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Peripheral Poisson boundaries and jointly bi-harmonic

functions

Sayan Das

Abstract

In this paper we answer a question of Kaimanovich by characterizing (jointly) bi-harmonic
functions on countable, discrete groups with respect to a symmetric, generating measure. We
also study the peripheral Poisson boundary of L(Γ) with respect to Markov operators arising
from symmetric, generating probability measures on a countable, discrete group Γ. We solve
a recent conjecture of Bhat, Talwar and Kar regarding peripheral eigenvalues and their cor-
responding eigenvectors for such Markov operators, and provide a complete description of the
peripheral Poisson boundary in the aforementioned scenario.

1 Introduction

Let Γ be a countable, discrete group, and let µ be a probability measure on Γ. In early 60’s,
Furstenberg found a natural way to associate a Γ-measure space (B, β) that captures the asymptotic
properties of the (right)-random walk on Γ with law µ [Fur63a, Fur63b]. This measure space is
called the Poisson boundary of Γ with respect to the measure µ. The associated Markov operator
Pµ : ℓ∞(Γ) → ℓ∞(Γ) is defined by

Pµ(f)(g) = (f ∗ µ)(g) =
∑

h∈Γ

µ(h)f(gh), where f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ), and g ∈ Γ.

The space of bounded harmonic functions is defined as the fixed points of the Markov operator
Pµ, and is denoted by Har(µ). There is a one-to-one correspondence between bounded harmonic
functions and (essentially) bounded measurable functions on the associated Poisson boundary(B, β).
While the space of bounded harmonic functions is not closed under pointwise product in general, one
may define a new product of bounded harmonic functions that turns Har(µ) into an an abelian von
Neumann algebra as follows. Let f1, f2 ∈ Har(µ). Then f1 ⋄ f2 = lim

n→∞
(f1f2) ∗ µ

∗n, where the limit

exists pointwise. Equipped with this new multiplication, we have the isomorphism of von Neumann
algebras Har(µ) ∼= L∞(B, β).

The Poisson boundary enjoys remarkable rigidity properties as a Γ-space and has become a major
object of study for establishing rigidity properties of groups and their probability measure preserving
actions [Mar75, Zim80, BS06, BM02, BF20]. Similarly, one may consider the left-random walk on
Γ, with the corresponding Markov operator given by

Po
µ(f)(g) = (µ ∗ f)(g) =

∑

h∈Γ

µ(h)f(hg), where f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ), and g ∈ Γ.
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Clearly one gets analogous theories whether one considers right, or left random walks on Γ.

Despite the plethora of results concerning µ-harmonic functions, the study of bi-harmonic func-
tions was only sparsely considered, as noted by Kaimanovich in [Kai92, Section II]. For a symmetric,
generating probability measure µ, separately µ-bi-harmonic functions, i.e. functions f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) with
f ∗ µ = µ ∗ f = f were studied by Raugi [Rau88] and Willis [Wil90]. In particular, Willis showed
that these functions are constant. The fact that bounded separately µ-bi-harmonic functions are
constant is also equivalent to Kaimanovich’s seminal double ergodicity theorem.

Motivated by this, Kaimanovich [Kai92] considered the case of bounded jointly µ-bi-harmonic
functions, i.e., functions f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) satisfying µ ∗ f ∗ µ = f . To the best of our knowledge, this is
the only paper in the literature dealing with jointly µ-bi-harmonic functions. Kaimanovich proved
[Kai92, Theorems 3 and 4] that bounded jointly µ-bi-harmonic functions must be separately µ-bi-
harmonic under left and right convolution, and hence constant. However, Kaimanovich’s proof has
a gap. As we show in Example 3.5 and Example 3.6, there exist jointly µ-bi-harmonic functions
that are not constant! Roughly speaking, these jointly µ-bi-harmonic functions are (separately) anti
µ-harmonic under left and right convolutions. Our first main theorem characterizes jointly µ-bi-
harmonic functions by showing that they are separately anti µ-harmonic, upto a constant. Hence,
this result completely answers Kaimanovich’s question regarding jointly µ-bi-harmonic functions
that he considered in [Kai92].

Theorem A. Let µ be a symmetric, generating probability measure on Γ. Let f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) be a jointly
µ-bi-harmonic function, i.e. µ ∗ f ∗ µ = f . Then there exists c ∈ C such that f − c is (separately)
anti-harmonic under both left and right convolution by µ.

This naturally leads to the investigation of anti-harmonic functions on Γ. Our second main
theorem is a characterization of anti-harmonic functions in terms of harmonic functions and anti-
harmonic characters. This solves a recent conjecture of Bhat, Talwar and Kar (see the last paragraph
of [BTK22, Example 3.4]).

Theorem B. Let µ be a symmetric, generating measure on a countable, discrete group Γ. Assume
that there exists a nonzero function f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) with f ∗ µ = −f . Then there exists a multiplicative
character χ : Γ → T such that χ|supp(µ) ≡ −1, and hence χ ∗ µ = −χ.

