satisfies vV w < 1 and

uVw=uVceVvVw
:/\B{al,...,an}\/c\/v\/wl

(1)
2 /\B{a1 VeV, oo, an VeV wg
= Wy \/Wl = 1,
showing that B is join-subfit. O

We now invoke [BL70] in its order-dual form or rather the following consequence: Every
join-semilattice A has an injective hull E in the category of join-semilattices with semilattice
homomorphisms. Furthermore, the following properties hold:

(1) E is a distributive lattice 3

(2) For each admissible subset S of A, the infimum of S in A is the infimum of S in E.
It follows that the sublattice of E generated by A has properties (a) and (b) of Proposi-
tion [4.1l We thus obtain the following consequence.

Theorem 4.2. Let A be a bounded join-semilattice and E be the injective hull of A. We set L
to be the bounded sublattice of E generated by A. Then L is a bounded distributive lattice and
A is join-subfit if and only if L is join-subfit. O

Remark 4.3. As mentioned earlier, the construction of L from A in Theorem [4.2] is func-
torial, see for example [GvG14, Cor. 3.13]. Hence, compared to our results in Sections
and [3] Theorem [4.2]is somewhat unexpected in that it asserts that join-subfitness is trans-
ferable between A and L, yet in Theorem [2.1] we have seen that join-subfit elements of
a distributive lattice do form an ideal, whereas in Section [3] we have seen that this is no
longer the case in a distributive join-semilattice. The crux of the matter is that the con-
struction in Theorem [4.2] does not commute with taking principal downsets. The situation
with meet-subfitness is analogous.

5. TOPOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

Join-semilattices occur naturally in non-Hausdorff topology. For a topological space X
(which always means Ty here), the set

JOC(X) ={U C X | U is compact open}

defines a join-semilattice, where the join is given by union. The space X is compactly

based provided % (X) is a basis for X. By the Gritzer-Stone representation theorem (see
[Grdall, Thm. 191, p. 171]), every bounded distributive join-semilattice A is isomorphic

Sin fact it is a co-frame, i.e. the order-dual of a frame.
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to K (X) for a unique compactly based, compact, and sober space X and each such space
has a distributive K (X). In this correspondence, by definition, % (X) is a lattice if and only
if X is a spectral space in the sense of [Hoc69]]. The matter is outlined in more detailed in
[DST19, 3.7.2].

We may therefore describe the results of this paper in terms of the join-semilattice
% (X) = (SOC(X), U) for a compact and compactly based space. We point out that this section
can be phrased in different languages, because compact, compactly based spaces come in
many different flavors. For example, as generalized Priestley spaces (see [HP0S8, BJ11]),
as spectra of predomains with proximity (see [Bic21, Rem. 3.16]), and as (point spaces of)
algebraic frames (see, e.g., [DST19, 3.7.2]).

We give abridged proofs with reference to [DST19]], thereby providing access to the topo-
logical point of view. Notice that the results themselves are first-order and constructive.
Only when they are linked to their lattice-theoretic counterparts, a second-order argument
and the axiom of choice are needed.

Remark 5.1. Let X be any Ty-space.

(i) We write cp(X) for the subspace of closed points of X, i.e. those points x € X for
which {x} is closed.
(i) X is compact if and only if cp(X) is compact and every nonempty closed subset of
X contains a closed point, cf. [DST19, 4.1.2]
(iii) The patch-topology of X is defined to be the topology of X generated by the sets

U\V, where U,V € i (X). Observe that if X is spectral, this is the patch-topology
in the sense of [Hoc69, [DST19].

Here is a characterization of join-subfitness of % (X) when X is compact and compactly
based.

Proposition 5.2. Let X be a compact and compactly based space. Then % (X) is join-subfit if
and only if cp(X) is patch-dense.

Proof. First suppose cp(X) is dense for the patch-topology of X. Take U,V € JOC(X) with
U ¢ V and take a closed point x € U\ V. Since JDC(X) is a basis and p is a closed point,
X\NWUVX\{pl=UW:pgWe JOC(X)}. Because (X \ U) UV is compact and SOC(X) is
closed under finite unions, there is W € SOC(X) with (X\U)UV C W Zp. Thus,p ¢ WUV
and UU W = X, showing that JOC(X) is join-subfit.

Conversely assume that % (X) is join-subfit. Since % (X) is a basis, the sets of the form
U\Vwith U,V € % (X) form a basis for the patch-topology of X. So we only need to show

that each nonempty such set has a closed point. As i (X) is join-subfit, there is W € i (X)
with UUW = X and VUW # X. This means @ # X\ W C U\ W. Now X\ W is
a nonempty closed set of the compact space X, hence it contains a closed point of X by

Remark O
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Corollary 5.3. For every spectral space X, the lattice % (X) is meet-subfit if and only if each
ue JOC(X) is regular open.

Proof. For a spectral space X the lattice % (X) is also a basis of closed sets of another spectral
space, called the inverse space Xj,, of X, see, e.g., [DST19, sec. 1.4]. The space Xj,y has
the same patch-topology as X and JOC(XinV) ={A C X | A closed in X and patch-open} is the
order-dual lattice of JOC(X). Furthermore, the closed points of X;,, are the minimal points
of X in the setup of Corollary 4.4.20 in [DST19]. This corollary then says that the set of
minimal points of X is patch-dense iff every U € i (X) is regular open, i.e. U is the interior
for the topology of X of the closure of U in X. Consequently Proposition applied to Xj,y
yields the result. O

Join-subfitness of compact open sets of prime spectra of rings. A Yosida frame is an
algebraic frame whose semilattice of compact elements is ideally subfit, see [DIM21] sec.
3.5]. Here we are specifically interested in compact and coherent frames, because these
are precisely those that are isomorphic to the topology of some spectral space. If X is a
spectral space then the lattice K(X) is join-subfit if and only if O(X) is a Yosida frame (see
[MZ06, Prop. 4.2] and [DIM21}, Prop. 3.20] for a more general statement).

