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Abstract

The main results of this paper show that various coarse (‘large scale’)
geometric properties are closely related. In particular, we show that prop-
erty A implies the operator norm localisation property, and thus that
norms of operators associated to a very large class of metric spaces can
be effectively estimated.

The main tool is a new property called uniform local amenability. This
property is easy to negate, which we use to study some ‘bad’ spaces. We
also generalise and reprove a theorem of Nowak relating amenability and
asymptotic dimension in the quantitative setting.

1 Introduction

The fundamental difficulty of computing operator norms arises in many areas
of functional analysis. In the context of metric geometry, it arises in the study
of Roe algebras of finite propagation operators and is important in higher index
theory [I5] and theoretical physics [7], among other places. In higher index
theory, the most important examples of metric spaces are often discrete groups.

The operator norm localisation property (ONL), which was introduced by
Chen—Tessera—Wang—Yu in [3], provides a powerful tool for localising the prob-
lem. It has been used to compute trace invariants and for other purposes in
work on operator algebras and Baum-Connes type conjectures [8, 211 22| [19].

Here we show that ON L holds for any bounded geometry metric space, and
in particular any countable discrete group, which satisfies Yu’s property A. It is
therefore more or less universally held: very few metric spaces are known which
do not satisfy property A. This generalises results of [3, 4 [8], and combined
with [6], it also reproves results from [5].

The main technical tool used in the proof is the introduction of a prop-
erty ULA (‘uniform local amenability’) and its measure theoretic counterpart
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ULA,; these should be viewed as local versions of Block-Weinberger amenabil-
ity [2]. The additional properties of metric sparsification (M SP) and coarse
embeddability (C'E) have also been studied in this context and we take the op-
portunity to record the relationships between these properties that were known
to us when this paper was completed (dI); these relationships are mainly new,
and are of interest in their own right.

CE ULA . (1)

Sﬂ / ﬁﬂ

A?ULA#<?>MSP:5>ONL

1. Proposition below.

2. Lemma 2.7 below. The converse is open.

3. Corollary B3] below. The converse is false: see Corollary [£.31
4. Theorem below.

5. This is proved in [3, Section 4].

6. Theorem below. The converse is open.

Of course, 2 follows from 4, 5 and 6, but we record it separately for the
sake of the Remark at the end of this introduction. Note in particular that
this implies that all amenable groups have MSP and ON L, a well-known open
problem in the theory. We also prove that for a box space, the properties A,
MSP,ULA,ULA, and ONL are equivalent.

Since this paper was completed, we learnt of a beautiful result of Hiroki Sako
[17], that A and ONL are in fact equivalent in general (for bounded geometry
metric spaces). It follows from this and our results that in fact the properties
A, MSP,ULA,, ONL appearing in figure (I]) are all equivalent; combining our
results with Sako’s, we get the following quite satisfactory picture

CE ULA .

| |

A<= ULA, <= MSP <= ONL

Note that this gives an affirmative answer to Question 1 from [3] page 1510].
Sako’s methods are operator algebraic, using analysis of uniform Roe algebras,
whereas ours are more purely coarse geometric; in particular, the two proofs are
quite different. It might be interesting to give a more coarse geometric proof of
the implication ONL = A from Sako’s paper.

We leave the following questions open.



Questions. Are the properties ONL, ULA, A, ULA,, MSP all equivalent?
Does ULA imply CETY

Apart from being useful to prove the implications above, ULA and ULA,,
have a significant advantage over the other properties in figure ({): it seems
to be easier to check that they fail. This allows us to give simple proofs that
expanders and sequences of graphs with ‘large’ girth do not have ULA. In
particular, this gives new examples of spaces without ONL, and reproves and
generalises the main results of [20] and [I0]. Note also that it follows from our
results, Sako’s theorem, and an example of Arzhantseva-Guentner-Spakula [I]
that CFE is strictly weaker than all the other properties in figure (IJ), apart
possibly from ULA. The relative ease with which ULA and ULA, can be
falsified may also play an important role in the construction of new non-exact
groups (and more generally, metric spaces without property A), a task which to
date has proved very difficult.

Finally, we look briefly at the quantitative aspects of the theory, using our
ideas to give a new and more general proof of a theorem of Nowak [I1, Theo-
rem 6.1] relating quantitative versions of asymptotic dimension to quantitative
versions of amenability. There seems to be more that can be said here: in par-
ticular, we sketch an idea for constructing more examples of spaces with C'E
but not A.

Remark. Throughout this piece, we make a blanket assumption that all metric
spaces are of bounded geometry, and the implications above are in general only
known to be valid under this assumption. As some readers may be interested,
we record whether the known proof of each implication in figure () requires
bounded geometry (where in each case, ULA,, and ULA are to be understood
in the ‘set’ definition rather than the ‘function’ definition — see Lemmas and
24 below) : (1) yes; (2) no; (3) no; (4) no; (5) no; (6) yes. We note that Sako’s
proof that ONL is equivalent to A uses bounded geometry in both directions.