If F is any anti-harmonic function, then we can find a harmonic function f1 such that F = f1 ·χ.

Due to the remarkable applications of the study of Poisson boundaries to rigidity phenomenon
in the group case, A. Connes suggested that one should try to understand the notion of noncom-
mutative Poisson boundaries of II1 factors (see [Jon00, Page 86]). A major step in this direction
was undertaken by Izumi in early 2000’s [Izu02, Izu12, Izu04]. Izumi defined the Poisson boundary
corresponding to normal, unital, completely positive (ucp) maps acting on von Neumann algebras
by showing that the fixed point space of such maps is a weakly closed injective operator system,
and hence can be equipped with the Choi-Effros product [CE77] to endow it with a von Neumann
algebra structure. Later Prunaru [Pru12] and Izumi [Izu12, Appendix] (the observation is credited
to Bill Arveson) independently observed that this von Neumann algebra coincides with the fixed
points of the minimal dilation of the ucp map under consideration (see also [DP21, Appendix]).

Noncommutative Poisson boundaries (for L(Γ)) played a key role in Peterson’s seminal work on
character rigidity [Pet15] (see also [CP13, CP17]). Motivated by the aforementioned discussion, Prof.
Jesse Peterson and the author initiated the study of Poisson boundaries of a finite von Neumann
algebra M . Given an M -bimodular normal ucp map Pϕ : B(L2(M)) → B(L2(M)), we considered
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the corresponding boundary of the ucp map in Izumi’s sense. The main difference between our
work and Izumi’s is that Izumi’s work should be considered as a noncommutative generalization of
Poisson boundaries of general Markov operators, while we were motivated to find a notion of Poisson
boundary that fits closer to the group case. This distinction of perspectives will also show up in the
current work.

Motivated by Izumi’s perspective Bhat, Talwar and Kar [BTK22] recently considered the notion
of Peripheral Poisson boundary. Given a normal ucp map Φ : M → M , where M is a von Neumann
algebra, a unimodular complex number λ ∈ T is called a peripheral eigenvalue of Φ if there exists
0 6= x ∈ M with Φ(x) = λx. Using Bhat’s minimal dilation [Bha99], they showed that the norm
closed span of all peripheral eigenspaces form a C∗-algebra, called the Peripheral Poisson boundary,
under a new Choi-Effros type product. Remarkably, the Peripheral Poisson boundary need not be
a von Neumann algebra in general [BTK22, Page 14].

Given a probability measure µ on Γ whose support generates Γ as a semigroup, one may consider
the extension of the Markov operators Pµ to B(ℓ2(Γ)) as follows

Pµ(T ) =
∑

g∈Γ

µ(g)ρgTρ
∗
g, where T ∈ B(ℓ2(Γ)), and ρ denotes the right regular representation.

Izumi [Izu04] showed that the noncommutative Poisson boundary of the ucp map Pµ is the crossed
product von Neumann algebra L∞(B, β) ⋊ Γ, where (B, β) is the classical Poisson boundary of
(Γ, µ). In [BTK22, Example 3.4] the authors raised the question regarding the peripheral eigenvalues
corresponding to the ucp map Pµ. In our third main Theorem we show that all peripheral eigenvalues
are roots of unity, and hence the Peripheral Poisson boundary is a von Neumann algebra in this
case.

Theorem C. Let µ be a probability measure on a countable, discrete group Γ, such that the support
of µ generates Γ as a semigroup. Consider the noncommutative Markov operator Pµ : B(ℓ2(Γ)) →
B(ℓ2(Γ)) given by Pµ(T ) =

∑
g µ(g)ρgTρ

∗
g. Let λ ∈ T be a peripheral eigenvalue for Pµ. Then,

λk = 1 for some positive integer k.

In particular, the Peripheral Poisson boundary is a von Neumann algebra in this case.

If µ is symmetric, then the only possible peripheral eigenvalues are 1 and −1.

2 Peripheral Eigenvalues

Throughout this section we will assume that µ is a probability measure on a countable discrete
group Γ. The corresponding Markov operator on B(ℓ2(Γ)) will be denoted by Pµ. The following
Proposition was communicated to the author by Prof. Jesse Peterson. The author would like to
thank Prof. Peterson for allowing him to reproduce the argument here.

Proposition 2.1. Let µ be a probability measure on Γ. Let η ∈ T be a peripheral eigenvalue of Pµ,
and let 0 6= T ∈ B(H) be a corresponding eigenvector, i.e., Pµ(T ) = ηT . Then there exists a nonzero
f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) such that f ∗ µ = ηf . In particular, if µ is a symmetric, generating probability measure
on Γ then the Markov operator Pµ admits −1 as an eigenvalue if and only if there exists a nonzero
anti-µ-harmonic function.

Proof. Consider the Fourier expansion T =
∑

g∈Γ E(Tλ
∗
g)λg, where E : B(H) → ℓ∞(Γ) is the

canonical normal conditional expectation. Note that E ◦ Pµ = Pµ ◦ E . Hence, for all g ∈ Γ we have
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Pµ(E(Tλ
∗
g)) = E(Pµ(Tλ

∗
g)) = E(Pµ(T )λ

∗
g) = ηE(Tλ∗

g). Since T is nonzero, we can find g ∈ Γ such
that f := E(Tλ∗

g) 6= 0. Hence, f ∗ µ = ηf .

