
ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

10
46

7v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

FA
] 

 1
3 

M
ar

 2
02

5

Hyperbolic Banach spaces I
Directed completion of partial orders

Nicola Gigli ∗

March 14, 2025

Abstract

This note is to advertise the concept of directed completion of partial orders as the natural
analogue of Cauchy-completion in Lorentzian signature, especially in relation to non-smooth
and/or infinite dimensional geometries.

A closely related notion appeared in the recent [2] where it was used as ground for further
development of non-smooth calculus in metric spacetimes allowing, for instance, for a quite
general limit curve theorem in such setting. The proposal in [2] was also in part motivated
by the discussion we make here, key points being:

- A general existence result, already obtained in the context of theoretical computer sci-
ence and for which we give a slightly different presentation.

- An example showing that an analogue two-sided completion is unsuitable from the (or
at least ‘some’) geometric/analytic perspective.

- The existence of natural links with both the the concept of ideal point of Geroch–
Kronheimer–Penrose and with Beppo Levi’s monotone convergence theorem, showing in
particular an underlying commonality between these two seemingly far concepts.

- The flexibility of the notion, that by nature can cover non-smooth and infinite-dimensional
situations.

- The fact that the concept emerges spontaneously when investigating the duality relations
between Lp and Lq spaces where 1

p
+ 1

q
= 1 are Hölder conjugate exponents with p, q < 1.

This note is part of a larger work in progress that aims at laying the grounds of a Lorentzian,
or Hyperbolic, theory of Banach spaces. Given that the notion of completion has nothing to
do with the linear structure and the growing interest around this topic, for instance related
to convergence of geometric structures, we make available these partial findings.
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1 Introduction

It is a triviality to say that the concept of complete metric spaces is crucial in modern mathematics,
it being coupled with the completion of an arbitrary metric space, i.e. the process that takes a
generic metric space and suitable completes it.

The reason we state such a triviality is that recent advances in nonsmooth Lorentzian geometry
brought up the need of similar concepts in Minkowskian signature. Here no classically intended
distance function is given and the geometry is instead encoded in the so-called time-separation
function, or Lorentizian-distance, that satisfies a reverse triangle inequality.

Let us point out, among others, two clear instances where it is important to have not only a
notion of ‘complete space’ but also that of ‘completion of an incomplete space’:

1) The need of a (pre)compactness theorem à la Gromov. One of the key reasons for which
studying non-smooth metric spaces with suitable curvature bounds has been useful in un-
derstanding Riemannian manifolds is Gromov’s precompactness theorem: it ensures that
any sequence of pointed Riemannian manifolds with Ricci curvature uniformly bounded
from below and dimension uniformly bounded from above must have a subsequential limit
in the class of metric spaces w.r.t. an appropriate weak topology (that of pointed-Gromov-
Hausdorff convergence). In order to replicate the successes of such theory in Lorentzian
signature one surely would like to have an analogue of such statement that, however, despite
interesting recent progresses ([17], [15], [4]), is still missing. For instance, a question that re-
mains open is: if we blow up a TCD(0, N) spacetime at some point, do we have sub-sequential
convergence to some limit? We do not have a proposal to make, but it is natural to expect
that, in line with many compactness results, if a statement of this sort will be obtained,
the limit object will be reconstructed out of some dense (possibly countable) structure via
a completion procedure. In particular, a completion process is most likely necessary.

2) The development of functional analysis in Lorentzian signature. In positive signature, anal-
ysis in metric measures spaces is crucially based on functional analytic concepts (see e.g.
[5], [8]) and in the recent [2] we showed that perhaps a similar program can be developed in
Lorentzian signature, as we gave evidence of a rich Sobolev-like calculus that, under time-
like lower Ricci bounds, is linked to sharp d’Alembertian comparison estimates. In order to
push the theory any further it is imperative to give solid grounds to such functional analytic
framework. A basic question that needs to be answered is: consider smooth, compactly sup-
ported vector fields in a given smooth spacetime. To which sort of complete space do they
belong? To the analogue question in the Riemannian framework we can give the answer ‘the
space of Lp vector fields’ for any p ∈ [1,∞], but in Lorentzian signature this is not possible,
due to the failure of the triangle inequality.

As the concept of reflector in category theory clarifies, if we want to understand ‘the correct’
notion of completion, if any, we should in parallel understand which are the functions we want
to be able to extend from the given incomplete space to its completion. Here existing examples
help. In particular, the studies in [2], as well as the previous ones about Optimal Transport in
Lorentzian signature (see e.g. [12], [16]), hint at the existence of a solid theory behind the duality
relation between Lp and Lq spaces for 1

p
+ 1

q
= 1 with p, q < 1. In the simplest scalar case, the

starting observation is the following well known and simple fact. Given a σ-finite measured space
(X,A,m), let L(X) := {f : X → [0,+∞] A-measurable} and for 0 6= p < 1 define the ‘Lp norm’ of
f (that satisfies a reverse triangle inequality) on L(X) as

‖f‖p :=
( ˆ

fp dm
)1

p
.

Then for 0 6= q < 1 such that 1
p
+ 1

q
= 1 we have the duality relation

‖f‖p = inf
{ˆ

fg dm : g : X → [0,+∞] A-measurable with ‖g‖q = 1
}
. (1.1)
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This closely mirrors the one in place for p, q > 1 and in this case we know that the assignment
g 7→ (f 7→

´

fg dm) provides a bijection from Lq to the space of linear and bounded, i.e. Lipschitz,
functionals on Lp. In turn, the completion of a metric spaces is precisely ‘the complete extension
on which we can uniquely extend Lipschitz maps’ (in a sense made precise by the concept of
reflector we already mentioned, see also Definition 2.4 for its declination in our current setting).

By (1.1) it is thus natural to ask what functionals on L(X) are of the form f 7→
´

fg dm for
some g ∈ L(X): by Beppo Levi’s monotone convergence theorem it takes only a moment to realize
that these are precisely the positive functionals that have the Monotone Convergence Property,
i.e. those that respect directed suprema (in this case in the lattice L(X) equipped with the partial
order f1 � f2 iff f1 ≤ f2 m-a.e.).

Maps with this property have already been deeply studied in certain areas math. One of these
is domain theory, where they go under the name of Scott-continuous maps, as these are precisely
those functions between partial order that are continuous w.r.t. the so called Scott topology (see [7]
for a detailed account of the theory). Since for the moment we are not willing to build any topology
from our partial order and a main motivating example comes from Beppo Levi’s theorem that goes
back to the early 1900s, we shall refer to these maps as maps with the Monotone Convergence
Property.

Having this in mind, it is natural to focus the attention on partial orders where directed
subsets admit suprema, known as directed complete partial orders (or dcpo) in the literature, and
on maps with the Monotone Convergence Property between them, i.e. maps that respect such
suprema. The main goal of this note is to propose this, and the variants discussed in Section 4.2,
as Lorentzian counterpart of the classical concept of complete, and completion of, metric space,
especially in relation to non-smooth spacetimes and functional analysis.

We point out that:

i) We do have a general existence (and uniqueness, but this is built in the proposed approach)
result for the directed completion of an arbitrary partial order, see Theorem 2.5. Actually, we
realized only late that this result had already appeared in the literature in the two seemingly
independent works [11] and [18], both motivated by studies in domain theory. The explicit
construction of the completion we give is the same as in these references: take the suitable
closure of the natural embedding of the given order in the space of its Scott-closed subsets.
Still, we kept our proof as we believe that our presentation, based on transfinite recursion
and the concept of ‘tip’ of a set, helps making more transparent the concepts at play and, in
particular, the connection with the concept of causal boundary as in the work [6] of Geroch,
Kronheimer, and Penrose. Also, the truncation property described in Definition 2.10 and
how it can be used to recognize directed completions appear to be novel.

ii) A minor variant of the concept of dcpo already appeared in the setting of non-smooth
Lorentzian geometry in the recent [2]. There we only asked for non-decreasing sequences
admitting an upper bound to have a limit (intended w.r.t. an additional given topology).
This assumption was in part motivated by the considerations in this note and replaces the
hypothesis of global hyperbolicity often made in the field. Notably, it suffices to produce a
rich calculus and, in particular, existence results such as a very general limit curve theorem.
The advantage of order completeness over global hyperbolicy, which becomes manifest if
one is building a functional-analytic framework as we are trying to do here, is that it is not
dependent on finite dimensionality. We have in mind the following rough analogy:

Riemannian signature Lorentzian signature
proper metric space globally hyperbolic spacetime

complete metric space (locally) causally directed complete spacetime
(1.2)

see also Example 14.

iii) When applied to the Minkowski spacetime equipped with the causal relation, the abstract
completion we describe adds future infinity to it (see Example 14). We see this as an
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important sanity check of the notion we propose. The concept of ‘tip of a set’ seems very
related to that of past indecomposable set, but we currently do not have any precise link
between these notions. It is similarly unclear to us if there is any precise relation between
the construction discussed here and the one made in [3], that replaces the notion of past
indecomposable set with that of Aul, where A is an arbitrary non-decreasing sequence in
X and Au, Al are the sets of upper bounds and lower bounds of A, respectively, see (2.21)
(considering just sequences rather than directed sets can surely be regarded as a technical
variant). In any case, even if in the end the directed completion turns out to be equivalent
to some of the constructions already presented in the literature, this would be interesting as
it would show that such constructions have the universal property in Definition 2.4, that it
turn seems to us a compelling case in favour of our proposal.

In this direction, we recall that categorical aspects of Geroch-Kronheimer-Penrose’s construc-
tion have already been investigated by Harris in [9]: the framework studied there considers
two different orders on a given set, corresponding to the chronological and causal orders on
a spacetime, and the main outcome is that GKP’s construction has a desired universal prop-
erty at least if the original object is past-determined and past-distinguishing (terminology
from [9]).

We also recall that the possibility of building the causal ladder and the causal boundary
solely in terms of the causal relation had been observed by Minguzzi, see for instance [13],
[14] and references therein.

iv) We emphasize that neither the Minkowski spacetime nor its causal completion are lattices
(i.e. they do not admit maxima and minima of couples of elements): for this reason other
commonly used notions of completion of partial orders such as the Dedekind-MacNeille (see
e.g. [1, Chapter VI.21, Exercise 21H]) or the completion in the category of join-preserving
maps (see e.g. [1, Chapter I.4, Example C10]) do not fit this framework.

v) One could wonder why limit oneself to existence directed suprema: why not ask also for
the symmetric notion of existence of filtered infima? The first answer to this is that we do
not know whether such ‘two-sided’ completion exists at all. Moreover, and perhaps more
importantly, even if it exists, it would produce partial orders with rather awkward structures
that we prefer to keep out from our analysis, see Section 4.3. These considerations are in
line with the known difficulties one encounters in adding at the same time time ‘future’ and
‘past’ infinity to a spacetime.

vi) As mentioned in item (iii) above, the precise relation between our construction and that
of causal completion of a partial order is not yet fully clear. Still, we point out that an
advantage of our proposal is that we can extend (suitable) maps from the incomplete order
to its completion. This can be applied, in particular, to time separations, see Example 10
for some further comments and possible difficulties in the process.

vii) Even though natural closure operators emerge from these studies, see (2.1), we avoid any
topological consideration in this work.

The study of Lp spaces with p < 1 will be carried out, also in the context of a ‘hyperbolic’
functional analysis, in an upcoming manuscript.

Acknowledgments This study was funded by the European Union - NextGenerationEU, in
the framework of the PRIN Project Contemporary perspectives on geometry and gravity (code
2022JJ8KER – CUP G53D23001810006). The views and opinions expressed are solely those of the
author and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union, nor can the European Union
be held responsible for them.
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2 Directect completion of partial orders

2.1 Definition and construction

A partially ordered set (X,≤) is a set X equipped with a relation ≤ that is reflexive, antisym-
metric and transitive, i.e.

x ≤ x,

x ≤ y and y ≤ x ⇒ x = y,

x ≤ y and y ≤ z ⇒ x ≤ z,

for every x, y, z ∈ X. A directed subset D ⊂ X is a subset so that for any finite subset F ⊂∈ D
there is z ∈ D with x ≤ z for any x ∈ F (notice that this applies also to F being the empty set,
forcing directed subsets to be non-empty). A lower set L ⊂ X is subset so that x ∈ L and y ∈ X
with y ≤ x implies y ∈ L.