Outline of the paper

In Section 2 below, we define ULA and ULA,,, and discuss some basic properties.
In Section Bl we recall the definitions of A, CE, MSP and ONL, and fill in all
the new implications in figure ().

The last two sections explore these properties. In section M we prove that
expanders and sequences of graphs with large girth do not have property ULA,
and that all the properties A, ULA,,, ULA, MSP, ON L are equivalent for a box
space. Finally, in Section [6] we briefly discuss quantitative versions of our ‘local
amenability’ properties; as mentioned above, the main result is a generalisation
of a theorem of Nowak.

11t follows from Corollary Z3] below that CE cannot imply ULA.



Notation and conventions

If X is a metric space, x € X and E C X, we use the following conventions.

B(az;R) :={y € X | d(z,y) < R}
E={yeX|ygFE}
Nr(E) :={y € X | d(y, E) < R}
6RE = NR(E)\E

A metric space X is said to be bounded geometry if for all R > 0 there
exists N € N such that |B(x; R)| < Ng. Throughout, we say ‘X is a space’
as shorthand for ‘X is a bounded geometry metric space’. Note that almost
everything in this piece would go through if we only worked with metric spaces
that are coarsely equivalent to some bounded geometry metric space (thus for
example many manifolds).

A map between metric spaces f : X — Y is called a coarse embedding if there
exist non-decreasing functions p, p— : [0,00) — [0, 00) such that p_(t) = oo as
t — oo and

p—(dx (z1,22)) < dy (f(21), f(22)) < p+(dx (z1,22))

for all x1,2z9 in X. p_ and py are called distortion functions associated to f.
f is called a coarse equivalence if it is a coarse embedding, and if in addition
there exists C' > 0 such that for all y € Y, d(f(X),y) < C.

2 Uniform local amenability

In this section we introduce our versions of ‘uniform local amenability’, ULA
and ULA,, below. in order to motivate the definitions we recall the Block—
Weinberger definition of amenability for a metric space [2, Section 3].

Definition 2.1. A space X is called amenable if for all R, e > 0 there exists a
finite subset E of X (called a Fglner set) such that

ORE| < €|E|.

Although this property (and its negation) are very useful in some contexts,
it has shortcomings: one of these is that it does not pass to subspaces. As an
attempt to rectify this, the following definition is very natural.

Definition 2.2. Let X be a space. X is said to be uniformly locally amenable
if for all R, € > 0 there exists S > 0 such that for any finite subset F' of X there
exists E C X such that diam(F) < S and

[OrRENF| <e|ENF.



Essentially, the definition says that all finite subsets of X must be amenable,
in such a way that amenability is seen by Fglner sets of uniform size. Any finite
metric space is of course trivially amenable in its own right: the non-triviality
comes from requiring uniformity.

The property in Definition is equivalent to U LA from Definition be-
low; that definition is more convenient, but requires some preliminary lemmas.
We will also need a strongerﬁ version of uniform local amenability, where prob-
ability measures rather than finite subsets are used to ‘localize’. This is ULA,,
which is also introduced below.

The next two technical lemmas provide groundwork for these definitions.

Lemma 2.3. Let X be a space. The following two properties are equivalent.

1. For all R,e > 0 there exists S > 0 such that for all probability measures
on X there exists a function ¢ € I1(X) such that

e diam(supp(¢)) < S;
e the following ‘variational inequality’ holds

Yoou@) Yo le@) —el<e D wp@)) (2)

zEsupp(p) yEsupp(p) zEsupp(p)
d(z,y)<R

2. For all R,e > 0 there exists S > 0 such that for all probability measures p
on X there exists a finite set E C X such that

o diam(E) < S;
e the following inequality holds
H(OrRE) < eu(E).

The proof below is a standard argument based on that showing the ‘Reiter’
formulation of amenability implies the ‘Fglner’ formulation: for the readers’
convenience, we provide the details.

Proof. Assume the first condition holds. Let R,e > 0 be given, and let u be a
probability measure; we must find S > 0 (which is independent of p) and E as
in the second condition. Let S and ¢ be as in the first condition; by replacing
¢ with ||, we may assume that ¢ is non-negative. Let F; = supp(¢) and let
F, D Fy D --- D F, be a sequence of (finite) subsets of X such that we can

write N
Q;
d) = Fi»
; Bk

2A priori anyway: the two properties could be equivalent.




where each a; is a positive real number and xr, is the characteristic function of
F;. The variation inequality in line (2] above can then be rewritten

n
>
= |Fil

Sl > Ixe@) - xe )

zEsupp(p) yEsupp(p)
d(z,y)<R
n a;
<€y 7] Y ul@)xr (@),
i=1 " " zesupp(p)

from which it follows that for some 7,

Soou@) > Ixel@) - xe®)

zEsupp () y€Esupp(p)
d(z,y)<R

<e > p@)xe (@) = ep(F).

xz€supp(u)

On the other hand, the left-hand-side in the line above is at least u(0rF;); it
follows that E := F; satisfies all the conditions in the second part of the Lemma.