We will provide a proof of Theorem C. We begin with the case when e ∈ supp(µ), and show that
the only possible peripheral eigenvalue is 1 in this case. Our initial proof of this Theorem was quite
involved. The author would like to thank Prof. Jesse Peterson for the following elegant argument.

Theorem 2.2. Let µ be a probability measure on Γ, with e ∈ supp(µ). Let T ∈ B(L2(M)) be a
nonzero operator, with Pµ(T ) = λT for some λ ∈ T. Then, λ = 1.

Proof. As e ∈ supp(µ), µ and µ∗2 are not mutually singular. Hence, by [Fog75, Corollary 2] we
have that ‖µn − µn+1‖TV → 0. Hence, for any f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ), we have that

‖f ∗ µn − f ∗ µn+1‖∞ → 0. (2.1)

Suppose 0 6= f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) with f ∗ µ = λf for some λ ∈ T. Then by equation 2.1 we get that

‖λnf − λn+1f‖∞ → 0 =⇒ |λn| · |λ− 1| · ‖f‖∞ → 0 =⇒ |λ− 1| · ‖f‖∞ → 0, as |λn| = 1. (2.2)

As f 6= 0, from equation 2.2 we get that λ = 1.

Now let T ∈ B(L2(M)) be a nonzero operator, with Pµ(T ) = λT for some λ ∈ T. Let E :
B(L2(M)) → ℓ∞(Γ) denote the normal conditional expectation. Since T 6= 0, by Proposition 2.1 we
can find g ∈ Γ such that f := E(Tu∗

g) 6= 0 and Pµ(f) = λf . Thus, by the argument in the previous
paragraph, we get that λ = 1.

We now state our main result of this section, showing that the possible peripheral eigenvalues
for symmetric, generating measure can only be ±1. Note that 1 is always a peripheral eigenvalue,
as Pµ is unital. In later parts of the paper we will show that −1 can also appear as an eigenvalue of
Pµ, and explore the consequences.

Theorem 2.3. Let µ be a symmetric probability measure on Γ. Let T ∈ B(L2(M)) be a nonzero
operator, with Pµ(T ) = λT for some λ ∈ T. Then, λ = ±1.

Proof. Let ν = µ ∗ µ. As µ is symmetric, e ∈ supp(ν). Note that Pν(T ) = P2
µ(T ) = λ2T . By

Theorem 2.2 we get that λ2 = 1. Hence, λ = ±1.

Recently, in [BTK22, Example 3.4] Bhat, Talwar and Kar raised the problem of finding possible
peripheral eigenvalues for Markov operators arising from noncommutative extension of random walks
on groups as studied by Izumi in [Izu04]. Recall that Izumi considered a probability measure µ on
a countable, discrete group Γ, such that the support of µ generates Γ as a semigroup. We now show
that the only possible peripheral eigenvalues in this case can be roots of unity.

Corollary 2.4. Let µ be a probability measure on a countable, discrete group Γ, such that the support
of µ generates Γ as a semigroup. Consider the noncommutative Markov operator Pµ : B(ℓ2(Γ)) →
B(ℓ2(Γ)) given by Pµ(T ) =

∑
g µ(g)ρgTρ

∗
g. Let λ ∈ T be a peripheral eigenvalue for Pµ. Then,

λk = 1 for some positive integer k.

Proof. As support of µ generates Γ as a semigroup, there exists a smallest positive integer k such
that e ∈ supp(µk). By Theorem 2.2 we get that λk = 1.
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3 Bi-harmonic operators

In this section we provide a complete description of jointly bi-harmonic functions. This will follow
from the characterization of jointly bi-harmonic operators. We first need a lemma from Revuz’s
book [Rev84, Chapter 5, Lemma 1.1]. We reproduce the short proof for reader’s convenience.

Lemma 3.1. Let X be a Banach space and let T1, T2 ∈ (B(X))1 be commuting contractions.
Suppose there exists 0 < a < 1 and x ∈ X such that (aT1 + (1 − a)T2)(x) = x. Then T1(x) =
T2(x) = x.

Proof. Let S = aT1+(1−a)T2. Using the fact that T1 commutes with T2, a direct calculation yields

exp(−a−1) exp(a−1S) = exp(−(I − T1)) exp(1− a−1) exp((a−1 − 1)T2). (3.1)

Let U = exp(1− a−1) exp((a−1 − 1)T2), and note that ‖U‖ ≤ 1. Taking nth powers on both sides of
equation 3.1 and using S(x) = x we get

x = exp(−na−1) exp(na−1S)(x) = exp(−n(I − T1))U
n(x) for all n

=⇒ (I − T1)(x) = [(I − T1) exp(−n(I − T1))]U
n(x) for all n

=⇒ ‖(I − T1)(x)‖ = lim
n→∞

‖[(I − T1) exp(−n(I − T1))]U
n(x)‖ ≤ lim

n→∞
‖[(I − T1) exp(−n(I − T1))]‖ · ‖x‖ = 0,

where we used the fact that lim
n→∞

‖[(I − T1) exp(−n(I − T1))]‖ = 0.

