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Abstract

A class of topological spaces is projective (resp., ω-projective) if and only if
projective systems of spaces (resp., with a countable cofinal subset of indices)
in the class are still in the class. A certain number of classes of Hausdorff
spaces are known to be, or not to be, (ω-) projective. We examine classes of
spaces that are not necessarily Hausdorff. Sober and compact sober spaces
form projective classes, but most classes of locally compact spaces are not
even ω-projective. Guided by the fact that the stably compact spaces are
exactly the locally compact, strongly sober spaces, and that the strongly
sober spaces are exactly the sober, coherent, compact, weakly Hausdorff (in
the sense of Keimel and Lawson) spaces, we examine which classes defined
by combinations of those properties are projective. Notably, we find that
coherent sober spaces, compact coherent sober spaces, as well as (locally)
strongly sober spaces, form projective classes.
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1. Introduction

Projective limits, also called inverse limits, are categorical limits of di-
agrams indexed by a directed poset (I,⊑). When I has a countable co-
final subset, we will call them ω-projective limits. Projective limits and
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ω-projective limits are an important concept in mathematics, and this pa-
per is concerned with exploring (ω-)projective limits in the category Top of
topological spaces. We call a class of topological spaces (ω-)projective if and
only if it closed under (ω-)projective limits.

Various classes of spaces are known to be projective or ω-projective. The
question is pretty simple for classes of Hausdorff spaces, since in that case
limits are closed subspaces of products. Hence every class of Hausdorff
spaces that is closed under homeomorphisms, closed subspaces and prod-
ucts is closed under arbitrary limits and in particular forms a projective
class; this includes Hausdorff spaces, compact Hausdorff spaces, or regular
Hausdorff spaces for example. Classes of spaces that are closed under home-
omorphisms, arbitrary subspaces and products are projective, too. Classes
of spaces that are closed under homeomorphisms, arbitrary subspaces and
countable products are ω-projective, and this includes first-countable spaces,
second-countable spaces, and metrizable spaces. Finally, classes of Hausdorff
spaces that are closed under homeomorphisms, closed subspaces and count-
able products are ω-projective, for example completely metrizable spaces,
and Polish spaces.

The impetus of the present paper comes from [11], where a few theorems
in the style of Prokhorov’s famous theorem on the existence of projective
limits of probability measures are shown for continuous valuations (instead
of measures), and for projective limits of locally compact sober spaces, or
for projective limits of LCS-complete spaces (namely, Gδ-subspaces of lo-
cally compact sober spaces), notably. Those are classes of spaces that are
not necessarily Hausdorff, and therefore we will focus on such classes of non-
Hausdorff spaces. The importance of these classes stems from domain theory
[1], where domains, or continuous dcpos, are certain locally compact sober
spaces. Classical properties of interest include sobriety, coherent, stable (lo-
cal) compactness, among others [10, 9]; see Section 2. One of our guiding
principles in choosing which properties to examine is by picking one of the
most useful ones, stable compactness, and to examine how much of it is
preserved through projective limits. As we will recall, the locally compact,
strongly sober spaces, and the strongly sober spaces are exactly the sober,
coherent, compact, weakly Hausdorff (in the sense of Keimel and Lawson)
spaces, and we will systematically inquire which of those properties are pre-
served by (ω-)projective limits.
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Outline.. We recall a few preliminaries in Section 2, which we conclude by
making a short tour of what is already known on the topic, and in particu-
lar stating a fundamental theorem which we call Steenrod’s theorem, after
Fujiwara and Kato [7]. Section 3 studies the projectivity of classes defined
by properties of sobriety, compactness, and local compactness: sober and
compact sober spaces will form projective classes, but local compactness is
usually destroyed by taking projective limits. In Section 4, we show that
coherent sober spaces form a projective class, and in Section 5, that (locally)
strongly sober spaces also form a projective class. We conclude in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries

A diagram in a category C is a functor F : I → C from a small category
I to C. We let |I| denote the set of objects of I. A cone of F is a pair
X, (pi)i∈|I|, where X is an object of C and the morphisms pi : X → F (i), for
each i ∈ |I| are such that for every morphism φ : j → i in I, F (φ) ◦ pj = pi.
A limit of F is a universal cone of F , namely a cone such that for every cone
Y, (qi)i∈|I| of F , there is a unique morphism f : Y → X such that pi ◦ f = qi
for every object i of I. Limits are unique up to isomorphism when they exist.
All limits exist in Top, and the following is the canonical limit of F : X is the
subspace of

∏
i∈|I| F (i) consisting of those tuples x⃗ such that F (φ)(xj) = xi

for every morphism φ : j → i in I, with pi mapping x⃗ to xi. We routinely
write x⃗ for tuples (xi)i∈|I|, and xi for their ith components.