Conversely, assume that the condition in the second part of the Lemma
holds. Let R, ¢, i be as given. Let Ni be an absolute bound on the number of
points in a ball of radius R, and let S > 0 and E’ satisfy the conditions in the
second part with respect to the data 2R, e¢/Ng, y, so in particular

W(drE') < NLRME’). (3)

Let F = NR(E/) =F'U 8R(E’) Then 8R(E) U 6R(X \ E) - aQR(EI) S0

HOR(E)UOr(X \ ) < p(Dor(E) < s=p(E') < s=p(E).  (4)
R R

Let now ¢ be the characteristic function of E. We have

Sou@) DD lé() - oy)l

x€supp(p) yEsupp(p)
d(z,y)<R
=Y @) D b)) -+ > wu@) D e - éy)|
zeE yEOR(E) z€X\E yEOR(X\E)
d(z,y)<R d(z,y)<R
= Y @) Y @) -ewl+ D owl@) Y [é@) - é(y)
z€Or(X\E) y€OR(E) z€0R(E) yEIR(X\E)
d(z,y)<R d(z,y)<R
< Ng Z ()
zEOR(X\E)UOR(E)

< Npu(Or(X \ E) UOR(E));



combining this with line [{@l) gives

Yoou@) Yo 1é@) = o) < enl(B) =€) p)d@).

z€supp(p) yEsupp(p) zeX
d(z,y)<R

The support of ¢ is just F, which is a subset of supp(u) of diameter at most
S + R; we are done. O

The following Lemma can be proved in the same way as Lemma 2.3
Lemma 2.4. Let X be a space. The following two properties are equivalent.

1. For all R,e > 0 there exists S > 0 such that for all finite subsets F' of X
there exists a function ¢ € I*(X) such that

o diam(supp(¢)) < S;

e the following ‘variational inequality’ holds

YD @) = o) <e o).

zel  yeF el
d(z,y)<R

2. For all R,e > 0 there exists S > 0 such that for all finite subsets F' of X
there exists a finite set E C X such that

o diam(E) < S;
e the following inequality holds

|OrRENF| <elENF|. O

Definition 2.5. We call the property appearing in Lemma 23labove ULA,,, or
uniform local amenability. We call the property appearing in Lemma 2.4 ULA.

Lemma 2.6. Let Y be a space with ULA (respectively, ULA, ), and X be a
space such that there exists a coarse embedding f: X — Y. Then X has ULA
(resp. ULA,).

In particular, ULA and ULA,, are coarse invariants.

Proof. Let f : X — Y be a coarse embedding between spaces and let py :
[0,00) — [0,00) be associated distortion functions. We assume (as we may)
that p_ has the following property: for all #; < ta, if p_(t2) > 0, then p_(t1) <
p—(t2). Furthermore, denote D = sup, ey |f ().

We are going to show that if Y has ULA (or ULA,,), then X does as well.
We shall use the second formulation from Lemmas 2.4 and 2331 We give the
argument for ULA.

Given R, e > 0, declare S = p~*(S’), where S’ comes from ULA for Y with
parameters p4 (R) and €/D; we now check that this S satisfies the requirements.
Given a finite F C X, let £/ C Y be the set whose existence is guaranteed by



ULA for Y with respect to the subset f(F) and parameters p;(R) and €/D,
i.e. E' satisfies diam(E’) < S’ and

O B N F(F)] < 1B 0 F(E)]

Passing to E' N f(F), we may assume that E' C f(F).

Denote E = f~}(E’) N F. Observe that if 0 < d(z, F) < R for some z € F,
then 0 < d(f(x),E’) < p+(R). Moreover, there are at most D points whose
image under f coincides with f(z). Consequently,

0rE N F| < D|d,, (p E' N f(F)| < €|E'| < €|E| = ] EN F.

Finally, note that diam(E) < p~*(diam(E’)) < S. This finishes the argument
for property ULA.

The argument for ULA, can be done along the same lines, using push-
forward measures. o

The following Lemma is immediate: indeed, one should think of ULA as
being the special case of ULA,, where the probability measure must be a nor-
malised characteristic function.

Lemma 2.7. ULA,, implies ULA. O

3 Relationship of uniform local amenability with
other properties

In this section we look at the relationships between the uniform local amenabil-
ity properties we introduced in the last section, and some other coarse proper-
ties: property A, coarse embeddability, the metric sparsification property, and
operator norm localisation.

