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2-DISTRIBUTIVITY AND LATTICES OF SUBLATTICES

CLOSED UNDER TAKING RELATIVE COMPLEMENTS

GÁBOR CZÉDLI

Dedicated to Professor Béla Csákány on his ninetieth birthday

Abstract. For a modular lattice L of finite length, we prove that the dis-
tributivity of L is a sufficient condition while its 2-distributivity is a necessary

condition that those sublattices of L that are closed under taking relative
complements form a ranked lattice of finite length.

Compared to the previous (January 6, 2022) arXiv ver-
sion, now Theorem 1, Lemma 1, and Corollary 1 are
stronger since they do not assume the modularity of L.

For elements u, x, v of a lattice L, let rcL(u, x, v) := {y ∈ L : x∧y = u and x∨y =
v}. A sublattice S of L is closed with respect to taking relative complements or,
shortly saying, it is an RC-closed sublattice if for all u, x, v ∈ S, we have that
rcL(u, x, v) ⊆ S. The set consisting of the empty set and the RC-closed sublattices
of L will be denoted by RCSub(L). For any lattice L, the poset RCSub(L) =
(

RCSub(L),⊆
)

is an algebraic lattice. Following Huhn [7, 8], a lattice L is n-

distributive if for all x, y0, . . . , yn ∈ L, x ∧
∨

{yi : 0 ≤ i ≤ n} =
∨n

j=0

(

x ∧
∨

{yi :

0 ≤ i ≤ n and i 6= j}
)

. The length len(L) of a lattice L is the supremum of the
lengths of its finite chains; for a finite chain C, len(C) = |C|−1. A ranked lattice is
a lattice in which any two maximal chains of every principal ideal are of the same
finite length. Our aim is to prove the following four statements.

Theorem 1. If L is a lattice of finite length, then len(RCSub(L)) = 1 + len(L).

Theorem 2. If L is modular lattice such that RCSub(L) is a ranked lattice of finite
length, then L is a 2-distributive lattice of finite length.

Theorem 3. For every finite distributive lattice L, RCSub(L) is a ranked lattice.

For a lattice L and X ⊆ L, rcgL(X) stands for the least RC-closed sublattice of
L that includes X as a subset; “g” in the acronym comes from “generated”.

Lemma 1. If L is a lattice of finite length, Y is an RC-closed sublattice of L, X
is a sublattice of Y , and len(X) = len(Y ), then Y = rcgL(X).
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For the particular case where L is distributive, Lemma 1 could be extracted from
Section 10 of Grätzer [3]. Letting Y := L, the lemma trivially implies the following.

Corollary 1. If X is a sublattice of a lattice L of finite length such that len(X) =
len(L), then L is RC-generated by X.

Proof of Lemma 1. We give a proof by contradiction. With S := rcgL(X), suppose
that S 6= Y . Since X ⊆ S ⊂ Y , len(Y ) = len(X) ≤ len(S) ≤ len(Y ) gives
that len(S) = len(Y ). This allows us to pick a maximal chain K in S such that
len(K) = len(Y ). We have that 0K = 0S = 0Y , 1K = 1S = 1Y , and both K and S
are cover-preserving sublattices of Y , that is, for any x, y ∈ S, x ≺S y ⇐⇒ x ≺Y y,
and similarly for K. For a ∈ L, the principal ideal and the principal filter generated
by a are denoted by ↓L a := {x ∈ L : x ≤ a} and ↑L a := {x ∈ L : x ≥ a},
respectively. We write ↓a and ↑a if L is understood. If u ≤ v in Y , then the length
of the interval [u, v], understood in Y , will be denoted by lenY ([u, v]). For, say,
u ≤ v ∈ K, the notation lenK([u, v]) is analogously defined. For x ∈ Y , we let

x◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦ :=
∨

(K ∩ ↓Y x) and x• :=
∧

(K ∩ ↑Y x).

Since K is finite and so it is a complete sublattice, x◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦, x
• ∈ K for every x ∈ Y .

Choose an element b ∈ Y \ S such that d := lenK([b◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦, b
•]) = lenY ([b◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦, b

•]) is
minimal. Since K 3 b◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦ ≤ b ≤ b• ∈ K but b /∈ K, d ≥ 2. Hence, we can pick an
element q ∈ K such that b◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦ < q < b•. Then z := b ∧ q ∈ Y . If z was outside
S, then K 3 b◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦ ≤ z ≤ q ∈ K would give that b◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦ ≤ z◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦ ≤ z• ≤ q < b• and
lenK([z◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦, z

•]) < lenK([b◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦◦, b
•]) = d would be a contradiction. Thus, b ∧ q = z ∈ S.