The special case of a diagram over a directed preordered set (I,⊑) is
called a projective system. A directed preordered set, or in general a directed
subset of a preordered set, is a non-empty subset in which any two elements
have an upper bound. We call (canonical) projective limit any limit (the
canonical limit) of a projective system. Explicitly, a projective system of
topological spaces, which we will write as (pij : Xj → Xi)i⊑j∈I , is a collection
of spaces Xi indexed by a directed preordered set (I,⊑), with morphisms
pij : Xj → Xi for all indices i ⊑ j such that pii = idXi

and pij ◦ pjk = pik
for all i ⊑ j ⊑ k in I. Its canonical projective limit X, (pi)i∈I is given by
{x⃗ ∈

∏
i∈I Xi | ∀i ⊑ j ∈ I, pij(xj) = xi}, with the subspace topology from

the product, and where pi is projection onto coordinate i. We will familiarly
call the maps pij the bonding maps.

When I has a countable cofinal subset, we talk about ω-projective systems
and ω-projective limits. The latter are free from certain apparent pathologies:
for example, projective limits may be empty, even when every space Xi is
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non-empty and the maps pij are surjective [13, 27], but this is not the case
with ω-projective limits.

For background on topology, we refer the reader to [10], for the most part.
We write int(A) for the interior of A, cl(A) for the closure of A.

Every topological space X has a specialization preordering, which we
will ordinarily write as ≤, and defined by: x ≤ y if and only if every open
neighborhood of x contains y. We will also say that x is below y and that y
is above x. A space is T0 if and only if ≤ is antisymmetric, T1 if and only if
≤ is the equality relation.

An irreducible closed subset C of X is a non-empty closed subset such
that, for any two closed subsets C1 and C2 of X such that C ⊆ C1 ∪C2, C is
included in C1 or in C2 already; equivalently, if C intersects two open sets,
it must intersect their intersection. A space X is sober if and only if it is T0

and every irreducible closed subset is of the form ↓x for some point x ∈ X.
The notation ↓x stands for the downward closure of x in X, namely the set
of points y below x. Symmetrically, ↑x stands for the upward closure of x,
namely the set of points y above x. This notation extends to ↑A, for any
subset A, denoting

⋃
x∈A ↑x.

A subset of X is saturated if and only if it is equal to the intersection of its
open neighborhoods. The saturated subsets are exactly the upwards-closed
subsets of X, namely the subsets that contain any point above any of its
elements.

A compact subset is one such that one can extract a finite subcover from
any of its open covers. No separation property is assumed. With Hausdorff-
ness, compactness is a pretty weak property: for example, any space with a
least element is compact. For every subset A of a space X, A is compact if
and only if ↑A, and then the latter is compact saturated.

A space X is locally compact if and only if every point has a basis of
compact saturated neighborhoods; i.e., for every x ∈ X, for every open
neighborhood U of x in X, there is a compact saturated subset Q of X
such that x ∈ int(Q) ⊆ Q ⊆ U . This coincides with the usual definition
in Hausdorff spaces (where we only require that each point have a compact
neighborhood), but the latter definition is needed in non-Hausdorff spaces.
One should also note that a compact space need not be locally compact,
unlike what happens with Hausdorff spaces.

It is traditional in domain theory to call coherent any space in which the
intersection of any two compact saturated subsets is compact (and necessarily
saturated), and this is the convention we shall use. We should warn the reader
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that, in algebraic geometry, coherent has another meaning. For example,
Fujiwara and Kato [7, Definition 2.2.1] define coherent as a compact spaces
with a base of compact-open subsets that is closed under binary intersections;
the coherent sober spaces in their sense are also called spectral. All of them
are coherent in our sense, but the converse fails. For example, any Hausdorff
space is coherent in our sense, say R, but R is not spectral.

A stably locally compact space is a sober, locally compact and coherent
space. It is stably compact if compact, too. (Every spectral space is stably
compact.)

It turns out the the stably (locally) compact spaces are exactly the lo-
cally compact, (locally) strongly sober spaces [9, Proposition VI-6.15, Corol-
lary VI-6.16]. A space X is locally strongly sober (resp., strongly sober) if and
only if the set limU of limits of every convergent (resp., arbitrary) ultrafilter
U on X is the closure ↓x of a unique point x [9, Definition VI-6.12]. A space
is strongly sober if and only if it is locally strongly sober and compact.

As we will see, projective limits of stably (locally) compact spaces fail to
be stably (locally) compact, but the only property that is lost in the process
is local compactness: (local) strong sobriety is preserved. We will use the
following notions from [12] in order to see this.

A weakly Hausdorff space, in the sense of Keimel and Lawson [17, Lemma 6.6],
is a space in which any of the following equivalent conditions is met:

• for any two compact saturated subsets Q and Q′, for every open neigh-
borhood W of Q ∩ Q′, there is an open neighborhood U of Q and an
open neighborhood V of Q′ such that U ∩V ⊆ W (resp., U ∩V = W );

• for any two points x and y, for every open neighborhood W of ↑x∩↑y,
there is an open neighborhood U of x and an open neighborhood V of
y such that U ∩ V ⊆ W (resp., U ∩ V = W ).