To see this, first note that exp(−n(I − T1)) = exp(−n) exp(nT ) =
∞∑
j=0

cj,nT
j, where cj,n = nj

enj! .

For fixed n, the sequence cj,n increases till j = n and then decreases. So we have

‖[(I−T1) exp(−n(I−T1))]‖ ≤
∑

j

|cj,n−cj−1,n| =

n∑

j=0

(cj,n−cj−1,n)+

∞∑

j=n+1

(cj−1,n−cj,n) = 2cn,n−c0,n ≤ 2cn,n.

But lim
n→∞

cn,n = lim
n→∞

nn

enn! = lim
n→∞

1√
2πn

= 0, by Stirling’s approximation formula. Thus we get

(I − T1)(x) = x, which yields T1(x) = x = T2(x).

Theorem 3.2. Let ν be a probability measure on Γ such that e ∈ Support(ν). Let T ∈ B(ℓ2(Γ))
such that Pν ◦ Po

ν (T ) = T . Then T ∈ Har(Pν) ∩ Har(Po
ν ). In particular, if ν is symmetric, and

generating, then T ∈ Z(L(Γ)).

Proof. Write Pν(X) =
∑

g∈Γ ν(g)ρgXρ∗g = ν(e)T + (1 − ν(e))
∑

g 6=e
ν(g)

1−ν(e)ρgXρ∗g. Let S(X) =
∑

g 6=e
ν(g)

1−ν(e)ρgXρ∗g, and note that S is ucp, and hence a contraction on B(ℓ2(Γ)).

Now let T ∈ B(ℓ2(Γ)) such that Pν ◦ P
o
ν (T ) = T . Then we have T = Pν(P

o
ν (T )) = ν(e)Po

ν (T ) +
(1− ν(e))S ◦Po

ν (T ). Note that S and Po
ν commute, and hence Po

ν commutes with S ◦Po
ν . Hence by

Lemma 3.1 we get that Po
ν (T ) = T = S ◦ Po

ν (T ).

Then from Pν ◦ Po
ν (T ) = T and Po

ν (T ) = T we get that Pν(T ) = T , and hence T ∈ Har(Pν) ∩
Har(Po

ν ). The last statement now follows from the double ergodicity theorem [DP21, Theorem
3.1].

We now provide the characterization of bi-harmonic operators for a symmetric, generating mea-
sure (where e need not lie in the support).
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Theorem 3.3. Let µ be a symmetric probability measure on Γ. Let T ∈ B(ℓ2(Γ)) such that Pµ ◦
Po
µ(T ) = T . Then T can be uniquely written as a sum of a (separately) bi-harmonic function, and

a (separately) anti-bi-harmonic function for µ.

Proof. Let ν = µ ∗ µ. Then e ∈ Support(ν). We have Pν ◦ Po
ν (T ) = (Pµ ◦ Po

µ)
2(T ) = T . By

Theorem 3.2 we get that Pν(T ) = Po
ν (T ) = T , which yields T ∈ Har(P2

µ) ∩ (Har(Po
µ)

2).

Note that we have the following vector space direct sum decomposition Har(P2
µ) = Har(Pµ) ⊕

E−1(Pµ), where E−1(Pµ) is the vector space of all anti-harmonic operators, i.e. E−1(Pµ) = {T ∈
B(ℓ2(Γ)) : Pµ(T ) = −T }. Indeed, if P2

µ(x) = x, then x = 1
2 (x + Pµ(x)) +

1
2 (x − Pµ(x)) gives a

decomposition of x as a sum of a harmonic and an anti-harmonic operator. As Har(Pµ)∩E−1(Pµ) =
{0}, we get the direct sum decomposition as claimed.

Hence T ∈ Har(P2
µ) implies T = T0 + T1, with T0 ∈ Har(Pµ) and T1 ∈ E−1(Pµ). Note that Po

µ

preserves both the spaces Har(Pµ) and E−1(Pµ). So we get:

T = Po
µ(Pµ(T0 + T1)) = Po

µ(T0 − T1) = Po
µ(T0)− Po(T1).

As Po
µ(T0) ∈ Har(Pµ) and Po(T1) ∈ E−1(Pµ), from uniqueness of decomposition we get that

Po
µ(T0) = T0 and Po

µ(T1) = −T1. Thus, T0 is separately bi-harmonic for µ and T1 is separately
anti-bi-harmonic for µ.

We can now state the answer to Kaimanovich’s question from [Kai92].

Corollary 3.4. Let µ be a symmetric, generating probability measure on Γ. Let f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) be a
jointly µ-bi-harmonic function, i.e. µ ∗ f ∗ µ = f . Then there exists c ∈ C such that f − c is
anti-harmonic under both left and right convolution by µ.