Dually, b ∨ q ∈ S and, of course, q ∈ K ⊆ S. Thus, b ∈ rcL(b ∧ q, q, b ∨ q) ∈ S,
contradicting that b ∈ Y \ S. �

In the following three proofs, we can assume that n := len(L) is at least 2. As
always in Lattice Theory, “⊂” is the conjunction of “⊆” and “ 6=”.

Proof of Theorem 1. Let 0 = c0 ≺ c1 · · · ≺ cn = 1 be a chain in L. Let X−1 := ∅
and, for i ∈ {0, . . . , n}, Xi := ↓ci. Since all these Xi belong to RCSub(L) and
X−1 ⊂ X0 ⊂ X1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ Xn = L, len(RCSub(L)) ≥ 1 + n = 1 + len(L). Next,
let Y−1 ⊂ Y0 ⊂ · · · ⊂ Yk = L be an arbitrary chain in RCSub(L). Clearly,
len(Yi−1) ≤ len(Yi) for all i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k}. We claim that len(Yi−1) < len(Yi) for
all meaningful i. Suppose the contrary. Then Yi−1 ⊂ Yi and len(Yi−1) = len(Yi)
for some i. With reference to Lemma 1 at “=∗”, Yi−1 = rcgL(Yi−1) =∗ Yi, which
is a contradiction proving that len(Yi−1) < len(Yi) for all meaningful i. Therefore,
since −1 ≤ len(∅) ≤ len(Y−1), we obtain that k ≤ 1 + n. Thus, len(RCSub(L)) ≤
1 + n = 1 + len(L), completing the proof. �

Proof of Theorem 2. Following von Neumann [11] and going also after Herrmann
[5], a system F = (ai, ci,j : i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, i 6= j) of elements of a modular
lattice L is a non-trivial normalized (von Neumann) n-frame or, briefly, a von
Neumann n-frame if, with the notation 0F :=

∧n

i=1 ai and 1F :=
∨n

i=1 ai, we have
that 0F 6= 1F , aj ∧

∨

t 6=j at = 0F = ai ∧ ci,j, ci,j = cj,i, ai ∨ ci,j = ai ∨ aj, and

ci,k = (ai ∨ ak) ∧ (ci,j ∨ cj,k) for all {i, j, k} ⊆ {1, . . . , n} with |{i, j, k}| = 3. Here
2 ≤ n ∈ N

+ := {1, 2, 3, . . .}. We know from Huhn [10, Proposition 1.2] that

for n ∈ N
+, a modular lattice is n-distributive if and only

if it does not contain a von Neumann (n + 1)-frame.
(1)
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Subsection 1.4 ”Reduction of frames” together with Subsection 1.7 of Herrmann
and Huhn [6] prove that, for n ∈ N

+,

if F = (ai, ci,j : i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, i 6= j) is a von Neumann n-
frame in a modular lattice L and a′

1 ∈ L such that 0F < a′
1 < a1,

then a′
1 belongs to a von Neumann n-frame F = (a′

i, c
′
i,j : i, j ∈

{1, . . . , n}, i 6= j) such that 0F = 0F ′ < a′
i < ai for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

(2)

We say that a projective space is irreducible (AKA nondegenerate) if each of its
lines contains at least three points. It is known (and easy to see) that each point of
an irreducible projective plane lies on at least three lines. By Huhn [9, Thm. 1.1],

for n ∈ N
+, a modular algebraic lattice is n-distributive if and

only if none of its sublattices is isomorphic to the subspace
lattice of an irreducible n-dimensional projective geometry.

(3)

Assume that L is a modular lattice such that RCSub(L) is a ranked lattice of
finite length. Whenever · · · < ci < ci+1 < . . . is a (finite or infinite) chain in L, then
· · · < rcgL(↓ci) < rcgL(↓ci+1) < . . . is a chain in RCSub(L). Thus, L is of finite
length. For the sake of contradiction, suppose that L is not 2-distributive. By (1), L
contains a von Neumann 3-frame F = (ai, ci,j : i 6= j, i, j ∈ {1, . . . , 3}). Applying
(2), repeatedly if necessary, we can assume that 0F ≺ ai, for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. The
definition of a 3-frame implies that {a1, a2, a3} is an independent set of atoms in the
filter ↑0F . Hence, 1F = a1∨a2∨a3 is of height 3 in ↑0F , that is, lenL([0F , 1F ]) = 3.
By (1), the interval I := [0F , 1F ] is not 2-distributive. Using (3), we obtain that
the subspace lattice S of a projective plane G is a sublattice of I. Since len(I) =
3 = len(S), S is a cover-preserving sublattice of I and L, 0S = 0F = 0I , and
1s = 1I . Let At(S) and Coat(S) denote the set of atoms and that of coatoms of
S, respectively. The are disjoint sets, S = {0S , 1S} ∪ At(S) ∪ Coat(S), At(S) =
{a ∈ I : 0I ≺ a, a ∈ S}, and dually. A trivial geometric argument shows that for