As is mentioned in [12, Proposition 2.2], all Hausdorff spaces are weakly Haus-
dorff, and in fact, the Hausdorff spaces are exactly the T1 weakly Hausdorff
spaces; all stably compact spaces are weakly Hausdorff; and all preordered
sets are weakly Hausdorff in their Alexandroff topology, the topology whose
open sets are the upwards-closed subsets.

Then a space is locally strongly sober if and only if it is sober, coherent,
and weakly Hausdorff [12, Theorem 3.5].

Although that will not be central to this work, we should define dcpos
(directed-complete partial orders). Those are posets in which every directed
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family has a supremum. We will always equip such posets with the Scott
topology. The latter is defined on all posets, as follows: the (Scott-)open
subsets of a poset P are the upwards-closed subsets U such that for every
directed family D whose supremum exists and is in U , D intersects U .

Related work.. The most closely related result to this work is Steenrod’s the-
orem, as stated by Fujiwara and Kato [7, Theorem 2.2.20]: every projective
limit, taken in Top, of compact sober spaces is compact. We will see that
this implies that the class of compact sober spaces is projective. Fujiwara
and Kato apparently call this Steenrod’s theorem because of a similar claim
by Steenrod [25, Theorem 2.1], see the discussion at the beginning of Sec-
tion 7 of [11]. A very useful lemma that comes naturally with that result is
the following, which appears as Lemma 7.5 in [11].

Lemma 2.1. Let Q, (pi)i∈I be the canonical projective limit of a projective
system (pij : Qj → Qi)i⊑j∈I of compact sober spaces. For every i ∈ I, for
every open neighborhood U of ↑pi[Q] in Qi, there is an index j ∈ I such that
i ⊑ j and ↑pij[Qj] ⊆ U .

There are other papers on the question of projective classes, for example
[20, 21, 6], but all are concerned with classes of Hausdorff spaces; Camargo
and Uzcátegui [2] are concerned about ω-projective limits of specific classes
of regular spaces.

We will exclusively be concerned with projective systems whose bonding
maps are continuous. For instance, Stone establishes theorems on projective
limits of compact T1 spaces and closed continuous bonding maps [26], and
that is different. (We will borrow Example 3.1 from Stone, though.) Apart
from stating and proving Steenrod’s theorem, Fujiwara and Kato [7, Propo-
sition 2.2.9, Theorem 2.2.10] focus on projective systems of spectral spaces
and spectral maps (i.e., maps such that the inverse image of a compact-open
set is compact-open). We mention the latter because they call spectral spaces
“coherent sober” and the theorems just cited state that coherent sober spaces
form a projective class, which may seem to be exactly what we say in Sec-
tion 4. But, first, coherent has a different meaning there, and second, they
assume the bonding maps to be spectral, while we only require them to be
continuous.

One should also mention a very special case of projective systems that
occurs frequently in denotational semantics, that of ep-systems. They form
the basic tool for Scott’s celebrated construction of the D∞ model of the
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pure λ-calculus [23] and for Plotkin’s bifinite domains [22], and are the key
to the construction of recursive domain equations, giving dcpo semantics
to data types in higher-order programming languages [1, Section 3.3]. An
embedding-projection pair, or ep-pair for short, is a pair (e, p) of continuous

maps X
e //

Y
p
oo such that p ◦ e = idX and e ◦ p ≤ idY . Then p is called

a projection of Y onto X, and e is the associated embedding. In general,
we call a continuous map p : Y → X a projection if and only if it is the
projection part of some ep-pair. If that is the case, and if Y is T0, then the
associated embedding e : X → Y must be such that, for every x ∈ X, e(x)
is the smallest element y ∈ Y such that x ≤ p(y), so that e is determined
uniquely from p. We will call ep-system any projective system in which the
bonding maps are projections. Some of our counter-examples with not just
be projective systems, but ep-systems (Example 5.2, Example 5.3).

3. Sobriety, compactness, local compactness

Any limit of sober spaces, taken in Top, is sober [10, Theorem 8.4.13].
In particular, the class of sober spaces is projective.

Combining this with Steenrod’s theorem, we obtain the following.

Fact 3.1. The class of compact sober spaces is projective.

Despite this, compact spaces do not form a projective class, and not even
an ω-projective class. The following counterexample is due to Stone.

Example 3.1 (Example 3 of [26]). We let Xn be N for every natural num-
ber n and pmn : Xn → Xm be the identity map for all m ≤ n. The topology on
Xn is obtained by declaring a subset C closed if and only if C∩{n, n+1, · · · }
is finite or equal to the whole of {n, n + 1, · · · }. In other words, Xn is iso-
morphic to the disjoint sum of {0, 1, · · · , n} with the discrete topology with
{n, n + 1, · · · } with the cofinite topology. Then each Xn is compact, but its
projective limit is N with the discrete topology, which is not.