Given A ⊂ X the supremum (or join) supA ∈ X is an element s ∈ X so that:

i) x ≤ s for any x ∈ A

ii) if s′ ∈ X is such that x ≤ s′ for any x ∈ A, then s ≤ s′.

A supremum does not necessarily exists, but it is trivially unique: if s1, s2 are both suprema, then
we would have s1 ≥ s2 and s2 ≥ s1, from which it would follow s1 = s2.

A directed-complete partial order (dcpo) is a partial order (X,≤) for which every directed
subset has a supremum.

A subset A of a partial order X is called directed-sup-closed if for any directed subset of A
that admits supremum in X we have that such supremum belongs to A.

We define two closure operators: given a partial order (X,≤) and an arbitrary A ⊂ X we put

Ā := smallest B ⊂ X containing A and directed-sup-closed,

Â := smallest B ⊂ X containing A, lower set and directed-sup-closed,
(2.1)

where in both cases ‘smallest’ is intended in the sense of inclusion. The definitions are well posed
because, trivially, the intersection of any arbitrary family of directed-sup-closed (resp. lower)
subsets is still a directed-sup-closed set (resp. lower set). Notice, though, that the intersection of
directed subsets is not necessarily directed. It is simple to check, and well known, that these are
closure operators in the sense of Kuratowski. We quickly give the details. Since the empty set is

both directed-sup-closed and a lower set, we see that ∅̄ = ∅̂ = ∅. The inclusion A ⊂ Ā and identity
¯̄A = Ā are obvious from the definition; same for Â. Thus it remains to prove that A ∪B ⊂ Ā∪ B̄

and that÷A ∪B ⊂ Â∪“B. For this it suffices to prove that the union of two directed-sup-closed sets
is still directed-sup-closed (applying this to Ā and B̄ we conclude that A ∪B ⊂ Ā∪B̄ and applying

to Â and “B and noticing that union of lower sets is still a lower set we get÷A ∪B ⊂ Â∪ “B). Thus
say that A,B ⊂ X are directed-sup-closed and let D ⊂ A ∪B be directed and having sup s in X.
We want to prove that s ∈ A ∪ B. If there is d ∈ D such that every e ∈ D with d ≤ e belongs to
A, then clearly the collection of such e’s is a directed set with supE = supD = s and since A is
directed-sup-closed we conclude s ∈ A. Otherwise, for any d ∈ D there is e ∈ D ∩ B with d ≤ e:
this suffices to conclude that D∩B is directed with supD∩B = supD = s, and since D∩B ⊂ B
we also get s ∈ B.

The topology induced by A 7→ Â is known as Scott topology (see e.g. [7]) and that induced by
A 7→ Ā known as D-topology (see [18]).

In studying the operator A 7→ Ā it is natural to define the somewhat analog operator A 7→ A↑

as
A↑ := {suprema of directed sets D ⊂ A admitting supremum in X}.

It is clear that A↑ can be used to detect if a set is directed-sup-closed:

A = Ā (i.e. A is directed-sup-closed) ⇔ A = A↑. (2.2)
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It is also clear that A ⊂ A↑ ⊂ Ā. It is simple to see that in general the second inclusion may be
strict - see for instance Example 3 (that it is essentially the same example as in [10]), so one might
iterate the operation and produce the sequence A ⊂ A↑ ⊂ (A↑)↑ ⊂ · · · . More generally, we can
proceed by (transfinite) induction and define A↑α

for every ordinal α by putting:

A↑0

:= A,

A↑α+1

:= (A↑α

)↑, for every ordinal α,

A↑α

:=
⋃

β<αA
↑β

, for every limit ordinal α > 0.

(2.3)

A trivial transfinite induction argument shows that A↑α

⊂ Ā for every ordinal α. The map
α 7→ A↑α

cannot be injective (as is defined from a proper class to the set of subsets of X), hence

for some α � β we must have A↑α

= A↑β

. Since α 7→ A↑α

is also non-decreasing (w.r.t. inclusion),
we see that A↑α

= A↑γ

for every α ≤ γ ≤ β, and in particular for γ := α+ 1. Thus from (2.2) we
see that Ā = A↑α

. In other words, we established that

Ā = A↑α

for every ordinal α sufficiently big. (2.4)

(of course, this is just an instance of the general phenomenon telling that a monotone map from
the ordinals to a set must be eventually constant). Notice that Example 4 shows that for any
ordinal α we can find a partial order (X,≤) and A ⊂ X such that A↑α

6= Ā. A similar construction
shows that

iterating the operator A 7→ ↓ (A↑) we eventually end up in Â, (2.5)

where ↓ A := {x ∈ X : x ≤ a for some a ∈ A} (if A = {a} is a singleton we simply write ↓a).
A different viewpoint on (2.4) is obtained via the concept of tip of a set:

Definition 2.1 (Tip of a set). We say that A ⊂ X has a tip provided Ā has a maximum and in
this case such maximum is the tip of A. The tip of A will be denoted tipA.

For instance, singletons have tips (the element itself) and more generally directed sets having
the sup also have the tip (it being the same as the sup). Still, we point out a key conceptual
difference between the property of being directed and that of admitting tip: the former is intrinsic,
i.e. only concerns the order relation between elements of the subset considered, while the latter
is extrinsic, i.e. it depends on whether an element with certain given properties exists possibly
outside the subset.

It is obvious that if A has a tip it also has supremum, it being the tip itself. The viceversa
might not hold: if x, y ∈ X are two unrelated points admitting supremum, the set {x, y} = {x, y}
does not have a maximum, and thus {x, y} does not have a tip.

In analogy with the above discussion, we point out that Example 3 also shows that there are
sets admitting tips that are not directed. We claim that

Ā = {tips of sets B ⊂ A admitting a tip}. (2.6)

Indeed, since tipB ∈ B̄ ⊂ Ā for every B as above, the inclusion ⊃ holds. For ⊂ we notice that since
singletons have tips, the right hand side contains A, hence to conclude it suffices to prove that it
is directed-sup-closed. Let thus D be directed, contained in the right hand side and admitting sup
in X, call it s. Then for every d ∈ D there is Bd ⊂ A with tipBd = d. We put B := ∪d∈DBd ⊂ A
and claim that tipB = s. If we show this we are done. Since clearly s is an upper bound for B, to
conclude we need to prove that s ∈ B̄. To see this notice that by the choice of Bd we know that
for every d ∈ D we have d ∈ B̄d ⊂ B̄. In other words we have D ⊂ B̄ and thus s = supD ∈ B̄.

In the following we shall often use the following trivial fact:

B ⊂ X has tip ⇒ “B = ↓ tipB.

Indeed, since tipB is an upper bound of B we have B ⊂↓ tipB and thus “B ⊂↓ tipB. Conversely,
from tipB ∈ B̄ ⊂ “B we deduce that ↓ tipB ⊂ “B. In particular, if B has tip then “B has a maximum.
The viceversa does not hold, see Example 2.
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Definition 2.2 (Monotone Convergence Property). Let (X1,≤1) and (X2,≤2) be two partial
orders and T : X1 → X2 a map. We say that T has the Monotone Convergence Property (MCP
in short) if it respects directed suprema, i.e. whenever for any D ⊂ X1 directed having supremum
the set T (D) ⊂ X2 also has supremum and it holds

T (supD) = supT (D) (2.7)

The choice D := {x, y} with x ≤1 y in (2.7) shows that any such T must be monotone. Some
equivalent characterizations of maps with the MCP are collected in the following lemma. Below
for a set A and element u we shall write A ≤ u meaning that u is an upper bound for A, i.e. that
a ≤ u for any a ∈ A.

Lemma 2.3. Let (X1,≤1) and (X2,≤2) be two partial orders and T : X1 → X2. Then the
following are equivalent:

a) T has the Monotone Convergence Property,

b) T is monotone and for every A ⊂ X1 and u ∈ X2 with T (A) ≤2 u we have T (Â) ≤2 u,

c) T is monotone and for every A ⊂ X1 we have T (Ā) ⊂ T (A),

d) For every A ⊂ X1 we have T (Â) ⊂’T (A),
e) For every A ⊂ X1 having tip the set T (A) ⊂ X2 has tip and T (tipA) = tipT (A).

Proof.
(a) ⇒ (d) Fix A ⊂ X, put A0 := A and recursively define Aα+1 :=↓ ((Aα)↑) and, for limit

ordinals α, put Aα := ∪β<αA
β . Then (2.5) tells that Aα = Â for any ordinal α sufficiently big,

so to conclude it suffices to prove that T (Aα) ⊂’T (A) for any α. This will be done by transfinite

recursion. It is obvious for α = 0 and that T (Aβ) ⊂’T (A) for any β < α implies T (Aα) ⊂’T (A) if
α is a limit ordinal. Now assume that T (B) ⊂’T (A) holds for some set B and notice that the MCP

and the fact that ’T (A) is directed-sup-closed ensure that T (B↑) ⊂ ’T (A). Also, we have already

noticed that maps with the MCP are monotone and since ’T (A) is a lower set we also deduce that

T (↓ (B↑)) ⊂’T (A). This shows that if T (Aα) ⊂’T (A) then we have T (Aα+1) ⊂’T (A), concluding
the proof by induction.

(d) ⇒ (b) Picking A := {a} in (d) and noticing that, trivially, we have ‘T (a) =↓ a, we see that T

is monotone. The same observation ensures that T (A) ≤2 u (i.e. T (A) ⊂↓u) implies ’T (A) ≤2 u

(i.e. ’T (A) ⊂ ↓̂u =↓u).
(b) ⇒ (a) Let D ⊂ X be directed admitting supremum, call it s. The assumed monotonicity
implies T (D) ≤2 T (s), thus to conclude we need to prove that if T (D) ≤2 u , then s ≤2 u. But

this is obvious, because our assumption tells that T (“D) ≤2 u, so the claim follows noticing that

s ∈ D̄ ⊂ “D.
(a) ⇒ (c) Monotonicity of maps with the MCP has been observed before. Then observe that if
B ⊂ X2 is directed-sup-closed and contains T (A), then the MCP implies that T (A↑) ⊂ B as well.
The conclusion follows by transfinite recursion as in the implication (a) ⇒ (d) (recall (2.4)).
(c) ⇒ (e) By monotonicity T (tipA) is an upper bound of T (A) and thus of T (A). On the other
hand, since tipA ∈ Ā, from the assumption we also get T (tipA) ∈ T (A). We thus proved that
T (tipA) = maxT (A) = tipT (A), as desired.
(e) ⇒ (a) Let A ⊂ X1 be directed admitting supremum. Then such supremum is also the tip
and the assumption that T (A) has tip implies in particular that T (A) has supremum. Then
T (tipA) = tipT (A) reduces to (2.7).

