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Abstract

We investigate Wiener’s Tauberian theorem from the perspective of
limit functions, which results in several new versions of the Tauberian
theorem. Based on this, we formulate and prove analogous Tauberian
theorems for operators in the sense of quantum harmonic analysis. Using
these results, we characterize the class of slowly oscillating operators and
show that this class is strictly larger than the class of compact operators.
Finally, we discuss uniform versions of Wiener’s Tauberian theorem and
its operator analogue and provide an application of this in operator theory.
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1 Introduction

The framework of quantum harmonic analysis, as introduced in the paper
[26], has received significant attention in the last few years, leading to
numerous important results and applications in time-frequency analysis,
operator theory and theoretical physics, see e.g. [1, 5, 12, 13, 15, 19, 21, 22].
In analogy to classical harmonic analysis, at the heart of quantum har-
monic analysis lies a notion of convolution between two operators and/or
functions, extending the classical notion of the convolution of two func-
tions. Going on from here, several results analogous to statements from
classical harmonic analysis are obtained for example Wiener’s approxima-
tion theorems [26] or spectral synthesis [11].

In the recent work [23], a result in the realm of quantum harmonic
analysis was provided, which is analogous to Wiener’s Tauberian theorem
in classical harmonic analysis (cf. Theorem 5.1 there). We recall that
Wiener’s classical Tauberian theorem states that, for f ∈ L∞(R), we have
that

g ∗ f ∈ C0(R)

for all g ∈ L1(R) if and only if this holds for just one regular g ∈ L1(R)
(meaning that this g has nowhere vanishing Fourier transform). While this
equivalence clearly related to certain properties of f , it is seemingly not
possible to deduce any properties of f if the above equivalent statements
hold. Nevertheless, deducing properties of f from properties of g ∗ f is
possible if one assumes that f is a slowly oscillating function, and this
is the content of Pitt’s refinement (which is, in some sense, a converse
to Wiener’s Tauberian theorem): If f ∈ L∞(R) is slowly oscillating, and
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g ∗ f ∈ C0(R) for all g ∈ L1(R) (equivalently, for one regular g), then
f vanishes at infinity. Hence, under the assumption of slow oscillation,
properties of the convolutions g ∗ f enforce properties of f .

Returning now to the setting of quantum harmonic analysis, F. Luef
and E. Skrettingland observed in [23, Theorem 5.2] that the following
statement from correspondence theory may be interpreted as some kind of
Pitt’s refinement for the Wiener Tauberian theorem for operators: If B ∈
L(L2(R)) satisfies a certain regularity (it is contained in the algebra C1)
and A ∗B ∈ C0(R

2) for some regular trace class operator A ∈ T 1(L2(R)),
then B is compact. For a precise definition of the convolution A ∗B and
regular operators, we refer to Section 3.

Indeed, the algebra C1 mentioned above takes the same role as the
algebra of bounded, uniformly continuous functions does in classical har-
monic analysis. Since the class of bounded, slowly oscillating functions
strictly contains the class of bounded, uniformly continuous functions,
the following question is quite natural: Is the above-mentioned version of
Pitt’s refinement for operators in some sense “optimal”, or in other words
is there a class of operators larger than C1 which allows a Pitt-type state-
ment? This question can be rephrased as “What is the correct class of
slowly oscillating operators?” and was indeed one of the main motivations
for our investigations.

In order, to get a feeling on how to approach this circle of ideas, we
first revisit Wiener’s classical Tauberian theorem from a rather general
point of view, using the theory of limit functions: For f ∈ L∞(R), limit
functions are, roughly speaking, those functions on R that one can obtain
as limits of αx(f) = f(·−x) for x→ ±∞ (in a certain topology). By doing
so, we obtain two new results (our Theorems 2.11 and 2.12), extending
the classical result. While Wiener’s Tauberian theorem is by now almost
100 years old (it seems to first have appeared in [27]) and has of course
been the subject of intense and detailed investigations, we could not locate
any results similar to ours in the literature. For example, the impressive
monograph [20] on Tauberian theory does not mention the theory of limit
functions with a single word.