∀a ∈ At(S) and ∀b ∈ Coat(S), 1S
∗
=

∨
(

At(S) \ {a}
)

and 0S
∗∗
=

∧
(

Coat(S) \ {b}
)

.
Define Z−1 := ∅, Z0 := {0S}, Z1 := {0S, 1S}, and Z2 := rcgL(S). We claim that

Z−1, Z0, Z1, Z2 = I ∈ RCSub(L) and Z−1 ≺ Z0 ≺ Z1 ≺ Z2 in RCSub(L). (4)

By Lemma 1, I = rcgI(S). Since rcgI(S) ⊆ rcgL(S), we obtain that I ⊆ rcgL(S) =
Z2. Since every interval is RC-closed, S ⊆ I ∈ RCSub(L) yields that Z2 =
rcgL(S) ⊆ rcgL(I) = I. Thus, Z2 = I. Trivially, Z−1 ≺ Z0 ≺ Z1 and Z1 ⊂ Z2.
To verify that Z1 ≺ Z2 = I, assume that Z1 ⊂ X ⊆ I for some X ∈ RCSub(L).
Pick an element u ∈ X \ Z1. Then 0F = 0S < u < 1S . Since len(S) = 3, either
u is of height 1, or it is of height 2. First, assume that u is of height 2, that is,

u ≺ 1S in I (and in L). If we had that |At(S) \ ↓u| ≤ 1, then “
∗
=” would give that

1S =
∨

(

At(S)∩↓u
)

≤ u, contradicting that u < 1S . Hence, |At(S)\↓u| ≥ 2, and we
can pick two distinct elements, v1 and v2, from At(S)\↓u. For s ∈ {1, 2}, using that
vs 6≤ u, u, vs ∈ [0S , 1S], 0S ≺ vs, and u ≺ 1S , we obtain that vs ∈ rcL(0S , u, 1S).
Hence, vs ∈ X. By modularity (in fact, by semimodularity), v1 ≺ v1 ∨ v2 ∈ X.
Since len(I) = 3, 0S = 0I ≺ v1 ≺ v1 ∨ v2 < 1S = 1I . This chain, being in X,
shows that 3 ≤ len(X). On the other hand, len(X) ≤ len(I) = 3. Using Lemma 1
and that X ∈ RCSub(L), we have that X = rcgL(X) = I = Z2. Thus, Z1 ≺ Z2,
completing the proof of (4).

By (4), Z−1 ≺ · · · ≺ Z2 extends to a maximal chain ~Z : Z−1 ≺ · · · ≺ Zk of
RCSub(L). Like in the proof of Theorem 1, Lemma 1 applies and we obtain that
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−1 ≤ len(Z−1) < len(Z0) < · · · < len(Zk). In fact, we know even that len(Z1)+1 =

2 < 3 = len(Z2). Thus, the maximal chain ~Z consists of at most 1+len(L) elements,

whence len(~Z) ≤ len(L). But RCSub(L) is a ranked lattice of finite length, whereby

len(RCSub(L)) = len(~Z) ≤ len(L), contradicting Theorem 1. �

Proof of Theorem 3. Let L be a finite distributive lattice. Since it is a ranked
lattice of finite length, it suffices to show that for any U, V ∈ RCSub(L),

U ≺ V in RCSub(L) ⇐⇒
(

U ⊂ V and len(V ) = len(U) + 1
)

. (5)

To prove the ⇒ direction, assume that U ≺ V . Clearly, U ⊂ V and len(U) ≤
len(V ). If we had that len(U) = len(V ), then Lemma 1 would give that U =
rcgL(U) = V , a contradiction. Hence, len(U) < len(V ). We are going to show
by way of contradiction that len(V ) = len(U) + 1. Suppose the contrary; then
k := len(U) ≤ len(V ) − 2. Take a maximal chain C0 in U . Since len(C0) = k
and len(V ) ≥ k + 2, we can extend C0 to a chain C of V such that len(C) =
k + 1. Let W := rcgL(C). It follows from Lemma 1 that U = rcgL(C0). Hence,
U = rcgL(C0) ⊆ rcgL(C) = W . Since len(W ) ≥ len(C) > len(U), W 6= U . Hence,
U ⊂ W . The inclusion C ⊆ V gives that W = rcgL(C) ⊆ rcgL(V ) = V . Combining
U ⊂ W ⊆ V and U ≺ V , we obtain that W = V .