The characterization in item (d) shows that T has the MCP if and only if it is continuous w.r.t.
the Scott topologies on both the source and the target spaces.
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We are interested in the completion process associated to the concept of directed complete
partial order and maps with the Monotone Convergence Property. The following definition is very
natural (being that of reflector of the inclusion of the full subcategory of dcpo into that of partial
orders, where in both cases morphisms are maps with the MCP - notice that this makes sense
because the identity map on any partial order has the MCP and that composition of maps with
the MCP has the MCP):

Definition 2.4 (Directed completion). Let (X,≤) be a partial order. A directed completion of
(X,≤) is given by a directed complete partial order (X̄, ≤̄) and a map ι : X → X̄ with the Monotone
Convergence Property that are universal in the following sense: for any directed complete partial
order (Z,≤Z) and map T : X → Z with the MCP there is a unique map T̄ : X̄ → Z with the MCP
so that T̄ ◦ ι = T , i.e. making the following diagram commute

X X̄

Z
T

ι

T̄
(2.8)

A standard and easy to check property of these sort of definitions is that the resulting object
is unique up to unique isomorphism. More precisely, if (X̃, ≤̃) and j : X → X̃ are another directed
completion, then there is a unique monotone bijection ϕ : X̄ → X̃ whose inverse is also monotone
(in particular both ϕ and its inverse have the MCP) such that ϕ ◦ ι = j. Indeed, the universal
properties of the two completions produce maps ϕ : X̄ → X̃ and ψ : X̃ → X̄ with the MCP such
that ϕ ◦ ι = j and ψ ◦ j = ι. Hence ψ ◦ ϕ : X̄ → X̄ has the MCP and satisfies (ψ ◦ ϕ) ◦ ι = ι, thus
by the uniqueness of T̄ (with T = ι) we deduce that ψ ◦ ϕ is the identity on X̄. Similarly, ϕ ◦ ψ is
the identity on X̃, proving that ϕ, ψ are one the inverse of the other and the claim.

The question is thus existence. As usual, an explicit construction is found within the power
set, that is complete w.r.t. inclusion. In our case, given the partial order (X,≤) we shall actually
look at

Y :=
{
A ⊂ X : Â = A

}
. (2.9)

Notice that Y, equipped with the order given by the inclusion, is a directed complete partial order:

even more, any family (Ai) ⊂ Y admits a supremum, it being given by ‘∪iAi (the proof that this
is the supremum is trivial).

There is a natural embedding of X into Y, it being given by

ι(x) := ↓x. (2.10)

The couple given by Y and ι is not the completion of X, the problem being that Y is too big. For
instance, to an X that only contains two unrelated points, and is therefore already complete, is
associated a Y that also contains a ‘bottom’ and a ‘top’ point.

Still, completion can be found within Y, as illustrated in the following theorem:

Theorem 2.5 (Existence of directed completion). Let (X,≤) be a partial order.
Then a directed completion (X̄, ≤̄) and ι : X → X̄ exists. Moreover, for any (Z,≤Z) directed

complete partial order and T : X → Z with the Monotone Convergence Property, the map T̄ : X̄ →
Z as in (2.8) given by the very definition of completion is given by

T̄ (x̄) = sup
x∈X

ι(x)≤x̄

T (x) ∀x̄ ∈ X̄, (2.11)

where it is part of the claim the fact that the supremum exists. An explicit definition of X̄ and ι
is given by the choice

X̄ := ι(X) ⊂ Y (2.12)

where here ι : X → Y is the map defined in (2.10) and the directed-sup-closure of ι(X) is taken in
Y.

With this choice, an element of Y, i.e. a subset A of X with A = Â, belongs to X̄ if and only
if the set {ι(a) : a ∈ A} ⊂ Y has a tip. In this case the tip is exactly A (compare with (2.6)).
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Proof. We shall prove that X̄ as defined in (2.12) and the map X ∋ x 7→ ι(x) = ↓x ∈ X̄ ⊂ Y has
the required universal property. We shall prove so via transfinite induction, proving at the same
time property (2.11). For every α ordinal let us put for brevity Xα := ι(X)↑

α

⊂ Y, where ι(X)↑
α

is defined as in (2.3). Then by (2.4) we know that Xα = X̄ for every α sufficiently big.
Let us now fix a directed complete partial order (Z,≤Z) and a map T : X → Z with the

Monotone Convergence Property. We shall prove existence, uniqueness and property (2.11) of T̄
by induction. Start defining T0 : X0 → Z as T0(ι(x)) := T (x). Trivially, this is the only definition
for T0 for which we have T0 ◦ ι = T . Also, since T has the MCP, and in particular is monotone,
we see that the property

A ∈ Xα ⇒ Tα(A) = sup
a∈A

T (a) (2.13)

holds for α = 0. We shall prove by induction that for every α there is a unique map Tα : Xα → Z
with the MCP that extends those previously defined and that such extension satisfies (2.13).

Suppose this has been proved for Tα : Xα → Z and let us prove the claims for Tα+1 : Xα+1 → Z.

Let (Ai)i∈I ⊂ Xα be a directed family and A ∈ Xα+1 its supremum, i.e. A = ‘∪iAi ⊂ X. Since
Tα is monotone, the family (T (Ai))i∈I is directed in Z and thus admits supremum: clearly, any
extension Tα+1 of Tα with the MCP must satisfy Tα+1(A) = supi T (Ai). It is a priori not clear,
though, whether supi T (Ai) only depends on A, and not on the particular choice of the directed
family (Ai) having A as supremum. To prove that this is the case we use first (2.13) for the Ai’s
and then the MCP of T to get

sup
i

Tα(Ai) = sup
a∈∪iAi

T (a) = sup
a∈A

T (a).

This suffices to prove that the definition Tα+1(A) := supi T (Ai) is well posed, showing at once
existence and uniqueness of the desired extension as well as property (2.13) for α+ 1.

Suppose now that α > 0 is a limit ordinal and that Tβ has been defined and satisfies (2.13) for
each β < α. In this case, being Xα equal to ∪β<αXβ there is a unique possible extension Tα of
the Tβ’s to Xα and clearly Tα satisfies (2.13). Let us check that Tα : Xα → Z has the MCP. Thus

let (Ai)i∈I ⊂ Xα be a directed family having supremum A in Xα. As before, we have A = ‘∪iAi.
We have

Tα(A)
(2.13)
= sup

a∈A

T (a)
∗
= sup

a∈∪iAi

T (a)
(2.13)
= sup

i

Tα(Ai),

where in ∗ we use the MCP of T : X → Z. We thus established that the only extension of the Tβ’s
has the MCP and satisfies (2.13).

This concludes the proof of the universal property of X̄ and ι. Also, with this choice of X̄ and
ι the claimed property (2.11) is a restatement of (2.13). The fact that (2.11) holds regardless of
the particular representation of X̄, ι trivially follows by the universal property (equivalently: from
uniqueness of the completion).

The last claim is now a direct consequence of the definition (2.12) and the property (2.6)
applied with A := ι(X).

2.2 Some comments

A subset A of a partial order X is called dense provided Ā = X. It is not hard to find examples
of dense subsets such that X is not the directed completion of A (being intended that A has
the induced partial order and the map ι is the inclusion). Indeed, if one calls B, j the directed
completion of A and ῑ : B → X the map associated to the inclusion ι : A → X, then in general, ῑ
is neither injective nor surjective (see e.g. Example 5).

Because of this, it is important to have a criterion to recognize directed completion: this is the
scope of the following proposition.

Proposition 2.6 (Recognising the completion). Let (X,≤) and (Y,≤) be partial orders, with Y
directed complete and  : X → Y a map.

Then the following are equivalent:
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i) (Y, ) is the directed completion of X,

ii) (X) is dense in Y and for any B ⊂ X such that (B) ⊂ Y has tip we have −1(‘(B)) = “B,
i.e. for any a ∈ X we have

(a) ∈ ‘(B) ⊂ Y ⇔ a ∈ “B ⊂ X (2.14)

Proof.
(i) ⇒ (ii) We start proving (2.14). The implication ⇐ comes from the MCP of . The converse
implication might be proved directly from the explicit construction of X̄ in Theorem 2.5; we give
also an argument based on the universal property. Suppose ⇒ in (2.14) does not hold, i.e. that

there are B ⊂ X so that (B) has tip t and a ∈ X with (a) ∈ ‘(B) =↓ t and a /∈ “B. Let
Z := {0, 1} with the order 0 ≤ 1 (this is obviously complete) and T : X → Z be defined as 0

on “B and 1 on X \ “B. Since “B is a lower set and directed-sup-closed, the map T has the MCP
and thus by the universal property there is T̄ : Y → Z with the MCP so that T̄ ◦  = T . Since
(a) ≤ t we must have 1 = T (a) = T̄ ((a)) ≤ T̄ (t). On the other hand, the MCP of T̄ yields
T̄ (t) = supy∈(B) T̄ (y) = supx∈B T̄ ((x)) = supx∈B T (x) = 0, giving the desired contradiction.

We now prove that (X) is dense. Let Y1,Y2 be two copies of (Y,≤) and 1, 2 the corresponding
maps from X to Y1,Y2, respectively. Let Ŷ be obtained by identifying the images of X via 1, 2 in
the disjoint union Y1⊔Y2, i.e. we put the equivalence relation ∼ on Y1⊔Y2 declaring two different
points equivalent iff they are of the form 1(x) and 2(x) for some x ∈ X. We put a partial order
on Ŷ by declaring y1 ≤ y2 if there are representatives y′1, y

′
2 of their equivalence classes that both

belong to either Y1 or Y2 and so that y′1 ≤ y′2 in such partial order. It is readily verified that this
is well posed, and is a directed complete partial order. Now consider the two maps I1, I2 : Y → Ŷ
obtaining by composing the natural identification of Y with Y1,Y2 respectively with the projection
of Y1 ⊔ Y2 in Ŷ. It is clear that I1, I2 both have the MCP and satisfy I1 ◦  = I2 ◦  =: ̂. By the
(uniqueness part of the) universal property of (Y, ) applied with Z := Ŷ and T := ̂ it follows that
I1 = I2, i.e. Ŷ \ ̂(X) = ∅, which is the conclusion.
(ii) ⇒ (i) Start picking a ≤ b in X and choosing B := {b} in (2.14): the implication ⇐ tells that
(a) ≤ (b) proving that  is monotone. Now let B ⊂ X be directed and admitting supremum s.

The monotonicity of  shows that (s) is an upper bound of (B), thus also of ‘(B). Also, the

implication ⇐ tells that (s) ∈ ‘(B) proving that (s) is the maximum of ‘(B). This proves also
that (s) is the supremum of (B) (as it is an upper bound and any other upper bound is also

an upper bound for ‘(B) and thus ≥ (s)); in other words we proved that if B is directed and
admitting supremum, then (B) has supremum and (supB) = sup (B), i.e. we established the
MCP of .

To conclude, we need to prove that (Y, ) has the universal property. Thus let (Z,≤Z) be a
directed complete partial order and T : X → Z be with the MCP. Define X0 := (X) ⊂ Y and then

Xα := X↑α

0 ⊂ Y. By (2.4) and the assumed density of (X) we see that for α sufficiently big we
have Xα = Y. We define T0 : X0 → Z as T0 := T ◦ −1. Since (2.14) tells that a ≤ b if and only if
(a) ≤ (b), we see that  is injective so that T0 is well defined and has the MCP. We claim that
for every ordinal α there is a unique Tα : Xα → Z with the MCP extending T0 and that such map
is given by the fomula

Tα(y) = sup
x∈X:(x)≤y

T (x) ∀y ∈ Xα, (2.15)

where it is part of the claim the fact that the supremum on the right hand side exists. We prove
this by induction. For α = 0 the claims are all true. Suppose they hold for some α and let us prove
them for α + 1. Let D ⊂ Xα directed and y := supD ∈ Xα+1. In order for the MCP of Tα+1 to
hold we must impose Tα+1(y) := supTα(D) (such supremum exists because Tα(D) ⊂ Z is directed
and Z is complete), so we must check that this is a good definition, i.e. that it depends only on y
and not on the particular choice of D. To prove this let B := {x ∈ X : (x) ≤Y d for some d ∈ D}
and notice that applying (2.15) to d ∈ D we deduce that s := supT (B) ∈ Z exists and is equal to

supTα(D). On the other hand, we have s = supT (“B) (the inclusion T (B) ⊂ T (“B) tells that any
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upper bound of T (“B) is also an upper bound of T (B) while the MCP of T grants that any upper

bound of T (B) is an upper bound of T (“B) - recall item (b) of Lemma 2.3). By construction y is
the tip of (B) (recall also (2.6)), hence

supTα(D) = supT (B) = supT (“B)
(2.14)
= supT (−1(‘(B))) = supT (−1(↓y)) = sup

x∈X:(x)≤y

T (x),

(2.16)
proving at once that supTα(D) only depends on y, that formula (2.15) for α + 1 holds and that
Tα+1 has the MCP.