Property A

The following definition of property A is due to Higson-Roe [9, Lemma 3.5].

Definition 3.1. Let X be a space, and Prob(X) denote the simplex of probabil-
ity measures on X, considered as a subset of ['(X). We say that X has property
A if for all R, e > 0 there exists S > 0 such that there exists £ : X — Prob(X),
denoted x — &, such that

o for all x,y € X with d(z,y) <R, ||&: — &l < &
e for all z € X, &, in supported in B(x;.9).

Proposition 3.2. Property A implies ULA,,.



Proof. Assume X has A, and let R,e > 0, and p be a probability measure on
X. Write F := supp(p). Let Ni denote the maximal number of points in a
ball of radius R in X (hence also in F). As A for X implies that all subsets
of X have A uniformly, there exists S > 0 independently of p and a function
¢ : F — Prob(F) satisfying the conditions in Definition 2] for the parameters
R,¢/Ng, S. Fixing z € F for the moment, we then have

Z € — &yll < Nre/Nr =,
yEF, d(z,y)<R
whence (using the fact that g and each &, is a probability measure)
Youlx) Y e =&l <ed u@)léll.
zeF yeF, d(z,y)<R zeF
Expanding the norms on both sides gives
YD oula) Y ) =& <ey ] > u@)lé(),
z€F z€F yEF, d(z,y)<R z€F xzeF
whence there exists zg € F' such that

Youl@) D J&l(z0) = &0l <€) pl@)léa(z0)l;

zEF yEeF, d(z,y)<R zEF

defining ¢ : F' — C by ¢(z) = £,(20) (and extending ¢ to all of X by setting it
to be zero outside of F'), we are done. (]

Coarse embeddings into Hilbert space

Definition 3.3. Let X be a space. We say that X has property C'E if X admits
a coarse embedding into a Hilbert space.

The following theorem is an immediate consequence of a result of Ostrovskii
[13, Theorem 2].

Theorem 3.4. Let X be a space that does not have CE. Then there exists
€ >0 and R > 0 such that for all S > 0 there exists a probability measure y on
X such that for all E C supp(p) with diam(E) < S we have

w(OrRE) > eu(E).

Proof. Let D be as in the conclusion of [I3, Theorem 1]. Let R = 8D + 1 and
e = 1/4D (so in Ostrovskii’s notation, e = ¢(D, R)). Let n be so large that
n— R/2 > S, and let v, and F be as given in the conclusion of [I3| Theorem
2]. We may then take p to be the restriction of v, to F, and it is easy to check
that our conclusion follows from [I3 Theorem 2]. O

3i.e. for all R,e > 0 there exists S > 0 such that for any subset £ of X there exists
¢ : E — Prob(E) satisfying the conditions in Definition 3] for R, €, S - this is folklore,
following for example from the proof of [I8) Proposition 4.2].



Of course, the conclusion of Theorem [3.4] simply is the negation of property
ULA,, so the following corollary is immediate.

Corollary 3.5. For a space X, ULA,, implies CE. O

The metric sparsification property
We recall the following definition.

Definition 3.6. Let X be a space. X is said to have the metric sparsification
property (MSP) if there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all R > 0 there exists S > 0
such that for all probability measures p on X there exists a subset 1 C X
equipped with a decomposition

Q=10
such that
o 1) = ¢
e for all 4, diam(Q;) < S
o for all i # j, d(9;,9Q;) > R.

Remark 3.7. Tt is proved in [3, Proposition 3.3] that if X has MSP for some
constant ¢ > 0, then it has it for any ¢ with 0 < ¢ < 1.

Theorem 3.8. For a space X, MSP is equivalent to ULA,,.

Proof. Assume that X has MSP. Let R,e > 0, and let u be a probability
measure on X. Let ¢ > 1/(1 + €); by Remark B, we may assume that this is
the ‘¢’ in the definition of M SP. Let S > 0 and 2 = U;£2; be a decomposition as
in the definition of M SP with respect to the parameter 2R and the probability
measure p. As the collection {Ng(€;)}; is disjoint, and as p(Q) > ¢, we have

S HNR(2)) < p(X) = 1< (@) = £ 3 p(00),

It follows that there exists 7 such that if £ := §); then

—_

WNR(E)) < —u(E);
as the left-hand-side is simply p(F) + (0 E), however, this rearranges to
1
#0rE) < (- =1)u(B),
and by choice of ¢, this is the desired conclusion.

For the converse, assume X has ULA,. Let R > 0 and a probability measure
(1 = p be given; by an approximation argument, we may assume that Fj :=

10



supp(u1) is a finite set. Fix any € > 0, and let S > 0 be as given by ULA,,. Let
now F; C F} have diameter at most S, and be such that

u(aREl) < E/J,(El).