Alongside with Stone, we may notice that each of the spaces Xn is even
Noetherian, namely it satisfies any one of the following equivalent properties
[10, Section 9.7]: it is hereditarily compact, namely every subspace is com-
pact; every open subset is compact; every monotonic chain of open subsets
U0 ⊆ U1 ⊆ · · · ⊆ Un ⊆ · · · stabilizes (namely, all the sets Un are equal for
n large enough); there is no infinite strictly decreasing sequence of closed
subsets.
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Remark 3.2. Stone’s counterexample has a particular form: all the bonding
maps are identity maps. Any projective system (pij : Xj → Xi)i⊑j∈I where
each pij is the identity map, and where therefore each Xi is the same set E,
with a possibly different topology τi, has a projective limit which is just E
itself, with topology

∨
i∈I τi, the coarsest topology finer than every τi. (The

cone maps pi : E → Xi are identity maps.) In brief, directed suprema of
topologies are projective limits.

We now deal with local compactness. We will use the following remark.

Remark 3.3. In a category C with finite products, a product
∏

i∈I Xi is
the same thing as a projective limit of (pJK :

∏
i∈K Xi →

∏
i∈J Xi)J⊆K∈Pfin(I)

,

where Pfin(I) denotes the set of finite subsets of I, and pJK is the obvious
map.

We recall that Baire space NN is the product of countably many copies
of N, each one with the discrete topology. It is well-known that NN is not
locally compact, because the interior of every compact subset is empty [10,
Example 4.8.12].

Proposition 3.4. The classes of locally compact spaces, of locally compact
sober spaces, of stably locally compact spaces, of locally compact Hausdorff
spaces, are not ω-projective.

Proof. Every finite power Nk of N is a discrete space, and as such is locally
compact Hausdorff, hence in particular sober [10, Proposition 8.2.12]. It
is also coherent, since its compact subsets are its finite subsets, hence it is
stably locally compact. But NN is not locally compact, and we conclude by
Remark 3.3. 2

Compactness does not help. We rely on the following construction: the
lifting X⊥ of a space X is obtained by adjoining a fresh point ⊥ (“bottom”)
to X, and declaring that the open subsets of X⊥ are those of X plus X⊥
itself. X⊥ is always a compact space [10, Exercise 4.4.25]. The specialization
preordering of X⊥ is given by x ≤ y if and only if x ≤ y in X or x = ⊥,
the compact saturated subsets of X⊥ are those of X plus X⊥ itself [10,
Exercise 4.4.26]. As a result, X⊥ is locally compact if and only if X is [10,
Exercise 4.8.6]. Also, X⊥ is sober, resp. coherent, resp. stably locally compact
if and only if X is [10, Exercise 8.2.9,Proposition 9.1.10].
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Lifting defines a functor ⊥, whose application to any continuous map
f : X → Y yields f⊥ : X⊥ → Y⊥ defined as f on X and mapping ⊥ to ⊥. We
say that a category I is connected if and only if it has at least one object, and
every two objects are connected by a zig-zag of morphisms; namely if and
only if the smallest equivalence relation ∼ on |I| such that i ∼ j if there is a
morphism from i to j in I makes all objects equivalent. A connected limit is
the limit of a diagram over a connected category I.

Lemma 3.5. Lifting preserves connected limits, in particular projective lim-
its.

Proof. Let F : I → Top be a diagram, where I is connected, and let us
write Xi for F (i), i ∈ |I|. Let X, (pi)i∈|I| be a limit of F . It is clear that
X⊥, (pi⊥)i∈|I| is a cone of ⊥ ◦ F .

Let Y, (qi)i∈I be any cone of ⊥ ◦ F . For every i ∈ |I|, Xi is open in
Xi⊥, so q−1

i (Xi) is an open subset of Y . We claim that it is indepen-
dent of i. For every morphism φ : j → i in I, we have F (φ)⊥ ◦ qj = qi,
so q−1

i (Xi) = q−1
j (F (φ)−1

⊥ (Xi)); by definition of ⊥, F (φ)−1
⊥ (Xi) = Xj, so

q−1
i (Xi) = q−1

j (Xj). Since I is connected, it follows that q−1
i (Xi) = q−1

j (Xj)
for every pair of objects i and j of I.

Since I has at least one object, it makes sense to define V
def
= q−1

i (Xi),
where i is any arbitrary object of I.

Any continuous map f : Y → X⊥ such that pi⊥ ◦ f = qi for every object
i of I must be such that V = q−1

i (Xi) = f−1(pi⊥(Xi)) = f−1(X). Hence f
must map V to X, and since pi⊥ coincides with pi on V , the restriction f|V
must be such that pi ◦ f|V = qi for every i ∈ |I|. By the universal property
of the limit X, (pi)i∈|I|, this determines f|V uniquely; and f(y) must be equal
to ⊥ for every y ∈ Y ∖ V . This shows the uniqueness of f .