For the case of limit ordinals, assume all the stated properties hold for every β < α. Then
the definition of Tα on Xα = ∪β<αXβ is forced and the identity (2.15) holds trivially. The only
thing left to prove is the MCP for Tα. Thus let D ⊂ Xα be directed with supremum y ∈ Xα.
Let, as before B := {x ∈ X : (x) ≤ d for some d ∈ D} and notice that the equalities in (2.16) are
still justified and that the last term on the right is equal, by (2.15) to Tα(y). This proves that
supTα(D) = Tα(y), as desired, and concludes the proof.

We have already mentioned that Example 4 shows that for any ordinal α there are a partial

order X and a subset A ⊂ X such that A↑α

= Ā and A↑β

( Ā for all β < α. We can ask a similar
question for the directed completion of a partial order: if X̄, ι is the completion of X, is it the case
that ι(X)↑ = X̄ or might it be necessary to take more steps? Example 6 shows that in general we
might indeed have ι(X)↑ ( X̄.

It is therefore interesting to know when the construction simplifies and one step suffices. In-
specting the above mentioned example we see that there are directed subsets D of X such that
D↑ is not directed. If this does not happen, the construction simplifies. Before turning to the
statement notice that if D is a directed subset then so is ↓ D. Thus if in a given partial order D↑

is directed whenever D is, by (2.5) we see that we also have

D ⊂ X directed ⇒ “D ⊂ X directed. (2.17)

With this said, we have:

Proposition 2.7. Let (X,≤) be a partial order satisfying (2.17) and let X̄ and ι be its completion.
Then ι(X)↑ is the whole X̄. Also, an explicit example of (X̄, ι) is given by

X̄ :=
{
A ⊂ X : A = Â and A is directed

}
(2.18)

ordered by inclusion, with ι : X → X̄ given by ι(x) := ↓x, as in (2.10).
Moreover, we can replace the criterion (ii) in Propositon 2.6 with:

ii’) (X) is dense in Y and (2.14) holds for any B ⊂ X directed.

Proof. Let Y, ι and Xα be as in the proof of Theorem 2.5. Then X1 is, by the very definition,
equal to {“D ⊂ X : D is directed}, so that by the assumption (2.17) we see that X1 is the right
hand side of (2.18). Thus if we prove that X2 ⊂ X1 we are done. The construction tells that

X2 = {‘∪iAi : Ai ∈ X1 form a directed family}, thus let (Ai) ⊂ X1 be a directed family, put
A := ∪iAi ⊂ X and pick a, b ∈ A. Given that the Ai’s are a directed family, for some index k we
have a, b ∈ Ak and given that Ak is directed there is c ∈ Ak ⊂ A with a, b ≤ c. This shows that

A is a directed subset of X, hence by (2.17) Â = ‘∪iAi is also directed, showing that X2 ⊂ X1, as
desired.

We pass to the last claim. Since (ii′) is weaker than (ii) of Proposition 2.6, we clearly have
(i) ⇒ (ii′). For the converse implication we follow verbatim the arguments given in the proof of
(ii) ⇒ (i) to prove that  has the MCP. Now let (X̄, ι) be the completion of X. Since  : X → Y
has the MCP and Y is complete, there is (a unique) ̄ : X̄ → Y with the MCP such that j̄ ◦ ι = .
We claim that

̄ : X̄ → Y is a bijection and that for any b1, b2 ∈ X̄ we have b1 ≤ b2 ⇔ ̄(b1) ≤ ̄(b2).

11



The implication ‘b1 ≤ b2 ⇒ ̄(b1) ≤ ̄(b2)’ is obvious. For the opposite one it is convenient to

take X̄ as in (2.18). Thus we have D1, D2 ⊂ X directed with “Di = Di and so that ̄(D1) ≤ ̄(D2)
and our goal is to prove that D1 ⊂ D2. Since ̄ has the MCP, we have ̄(Di) = sup (Di) hence for

any a ∈ D1 we have j(a) ≤ sup (D2) and since (D2) is directed we have sup (D2) ∈ ’(D2). We

thus have that a ∈ D1 implies (a) ∈ ’(D2), hence by (2.14) we deduce a ∈ D2, thus proving that
D1 ⊂ D2, as desired.

We thus proved that ̄ is an isomorphism with the MCP from X̄ to its image in Y. Since ̄(X̄) ⊃
(X) we also know that ̄(X) is dense in Y, so to conclude it suffices to prove that ̄(X̄)↑ = ̄(X̄).
Thus let (yi) ⊂ (X̄) be directed and put x̄i := −1(yi). Then (x̄i) is directed in X̄, hence admits
supremum x̄. Since ̄ has the MCP, we know that ̄(x̄) is the supremum of (yi), proving that such
supremum belongs to ̄(X̄), as desired.

The supremum of a subset of a partial order is sometimes called join of the subset, and the
infimum meet. The join and meet of two elements a, b are typically denoted by a ∨ b and a ∧ b
respectively. One says that the partial order (X,≤) has finite joins (resp. meets) if for any a, b ∈ X
the join (resp. meet) of a, b exists. Notice that this is the same as requiring that any non-empty
finite subset of X has a join (resp. meet).

If (X,≤) is so that any arbitrary subset has both join and meet, i.e. supremum and infimum,
then (X,≤) is called complete lattice. The following is well known and easy to prove:

Proposition 2.8. Let (X,≤) be a complete partial order admitting finite joins and having mini-
mum. Then it is a complete lattice.

Proof. We start proving that any subset A of X has a supremum. If A is empty, the supremum is
the minimum of X, otherwise we consider the set B := {a1∨ . . .∨an : n ∈ N, (ai) ⊂ A} and notice
that it is directed, hence admits supremum. Hence the supremum of B exists in X and since an
element is an upper bound for B if and only if it is an upper bound for A, such supremum is also
the supremum of A, which therefore also exists.

For the infimum, given A ⊂ X we let C ⊂ X be the set of lower bounds: the supremum of C
is the infimum of A.

In situations where the existence of joins is relevant, it is natural to consider maps between
partial orders preserving existing joins, and not just directed joins (or directed suprema, as we
are calling them), and due to Proposition 2.8, the corresponding natural notion of complete order
is that of complete lattice. In this setting one is therefore led to consider the category of partial
orders with morphisms the maps that preserve existing joins, denoted JPos in the literature, and
the full subcategory of complete lattices. In this framework, surely the notion of ‘completion as
reflector’ makes sense and it can be shown that any partial order (X,≤), not necessarily admitting
joins, has a completion in this sense. An explicit construction is given by the lattice (X̄,≤) defined
as

X̄ :=
{
A ⊂ X : A is a lower set closed by arbitrary existing suprema

}
(2.19)

ordered by inclusion, together with the map ι : X → X̄ defined as in (2.10). For this, see for
instance [1, Chapter I.4, Example C10].

It is natural to compare the above X̄ with the directed completion X̄, yet in doing so one
quickly notices that X̄ always has a minimum element, while X̄ has minimum if and only if X
does. It is therefore better to consider the enhanced directed completion, say, X̄o of X defined
as X̄ if X has minimum and as {⊥} ∪ X̄ otherwise, where ⊥ is an extra term declared to be
smaller than all the others. Notice that this is precisely the directed completion we would obtain
if only the empty set was directed, as in this case the extra term ⊥ in the completion would be
its supremum (in the literature, a set that is either directed or empty is called semidirected).

Notice also that if X has no minimum, then the least element of X̄ is the empty set, while if
X has a minimum m, then the least element of X̄ is {m} (the empty set does not belong to X̄ in
this case, because its supremum exists, being it m, so that ∅ is not closed by existing suprema).

With all this said, we have the following result:
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Proposition 2.9 (Comparison of completions - 1). Let (X,≤) be a partial order admitting finite
joins. Then

D directed ⇒ (↓D)↑ directed.

In particular, (2.17) holds. Moreover, the enhanced directed completion of X is a complete lattice
and coincides with the completion in JPos recalled above.

Proof. LetD ⊂ X be directed and x, y ∈ (↓D)↑. Then there are directed families (xi)i∈I , (yj)j∈J ⊂↓
D with x = supi xi and y = supj yj . Since, trivially, ↓D is directed, for every i, j there is aij ∈↓D
with xi, yj ≤ aij and thus with xi ∨ yj ≤ aij . It follows that xi ∨ yj ∈↓D as well. It is easy
to see that the set (xi ∨ yj)i,j ⊂↓D is directed. Indeed, for every i1, i2 ∈ I and j1, j2 ∈ J there
are i ∈ I and j ∈ J so that xi1 and xi2 are both ≤ xi and similarly yj1 and yj2 are both ≤ yj .
Hence xi1 ∨ yj1 and xi2 ∨ yj2 are both ≤ xi ∨ yj , proving the claim. We now claim that x ∨ y is
the supremum of (xi ∨ yj)i,j (in particular: such supremum exists even if X is not complete). The
claim is obvious because x∨ y is clearly an upper bound, and any upper bound u must also be an
upper bound for the xi’s, and thus ≥ x, and an upper bound for the yj’s, and thus ≥ y. Hence
x ∨ y ≤ u, proving the claim.

We thus established that for x, y ∈ (↓D)↑ we have x ∨ y ∈ (↓D)↑ as well, proving that (↓D)↑

is directed, as claimed. Now the fact that (2.17) holds is a direct consequence of (2.5).
To prove that the enhanced directed completion X̄o is a complete lattice it suffices, by Propo-

sition 2.8, to prove that it has joins. In turn, by (the representation given in) Proposition 2.7

to this aim it suffices to prove that given two directed subset A,B ⊂ X with Â = A and
“B = B there exists their join in X. We claim that C := ÷A ∨B is the required join, where
A ∨ B := {a ∨ b : a ∈ A, b ∈ B}. Indeed, it is obvious that any set as in the right hand side of
(2.18) that contains A and B must also contain C. On the other hand the discussion made above
shows that A ∨ B is directed, hence so is C by (2.17). It follows that C is as in the right hand
side of (2.18) and thus that it is the join of A and B, proving that such join exists.

For the last claim it now suffices to prove that the set X̄ defined in (2.19) coincides with the
one X̄ defined in (2.18). The inclusion X̄ ⊂ X̄ is obvious. For the opposite one let A ∈ X̄ and
a, b ∈ A. Then since A is directed there is c ∈ A bigger than both a and b, and thus of their join.
Since A is a lower set, we have a ∨ b ∈ A. It follows by induction that A is closed by finite joins
and since it is closed by directed suprema, the same arguments in Proposition 2.8 show that A is
closed by arbitrary joins, proving that A ∈ X̄, as desired.

Another situation in which recognizing the directed completion is particularly simple is that
of spaces having the truncation property, defined as:

Definition 2.10 (Truncation property). Let (Y,≤) be a partial order. We say that Y has the
truncation property provided for any B ⊂ Y with tip we have

a ∈ “B (i.e. a ≤ tipB) ⇒ a ∈ ¤�(↓B) ∩ (↓a). (2.20)

If (2.20) only holds whenever B is directed, we shall say that Y has the directed truncation property.

The name comes from the following rough intuition. Say for simplicity that the space has meets,
i.e. minima, of any couple of points and that for some non-decreasing sequence (bn) admitting sup b
and some element a we have a ≤ b. Then one might expect that the ‘truncated’ sequence n 7→ a∧bn,
which is also clearly non-decreasing, has a as supremum. This, though, is not necessarily the case,
as shown by simple examples (see e.g. Example 8) and it is therefore interesting to consider cases
where this sort of examples do not occur. The truncation property goes in this direction, as also
shown in the next statement:

Proposition 2.11. Let (Y,≤) be a complete partial order having meets. Then the following are
equivalent:

i) For every a ∈ Y and directed set D ⊂ Y with a ≤ supD we have a = sup{a ∧ d : d ∈ D},
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ii) For every b ∈ Y the map x 7→ x ∧ b from Y into itself has the MCP.