Set Fy := F1\(Ngr(F1)) and define ps to be the restriction of p to Fy, renor-
malised so as to be a probability measure; by the definition of ULA,, there exists
FE> C F5 such that

p2(0rE>) < epa(E2).

Note, however, that restricted to Fa, pg is just a rescaling of p, whence we also
have
u(aREg n FQ) < EM(EQ).

Similarly, we may now set F5 = Fi\(Ng(F1) U Nr(FE2)), and continue the
process. It must eventually terminate (as F is finite) giving us sequences Fy D
F,D--- D F, and Fy,..., E, such that F; C F; for all n and so that:

e for all i, diam(E;) < S;
e for i # j, d(E;, E;) > R;
o for all i, u(OrE; N F;) < ep(E;).
Set ©; := FE; and Q := USQ);. We have finally that

n n

L=pu(F) =Y u(B) +p0rEiNF) <Y (1+eu(E) = 1+ )u(Q).
i=1 i=1

Hence u(€2) > 1/(1 + €), so we may take ¢ = 1/(1 + €) and are done. O

The operator norm localisation property

We give the following definition of the operator norm localisation property
(ONL): it is easily seen to be equivalent to the original definition ([3, Defi-
nition 2.2]).

Definition 3.9. Let X be a space and p a positive measure on X. Let H be
a separable Hilbert space, and consider the space of functions ¢ : X — H such

that the norm
Il == u@)lo()]3
rzeX

is finite. Taking the quotient by the subspace of functions of norm zerd] gives a
Hilbert space, which we denote I2(X, u, H). Recall that any (bounded) operator
T on this Hilbert space can be considered as a matrix T' = (T} y)q,yex, Where
each T, , is a bounded operator on H.

4This does form a subspace by a version of Cauchy-Schwarz applied to the obvious inner
product associated to || - ||

11



For each R > 0, define Cg[X; i1, H] to be the collection of bounded operators
(Ty.y) on I?(X, u,H) such that T, , = 0 whenever d(x,y) > R.

We say that X has the operator norm localisation property (ONL) if there
exists ¢ > 0 such that for any R > 0 there exists S > 0 such that for any
probability measure p and separable H, and any T € Cg[X; u, H] there exists
a unit vector ¢ € [?(X,H) such that diam(supp(¢)) < S and such that

NT P2 x,p) = Tl Ba2(X0,20)) -

Remark 3.10. It is proved in [3| Proposition 2.4] that if X has ONL for some
constant ¢ > 0, then it has it for any ¢ with 0 < ¢ < 1.

We will need the following technical Lemma.

Lemma 3.11. Let X be a space with ONL. Then there exists ¢ > 0 such
that for all R, M > 0 there exists S > 0 such that for all positive measures p
and separable Hilbert spaces H, and any positive operator A € Cr[X; u, H] with
|All < M there exists norm one ¢ € 1*(X, u, H) such that diam(supp(¢))) < S
and

(¥, Ap) = c[|A].

Moreover, one can take any ¢ with 0 < c < 1.

Proof. Let R, M and A be as in the statement. Let g be the (positive) square
root function on [0, M], and let (p,) be a sequence of polynomials converging
uniformly to ¢ on [0, M]. Let € > 0 and p, be such that ||¢ — pn|| < €, and
note that for any R > 0 there exists R’ such that if T € Cg[X;u,H], then
pn(T) € Cp [X, 1y H]

Let now c¢ be as given in the definition of ONL for X, and let S be as in the
definition of ONL with respect to the parameter R'. Let ¢ € I?(X,u,H) be
of norm one, with diameter of support at most S, and such that ||p,(A)y| >
cllpa(4)]. Then

VY, AY) = [lq(A)P] = [lpn(A)Y] = llgn(A) = pa(A)]]
> c|lpa(A)] — €= c(llg(A)] =€) —€

(
= cV|[All = (1 +¢);

as € was arbitrary (of course, S implicitly depends on ¢, but all that matters
is that for each €, some S exists), this completes the proof (one also alters ¢
slightly to get ¢ as in the statement).

To see that one can get any ¢ with 0 < ¢ < 1, it suffices to use Remark 310
and then again use that € was arbitrary. O

Theorem 3.12. If a space X has ONL, then it has ULA.