In [MZ06, sec. 5 and 6] one can find a host of examples of {-groups whose frame
of convex {-subgroups is a Yosida frame and examples of Bézout domains R for which
% (Spec (R)) is join-subfit. We add two more examples.

Firstly, let C(T) be the ring of continuous real valued functions on a completely regular
space T. Then the lattice % (X) with X = Spec C(T) is join-subfit if and only if T is a P-space,
meaning that C(T) is von Neumann regular. The reason is that cp(X) is the set of maximal
ideals of C(T) and the patch-closure Z of the maximal ideals is the set of prime z-ideals
of C(T) f; hence the only way cp(X) can be patch-dense is when X = Z. But this is only
possible for P-spaces, see [[GJ60, 4J].

The situation changes when we restrict to semi-algebraic functions: Let R be the ring of
continuous semi-algebraic functions f : R™ — R, i.e. the graph of f is first-order definable
in the field R. We show that K (Spec (R)) is join-subfit by verifying Proposition ie.,
we show that every nonempty patch-open subset C of Spec (R) contains a maximal ideal
of R. Using [DST19, 12.1.10(iv)], we may assume that C is of the form {p € Spec(R) |
f €p, g ¢ p}for some f,g € R, because in R, the radical of any finitely generated ideal

3

(f1,...,TK) is equal to the radical ideal generated by f% 4+ ...+ f% (the function m

-
has a continuous extension through 0). Since C is nonempty, no power of g is divisible by
f in R. By the Lojasiewicz inequality of Real Algebraic Geometry, see [BCR98, Thm. 2.6.6],
we cannot have f~1(0) C g—!(0), hence there is some a € R™ with f(a) = 0 and g(a) # 0.
Let e : R — R be the evaluation map at a. Then e is a ring homomorphism with image R

and so its kernel m is a maximal ideal of R. By the choice of a we get m € C.

5The frame O(Z) is the archetypical example of a Yosida frame. See the introduction of [MZ06] and also
[DST19, 13.5.16].
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Topological perspective on Theorem [2.1] Let X be a spectral space. Using Proposi-
tion and Stone duality for distributive lattices, Theorem [2.7] is equivalent to saying
that for all U,V ¢ % (X), if cp(U) is patch-dense in U and cp(V) is patch-dense in V, then
cp(U U V) is patch-dense in U U V.

We give a direct proof of this fact, thus providing a topological perspective on Theo-
rem[2.Jl The key (and only) property used in this proof that is not available for compactly
based spaces in general is the following consequence of JDC(X) being stable under finite
intersections:

(%) If 01,04 € GOC(X) with O; C O, then for every patch open subset C of the space
0O, the set CN O is empty or has nonempty interior for the patch topology of O, [
We need to show that cp(U U V) is patch-dense in U U V. Take C C U U V nonempty and
patch-open. By symmetry we may assume that C NV # &. By () and the assumption on
V, there is some v € cp(V) N C. If v ¢ U, then since U is open, v is a closed point of UU V
and we are done. Hence, we may assume that v € U.
From v € cp(V) we know {v} NV = {v} and so cp(V)\ U C X\ {v}. Since JOC(X) is
a basis and cp(V) \ U is compact (use Remark [5.1[(i1)]), there is some W ¢ JOC(X) with
cp(V)\U € W C X\ {v}. Consequently, v € UNC\ W, showing that UNC\ W is nonempty.
By (*) and the assumption on U, there is some u € cp(U) N C\ W. If u ¢ V, then since V
is open, u € cp(U U V) and we are done. Hence, we may assume that u € V. If u € cp(V),
then we are done. Otherwise there is w € cp(V) such that w € {u} and w # u. But then
w ¢ U because u € cp(U). Thus, w € cp(V)\ U C W and so u € W, a contradiction. [
The counterexample of Section [3] in topological form We present the compactly
based space X for which % (X) is the order-dual of the distributive meet-semilattice from
Section [3] in the Grétzer-Stone representation. Hence the join-subfit elements of % (X) do
not form an ideal. We work in an auxiliary spectral space Y, shown below.

Here w is the only non-isolated point of the patch topology of Y and the immediate special-
izations are those indicated by a squiggly arrowf] (hence all points of Y except w and z are
closed points). Let X be the subspace Y \ {w} of Y and let P = {po, p1, p2,...}. One checks
that for U € K (Y) the set U N X is compact provided U # Py U {w} for all cofinite subsets

7In fact, we even know that the patch topology of O, is the subspace topology induced on O; by the patch
topology of O,. The weaker assumption (x) is used here because the proof also goes through for compact,
compactly based spaces only satisfying ().

8Hence, w ~~ x means that {w} is the only closed subset of {w} containing x.
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It follows that X is compactly based. However % (X) is not join-subfit by Proposi-

tion[5.2] since cp(X) is not patch-dense, witnessed by the identity {z} = (P U{z}) \ (P U{x}).

Finally, X = VUW with V = P U {x} € K(X) and W = P U {y, z} € K(X), but (V) and
% (W) are join-subfit: One checks that V, W are even spectral and their subsets of closed
points are patch-dense.
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