Moreover, if these hold then Y has the truncation property.

Proof. The implication (ii) ⇒ (i) is obvious. For the converse one, fix b ∈ Y, D ⊂ Y directed and
let a := b∧ (supD) ≤ supD. Then the assumption (i) tells that b∧ sup(D) = a = sup{a∧ d : d ∈
D} = sup{b∧d : d ∈ D} (the last equality follows from b∧d = a∧d for any d ∈ D, that in turn is
an easy consequence of the definition of a). By the arbitrariness of D, this is precisely the MCP
of x 7→ x ∧ b.

Let us now prove that if these hold then Y has the truncation property. Let B ⊂ Y be with tip
and a ∈ “B, i.e. a ≤ tipB. The fact that x 7→ x∧a has the MCP yields a = (tipB)∧a is equal to the
tip of {b∧a : b ∈ B}, hence belongs to {b ∧ a : b ∈ B}. Since clearly {b∧a : b ∈ B} ⊂ (↓B)∩ (↓a),

the conclusion a ∈ ¤�(↓B) ∩ (↓a). follows.

The interest of the truncation property in relation to directed completion is due to the next
result:

Proposition 2.12. Let (Y,≤) be a complete partial order with the truncation property and X ⊂ Y
a dense lower subset.

Then Y, together with the inclusion , is the directed completion of X.
If X also has joins, we can weaken the assumption that Y has the truncation property into it

having the directed truncation property to still deduce that (Y, ) is the directed completion of X.

Proof. We apply Proposition 2.6. X = (X) is dense in Y by assumption. Since X is a lower set in
Y, the inclusion  : X → Y has the MCP, because if D ⊂ X is directed with supremum a as subset
of X and supremum b as subset of Y (the latter exists as Y is complete) then obviously b ≤ a, as
in Y there is a larger pool of upper bounds of D, and thus b ∈ X, which forces a = b.

It follows that the implication ⇐ in (2.14) holds. For ⇒, let B ⊂ X ⊂ Y be having tip in

Y and a ∈ X be in “BY (meaning that the operation B 7→ “B is performed in Y). Since Y has

the truncation property it follows that a ∈ ¤�(↓B) ∩ (↓a)
Y

(since X is a lower set and B ⊂ X, the

meaning of ↓ B is unambiguous). If we prove that ¤�(↓B) ∩ (↓a)
Y

= ¤�(↓B) ∩ (↓a)
X

the proof is

complete, as we then have a ∈ ¤�(↓B) ∩ (↓a)
X

⊂ “BX, as desired.
Since (↓B)∩(↓a) ⊂↓a, to conclude it suffices to prove that if X is a lower set of the partial order

Y and a ∈ X is an upper bound of C, then “CX = “CY. This is a consequence of the completeness
of Y: here the truncation property has no role. To see this, recalling (2.5) to conclude it suffices
to prove that for such C the operation C 7→↓ (C↑) performed in X and Y produces the same
result. Since X is a lower set, this holds if and only if the operation C 7→ C↑ performed in X and
Y produces the same result and in turn this reduces to proving that a directed set D ⊂↓a admits
supremum in X and it agrees with the supremum in Y (that exists as Y is complete). Let d be
the supremum of D in Y and notice that since a is an upper bound of D, we must have d ≤ a and
thus d ∈ X. If u ∈ X ⊂ Y is another upper bound of D, then we must have d ≤ u, or else d is not
the supremum of D in Y. Thus d is also the supremum of D in X, as desired.

The last of the statement now follows easily. The fact that the inclusion has the MCP can
be proved in the same way, and this settles the implication ⇐ in (2.14). Then according to
Propositions 2.9 and 2.7 to conclude it suffices to prove⇒ for B ⊂ X ⊂ Y directed. Thus, as before,

let a ∈ X be in “BY and notice that the directed truncation property yields a ∈ ¤�(↓B) ∩ (↓a)
Y

. The
conclusion now follows as above, as the truncation property is not anymore required.

We conclude the section comparing the directed completion with the completion in the sense of
Dedeking-MacNeille, that much like the completion in JPos produces a complete lattice out of any
partial order. In general the directed and the Dedeking-MacNeille completions do not coincide,
see Example 9 and Proposition 2.14 below.
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Unlike the directed completion, the Dedeking-MacNeille does not arise as reflector (but rather
as injective hull in the category of partial orders and monotone maps). Here we shall be satisfied
with the following practical presentation of it:

Definition 2.13 (Dedeking-MacNeille completion). Let (X,≤) be a partial order. For any A ⊂ X
we define Au, Al as the set of upper bounds and lower bounds of A, i.e.:

Au := {x ∈ X : a ≤ x ∀a ∈ A},

Al := {x ∈ X : a ≥ x ∀a ∈ A}.
(2.21)

A cut of X is a couple (A,B) with Au = B and Bl = A.
The Dedeking-MacNeille completion X̄DM is the collection of all cuts, where (A1, B1) ≤

(A2, B2) whenever A1 ⊂ A2. The original order X is embedded in X̄DM via the map x 7→
ιDM (x) := (↓ x, (↓ x)u) (the fact that this is a cut is easy to check).

We collect some comments. Notice that A1 ⊂ A2 implies Au
1 ⊃ Au

2 and that A ⊂ Aul. Hence
for any A ⊂ X we have Aulu = (Au)lu ⊃ Au and Aulu = (Aul)u ⊂ Au, whence Aulu = Au. It follows
that

for any A ⊂ X we have Aul = Aulul (2.22)

and then that the Dedekind-MacNeille completion can be equivalently described as the collection
of subsets A ⊂ X with A = Aul, with the order given by inclusion: to each such A we can associate
the cut (A,Au) and viceversa to each cut (A,B) we associate the set A.

It is then clear why such completion is a complete lattice: the supremum (resp. infimum) of
the arbitrary family (Ai) is given by (∪iAi)

ul (resp. (∩iAi)
ul). This makes also transparent the

fact that the embedding of X into X̄DM is both join-dense and meet-dense, i.e. any element of
X̄DM is the supremum and the infimum of appropriate subsets of X.

We want to compare X̄DM with the directed completion X̄ and since the former always has
a minimum, as in the case of the completion X̄ in JPos it is better to compare X̄DM with the
enhanced directed completion X̄o as discussed before Proposition 2.9. Notice that the least element
of X̄DM is ∅ul = Xl and this is the empty set if X has no minimum, otherwise it is the singleton
containing just the minimum (in analogy with X̄).

With this said, we always have a natural map T : X̄o → X̄DM defined as

T(x̄) := Aul where A := {x ∈ X : ι(x) ≤ x̄} ⊂ X.

A natural map S : X̄DM → X̄o exists at least if X has finite joins, as in this case we have

A = Aul ⇒ A = Â and A is either directed or empty. (2.23)

Let us verify this. The set (Au)l is a clearly a lower set and directed sup closed, so that it being

equal to A forces A = Â. Also, if a, b ∈ A are ≤ u, then also a ∨ b ≤ u, proving that if A is not
empty then it is directed. In particular, we can define S : X̄DM → X̄o as

S(A) := sup ι(A) ∈ X̄o.

Here the existence of the sup follows from (2.23) as it shows that ensures that each A ∈ X̄DM is
either empty (in which case its supremum is the least element in X̄o) or directed, in which case
its supremum exists in X̄o by definition of directed completion.

The following is now easy:

Proposition 2.14 (Comparison of completions - 2). Let (X,≤) be a partial order with joins.
Then with the above notation we have T ◦ S = IdX̄DM . In particular, S : X̄DM → X̄ is injective

and T : X̄ → X̄DM is surjective.
Moreover, T is injective if and only if S is surjective and if and only if for every A ⊂ X directed

with Â = A and a /∈ A there is an upper bound u of A such that a � u.

Proof. The fact that T(S(A)) = A for every A ∈ X̄DM is a direct consequence of (2.23) and (2.22).
The statements in the second part of the claim are all equivalent to the converse implication in
(2.23) and it is trivial to check that this holds if and only if the stated property is true.
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3 Examples and further comments

3.1 Technical examples

1. A complete partial order can be isomorphically embedded in another complete partial order
with dense image without the image being the whole target set. Consider for instance the
embedding I of X := [0, 1] in Y := [0, 1]∪ {2} that is the identity on [0, 1) and sends 1 to 2.
Notice that this map has not the MCP and compare with the end of the proof of Proposition
2.7.

This also shows that the directed-sup-closure of a subset strongly depends on the whole

space. Indeed, for A := [0, 1) ⊂ X we have ĀX = X and I(A)
Y

= [0, 1] 6= I(X). In
particular, I(A) is not dense in I(X).

2. In general a subset of the form ↓ Ā is not directed-sup-closed, hence it might differ from Â.
Let for instance X := [0, 1]× {0, 1} be with the complete order

(t, i) ≤ (s, j) ⇔ either (i = 0 and t ≤ s) or ((s,j)=(1,0)).

In particular there is no relation between the points in A := [0, 1)× {1} which therefore is
trivially directed-sup-closed. Still, ↓ A = [0, 1)×{0, 1} contains the directed subset [0, 1)×{0}
whose supremum is (1, 0) /∈ A.

Notice that we also have Â = ↓(1, 0), i.e. Â has maximum, but A has no tip.

3. We give an example of A↑ 6= Ā. Let X := N2 ∪ N ∪ {⊤} be ordered as:

(n,m) ≤ (n′,m′) ⇔ n = n′ and m ≤ m′,

(n,m) ≤ m′ ⇔ n ≤ n′

n ≤ n′ in the usual sense ,

⊤ is the maximal element.

It is clear that this is a partial order. Let A := N2 ⊂ X. ThenA↑ = N2∪N and A↑2

= X ) A↑.
To see that ⊤ 6= A↑ notice that a directed subset of Amust be entirely contained in a ‘branch’
of the form N× {n} for some n ∈ N.

Observe that (X,≤) has joins.

4. More generally, we claim that for every ordinal α there is a complete partial order Xα and

a subset Aα ⊂ Xα so that A↑α

α = Xα but for no β < α we have A↑β

α = Xα. We prove this by
transfinite induction.

The case α = 0 is obvious: just take A0 = X0 = {⊤0}.

Now suppose that the construction has been done for α and that Xα has a maximum ⊤α

and let us build the sets for α+1. Put Xα+1 := (N×Xα)∪{⊤α+1} and Aα+1 := N×Aα, the
partial order ≤ on Xα+1 is so that ⊤α+1 is the maximal element and then (n, x) ≤ (n′, x′)
whenever

either
(
n = n′ and x ≤ x′ on Xα

)
or

(
n ≤ n′ and x′ = ⊤α

)
.

It is clear that the restriction of this order to N × (Xα \ {⊤α}) consists of countable many

unrelated copies of Xα \ {⊤α} and thus that for β ≤ α we have A↑β

α+1 = N × A↑β

α , being

intended that A↑β

α is computed in Xα. In particular A↑β

α+1 6= Xα+1 for any such β and

any directed subset of A↑β

α+1 must be included in {n} × Xα for some n. It follows that

A↑α

α+1 = N × Xα ( Xα+1. On the other hand, {⊤β : β ≤ α} ⊂ N × Xα is linearly ordered,

hence directed, subset of Xα+1 with supremum ⊤α+1. Therefore Xα+1 = (N×Xα)
↑ = A↑α+1

α+1 .

16



Suppose now that α is a limit ordinal and that Xβ , Aβ have been constructed for any β < α.
In this case we simply put

Xα :=
⊔

β<α

Xβ and Aα :=
⊔

β<α

Aβ ,

with the order ≤ on Xα being so that the order on Xβ coincides with the existing one and

elements of different Xβ ’s are never related. It is then obvious that A↑β

α is never Xα (because
it does not contain Xβ+1), but A

↑α

α is the whole Xα. Notice that Xα has no maximum.