Proof. Let X be a space with ONL. Let R,e > 0. Let F be a finite subset
of X, and take p to be the measure given by the characteristic function of F.
Take H = C, so that [*(X, u, H) identifies naturally with [?(F); we make this

12



identification without further comment, and denote by {d,}.cr the canonical
basis of this Hilbert space.
Now, let Ag be the operator on [?(F') defined by

AR :0p — Z 6m_6y;

yEF, d(z,y)<R

note that if Ny is an absolute bound for the cardinality of a ball of radius R
in X, then ||[Ag|| < 2Ng. Let Ar = ||Agr|| — Agr, which is an operator in
Cr[X;p, H]. An explicit computation (cf. line (Bl) below) shows that Ag is a
positive operator, whence Ap is too and || Ag| = ||Ar|-

Choose ¢ with

€ 2
1>e>1- (=)
‘ 2/Nn
Lemma BT implies that there exists S (depending on R and €, but not on F)
and a norm one function ¢ € [?(F) with diam(supp(¢))) < S and such that

(, Ary) = c||Ag||.

Expanding and rearranging this gives that (¢, Agy) < 1 — ¢, and further ex-
panding the left-hand-side and rearranging gives

AR =33 Y W) vl s1-c )
zeF yeF
d(z,y)<R

On the other hand, Cauchy-Schwarz implies that if ¢(z) = |¢(z)|? then

S Igla) -6l

zeF yeF
d(z,y)<R
(X X w@-vwP) (X > e +ew?)
zel  yel z€F yeF

d(z,y)<R d(z,y)<R

Moreover, if Ng is the maximal number of points in a ball of radius R in X,
this and the fact that [[¢)|] = 1 in turn imply that

Y Y e -ew <2Fa(Y Y - v

©€F yEF z€F  yeF
d(z,y)<R d(z,y)<R
Finally, combining this with line (B above gives that
SN Io(@) — o)l <2V NevI—c=2/NpvT—c Y |o(x)],
zeF yeF xeF
d(z,y)<R

where the equality uses again that ||1|| = 1 and the definition of ¢; the choice
of ¢ completes the argument. O

13



4 Examples: spaces of graphs

In this section, we give two examples of spaces without ULA: expanding graphs,
and sequences of graphs with large girth. The first of these generalises and
reproves [3, Theorem 6.5] and the main theorem of [I0], while the second gen-
eralises and reproves the main result from [20]. We also prove that for a box
space of a discrete group, all the properties ULA, ULA,, A, MSP and ONL
are equivalent, and equivalent to amenability of the original group. Finally, we
discuss how the non-bounded geometry examples of Nowak with C'E but not A
[11] fit into our framework.
We start by recalling the definitions.

Definition 4.1. A space X is called a space of graphs if there exists a sequence
(Xp) of finite connected graphs such that X = LX), (as a set), and if the metric
on X restricts to the edge metric on each X,,, and is such that d(X,, X¢) — oo
as n — oo. Note that as we assume X has bounded geometry, all the vertex
degrees of all the X,, must be uniformly bounded.

A space of graphs X is called an expander if | X,,| — 0o as n — oo and there
exists € > 0 such that whenever A C X, is such that |A| < |X,|/2 we have that
014] > e[A].

A space of graphs X is said to have large girth if girth(X,) — co asn — oo
(recall that the girth of a finite graph is the length of its shortest non-trivial
cycle).

Theorem 4.2. Say X is a space of graphs. If X is an expander, or if X has
large girth and all vertices have degree at least three, then X does not have ULA.

Proof. Assume first that X is an expander, let S > 0, and let Ng be the
maximum number of vertices in a ball of radius S. Let n be so large that
|X,| > 2Ng, and set F' = X,,. Then if E C X, is such that diam(E) < S we
have |01 E| > €|E| by the expander assumption. This contradicts UL A.

Say now that X has large girth, and all vertices in X have degree at least
three. Let D be an upper bound on the degrees of all vertices in X. Let S > 0,
and let n be so large that any subset of diameter S + 1 of X,, is isometric
to a subset of a tree (with all vertices of degrees at least three). Then [20,
Lemma 3.3] implies that for any subset E of X,, such that diam(F) < S we
have |01 E| > 5= |E| (the definition of ‘d;” used in [20] is different to that used
here, but this does not matter); again, this contradicts ULA. O

Corollary 4.3. None of the properties A, ULA,, ULA, MSP or ONL are
implied by CE. In particular, ULA,,, A and MSP are all strictly stronger than
CE.

Proof. Arzhantseva-Cuentner—Spakula [I] have given an example of a space
with C'E, which is actually a space of graphs with large girth (see also Ostrovskii
[14]). The corollary is immediate from this, Theorem B2l and the results of
section [3l O
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Combining our results with Sako’s, it follows that in fact CE is strictly
stronger than all of the properties ULA,, MSP, A, ONL.
We now look at box spaces.

Definition 4.4. Let I' be an infinite finitely generated discrete group, and let
'y >T9 > T3> --- be a decreasing sequence of finite index normal subgroups
of T such that N, I, = {e}. Fix a generating set of I', and for each n let
X, =T/I';,, equipped with the (Cayley) graph structure coming from the fixed
finite generating set of I'.

The box space associated to this data is thdd space of graphs associated to
the sequence of graphs (X,,).