As for existence, let us consider V as a subspace of Y . The restrictions
qi|V : V → Xi⊥ have images included in Xi, by definition of V as q−1

i (Xi),
and we will consider them as maps from V to Xi. For every open subset
U of Xi, U is open in Xi⊥, too, and then q−1

i|V (U) = q−1
i (U) ∩ V is open

in V . For every morphism φ : j → i in I, F (φ) ◦ qj|V maps every point
y of V to F (φ)(qj(y)), which is also equal to F (φ)⊥(qj(y), hence to qi(y) =
qi|V (y). Therefore V, (qi|V )i∈|I| is a cone over the diagram F . By the universal

property of X, (pi)i∈|I|, there is a (unique) continuous map g : V → X such

that pi ◦g = qi|V for every i ∈ |I|. We define f : Y → X⊥ so that f(y)
def
= g(y)
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for every y ∈ V and f(y)
def
= ⊥ for every y ∈ Y ∖V . The map f is continuous:

f−1(X⊥) = Y is obviously open, and for every open subset U of X⊥ other
than X⊥ itself, U is an open subset of X, and then f−1(U) = g−1(U) is open
in V , hence in Y , since V is itself open in Y . It is easy to see that pi⊥ ◦f = qi
for every i ∈ |I|, which concludes the proof. 2

Corollary 3.6. The classes of compact locally compact spaces, of compact
locally compact sober spaces, of stably compact spaces, are not ω-projective.

Proof. By Remark 3.3 and Lemma 3.5, (NN)⊥ is the projective limit of
spaces of the form (Nk)⊥, which are all stably compact, since Nk is stably
locally compact. The only compact subset K of (NN)⊥ with non-empty
interior is the whole space: all others are included in NN, and therefore are
compact subsets of Baire space. Hence (NN)⊥ is not locally compact. 2

4. Coherence

We will see that coherent sober spaces form a projective class. We first
need the following remarks.

Remark 4.1. Any saturated subset of a sober space X is sober, when seen as
a subspace. Indeed, the sober subspaces of X coincide with the subsets that are
closed in the strong topology [18, Corollary 3.5]. The latter is also known as
the Skula topology, and is the smallest one generated by the original topology
on X and all the downwards-closed subsets. In particular, any saturated
subset of X is upwards-closed, hence the complement of a downwards-closed
subset, hence closed in the strong topology.

Remark 4.2. Let (pij : Xj → Xi)i⊑j∈I be a projective system of topological
spaces, with projective limit X, (pi)i∈I , and let U be any open subset of X.
For every i ∈ I, there is a largest open subset Ui of Xi such that p−1

i (Ui) ⊆
U . Then, for all i ⊑ j, p−1

i (Ui) ⊆ p−1
j (Uj), so the union

⋃
i∈I p

−1
i (Ui) is

directed—we will write
⋃↑

i∈I p
−1
i (Ui) to stress this—, and U =

⋃↑
i∈I p

−1
i (Ui)

[11, Lemma 3.1].

The following lemma essentially says that the compact saturated subsets
of a projective limit X of sober spaces Xi are simply the projective limits
of compact saturated subsets of each Xi. We consider each subset Qi as a
subspace, and we note that a it is compact as a subset if and only if it is
compact as a subspace.
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Lemma 4.3. Let (pij : Xj → Xi)i⊑j∈I be a projective system of sober spaces
and X, (pi)i∈I be its canonical projective limit. Then:

1. every canonical projective limit (pij|Qj
: Qj → Qi)i⊑j∈I , where each Qi

is compact saturated in Xi and pij[Qj] ⊆ Qi for all i ⊑ j ∈ I, is a
compact saturated subset of X;

2. every compact saturated subset K of X can be written as such a projec-

tive limit, where Qi
def
= ↑pi[K] for every i ∈ I, and then ↑pij[Qj] = Qi

for all i ⊑ j ∈ I;

Proof. 1. Let Qi be compact saturated subsets of Xi for each i ∈ I such
that pij[Qj] ⊆ Qi for all i ⊑ j ∈ I. Then pij|Qi

is a continuous map from Qj

to Qi. Also, since each Xi is sober, its subspace Qi is compact and sober by
Remark 4.1. By Steenrod’s theorem (Fact 3.1), its canonical projective limit
Q is a compact sober space. Clearly, Q is a subset of X, and we have just
shown that it is a compact subset of X.

2. We fix an arbitrary compact saturated subset K of X. Let Qi
def
=

↑pi[K]: Qi is compact saturated in Xi for every i ∈ I, and we will show that
K is equal to the canonical projective limit of (pij|Qj

: Qj → Qi)i⊑j∈I .