If α is an infinite limit ordinal, we define Xα+1 as Xα∪{⊤α+1} with ⊤α+1 being the maximum
element. We also redefine the order of Xα by adding the following relation: for any β < α
for which Xβ has maximum ⊤β and any x ∈ Xβ′ for some β′ < β, we put x ≤ ⊤β . It is clear
that this new relation is still a partial order and that the family {⊤β : β < α and ⊤β exists}
is linearly ordered with supremum ⊤α+1. Putting Aα+1 := Aα, the construction also ensures

that A↑α

α+1 = Xα ( Xα+1 and A↑α+1

α+1 = Xα+1, as desired.

5. On the completion of dense subsets. Let X be two copies of [0, 1] with the 1’s identified and
no relation between elements in the two copies of [0, 1). Let A := X \ {1}, i.e. two copies
of [0, 1). Then A is dense in X, its completion (Y, ι) is made by two copies of [0, 1] and the
map T : Y → X with the MCP so that T ◦ ι is the inclusion of Y in X is not injective (it
sends both the 1’s in Y to 1 ∈ X).

On the other hand, for A,X as in the Example 3 above it is easy to see that the completion
(Y, ι) of A consists of countably many distinct copies of N ∪ {∞} and the map T : Y → X
with the MCP so that T ◦ ι is the inclusion of A in X is not surjective (the point ⊤ ∈ X is
not in the image).

These two examples can be combined into a single one having T being neither injective nor
surjective: just create a new partial order as disjoint union of these examples with no relation
between the points in the different sets.

6. We give an example of partial order (X,≤) whose completion is not obtained in a single step
in the induction procedure discussed in the proof of Theorem 2.5. In other words, for Y as
in (2.9) and ι : X → Y as in (2.10) we have X̄ 6= (ι(X))↑. Equivalently, in the construction

of X̄ as in Theorem 2.5 we have that it strictly contains {“D : D ⊂ X is directed}. Notice
that choosing as X the set A in Example 3 does not work, as the abstract completion of such
order is simply given by countably many independent copies of N ∪ {+∞}. Still, a suitable
modification of such example obtained by ‘linking’ the different branches of A does the job.

Let X := N × N × (N ∪ {∞}) be ordered so that (n,m, l) ≤ (n′,m′, l′) if and only if one of
these hold:

n = n′ m = m′ l ≤ l′

n = n′ m ≤ m′ l′ = ∞
n < n′ m, l ≤ m′ l′ = ∞

It is clear that this is a partial order. If a directed subset D does not contain elements of
the form (n,m,∞), then it must be contained in {(n,m, l) : l ∈ N ∪ {∞}} for some fixed
n,m. Thus either it has a maximum, or the supremum is (n,m,∞). If instead D contains an
element of the form (n,m,∞) but no maximum, then all the other elements of the directed
set must have the same first component ‘n’. It follows that its supremum in the completion
will be a new element, that we call sn (as it is easy to check that it depends solely on n). It
is also easy to check that in the completion we have sn′ ≤ sn if and only if n′ ≤ n, so that
the sn’s form a totally ordered, hence directed, set in the completion: their supremum does
not arise as supremum of a directed subset of X.

We parse the same argument following the notation of the proof of Theorem 2.5. The
elements of X1 \ X0 are subsets of X of the form “D with D ⊂ X directed. The arguments
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above show that these are precisely sets of the form

An := {(n,m,∞) : m ∈ N} ∪ {(n′,m, l) : n′ ≤ n, m ∈ N, l ∈ N ∪ {∞}}

for some fixed n ∈ N. These arise as supremum of the directed set {ι(n,m,∞) : m ∈ N}.
It is clear that An′ ⊂ An for n′ ≤ n. The element of X2 \ X1 is the whole X, that arise as
supremum of the An’s.

In particular, X is a lower set and directed-sup-closed (trivially: any order is so within itself)

and is not of the form “D for any D ⊂ X directed.

7. Adding a single point can destroy the notion of directed-sup-closure and thus that of com-
pleteness. Let for instance X := [0, 1] be with its standard order and Y := X ∪ {1′} with 1′

being an upper bound of [0, 1) and with no relation to 1. Then the directed set [0, 1) has
supremum 1 in X (and thus is dense in X) but no supremum in Y, so its directed-sup-closure
in Y coincides with itself. Compare with the proof of Proposition 2.12.

8. Let X be made by two copies of [0, 1], each with the standard order, having the two 0’s
identified and so the two 1’s. This is a complete lattice, in particular has meets, but does
not have the truncation property. Indeed, if B ⊂ X is one of the two copies of (0, 1) we have
“B = X but if a is an element of ‘the other’ (0, 1) we have (↓B) ∩ (↓a) = {0}.

9. The directed completion and Dedekind-MacNeille completion might differ. Let for instance
X := (0, 1)× {1, 2, 3, 4} be equipped with the order

(t, n) ≤ (s,m) ⇔ t ≤ s and either m = 4 or m = n or n = 1. (3.1)

Notice that X has joins and meets of any couple of elements (but no maximum or minimum).

The directed completion is (0, 1] × {1, 2, 3, 4} ordered as in (3.1). On the other hand the
Dedekind-MacNeille completion is X∪{⊥,⊤} with ⊥,⊤ being respectively the smallest and
largest element. Notice that the map T as in Proposition 2.14 is not injective because for
Ai := (0, 1)× {i} we have Au

i = ∅ for any i (and Ai = {x ∈ X : ι(x) ≤ (1, i)}).

10. Let X be a set and ℓ : X2 → {−∞}∪ [0,+∞) be a time separation function on it, i.e. a map
satisfying

ℓ(x, x) = 0,

ℓ(x, y) + ℓ(y, z) ≤ ℓ(x, z),

ℓ(x, y), ℓ(y, x) ≥ 0 ⇒ x = y,

(3.2)

for any x, y, z ∈ X. Define the relation ≤ by declaring x ≤ y if and only if ℓ(x, y) ≥ 0
and notice that the above ensures that this is a partial order. We can therefore complete it
and then wonder whether ℓ can be extended to the completion. Notice that for any x ∈ X
the map X ∋ y 7→ ℓ(x, y) ∈ {−∞} ∪ [0,+∞) is monotone. If it has the MCP then we can
uniquely extend ℓ to a map, still denoted ℓ(x, ·), from X̄ to {−∞} ∪ [0,+∞]. Similarly, for
every y ∈ X the map X ∋ x 7→ −ℓ(x, y) ∈ (−∞, 0] ∪ {+∞} is monotone and if it has the
MCP it can be extended to a map, still denoted −ℓ(·, y), from X̄ to {−∞} ∪ [0,+∞].

Thus under the stated assumptions, all in all quite natural in settings where the time sep-
aration is continuous, we can extend ℓ to a relevant portion of the completion. Still, such
function is not yet defined on (X̄ \ X)2 ⊂ X̄2 and in general there seems to be no obvious
way to do so. Consider for instance the case X := N× {0, 1} with

ℓ
(
(n, i), (m, i)

)
:=

ß
0, if n ≤ m,

−∞, if n > m,
i = 0, 1,

ℓ
(
(n, 1), (m, 0)

)
:= −∞ ∀n,m ∈ N,

ℓ
(
(n, 0), (m, 1)

)
:=

ß
1, if n ≤ m,
0, if n > m.
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It takes only a moment to realize that ℓ satisfies (3.2) and that the partial order induced
by ℓ is so that the two subsets {(n, 0)}n∈N and {(m, 1)}m∈N have the natural order and
with (n, 0) ≤ (m, 1) for every n,m. Then the completion X̄ of X simply adds the suprema
of these two subsets, call them (∞, 0) and (∞, 1) respectively and the extended ℓ isatisfies
ℓ((∞, 0), (m, 1)) = 0 and ℓ((n, 0), (∞, 1)) = 1 for every n,m ∈ N. We then see that letting
n → ∞ in the first identity or m → ∞ in the second one gives the two different values 0
and 1 for ℓ((∞, 0), (∞, 1)). Notice that both the choices, as well as that of any number in
between, satisfy (3.2).

3.2 Example more related to the geometry and analysis we are inter-
ested in

We turn to some examples of completions that are relevant for our discussion.
We point out that the first three of these, the directed completions coincide with that of

Dedekind-MacNeille, as can be proved by a direct application of Proposition 2.14. Still, to illustrate
how the concepts we discussed work, we describe them relying on notions presented in this note.

11. Completion of space of finite subsets of a given set. Let Y be any set and let X be the col-
lection of finite subsets of Y, ordered by inclusion. Then the completion is the whole power
set P(Y) of Y still ordered by inclusion, with ι being the inclusion of X into P(Y). To see
why we shall apply Proposition 2.12. It is clear that X is a lower subset of P(Y) and since
the supremum of any family in P(Y) is the union of its members, it is also clear that X
is dense in P(Y). To conclude it therefore suffices to prove that P(Y) has the truncation
property (being X stable by unions it would suffice the directed truncation property) and to
this aim we shall apply Proposition 2.11. Let B ⊂ P(Y) be any family and A ∈ P(Y): since
clearly A ∧B = A ∩ B for any B ∈ P(Y), the MCP property of B 7→ B ∧ A follows by the
distributive law A ∩ (∪B∈BB) = ∪B∈B(A ∩B).

12. Completion of spaces of sequences. Let X := ℓ+1 , namely the set of non-negative and summable
sequences of real numbers, ordered componentwise, i.e. for a = (an), b = (bn) ∈ X we have
a ≤ b iff an ≤ bn for every n ∈ N. We claim that the completion is the space Y of [0,+∞]-
valued sequences, still ordered componentwise, with the inclusion . It is trivial to check that
Y is a complete lattice, the supremum of any family being obtained componentwise. Indeed,
given B ⊂ Y, if we denote by b̄n the supremum of {bn : (bi) ∈ B} ⊂ [0,+∞] for every n ∈ N,
then b̄ := (b̄n) is the supremum of B in Y (it is an upper bound and for any other upper
bound u and n ∈ N we must have un ≥ b̄n).

Since clearly X is a dense lower set in Y, according to Proposition 2.12 to conclude it suffices
to prove that Y has the truncation property. As above, this easily follows from Proposition
2.11, as the characterization of suprema we just discussed shows that for any fixed a ∈ Y
and B ⊂ Y the supremum of {b ∧ a : b ∈ B} is the sequence b̄ ∧ a = (b̄n ∧ an), proving that
x 7→ x ∧ a has the truncation property.

In this example working with summable sequences has little to no role (but will play a role
in Section 4.3): the spaces of non-negative sequences in ℓp have the same completion for
every p ∈ [1,∞], with the same proof. If instead we complete the whole ℓp, thus including
sequences with negative terms, than the completion is given by the sequences in R ∪ {+∞}
bounded from below by some element of ℓp.

13. Completion of continuous functions. Let (M, τ) be a metrizable topological space (the metriz-
ability assumption can be weakened, but it would deviate from the main point of this ex-
ample). We shall denote by ≤ the pointwise order of functions from M to [0,+∞], i.e. for
f, g : M → [0,+∞] we write f ≤ g to mean that f(x) ≤ g(x) for every x ∈ M . We also
denote by p inf and p sup the pointwise inf and sup of a family of functions.

Let X := C(M, [0,+∞]) be equipped with the pointwise order ≤.
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We use the metrizability of M via the following well-known and easy to prove consequence:

f : M → [0,+∞] is upper semicontinuous ⇔ f = p inf{g ∈ X : f ≤ g},

f :M → [0,+∞] is lower semicontinuous ⇔ f = p sup{g ∈ X : f ≥ g}.
(3.3)

Let Y be the set of lower semicontinuous functions from M to [0,+∞] equipped with the
pointwise order. Since the pointwise supremum of any family of lower semicontinuous func-
tions is still lower semicontinuous, the pointwise supremum is also the supremum in Y, which
therefore according to Proposition 2.8 is a complete lattice (of course, the infimum of an ar-
bitrary family is not the pointwise infimum, but rather its lower semicontinuous envelope -
see also the discussion below). For any f ∈ Y the collection of g ∈ X with g ≤ f is stable
by joins, hence a directed family. Then (3.3) shows that f is the supremum in Y of such
family, proving that X is dense in Y.