Theorem 4.5. Let T" be a finitely generated discrete group, and X = UX,, an
associated box space. Then the following are equivalent:

1. T is amenable;
2. X has all of the properties A, ULA, ULA,,, MSP, ONL.
3. X has one of the properties A, ULA, ULA,,, MSP, ONL.

Proof. Tt is a theorem of Guentner—Roe [16, Proposition 11.39] that amenability
of T implies property A for X (and hence, looking back at diagram (), all of the
other properties). To complete the proof of the theorem, diagram () implies
that it suffices to prove that if X has property ULA, then I' is amenable.
Assume then that I' has ULA and let € > 0. Then there exists S such that
for all n there exists E,, C X,, with diam(E,,) < S and |01 E,| < €¢|E,|. For n
suitably large, F,, lifts isometrically to a finite subset E of T such that & (E) is
also an isometric lift of 8, E,,. In particular, |8, E| < €|E|, which implies that T
is amenable. O

Combining our results with Sako’s gives the result that in fact the properties
A, ULA,, MSP, ONL are all equivalent for bounded geometry metric spaces.
It would be interesting to know if ULA was also equivalent to the others in
general.

Remark 4.6. Recall that Nowak [I1] has constructed C'E metric spaces without
A, although without bounded geometry. Roughly, these are coarse disjoint
unions of powersﬁ of a fixed finite group. Nowak’s spaces are spaces of graphs
in our sense if one drops the bounded geometry assumption.

Note that the implications MSP = ULA, = ULA work for discrete
metric spaces, even without assuming bounded geometry (cf. Remark [l above).
Observe that Nowak’s examples do not have ULA (whence also not ULA,, or
MSP). Indeed, ULA for a coarse disjoint union of finite spaces X,, implies that
the pieces are amenable in a uniform way, i.e. that for a given € > 0 there exists
a Fglner set E, C X, for each n such that diam(FE,) is uniformly bounded.
However, [11, Theorem 4.4] implies that this is not possible for Nowak’s exam-
ples.

5Tt is unique up to coarse equivalence.
SEndowed with I!-metric.
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5 Comments on the quantitative theory, and a
theorem of Nowak

In this section, we make a few brief comments on quantitative versions of the
theory, concentrating on the relationship between this and established invari-
ants in the case of amenable groups. This enables us to recover (and slightly
generalise) a result of Nowak: [I2] Theorem 6.1]. The section is just meant to
give a flavour of what is possible; one could no doubt say rather more.

We also include an unrelated comment on using quantitative properties to
tell the difference between CE and A.

Throughout, we will focus on coarsely geodesic spaces as in the next defini-
tion. The definition is slightly restrictive, but covers the motivating examples:
graphs and finitely generated discrete groups. On the other hand, it is easy to
see that any bounded geometry metric space that is ‘quasi-geodesic’ in any rea-
sonable sense if quasi-isometric to one of this form. Equivalently, any monogenic
coarse structure can be metrised with a metric of this form: see for example [10],
Proposition 2.57].

Definition 5.1. Let (X,d) be a space. X is said to be coarsely geodesic if
the metric d is integer valued, and if for any n € N, z,y € X we have that
d(z,y) = n if and only if there exists a sequence x = zg, 21, ..., £, = y such that
d(xi,xip1) =1foralli=0,...,n— 1.

In our context ‘quantitative’ means ‘measured by a given function’. We will
work with functions up to the following notions of order and equivalence.

Definition 5.2. Let f,g: N — N be functions. We write f < ¢ if there exist
constants ¢, d such that for all n € N, f(n) < cg(dn). We say that f and g are
equivalent, and write f ~ g if f <gand g =< f.

The following is perhaps the most general ‘quantitative version’ of one of
the properties that we have studied. Although it makes sense in general, it only
seems to have much content in the case of coarsely geodesic spaces as above.

Definition 5.3. Let X be a space, ¢ > 0 and f : N — N be a non-decreasing
function.

X is said to have WM SP(c, f) if for all R € N and all finite subsets F of X
there exists a subset 2 C F equipped with a decomposition

Q=10
such that
° |9 = c|F];
e for all i, diam(£;) < f(R);
e for all i # j, d(9;,9;) > R.
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The same proof as in Theorem B.8 above shows that WM SP(c, f) is equiv-
alent to an appropriate quantitative version of property ULA. The results of
Section B then show that WM SP(c, f) (which should be thought of as stand-
ing for ‘weak metric sparsification property with respect to ¢, f’) is implied by
appropriate quantitative versions of A, ULA,, MSP and ONL; we leave the
details to the reader.

Note that if X, Y are quasi-isometric metric spaces, and X has WM SP (e, f),
then Y has WMSP(c,g) for some ¢ > 0 and g with g ~ f. The argument is
standard and not directly relevant, so we omit it.