Proof. Let Mf denote the multiplication operator on B(ℓ2(Γ)). From µ ∗ f ∗ µ = f we get Pµ ◦
Po
µ(Mf ) = Mf . By the proof of Theorem 3.3 we get T0 = 1

2 (Mf+f∗µ) ∈ Har(Pµ) ∩ Har(Po
µ) and

T1 = 1
2 (Mf−f∗µ) ∈ E−1(Pµ)∩E−1(P

o
µ) withMf = T0+T1. Since µ is generating, applying the double

ergodicity theorem [DP21, Theorem 3.1], we get that T0 = 1
2 (Mf+f∗µ) ∈ Z(L(Γ)) ∩ ℓ∞(Γ) = C.

This proves the result.

We now provide two concrete examples where jointly µ-harmonic functions are not constant.

Example 3.5. Let Γ = Z. Consider the symmetric, generating measure µ on Z given by µ(1) =
µ(−1) = 1

2 . Let f ∈ ℓ∞(Z) be given by f(n) = 1, if n is even, and f(n) = −1 if n is odd. Then
f ∗ µ = −f . Since Γ is abelian, µ ∗ f = f ∗ µ = −f , and hence µ ∗ f ∗ µ = f . Note that the space of
harmonic functions for µ just consists of constant functions by the classical Choquet-Deny Theorem.
Also, it’s easy to check that all anti-harmonic functions are just constant multiples of f . Hence the
peripheral Poisson boundary is 2-dimensional.

Example 3.6. Let Γ = F2 = 〈a, b〉. Consider the measure µ on F2 given by µ(a) = µ(b) = µ(a−1) =
µ(b−1). Let f ∈ ℓ∞(F2) be given by f(g) = 1, if |g|L is even, and f(g) = −1, if |g|L is odd. Then
µ ∗ f = −f and f ∗ µ = −f . Hence, µ ∗ f ∗ µ = f . So, f is a (jointly) µ-harmonic function, which
is not constant. Note that Mf is a unitary.

Given a ucp map Φ : M → M , recall that the multiplicative domain of Φ consists of all operators
m ∈ M such that Φ(m∗m) = Φ(m)∗Φ(m) and Φ(mm∗) = Φ(m)Φ(m)∗. Ifm lies in the multiplicative
domain of Φ, then Φ(ma) = Φ(m)Φ(a) and Φ(bm) = Φ(b)Φ(m) for all a, b ∈ M .
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In the next Proposition, we describe the space of anti-harmonic eigenvectors, under the assump-
tion that there exists a unitary anti-harmonic eigenvector.

Proposition 3.7. Let µ be a symmetric, generating probability measure on Γ. Suppose there exists
a unitary V ∈ B(ℓ2(Γ)) such that Pµ(V ) = −V . Then E−1(Pµ) = {AV : A ∈ Har(Pµ)}.

Proof. We first show that V belongs to the multiplicative domain of Pµ. Indeed, Pµ(V )∗Pµ(V ) =
(−V )∗(−V ) = I = Pµ(V

∗V ). Let A ∈ Har(Pµ). Then Pµ(AV ) = Pµ(A)Pµ(V ) − Pµ(A) = −A.
Thus, AV ∈ E−1(Pµ).

Conversely, let T ∈ E−1(Pµ). Let A = TV ∗. We claim that A ∈ Har(Pµ). To see this,
we calculate Pµ(TV

∗) = Pµ(T )Pµ(V )∗ = (−T )(−V )∗ = TV ∗ = A. So, T = AV , with A ∈
Har(Pµ).

In the next proposition we concretely describe all separately anti-bi-harmonic operators in the
scenario that we have a unitary anti-bi-harmonic operator.

Corollary 3.8. Let µ be a symmetric, generating probability measure on an icc group Γ. Suppose
there exists a unitary V ∈ B(ℓ2(Γ)) such that Pµ(V ) = −V , and Po

µ(V ) = −V . Let T ∈ E−1(Pµ) ∩
E−1(P

o
µ). Then T = cV for some c ∈ C.

Proof. As T ∈ E−1(Pµ), by Proposition 3.7 T = AV for some A ∈ Har(Pµ). Note that V lies in the
multiplicative domain of both Pµ and Po

µ. Since T ∈ E−1(P
o
µ), we have

−T = −AV = Po
µ(T ) = Po

µ(AV ) = Po
µ(A)P

o
µ(V ) = −Po

µ(A)V.

So, Po
µ(A)V = AV , which implies Po

µ(A) = A. Hence, A ∈ Har(Pµ) ∩ Har(Po
µ) = Z(L(Γ)) = C, by

the double ergodicity theorem [DP21, Theorem 3.1].

4 Peripheral Eigenvectors

Throughout this section, we will assume that µ is a symmetric, generating probability measure
on Γ. By Theorem 2.3 we know that the only possible peripheral eigenvalues are ±1. We will
assume that there exists a nonzero anti-µ-harmonic function. Our goal is to prove that there exists
a multiplicative character χ on Γ such that χ|supp(µ) ≡ −1.