These generalizations of the classical results give the correct perspec-
tive on the operator theory, which first of all provides analogous versions of
the before-mentioned generalizations to the setting of quantum harmonic
analysis. Having obtained these results, we are then able to describe the
right class of slowly oscillating operators in terms of their behaviour at
infinity, utilizing the language of limit operators. Similarly to limit func-
tions, limit operators are defined, in the simplest case, for A ∈ L(L2(R)),
as limits of α(x,ξ)(A) for (x, ξ) → ∞, where α(x,ξ)(A) = U(x,ξ)AU

∗
(x,ξ) is

the action of R2 on linear operators by adjoining with the time-frequency
shifts U(x,ξ).

At the end of the paper, we discuss uniform versions of Wiener’s
Tauberian theorem, which are not closely related to the results in the
previous sections, but are part of the problems revolving around Wiener’s
Tauberian theorem and quantum harmonic analysis. More precisely, in
[23, Prop. 4.7], it is shown that for f ∈ L∞(R2d), it holds true that
g ∗ f ∈ C0(R

2d) for some regular g ∈ L1(R2n) if and only if there exists
some 0 6= Φ ∈ S(R2d) such that

lim
|x|→∞

sup
|ξ|≤R

|VΦf(x, ξ)| = 0

for every R > 0. Here, VΦf is the short time Fourier transform of f
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with window Φ. Even though the statement looks like a result of classi-
cal harmonic analysis, the proof relied on methods of quantum harmonic
analysis. As a result, the statement could only be proven for functions on
Rn for even n ∈ N. In this section, we will provide a proof of this state-
ment on arbitrary locally compact abelian groups which works directly
within the framework of classical harmonic analysis, i.e., by a uniform
form of Wiener’s Tauberian theorem. Further, we provide analogous uni-
form theorems for quantum harmonic analysis. As an application, we give
a novel compactness characterization for bounded linear operators.

The paper is organized in three parts: In Section 2, we discuss the clas-
sical part of the problem. We give a somewhat more detailed introduction
to Wiener’s classical Tauberian theorem and then discuss and prove our
results on the classical side. For appropriate generality and later refer-
ence, we decided to present the discussion on arbitrary locally compact
abelian groups which are non-compact (as the whole theory of Wiener’s
Tauberian theorem is rather trivial on compact groups). In Section 3, we
then extend our results from the classical level to the setting of quantum
harmonic analysis. Again, we strive for some generality, presenting the
results for quantum harmonic analysis on general abelian phase spaces
as discussed in [11]. Finally, in Section 4, we present the results on uni-
form Wiener Tauberian theorems both in classical and quantum harmonic
analysis. Since our work is quite notational-heavy, we provide a short list
of used notations at the end.

2 Wiener’s classical Tauberian theorem

and limit functions

Standard references for the following facts on harmonic analysis of locally
compact abelian groups are [17, 24]. Let G be a locally compact abelian
group of G (in the following abbreviated as lca group). Note that our

definition of an lca group includes the Hausdorff property. By Ĝ we denote
the dual group of G (i.e. the group of continuous homomorphisms G → T

endowed with the compact-open topology), which is again a lca group.
By e we will usually denote the neutral element of G. The measure dx
will denote any choice of a Haar measure on G. We denote the Fourier
transform of f ∈ L1(G) by

Ff(χ) = f̂(χ) =

∫

G

〈x, χ〉f(x) dx.

Then, by Plancherel’s theorem, there is a normalization dχ of the Haar
measure on the dual group Ĝ such that the Fourier transform extends to
a unitary operator from L2(G) to L2(Ĝ), and we fix this normalization of
dχ in the following. In that case, it holds true that FFf = f(−·) (where

FF denotes the composition of the Fourier transform from G to Ĝ and
from Ĝ to G). Recall the classical approximation theorem of Wiener:

Theorem 2.1 (Wiener’s approximation theorem). Let S ⊂ L1(G). Then,
the translates of functions from S span a dense subset of L1(G) if and only
if

⋂

g∈S
{χ : ĝ(χ) = 0} = ∅.
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We will call a subset S ⊂ L1(G) satisfying the above property a regular
subset of L1(G). A function g ∈ L1(G) will be called regular if {g} is a
regular subset of L1(G), i.e. if ĝ vanishes nowhere. Wiener’s approxima-
tion theorem is usually used to derive Wiener’s Tauberian theorem (and
is indeed equivalent to this result):

Theorem 2.2 (Wiener’s Tauberian theorem). Let S ⊂ L1(G) be a regular
subset and f ∈ L∞(G). If there is some a ∈ C with

lim
x→∞

g ∗ f(x) = a

∫

G

g(x) dx

for every g ∈ S, then the same equation holds for every g ∈ L1(G).