We first need to verify that the latter is a family of maps from Qj to Qi.
We show more, namely: (∗) for all i ⊑ j ∈ I, ↑pij[Qj] = Qi. In one direction,
↑pij[Qj] ⊇ ↑pij[pj[K]] = ↑pi[K] = Qi. In the other direction, we show that
every open neighborhood U of Qi contains pij[Qj]. Since Qi = ↑pi[K] ⊆ U ,
K is included in p−1

i (U), namely in p−1
j (p−1

ij (U)). Since p−1
ij (U) is open hence

upwards-closed, it follows that Qj ⊆ p−1
ij (U), hence that pij[Qj] ⊆ U .

Let Q be the projective limit of (pij|Qj
: Qj → Qi)i⊑j∈I . We note that

each Qi is a compact space, seen as a subspace of Xi, and is sober because
Xi is, relying on Remark 4.1. This will allow us to use Lemma 2.1 below.

We claim that: (∗∗) ↑pi[Q] = Qi for every i ∈ I. By definition, pi[Q] ⊆
Qi, so ↑pi[Q] ⊆ Qi. We show the reverse inclusion by showing that every
open neighborhood U of ↑pi[Q] in Xi contains Qi. Since ↑pi[Q] ⊆ U and
↑pi[Q] ⊆ Qi, U ∩Qi is an open neighborhood of ↑pi[Q] in Qi. By Lemma 2.1,
there is an index j ∈ I such that i ⊑ j and ↑pij[Qj] ⊆ U ∩ Qi. But, by (∗),
↑pij[Qj] = Qi, so Qi ⊆ U .

For every x⃗ ∈ K, for every i ∈ I, xi = pi(x⃗) is in Qi, and xi = pij(xj) for
all i ⊑ j ∈ I, since x⃗ is in X; so x⃗ ∈ Q. Hence K ⊆ Q.
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In order to show the reverse inclusionQ ⊆ K, it suffices to show that every
open neighborhood U of K in X contains Q. This is because K is saturated.
Using Remark 4.2 and the notations used there, U =

⋃↑
i∈I p

−1
i (Ui). Since

K is compact, K is included in p−1
i (Ui) for some i ∈ I. Then Qi = ↑pi[K]

is included in Ui. By (∗∗), it follows that ↑pi[Q] is included in Ui, so Q ⊆
p−1
i (Ui) ⊆ U . Therefore Q = K. 2

Theorem 4.4. The class of coherent sober spaces is projective.

Proof. Let (pij : Xj → Xi)i⊑j∈I be a projective system of coherent sober
spaces and X, (pi)i∈I be its canonical projective limit. We consider any two
compact saturated subsets Q and Q′ of X. Using Lemma 4.3, we write Q
as the canonical projective limit of (pij|Qj

: Qj → Qi)i⊑j∈I , where each Qi is

compact saturated in Xi and pij[Qj] ⊆ Qi for all i ⊑ j ∈ I, and similarly with

Q′, with compact saturated subsets Q′
i ofXi. The elements x⃗

def
= (xi)i∈I of Q∩

Q′ are those elements of X such that xi ∈ Qi for every i ∈ I and xi ∈ Q′
i for

every i ∈ I, equivalently those such that xi ∈ Qi ∩Q′
i for every i ∈ I. Hence

Q∩Q′ is the canonical projective limit of (pij|Qj∩Q′
j
: Qj ∩Q′

j → Qi ∩Q′
i)i⊑j∈I

.

Since each Xi is coherent, every intersection Qi ∩ Q′
i is compact saturated,

so Q ∩Q′ is compact saturated by Lemma 4.3. 2

Sobriety is essential, as we now show.

Example 4.1. We consider the following space X; that is the subspace of
maximal elements of a dcpo built by [15, Example 4.1.2] in order to show that
the well-filteredness assumption is required in the Jia-Jung-Li theorem [16,
Lemma 3.1]. X consists of two disjoint copies of N, X− and X+; we write the
elements of X− (resp., X+) as n− (resp., n+), n ∈ N. The closed subsets of
X are: (a) the finite subsets of X−∪X+, and (b) any subset of X−∪X+ that
contains X−. We let the reader check that X is a T1 space whose compact
subsets are the finite subsets of X+ and the subsets of X that intersect X−.

In particular, the sets Q
def
= {n− | n odd}∪X+ and Q′ def

= {n− | n even}∪X+

are compact (saturated), but their intersection is not. Hence X is coherent.
We observe that X arises as a projective limit of coherent spaces, using a

construction similar to Stone’s example (Example 3.1). For each n ∈ N, let
Xn consist of the same points as X, but with the following modified topology
τn. Its closed subsets are sets of type (a) as given above, or (bn): sets of the
form X− ∪ A+, where A+ is a subset of X+ that is finite or contains every
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point k+ with k ≥ n. Each space Xn is Noetherian, hence coherent. The
supremum topology

∨
n∈N τn coincides with the topology of X. By Remark 3.2,

we have therefore obtained the non-coherent space X as a projective limit of
an ω-projective system of coherent spaces Xn.

Corollary 4.5. The class of coherent spaces is not ω-projective.