Our first result shows that we can find such an anti-harmonic character, if there exists a nonzero
anti-harmonic function, which attains its maxima.

Lemma 4.1. Let f ∈ (ℓ∞(Γ))1 be a real valued anti-harmonic function such that f(e) = 1, then f

is a character on Γ with f |supp(µ) ≡ −1.

Proof. Let S denote the support of µ. As f is anti-harmonic, we get

−1 = −f(e) = (f ∗ µ)(e) =
∑

h∈S

µ(h)f(h). (4.1)

As −1 ≤ f(γ) ≤ 1 for all γ ∈ Γ, equation 4.1 implies that f(h) = −1 for all h ∈ supp(µ). Now let
g ∈ supp(µ). Using f(g) = −1, and anti-harmonicity of f we get

1 = −f(g) = (f ∗ µ)(g) =
∑

h∈S

µ(h)f(gh). (4.2)
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Equation 4.2 yields f(gh) = 1 = f(g)f(h) for all g, h ∈ supp(µ). Inductively, we get that
f(h1h2 . . . hn) = f(h1)f(h2) . . . f(hn) for all h1, h2, . . . , hn ∈ supp(µ). As supp(µ) generates Γ
as a semigroup (being a symmetric set, this follows from the generating assumption), we get that f
is a character on Γ.

We will now deduce the existence of an anti-harmonic function satisfying the conditions of
Lemma 4.1. Consider the minimal dilation θ of Pµ : ℓ∞(Γ) → ℓ∞(Γ). The peripheral Poisson
boundary can be identified with Har(θ2), and is an abelian von Neumann algebra. Note that the
classical Poisson boundary is identified with Har(θ), and is a von Neumann subalgebra of Har(θ2).
We will now prove a technical result regarding existence of a self-adjoint unitary eigenvector for θ

corresponding to the eigenvalue −1.

Proposition 4.2. Let µ be as above. Then there exists a self adjoint unitary u ∈ Har(θ2) with
θ(u) = −u.

Proof. Suppose first that the Poisson boundary is trivial. Let 0 6= x ∈ Har(θ2) with θ(x) = −x, and
x = x∗. Then, θ(x2) = θ(x)2 = x2. So, x2 ∈ Har(θ) = C. After normalization, we may assume that
x is a self-adjoint unitary.

We now assume that the Poisson boundary is nontrivial. Let p ∈ Proj(Har(θ2)) with θ(p) 6= p.
We decompose p = x1 + x2 with θ(x1) = x1 and θ(x2) = −x2. Hence θ(p) = x1 − x2. Note that x1

and x2 are self-adjoint, and x1 s positive. Also, x2 6= 0, as θ(p) 6= p.

From p = p2 and θ(p)2 = θ(p) we get

x2
1 + 2x1x2 + x2

2 = x1 + x2. (4.3)

x2
1 − 2x1x2 + x2

2 = x1 − x2. (4.4)

The above two equations yield

x1 = x2
1 + x2

2 and x2 = 2x1x2. (4.5)

As Har(θ2) is an abelian C∗-algebra, by Gelfand duality, we can find an extremely disconnected
space X such that C(X) ∼= Har(θ2). We will denote the image of any element y ∈ Har(θ2) as
ŷ ∈ C(X) under this isomorphism. We will also denote the pre-image of f ∈ C(X) as f̌ ∈ Har(θ2).
Now let f = p̂, f1 = x̂1 and f2 = x̂2. From equation 4.5 we get that

f1 = f2
1 + f2

2 and (4.6)

f2 = 2f1f2. (4.7)

Let a ∈ X with f2(a) 6= 0. From equation 4.7 we get f1(a) =
1
2 . Equation 4.6 then gives f2(a) = ± 1

2 .

Now let b ∈ X with f2(b) = 0. Then from equation 4.6, we get f1(b) = f1(b)
2, which yields

f1(b) = 0 or f1(b) = 1.

Let A = {a ∈ X : f2(a) 6= 0}, A1 = {a ∈ X : f2(a) = 1
2} and A2 = {a ∈ X : f2(a) = − 1

2} =
A \A1.

Let B = X \ A = {b ∈ X : f2(b) = 0}. Let B1 = {b ∈ B : f1(a) = 1} and B2 = B \ B1 = {b ∈
B : f1(a) = 0}.

Then, f2 = 1
2χA1

− 1
2χA2

and f1 = 1
2χA +χB1

= 1
2χA1

+ 1
2χA2

+χB1
. Hence, p̂ = f = f1 + f2 =

χA1
+ χB1

and θ̂(p) = f1 − f2 = χA2
+ χB1

. Let p1 = ˇχB1
, p2 = ˇχB1

, and p3 = ˇχB3
. Note that p1,
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p2 and p3 are mutually orthogonal projections, with

p = p1 + p2 and θ(p) = p1 + p3. (4.8)

We also note

pθ(p) = (p1 + p2)(p1 + p3) = p1, which implies θ(p1) = θ(pθ(p)) = θ(p)θ2(p) = θ(p)p = p1. (4.9)

Hence, p1 is harmonic. Also, note that, as p 6= θ(p) by choice, we have p2 6= 0. From equation 4.8
we get that θ(p2) = p3, which implies θ(p2) ≤ p⊥2 .