Next, we write C in the form C = {c0 < c1 < · · · < ck+1}. (Note that “<” here
need not mean covering in L.) By Birkhoff [1], we can fix a finite Boolean lattice D
such that L is a sublattice of D. We define the elements bi ∈ D for i ∈ {1, . . . , k+1}
by the rule bi ∈ rcD(c0, ci−1, ci). Since D is a Boolean lattice, bi exists and it is
uniquely determined. We claim that, for i = 2, 3, . . . , k + 1,

c0 /∈ {b1, . . . , bi}, ci−1 = b1 ∨ · · · ∨ bi−1, and (b1 ∨ · · · ∨ bi−1) ∧ bi = c0. (6)

We show this by induction on i. Clearly, b1 = c1 6= c0. Since b2 ∈ rcD(c0, c1, c2),
we have that b2 6= c0 since otherwise c2 = c1 ∨ b2 = c1 would be a contradiction.
Also, b2 ∈ rcD(c0, c1, c2) gives that b1 ∧ b2 = c1 ∧ b2 = c0. Hence, (6) holds for
i = 2. Assume that 2 ≤ i < k + 1 and (6) holds for this i. As before, bi+1 6= c0

since otherwise bi+1 ∈ rcD(c0, ci, ci+1) would lead to ci+1 = bi+1 ∨ ci = ci, which
is a contradiction. Using the definition of bi and the induction hypothesis, we
have that ci = ci−1 ∨ bi = b1 ∨ · · · ∨ bi−1 ∨ bi, that is, the second equality of
(6) holds for i + 1. Using this equality and the definition of bi+1, we have that
(b1 ∨ · · · ∨ bi)∧ bi+1 = ci ∧ bi+1 = c0. This completes the induction step and proves
that (6) holds for i = 2, 3, . . . , k + 1.

By, say, Grätzer [4, Theorem 360] and (6), {b1, b2, . . . , bk+1} is a (k +1)-element
independent set in the filter ↑D c0. Thus, this set generates a 2k+1-element Boolean
sublattice E. Using that any element in an interval of a distributive lattice has at
most one relative complement with respect to the interval in question and E as
a Boolean lattice is closed with respect to taking relative complements, we obtain
that E is RC-closed. It is clear from (6) and bk+1 ∈ rcD(c0, ck, ck+1) that C ⊆ E.
Hence, rcgD(C) ⊆ rcgD(E) = E. Now let F be a maximal chain in W . Since
W = rcgL(C) ⊆ rcgD(C) ⊆ E, we have that F is a chain in E. But len(E) = k +1,
implying that len(F ) ≤ k + 1. So len(W ) = len(F ) ≤ k + 1. On the other hand,
k + 1 = len(C) ≤ len(W ). Thus, len(W ) = k + 1, which is a contradiction since
W = V and len(V ) = k + 2. This proves the ⇒ direction of (5).

To prove the ⇐ direction, assume that U ⊂ V and len(V ) = len(U)+1. Assume
also that H ∈ RCSub(L) such that U ⊆ H ⊆ V . Clearly, len(U) ≤ len(H) ≤



RC-CLOSED SUBLATTICES 5

len(V ), whence len(H) is len(U) or len(V ). If len(H) = len(U), then Lemma 1
gives that U = rcgL(U) = H . Similarly, if len(H) = len(V ), then the same lemma
gives that H = rcgL(H) = V . Therefore, U ≺ V , completing the proof. �

Some facts are easy to observe; see Czédli [2] for details. For a lattice L,
RCSub(L) is Boolean ⇐⇒ RCSub(L) is semimodular ⇐⇒ RCSub(L) is lower
semimodular. Let Bn stand for the 2n-element Boolean lattice. Our tools lead to
a (bit complicated) formula for |RCSub(Bn)|, which allows us to compute (in 0.05
seconds with computer algebra) that, say, |RCSub(B57)| is the 59-digit number

46 669 606 977 325 325 544 440 157 525 187 321 911 338 002 625 473 546 541 556

where B57 is the Boolean lattice of length 57. It took 24 seconds to obtain that
|RCSub(B999)| ≈ 0.566 759 343 075 881 648 · 101930.
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