Using Lemma 3.5, X⊥ is an ω-projective limit of the spaces Xn⊥, where X
and Xn are as in Example 4.1. Hence:

Corollary 4.6. The class of coherent, compact spaces is not ω-projective.

5. Local strong sobriety

We recall that the locally strongly sober spaces are the sober, coherent,
and weakly Hausdorff spaces [12, Theorem 3.5].

Theorem 5.1. The class of locally strongly sober spaces is projective, and
so is the class of strongly sober spaces.

Proof. The second part follows from the first part and Steenrod’s theo-
rem (Fact 3.1), remembering that the strongly sober spaces are the locally
strongly sober spaces that are compact.

Let (pij : Xj → Xi)i⊑j∈I be a projective system of coherent, weakly Haus-
dorff sober spaces and X, (pi)i∈I be its canonical projective limit. Let Q and
Q′ be two compact saturated subsets of X, and W be an open neighborhood
of Q ∩Q′. By Theorem 4.4, X is coherent, so Q ∩Q′ is compact saturated.

We use Remark 4.2, and we write W as
⋃↑

i∈I p
−1
i (Wi), where Wi is open

in Xi and p−1
i (Wi) ⊆ W . Since Q ∩ Q′ is compact, there is an index i ∈ I

such that Q ∩Q′ ⊆ p−1
i (Wi).

As in the proof of Theorem 4.4, Q∩Q′ is in fact the canonical projective
limit (pij|Qj∩Q′

j
: Qj ∩Q′

j → Qi ∩Q′
i)i⊑j∈I

, where Q (resp. Q′) is the canoni-

cal projective limit of a projective system (pij|Qj
: Qj → Qi)i⊑j∈I of compact

saturated subsets Qi (resp. Q
′
i) of each Xi. Lemma 4.3, item 2, also tells us

that we can take Qi
def
= ↑pi[Q] and Q′

i
def
= ↑pi[Q′].

As saturated subspaces of the coherent sober spaces Xi, the spaces Qi∩Q′
i

are compact, and sober by Remark 4.1. Since Q∩Q′ ⊆ p−1
i (Wi), ↑pi[Q∩Q′]

is a subset of the open subset Wi ∩ (Qi ∩ Q′
i) of the space Qi ∩ Q′

i. We
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Figure 1: Knijnenburg’s dcpo, as a projective limit

can therefore use Lemma 2.1: there is an index j ∈ I such that i ⊑ j and
↑pij[Qj∩Q′

j] ⊆ Wi. Hence Qj∩Q′
j ⊆ p−1

ij (Wi). Since Xj is weakly Hausdorff,
there is an open neighborhood U of Qj and an open neighborhood V of Q′

j in

Xj such that U ∩ V ⊆ p−1
ij (Wi). We recall that Qj = ↑pj[Q], so Q ⊆ p−1

j (U),

and similarly Q′ ⊆ p−1
j (V ). Additionally, p−1

j (U) ∩ p−1
j (V ) = p−1

j (U ∩ V ) ⊆
p−1
j (p−1

ij (Wi)) = p−1
i (Wi) ⊆ W . Hence X is weakly Hausdorff, and it is

coherent and sober by Theorem 4.4. 2

Remark 5.2. Another, apparently easier way of proving Theorem 5.1 would
be to return to the original definition of (locally) strongly sober spaces. Given
a convergent ultrafilter U on the projective limit X, we form its images pi[U ]
under pi : X → Xi. Those are convergent ultrafilters in each Xi, and since
Xi is assumed to be (locally) strongly sober, lim pi[U ] is the downward closure

↓xi of a unique point xi in Xi. It is easy to see that C
def
=

⋂
i∈I p

−1
i (↓xi) is

exactly the set of limits of U , but showing that this set has a largest element
seems to be no easier than doing what we did to prove Theorem 5.1. Note
that there is no reason to believe that (xi)i∈I would even live in X.

We will show that both coherence and sobriety are required in order for
weak Hausdorffness to be preserved by projective limits. The basic construc-
tion is the following.

Example 5.1. The dcpo X shown on the right of Figure 1 was invented by
Knijnenburg [19, Example 6.1] in order to show that the Egli-Milner order-
ing and the topological Egli-Milner ordering on spaces of lenses may fail to

14



coincide. (We have removed its bottom element, which serves no purpose
here.) Explicitly, the elements of X are an and bn for every n ∈ N ∪ {ω},
and cn for every n ∈ N (not ω), all pairwise distinct. The ordering is given
by: am ≤ an, bm ≤ bn, am ≤ cn, bm ≤ cn if and only if m ≤ n; all other
pairs of elements are incomparable. Note that the points cn, n ∈ N, are all
incomparable. We give X the Scott topology. One checks that neither {aω}
nor {bω} is open, but that ↑x is open for every x ∈ X ∖ {aω, bω}, and those
form a base of the Scott topology. (In domain-theoretic terms, X is an al-
gebraic domain whose finite elements are all elements except aω and bω.) In
particular, every open neighborhood of aω intersects every open neighborhood
of bω, so X is not weakly Hausdorff.