Let q denote the maximal projection such that θ(q) ≤ q⊥. By above argument, q 6= 0. We will
now argue that θ(q) = q⊥. Assume for the sake of contradiction that p0 = q⊥ − θ(q) 6= 0. Note
that θ(p0) = θ(1 − q) − θ2(q) = 1 − θ(q) − q = q⊥ − θ(q) = p0. So, p0 is harmonic. Let q1 ≤ p0
be any subprojection. Arguing as above, we can find mutually orthogonal projections q1,1, q1,2 and
q1,3 such that

q1 = q1,1 + q1,2 (4.10)

θ(q1) = q1,1 + q1,3 (4.11)

θ(q1,1) = q1,1, and θ(q1,2) = q1,3. (4.12)

Note that q1,i ≤ q1 ≤ p0 ≤ q⊥ for i = 1, 2, 3. We now compute

(q + q1,2)θ((q + q1,2)) = (q + q1,2)(θ(q) + q1,3)) = qθ(q) + q · q1,3 + q1,2θ(q) + q1,2 · q1,3

= 0+ 0 + q1,2θ(q) + 0 = 0,

where the last equality follows from q1,2θ(q) = q1,2(q
⊥ − p0) = q1,2 − q1,2, as q1,2 is a subprojection

of both p0 and q⊥. In conclusion, we have shown that (q + q1,2)θ((q + q1,2)) = 0, which implies
q+ q1,2 ≤ (q+ q1,2)

⊥. This will contradict the maximality of q, unless q1,2 = 0. As q1,3 = θ(q1,2) we
get that q1,3 = 0 as well. Hence, q1 is harmonic.

The above paragraph shows that every subprojection of p0 is harmonic. Hence we must have
θ(p0ugqu

∗
g) = p0ugqu

∗
g for all g ∈ Γ. This then implies

p0ug(θ(q) − q) = 0 for all g ∈ Γ. (4.13)

Multiplying both sides of equation 4.13 by u∗
g, we get

(u∗
gp0ug)(θ(q) − q) = 0 for all g ∈ Γ. (4.14)

Now Γ y Har(θ) is SAT [Jaw94], and 0 6= p0 ∈ Har(θ) by assumption. Hence we can find a sequence
{gn} such that u∗

gn
p0ugn → 1 in SOT (see [CP13]). This implies via equation 4.14 that θ(q) = q.

However, θ(q) ≤ q⊥, and hence θ(q) = q would imply q = 0. This is a contradiction, as we have
established earlier that q 6= 0. The contradiction arose from the assumption that p0 6= 0. Hence
p0 = 0, which implies θ(q) = q⊥.

Now let u = 2q−1. Clearly u is a self-adjoint unitary in Har(θ2). Furthermore, θ(u) = 2θ(q)−1 =
2(1− q)− 1 = −(2q − 1) = −u. Hence we are done.

Proposition 4.3. Let µ be as above. Then there exists an anti-µ-harmonic function f ∈ (ℓ∞(Γ))1
such that Pn

µ (|f |) 1 1.
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Proof. By Proposition 4.2 we can find a self-adjoint unitary v ∈ Har(θ2), with v2 = 1. Let E−1(µ)
denote the eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue −1, and E1 be the eigenspace corresponding
to the eigenvalue 1 (i.e. the space of harmonic functions). Bhat, Talwar, and Kar showed that
B̃µ := span{f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) with f ∗ µ = ±f} is a C∗-algebra under a new Choi-Effros type product
defined as follows:

If f1,∈ Eλ1
(µ), and f2 ∈ Eλ2

(µ) where λ1, λ2 ∈ {±1}, then f1 ⋄ f2 = s− lim(λ1λ2)
−nPn

µ (f1f2).

Note that B̃µ is an abelian C∗-algebra under this product.

In fact, by [BTK22, Corollary 4.4] we get that B̃µ is a von Neumann algebra under this product.

Moreover, note that B̃µ is exactly Har(θ2). Let f ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) be a real valued anti-µ-harmonic function
such that f corresponds to the self-adjoint unitary v under the above identification.

So, we have that s− limPn
µ (f

2) = 1. Note that f2 = Pµ(f)
∗Pµ(f) ≤ Pµ(f

2) by Kadison-Schwarz
inequality. An easy induction argument now implies that the sequence {Pn

µ (f
2)} is increasing. So,

Pn
µ (f

2) 1 1.

Note that Pµ(|f |) ≥ |Pµ(f)| = | − f | = |f |. By induction, we get {Pn
µ (|f |)} is an increasing

sequence. Also, as ‖f‖∞ ≤ 1, we have f2 ≤ |f |, which implies that Pn
µ (f

2) ≤ Pn
µ (|f |) ≤ 1. Hence

we get Pn
µ (|f |) 1 1.