We will need the following two quantitative properties. Our aim is to relate
them to WM SP(e, f), and thus to each other.

Definition 5.4. Let X be an amenable space. The isodiametric function of X,
Ax : N — N is defined by

Ax(n) == min{diam(A) | AC X, [01(4)] < (1/n)|Al}.

Definition 5.5. Let X be a space. Let n be a natural number, and 7: N — N
be a non-decreasing function. X is said to have asymptotic dimension at most
n (with respect to 7), in brief X has FAD(n,7), if for all R € N there exist
subsets Q' ..., Q"+ of X and decompositions Q' = Lijer, €} such that

1. X =urttoy
2. foreachi=1,...,n+ 1 and all j; # js, d(Qj»l,Qj»z) > R;
3. for each i = 1,...,n + 1 and all j, diam(Q}) < 7(R).

Lemma 5.6. Let X be an amenable space in the sense of Definition [2.1] above,
and assume also that X has WMSP(c, ). Then for any R € N there exists a
finite (non-empty) subset E C X such that diam(E) < f(2R) and

2
Na(B)| < 2]
Proof. As X is amenable there exists a finite subset F' C X such that [OgF| <

|F'|. Let Q C F be as given in Definition[5.3labove with respect to the parameter
2R; we may assume all the ;s are non-empty. It follows from this that

(32 INR(@)1) = 198 F] < D2 (INR()] — INR(2) N ORF)
=Y INR(Q)NF| < |F|

whence
> INR()] < 2|F)

by assumption on OgF. From this and the fact that |Q] > ¢|F|, we see that

>IN < 2 3 ol (6)

A i
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Finally, there exists 4 such that if E := ; then
2
INa(E)| < 2|

and of course diam(F) < f(2R). O

Theorem 5.7. Let X be a coarsely geodesic amenable space with WMSP(c, f).
Then Ax = f.

Proof. We assume X is unbounded, otherwise the result is trivial. Fix for the
moment R € N. Using Lemma [5.06] we see there exists a finite subset £ C X
such that |[Ng(E)| < 1|E|. We may rewrite this inequality as

INr(E)|  |[Na2(E)| [N1(E)
INr—1(E)|  [N1(E)| |E]

IN

1
¢’

whence (using the coarsely geodesic property) there exists m = 0, ..., R— 1 such
that if Ap = N,,,(E), then

1
|N1(AR)| < (1)R
|AR|
Rearranging this slightly gives
01(AR)| _ (2%
PR~ (2 _
Anl = (3)" -1 (M

and diam(Ag) < R+ f(2R). Note moreover that because X is unbounded and
coarsely geodesic we have that f(n) > n for all n € N; in particular, then,

diam(Ag) < 2f(2R). (8)

Now, we have

1 2\ % log(2/c)
— < (| = — S < — L 7
n _ (c) L R_l (2tl)’

whence lines ([{)) and (8) together imply that

21og(2/c)
A <2fl ————=).
x(n) < f( log (L) )
Finally, note that
1 n

<
log("TH) ~ log(2)

for all n € N (treating, as we may, the left hand side as zero when n = 0) and
f is non-decreasing, whence

21og(2/c)n
log(2)

as required. O

Ax(m) <2f( ) = 1)
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The following theorem immediately implies [12] Theorem 6.1].

Corollary 5.8. Let X be a coarsely geodesic, amenable space with FAD(n,T).
Then Ax < T.

Proof. Tt is easy to see that FAD(n,7) implies WMSP(%H, 7). The corollary

is thus immediate from Theorem [5.71 O

We conclude this section with a remark on quantitative phenomena and
coarse embeddings.

Remark 5.9. One may try to define a ‘quantitative negation’ of ULA,, as follows.

Let X be a space and f : N — Ry a non-decreasing, non-zero function. Then X
has ~=ULA,(f) if for all R > 0 and all S > 0 there exists a probability measure
woon X such that for all subsets E C supp(p) with diam(E) < S we have

WOrE) = f(R)u(E).

Now, inspection of the proof of Theorem [3.4] above, and the ingredients for it
from [13], shows that if X does not have CE then it has ~ULA,(f) with f
growing at least linearly. On the other hand, for a space not to have ULA,, it
suffices to show that it has =ULA,(f) for any (non-zero, non-decreasing) f. In
particular, this gives a potential quantitative approach to finding more examples
of spaces without ULA,, (hence without A), but with CE.

Note in this regard also that one easily sees that either of the classes of spaces
in Theorem have -ULA,(f) with f growing ezponentially. In particular,
the ‘quantitative method’ sketched above is not sufficient to detect C'E for the
main example in [I]. We do not know if it is possible to find examples of spaces
with CE, but without A, using the quantitative method above, but leave it as
an open problem.
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