Example 5.2. For every n ∈ N, let Xn be the subposet of Knijnenburg’s
dcpo X consisting of a0, . . . , an, b0, . . . , bn and every cn, n ∈ N, see the left
part of Figure 1. Let pn : X → Xn map each ak to amin(k,n), bk to bmin(k,n),
and each ck to itself. Each space Xn is a dcpo, and is given the Scott topology.
It is easy to see that every directed family in Xn must be trivial, in the sense
that it already contains its supremum. It follows that the topology of Xn

coincides with the Alexandroff topology.
As in every poset with the Alexandroff topology, the irreducible closed

subsets are exactly the directed subsets, see [14] or [10, Fact 8.2.49]; since
Xn is a dcpo, every irreducible closed subset has a largest element, showing
that Xn is sober. Since each Xn has an Alexandroff topology, Xn is weakly
Hausdorff. Xn is compact, too, being the upward closure of the finite set
{a0, b0}. But no Xn is coherent, since ↑a0 ∩ ↑b0 = {ck | k ∈ N} is not
compact.

Finally, for all m ≤ n, let pmn : Xn → Xm be the restriction of pm to
Xn and let emn be the inclusion of Xm into Xn, en be the inclusion of Xn

into X. Those are continuous maps; a simplifying remark, which applies to
all except pm, is that any monotonic map from a poset with an Alexandroff
topology to another poset is continuous. Then the spaces Xn (n ∈ N) and
the pairs (pmn, emn) with m ≤ n ∈ N form an ep-system, and X, (pn)n∈N is a
projective limit of the projective system (pmn : Xn → Xm)m≤n∈N.

Corollary 5.3. The classes of weakly Hausdorff spaces, of weakly Hausdorff
compact spaces, of weakly Hausdorff sober spaces, and of weakly Hausdorff
compact sober spaces are not ω-projective. Even ω-projective limits of ep-
systems of such spaces may fail to be weakly Hausdorff.
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Here is a variant on the same construction.

Example 5.3. Let again X be Knijnenburg’s dcpo, and let X ′
n contain the

same points as the dcpos Xn of Example 5.2, but with the following modified
ordering ≤′: x ≤′ y if and only if x ≤ y (where ≤ is the ordering on Xn) or
x = ci and y = cj for some i, j ≥ n such that i ≤ j. We give X ′

n the Scott
topology.

Note that there is a chain cn ≤ cn+1 ≤ · · · in X ′
n without a supremum.

Hence X ′
n is not a dcpo. As such, X ′

n cannot be sober, since otherwise it
would be a monotone convergence space, namely a T0 space whose topology is
coarser than the Scott topology of its specialization ordering and that would
be a dcpo with respect to that specialization ordering, see [10, Proposition
8.2.34]. The upward-closure ↑x of any point x ∈ X ′

n is Scott-open, and
therefore those sets form a base of the Scott topology, which then coincides
with the Alexandroff topology. In particular, each X ′

n is weakly Hausdorff.
Every upwards-closed subset of X ′

n is the upward closure ↑A of a finite set A,
hence is compact. It immediately follows that X ′

n is coherent, and compact.
With pm, em, pmn, emn defined as in Example 5.2, we check that the spaces

X ′
n (n ∈ N) and the pairs (pmn, emn) with m ≤ n ∈ N form an ep-system, and

X, (pn)n∈N is a projective limit of the projective system (pmn : X
′
n → X ′

m)m≤n∈N.

Corollary 5.4. The classes of coherent weakly Hausdorff spaces and of com-
pact, coherent weakly Hausdorff spaces are not ω-projective. Even ω-projective
limits of ep-systems of such spaces may fail to be weakly Hausdorff.

6. Conclusion

One can sum up the essential results of this paper in the following di-
agram, listing eight classes of sober spaces (with a 1 in each coordinate
meaning that the corresponding property is to be considered):

compact

coherent

weakly Hausdorff

X
X
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A blob marks that the corresponding class is projective, and a cross marks
that it is not ω-projective. The corresponding diagram for spaces that are
not necessarily sober would have crosses everywhere except at the origin, the
diagram for locally compact spaces would have crosses everywhere.

As a consequence, for example, the best we can say about projective limits
of stably (locally) compact spaces is that they are (locally) strongly sober,
but not more.

There are of course infinitely many classes for which we could ask the
same questions. Proposition 9.5 of [11] states that de Brecht’s class of quasi-
Polish spaces [4] is ω-projective. Those generalize both the Polish spaces from
topological measure theory and descriptive set theory, and the ω-continuous
domains from domain theory. Natural extensions of the concept include the
domain-complete and the LCS-complete spaces of [5], and Chen’s countably
correlated spaces [3]. It is unknown whether any of those three classes is
(ω-)projective.
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