Theorem 4.4. Let f ∈ (ℓ∞(Γ))1 be a real valued anti-µ-harmonic function such that Pn
µ (|f |) 1 1.

Then there exists an anti-µ-harmonic character χ ∈ ℓ∞(Γ), with χ|supp(µ) ≡ −1.

Proof. By assumption we have

1 = s− limPn
µ (|f |)(e) =

∑

g∈Γ

µ∗n(g)|f(g)|. (4.15)

Let ε1 = 1
2 . As µ∗n is a probability measure, from equation 4.15, there exists n1 ∈ N and g1 ∈

supp(µ∗n1) such that |f |(g1) > 1−ε1. Replacing f by −f if necessary, we may assume f(g1) > 1−ε1.
Consider f1(x) = f(g1x) for all x ∈ Γ. Then f1(e) > 1− ε1. Also, (f1 ∗µ)(x) =

∑
h∈Γ µ(h)f1(xh) =∑

h∈Γ µ(h)f(g1xh) = −f(g1x) = −f1(x). So, f1 is anti-harmonic. Also,

Pn
µ (|f1|)(x) =

∑

h∈Γ

µ∗n(h)|f(g1xh)| 1 1, (4.16)

where the limit is in the strong-operator topology. Let ε2 = 1
3 . Using the same argument, we deduce

the existence of an anti-harmonic function f2 with f2(e) > 1− ε2, and Pn
µ (|f2|)(x) 1 1 for all x ∈ Γ.

Inductively, we get a sequence of real valued functions fk ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) satisfying the following properties:

i) ‖fk‖∞ ≤ 1.

ii) fk ∗ µ = −fk.

iii) fk(e) > 1− εk, where εk = 1
k+1 .

iv) Pn
µ (|fk|)(x) 1 1 for all x ∈ Γ, where the limit is in the strong-operator topology.

Let fkj
be a subsequence of fk that converges pointwise and let χ ∈ ℓ∞(Γ) be the pointwise limit of

this subsequence. Hence, ‖χ‖∞ ≤ 1, and χ(e) = limj→∞ fkj
(e) = 1. Also, we have

〈Pµ(Mχ)δg, δh〉 = lim〈Pµ(Mfkj
)δg, δh〉 = − lim〈Mfkj

δg, δh〉 = −〈Mχδg, δh〉. (4.17)
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Hence Pµ(Mχ) = −Mχ which implies χ ∗ µ = −χ. As χ(e) = 1, by Lemma 4.1, we get that χ is a
character on Γ with χ|supp(µ) ≡ −1.

We end this section with the following easy observation.

Corollary 4.5. Let Γ be a countable, discrete group with no subgroup of index 2. Then there does
not exist a nonzero anti-harmonic function for any symmetric, generating measure µ on Γ. Hence,
for any symmetric, generating measure µ on Γ, every jointly bi-harmonic function is constant.

Proof. If Γ admits a nonzero anti-harmonic function, then Γ must admit a surjective homomorhism χ

onto Z2 by Theorem 4.4. Then Ker(χ) is an index 2 subgroup of Γ, which establishes the result.
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Raul Curto, Prof. Palle Jorgensen, and Prof. Paul Muhly for their support and encouragement. Part
of this work was done while the author was visiting Vanderbilt University, and The University of
Iowa. The author is very thankful to these institutions for their hospitality.

References

[BF20] Uri Bader and Alex Furman, Super-rigidity and non-linearity for lattices in products,
Compos. Math. 156 (2020), no. 1, 158–178.

[Bha99] B. V. Rajarama Bhat, Minimal dilations of quantum dynamical semigroups to semigroups
of endomorphisms of C∗-algebras, J. Ramanujan Math. Soc. 14 (1999), no. 2, 109–124.

[BS06] Uri Bader and Yehuda Shalom, Factor and normal subgroup theorems for lattices in
products of groups, Invent. Math. 163 (2006), no. 2, 415–454.

[BTK22] B.V. Rajarama Bhat, B. Talwar and S. Kar, Peripheral Poisson Boundary,
arXiv:2209.07731v2.

[BM02] M. Burger and N. Monod, Continuous bounded cohomology and applications to rigidity
theory, Geom. Funct. Anal. 12 (2002), no. 2, 219–280.

[CE77] Man Duen Choi and Edward G. Effros, Injectivity and operator spaces, J. Functional
Analysis 24 (1977), no. 2, 156–209.

[CP13] Darren Creutz and Jesse Peterson, Character rigidity for lattices and commensurators,
arXiv:1311.4513, 2013.

[CP17] , Stabilizers of ergodic actions of lattices and commensurators, Trans. Amer.
Math. Soc. 369 (2017), no. 6, 4119–4166.

[DP21] S. Das, J. Peterson, Poisson boundaries of II1 factors, Compos. Math., 158, 1746–1776
(2022)



REFERENCES REFERENCES

[Fog75] S. R. Foguel, Iterates of a convolution on a non abelian group, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré
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