However, in general Y (with the inclusion) is NOT the completion of X, the problem being
that the inclusion of X in Y in general does not have the MCP. Consider for instance the
case M := [0, 1] and let fn(x) := 1 ∧ (nx), so that fn ∈ X with pointwise supremum (and
thus supremum in Y) the function f ∈ Y \ X equal to 0 in 0 and 1 everywhere else. This
sequence also has supremum in X, it being the function identically 1: this follows noticing
that any continuous function h that is ≥ fn for every n must be ≥ 1 on (0, 1] and thus
everywhere. This shows that the suprema in X and Y of the same increasing sequence differ,
so that the inclusion of X into Y does not have the MCP, as claimed.

To identify the completion it is better to introduce the upper/lower semicontinuous en-
velopes: given f :M → [0,+∞] we put

fu := (p inf){g ∈ X : f ≤ g} i.e. fu(x) := lim
y→x

f(y) ∀x ∈M,

f l := (p sup){g ∈ X : f ≥ g} i.e. f l(x) := lim
y→x

f(y) ∀x ∈M.

The stated equivalences are easy to check (e.g. from (3.3)). Also, it is easy to check that fu

(resp. f l) is the pointwise smallest upper semicontinuous function that is ≥ f (resp. pointwise
biggest lower semicontinuous function that is ≤ f). Hence if f is upper semicontinuous we
have f ≥ f lu and if it is lower semicontinuous we have f ≤ ful. From the monotonicity of
f 7→ fu, f l it then follows that

fulul = ful for any f : M → [0,+∞]. (3.4)

It is now easy to see that the set

Z := {f :M → [0,+∞] : f = ful}

ordered with ≤ is a complete lattice: the supremum of any family (fi) ⊂ Z is given by
(p supi fi)

ul as it follows from the definitions and (3.4). Notice that X ⊂ Z ⊂ Y. We
claim that Z, with the inclusion, is the completion of X and to prove this we shall apply
Propositions 2.7 and 2.9 (this is duable as X admits finite joins).

We have already observed that X is dense in Y and this easily implies that it is also dense
in Z. Let us now prove that the embedding of X into Z has the MCP. This amounts at
proving that for any directed (but in fact the argument works for arbitrary) family (fi) ⊂ X
admitting supremum f in X we have that f coincides with the supremum of (fi) in Z,
that is (p supi fi)

ul. Indeed, we have f ≥ fi for every i, hence f ≥ p supi fi and thus
f = ful ≥ (p supi fi)

ul. On the other hand, (p supi fi)
u is the pointwise infimum of all the

continuous functions h that are ≥ p supi fi: any such h must be ≥ f (as f is the supremum
in X of the fi’s) proving that (p supi fi)

u ≥ f and thus that (p supi fi)
ul ≥ f l = f .

Keeping in mind Propositions 2.6, the fact that the embedding  of X into Z has the MCP
proves implication ⇐ in (2.14). According to Propositions 2.7 and 2.9 to conclude it remains
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to prove that if B = (fi) ⊂ X is directed with f := (p supi fi)
ul being its supremum in Z and

g ∈ X is ≤ f , then g ∈ “BX. Since {f ′ ∈ X : f ′ ≤ fi for some fi ∈ B} contains the family
(fi ∧ g), the claim will be proved if we show that the supremum in X of this latter family is
g and in turn this will follow if we show that the supremum in Z of (fi ∧ g) is g.

Thus to conclude it will suffice to prove the following slightly more general claim (notice
the analogy with the truncation property and Proposition 2.11): for (fi) ⊂ X and h ∈ X
arbitrary we have

(p sup
i

fi)
ul ∧ h = (p sup

i

fi ∧ h)
ul. (3.5)

This is a trivial consequence of the continuity of h, indeed for any f : M → [0,+∞] and
x ∈ M we have (f ∧ h)u(x) = limy→x f ∧ h(y) = (limy→x f(y)) ∧ h(x) = fu ∧ h(x), having
used the continuity of h in the second equality. Similarly we have (f ∧ h)l(x) = f l ∧ h(x)
and the claim (3.5) easily follows.

We end this example pointing out that, rather trivially by symmetry, another completion of
X is given by the space

Z′ := {f : M → [0,+∞] : f = f lu}

and the inclusion. To see this simply notice that the maps f 7→ fu and f 7→ f l from Z to
Z′ and from Z′ to Z respectively are order isomorphism, one the inverse of the other and
respect the inclusion of X into both Z and Z′.

14. Completion of Minkowski spacetime. Let (V, ‖·‖) be a normed vector space. PutM := R×B
and equip it with the partial order � defined as

(t, v) � (s, w) ⇔ ‖v − w‖ ≤ s− t.

If V = R3 then M is the standard Minkowski space and � the causal order. In relation with
the rough scheme (1.2) in the introduction, we notice that M with the product topology is
globally hyperbolic if and only if V is finite dimensional, while it is (locally, see Definition
4.5 below) directed complete if and only if V is Banach.

We are interested in studying the directed completion of M when V is a Hilbert space, that
we shall henceforth denote H . We claim that in this case the directed completion of M is
M ∪ “future null infinity” ∪ “future time infinity”, where “future time infinity” consists of
one point that is the maximal element of the completion, and “future null infinity” = R×S,
where S ⊂ H is the unit sphere and the order � on M ∪ “future null infinity” is defined as

(c, w)� (c′, w′) ⇔ w = w′ and c ≤ c′, ∀(c, w), (c′, w′) ∈ R× S
(t, v)� (c, q) ⇔ 〈v, w〉 ≥ t− c, ∀(c, w) ∈ R× S, (t, v) ∈M.

(3.6)
Here the corresponding map ι is the inclusion. It is immediate to verify that this is a directed
complete partial order and that this completion fully reproduces the causal completion of
the standard Minkowski space if H = R3. The proof that this is really the the directed com-
pletion of M follows by a simple study of the geometry of the spacetime. The key point is
that the collection M̄ := {“D : D ⊂M is directed} ordered by inclusion is isomorphic toM ∪
“future null infinity”∪ “future time infinity” and in particular is complete. Since M̄ as just
defined corresponds at what we obtain in the first step in the proof of Theorem 2.5, the com-
pleteness claim proves that M̄ , and thus M ∪ “future null infinity” ∪ “future time infinity”,
is the directed completion of M .

To study M̄ amounts at studying sets of the form “D for D ⊂ M directed. Let us thus fix
such D and notice that since (t′, v′) � (t, v) implies t − t′ ≥ |v − v′| ≥ ||v| − |v′|| ≥ 0, the
functions D ∋ (t, v) 7→ t, t − |v| are both monotone, hence admit limits T, c ∈ (−∞,+∞]
respectively (the limits are intended as limit of nets). We distinguish the following cases:

21



a) ‘Future time infinity’. Suppose c = +∞. Then from t− t̄− |v− v̄| ≥ t− t̄− |v| − |v̄| we
deduce that for any (t̄, v̄) ∈ M we have lim(t,v)∈D t − t̄ − |v − v̄| = +∞, proving that

(t̄, v̄) ∈↓D and thus that “D =M .

b) ‘M ’. Suppose c, T < +∞. Let (t1.v1), (t2.v2) ∈ D and then (t, v) ∈ D be with (ti, vi) �
(t, v), i = 1, 2. We have t− ti ≥ |v− vi| and thus 2T − t1 − t2 ≥ 2t− t1 − t2 ≥ |v1 − v2|,
hence lim(t1,v1),(t2,v2)∈D |v1 − v2| ≤ lim(t1,v1),(t2,v2) 2T − t1 − t2 = 0. This proves that
D ∋ (t, v) 7→ v ∈ H is a Cauchy net, hence converging to some v̄ ∈ H . We claim

that supD = (T, v̄) (and thus that “D = ↓ (T, v̄)). Fix (t′, v′) ∈ D and pass to the
limit in (t, v) ∈ D with (t, v) � (t′, v′) in the bound t − t′ ≥ |v − v′| to deduce that
T − t′ ≥ |v̄ − v′|, i.e. (T, v̄) � (t′, v′) proving that (T, v̄) is an upper bound for D. Now
suppose that (t̃, ṽ) ∈M is another upper bound. Then passing to the limit in (t, v) ∈ D
in the bound t̃− t ≥ |ṽ − v| we deduce that (T, v̄) ≤ (t̃, ṽ), as claimed.

c) ‘Future null infinity’. Suppose c < +∞ and T = +∞. Then the limit of |v| in D is

+∞ and from t − |v| = t(1 − |v|
t
) we deduce that the limit of t

|v| in D exists and is 1.

Now let (t, v), (t′, v′) ∈ D be with (t, v) � (t′, v′): starting from c + |v′| − t ≥ t′ − t ≥
|v′ − v| ≥ ||v′| − |v||, squaring, dividing by |v||v′| and with little manipulation we get

− c2−|v|2+t2

|v||v′| − 2c
|v| −

2ct
|v||v′| +

t
|v| ≤ 〈 v

|v| ,
v′

|v′|〉 ≤ 1.

Passing to the limit we obtain that lim(t.v)∈D lim(t′,v′)∈D〈 v
|v| ,

v′

|v′| 〉 = 1, from which it

easily follows that D ∋ (t, v) 7→ v
|v| ∈ H is a Cauchy net, thus converging to some

w ∈ S.

We claim that
“D = {(t, v) ∈M : 〈v, w〉 ≥ t− c} (3.7)

and observe that if this holds, the correspondence “D → (c, w) is an isomorphism of

partial orders (the “D’s are ordered by inclusion and the (c, w)’s as in (3.6)). To prove
the claim we notice that for any (t̄, v̄) ∈M we have

|v − v̄| =
»
|v − v̄|2 = |v|(

√
1− 2 〈v,v̄〉

|v|2 + |v̄|2

|v|2 ) = |v| − 〈 v
|v| , v̄〉+O(|v|−1)

and therefore lim(t,v)∈D t− t̄− |v − v̄| = c− t̄+ 〈w, v〉. The claim (3.7) easily follows.

4 Variants

4.1 Sequential version

In some applications it might be that one is not interested in suprema of all directed subsets, but
only of non-decreasing sequences. When this is the case, the directed completion is possibly too
big, so to say, and one should stop the construction earlier. Before coming to the actual definitions
and statements, it is worth to recall the following basic fact, valid in any partial order (X,≤):

any countable and directed D ⊂ X admits a cofinal non-decreasing sequence. (4.1)

This means that for each such D there is (xn) ⊂ D with xn ≤ xn+1 so that for every d ∈ D we have
d ≤ xn for some n ∈ N (and thus for all n’s sufficiently big). Because of this, asking for existence of
suprema of countable directed sets is the same as asking for suprema of non-decreasing sequences.
The proof of (4.1) is easy: let (dn) be an enumeration of the elements of D, put x0 := d0 and then
recursively find xn+1 that is ≥ xn, dn.

Remark 4.1. In fact in [11] it has been proved a more general statement: a partial order is directed
complete if and only if it is chain complete (i.e. every totally ordered subset has a supremum).

Still, recall that, as it is well known, not every directed set has a totally ordered cofinal set: in
Example 11 any totally ordered family of finite subsets is at most countable and if Y is uncountable
no such family can be cofinal. �
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Definition 4.2 (Sequential Monotone Convergence Property). Let (X1,≤1), (X2,≤2) be two par-
tial orders and T : X1 → X2. We say that T has the sequential Monotone Convergence Property
(sMCP in short) if for any non-decreasing sequence (xn) ⊂ X1 admitting supremum x∞ ∈ X1 we
have that T (x∞) = supn T (xn).

Clearly, composition of maps with the sMCP has the sMCP and so does the identity map on
any partial order. The following definition is also natural:

Definition 4.3 (Sequential directed completeness). A partial order (X,≤) is called sequentially
directed-complete partial orders (sdcpo, in short) if any non-decreasing sequence has a supremum.

There are several analogies between the concepts just described and those in Section 2.1. For
instance, it is natural to declare a subset A of a partial order to be sequentially-directed-sup-

closed if any non-decreasing sequence in A admitting supremum in X has supremum in A. Then
the sequential-directed-sup-closure A

s
is defined as

A
s
:= smallest B ⊂ X containing A and sequentially-directed-sup-closed.

In analogy with (2.4), this closure can be obtained by a recursive operation starting from the
definition of A↑s as

A↑s :=
{
supremum of non-decreasing sequences in A

}
.

Indeed, defining A↑α
s for every ordinal α as A↑0

s := A, then A↑α+1
s := (A↑α

s )↑s and finally for limit

ordinals A↑α
s := ∪β<αA

↑β
s , it is easy to see that A

s
= A↑α

s for every α sufficiently big. The proof
is the same as for (2.4). In fact, in this case we can bound a priori the length of the iteration, as
we always have

A
s
= A↑ω1

s , (4.2)

where ω1 is the first uncountable ordinal. Indeed, if (xn) ⊂ A↑ω1
s , then xn ∈ A↑αn

s for suitable
countable ordinals αn so that putting α := supn∈N αn we have α < ω1 and thus the supremum of

(xn), if it exists at all, is found in A↑α+1
s ⊂ A↑ω1

s . Notice also that Example 4 with α := ω1 shows
a case were A↑α

s ( A
s
for every α < ω1.

We then have the following analogue of Theorem 2.5:

Theorem 4.4 (Directed sequential completion). Let (X,≤) be a partial order. Then there is a
sequentially directed complete partial order (X

s
, ≤̄) and a map ι : X → X

s
with the sMCP such

that the following holds. For any sequentially complete partial order (Z,≤Z) and any T : X → Z
with the sMCP there is a unique T̄ : X

s
→ Z with the sMCP such that T̄ ◦ ι = T .

The couple X
s
, ι is unique up to unique isomorphism, i.e. if (X̃, ≤̃) and ι̃ have the same prop-

erties, then there is a unique map J : X̄ → X̃ with the sMCP so that ι̃ = J ◦ ι.
Finally, the map T̄ : X

s
→ Z with the sMCP corresponding to T : X → Z that we mentioned

above has the explicit expression:

T (x̄) = sup
x∈X: ι(x)≤x̄

T (x) ∀x̄ ∈ X̄, (4.3)

where it is part of the claim that the supremum in the right hand side exists.

Proof.
Uniqueness The universal properties of the two completions produce maps ϕ : X

s
→ X̃ and

ψ : X̃ → X
s
with the sMCP such that ϕ ◦ ι = ι̃ and ψ ◦ ι̃ = ι. Hence ψ ◦ϕ : X̄ → X̃ has the sMCP

and satisfies (ψ ◦ ϕ) ◦ ι = ι, thus by the uniqueness of T̄ (with T = ι) we deduce that ψ ◦ ϕ is the
identity on X̄. Similarly, ϕ ◦ ψ is the identity on X̃, proving that ϕ, ψ are one the inverse of the
other and the claim.
Existence The construction is a variant of the one in Theorem 2.5. Let Y and ι : X → Y be as
in the proof of Theorem 2.5. Put X0 := ι(X) ⊂ Y and then Xα := X

↑α
s

0 . We claim that X
s
:= Xω1 ,
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together with ι, does the job. The fact that X
s
is sequentially directed-sup-closed follows from

(4.2), so we need only to prove the universal property and formula (4.4).
This can be proved following closely the arguments in the proof of Theorem 2.5: the only

difference is that here we are considering only suprema of sequences and because of this the
assumed sequential completeness of Z and the fact that T : X → Z has the sequential MCP suffice
to perform the construction. We omit the details.

4.2 Local completion

In some circumstances one might be content with a completion procedure that does not add ‘points
at infinity’ but only ‘fills existing gaps’. In this case, the relevant concept is that of locally directed
complete partial order:

Definition 4.5 (Locally directed complete partial order). We say that a partial order (X,≤) is
locally directed complete if any directed subset admitting an upper bound has a supremum.

Similarly, we say that it is locally sequentially directed complete if any non-decreasing sequence
admitting an upper bound has a supremum.

The following statement can now be easily proved:

Theorem 4.6 (Local (sequential) directed completion). Let (X,≤) be a partial order. Then there
is a locally directed complete (resp. locally sequentially complete) partial order (X, ≤̄) and a map
ι : X → X

s
with the MCP (resp. sMCP) such that the following holds. For any locally complete

(resp. locally sequentially complete) partial order (Z,≤Z) and any T : X → Z with the MCP (resp.
sMCP) there is a unique T̄ : X

s
→ Z with the MCP (resp. sMCP) such that T̄ ◦ ι = T .

The couple X
s
, ι is unique up to unique isomorphism, i.e. if (X̃, ≤̃) and ι̃ have the same prop-

erties, then there is a unique map J : X̄ → X̃ with the MCP (resp. sMCP) so that ι̃ = J ◦ ι.
Finally, the map T̄ : X

s
→ Z with the MCP (resp. sMCP) corresponding to T : X → Z that we

mentioned above has the explicit expression:

T (x̄) = sup
x∈X: ι(x)≤x̄

T (x) ∀x̄ ∈ X̄, (4.4)

where it is part of the claim that the supremum in the right hand side exists.

Proof. The uniqueness part follows precisely as for the directed and sequential direct completion.
Existence also follows along similar lines: it suffices, in the recursion process, to be sure that
at each step only suprema of sets with upper bounds are added. Alternatively, start from the
completion as in Theorem 2.5 (resp. Theorem 4.4) and consider the subspace of those points being
≤ ι(x) for some x ∈ X: it is clear that this is locally directed (sequentially) complete and that it
has the desired universal property.

4.3 (Lack of reasonable) two-sided completion

The whole discussion made in this paper has been built upon the concept of supremum of directed
sets, but of course every definition/result has a symmetric analogue where one deals infima of
filtered sets (a subset A of a partial order is filtered if for any a, b ∈ A there is c ∈ A with c ≤ a
and c ≤ b).

It is totally obvious that a version of Theorem 2.5 (and of its variants Theorems 4.4, 4.6) can
be proved in the category of partial orders where morphisms respect filtered infima, rather than
directed suprema (either mimic the arguments or apply the given versions to the ‘dual’ order ≤′

defined as x ≤′ y iff y ≤ x).
A more compelling question concerns whether one can do both at the same time, i.e. whether

there is a version of Theorem 2.5, or its variants, in the category of partial orders where morphisms
are maps respecting both directed suprema and filtered infima.

This is unclear to us, but we want to point out here that such completion, if it exists at all, has
some undesirable properties from the perspective of (at least some) working analyst. The example
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we have in mind is the partial order X := ℓ1+, whose two-sided completion, if it exists at all, is not
[0,∞]N with the inclusion, despite [0,∞]N being both ‘upward’ and ‘downward’ complete.

To see why, consider the map T : X → [0,+∞] sending (an) to T ((an)) :=
∑

n an. Here
the target space [0,+∞] is equipped with its canonical order, that is clearly both ‘upward’ and
‘downward’ complete.

It is easy to see that T : X → [0,+∞] respects both directed suprema and filtered infima: this
can be seen for instance via an application of the dominated convergence theorem, noticing that
any directed (and similarly filtered) set in X admits a countable cofinal subset linearly ordered.
Since we already know from Example 12 that [0,∞]N is the directed completion of X, we know
that T can be extended to a map T̄ : [0,∞]N → [0,+∞] respecting directed suprema and from
formula (2.11) we see that such extension is given by

T̄ ((an)) = sup
(bn)∈X

bn≤an ∀n

T ((bn)) = sup
(bn)∈X

bn≤an ∀n

∑

n

bn =
∑

n

an ∀(an) ∈ [0,∞]N.

Notice that Beppo Levi’s monotone convergence theorem ensures that T̄ respects directed suprema.
We thus defined T̄ : [0,+∞]N → [0,+∞] as the only possible extension of T that respect directed
suprema. The problem is that T̄ does not respect filtered infima, proving that [0,+∞]N is not the
desired two-sided completion (as it does not allow for an extension of T respecting both directed
suprema and filtered infima). To see why T̄ does not respect filtered infima just let Ai ∈ [0,+∞]N

be the sequence whose first i entries are 0 and the rest +∞. Then clearly T̄ (Ai) = +∞ for every
i ∈ N, and Ai ≥ Ai+1. Also, we have (0, 0, . . .) = infiAi but T̄ ((0, 0, . . .)) = 0 6= +∞ = infi T̄ (Ai).
This shows that [0,+∞]N is not the two-sided completion of X, as claimed, and also that such
completion cannot be found by iterating a process of ‘upward’ and ‘downward’ completions, as in
this case the first step brings us to [0,+∞]N which is already two-sided complete.

We stress the fact that in checking that T̄ ((an)) :=
∑

n an does not respect filtered infima we
are, evidently, just witnessing the fact that for positive functions Beppo Levi’s theorem works only
for increasing sequences and not for decreasing ones.

The same line of thought, brought a bit to the more abstract level, shows that the two-sided
completion X̄, ι of X, assuming it exists, must be quite weird. Indeed, for fixed i ∈ N we can
consider the directed set Di ⊂ X made of sequences having 0 at the first i entries. The supremum
of ι(Di) must exist in X̄: call it Ai. Notice that from Di ⊃ Di+1 we get Ai ≥ Ai+1 in X̄ and thus
there exists the infimum A∞ := infiAi in X̄. Since 0 := (0, 0, . . .) ∈ X belongs to each of the Di’s,
we have ι(0) ≤ Ai for every i and thus ι(0) ≤ A∞. The argument above about the extension of
T : X → [0,+∞] to the completion shows that T̄ (A∞) = +∞ and T̄ (ι(0)) = T (0) = 0, so that in
particular ι(0) 6= A∞.

In fact, this completion should contain many more objects like A∞. To see why let I ⊂ N
be arbitrary and for i ∈ N define DI

i ⊂ X as the set of sequences that are 0 in the first i entries
and also in all the entries with index outside I. As before, DI

i is directed, thus we can define
AI

i := sup ι(DI
i ) ≥ AI

i+1 and also AI
∞ := infiA

I
i (with this notation, the element A∞ previously

defined would be AN
∞). It is easy to see that if I \ J ⊂ N is finite, then AI

∞ ≤ AJ
∞. Also,

if I \ J ⊂ N is infinite, then we can see AI
∞ 6= AJ

∞. Indeed, let S : X → [0,+∞] be defined
as S((an)) :=

∑
n∈I\J an, notice that this respects directed suprema and filtered infima and let

S̄ : X̄ → [0,+∞] the extension that also respects directed suprema and filtered infima. Then
the same arguments previously used show that S̄(AI

∞) = +∞ and S̄(AJ
∞) = 0, proving that

AI
∞ 6= AJ

∞.
Now recall that we can find a family {Iλ : λ ∈ R} of subsets of N with Iλ ⊂ Iη for λ ≤ η

and #(Iη \ Iλ) = ℵ0 when λ < η (put Iλ := {n ∈ N : rn < λ}, where (rn) is an enumeration of
the rationals), to deduce that the map R ∋ λ 7→ AIλ

∞ ∈ X̄ is injective, monotone and with values
between ι(0) and AN

∞.
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[1] J. r. Adámek, H. Herrlich, and G. E. Strecker, Abstract and concrete categories: the
joy of cats, Repr. Theory Appl. Categ., (2006), pp. 1–507. Reprint of the 1990 original [Wiley,
New York; MR1051419].

[2] T. Beran, M. Braun, M. Calisti, N. Gigli, A. Ohanyan, R. J. McCann, F. Rott,
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