Clearly, the equality in Wiener’s Tauberian theorem can be rephrased
as

g ∗ f − a

∫

G

g(x) dx ∈ C0(G).

Here, C0(G) is the C∗-algebra of continuous functions vanishing at infinity.
For a function f : G→ C and some point x ∈ G we will usually write

αx(f)(y) = f(y − x), β−(f)(y) = f(−y).

A space X, consisting of functions on G, will be called translation-
invariant if we have αx(f) ∈ X for every x ∈ G and f ∈ X.

In the above version of Wiener’s Tauberian theorem, C0(G) can be
replaced by any closed, translation-invariant subspace D of BUC(G), the
bounded uniformly continuous functions. By essentially the same proof
as in the classical result, we obtain:

Theorem 2.3 (Wiener’s Tauberian theorem, version 2). Let D ⊂ BUC(G)
be a closed, translation-invariant subspace. Further, let S ⊂ L1(G) be a
regular subset and f ∈ L∞(G). If there is some a ∈ C with

g ∗ f − a

∫

G

g(x) dx ∈ D

for every g ∈ S, then this membership in D is true for every g ∈ L1(G).

Stated like this, Wiener’s Tauberian theorem is a statement about
the membership of many convolutions in a translation-invariant closed
subspace of BUC(G). Note that when 1 ∈ D, there is no loss of gen-
erality in setting a = 0 in the theorem, i.e. g ∗ f ∈ D if and only if
g ∗ f − a

∫
G
g(x) dx ∈ D, hence we do not need to care about the part

a
∫
G
g(x) dx.

Frequently, one will also encounter Pitt’s extension of Wiener’s Taube-
rian theorem:

Theorem 2.4 (Pitt’s extension to Wiener’s Tauberian theorem). Let
f ∈ SO(G) and g ∈ L1(G) be regular. Then, f ∈ B0(G) if and only if
g ∗ f ∈ C0(G).

We will define the spaces SO(G) and B0(G) later in detail, they stand
for slowly oscillating functions and functions vanishing at infinity. Finally,
Wiener’s approximation theorem has another consequence, which does not
bear a particular name, but is not hard to prove (using the existence of a
bounded approximate unit in L1(G)):
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Theorem 2.5. Let D be a closed and translation-invariant subspace of
BUC(G). Further, let S ⊂ L1(G) be a regular subset. If f ∈ BUC(G),
then:

f ∈ D ⇔ g ∗ f ∈ D for every g ∈ S ⇔ g ∗ f ∈ D for every g ∈ L1(G).

All these results have some common features: They are statements re-
lating regular subsets of L1(G) and membership of convolutions in closed,
translation-invariant subspaces of BUC(G). There are nevertheless some
imminent open questions related to this problem, for example: Can one
characterize

{f ∈ L∞(G) : g ∗ f ∈ D for g ∈ L1(G)}

for some given closed, translation-invariant subspace of BUC(G) directly,
i.e. without using convolutions by a regular subset of L1(G)? And what is
the precise connection between the three spaces SO(G), B0(G) and C0(G)
occurring in Pitt’s extension? In this part of the paper, we will present
an answer to these questions for classical harmonic analysis by the theory
of limit functions.

2.1 L∞(G), BUC(G) and shifts to infinity

If G is a second-countable locally compact abelian group, then it is well-
known that the space L∞(G) consisting of (equivalence classes of) essen-
tially bounded Borel measurable functions can be identified with the dual
space of L1(G) (with respect to some choice of Haar measure) by:

Ψf (g) =

∫

G

g(x)f(x) dx, g ∈ L1(G), f ∈ L∞(G).

If G is not second countable and hence the Haar measure is no longer
σ-finite, this identification of the dual of L1(G) with L∞(G) breaks down.
Nevertheless, it turns out that the failure of this duality is simply due to
the fact that the space L∞(G) was defined in the wrong way: In general,
L∞(G) has to be interpreted as equivalence classes of functions which are
locally-Borel-measurable and which are bounded outside of locally-null
sets. For details, we refer to [8, Section 2.3]. For the reader’s convenience,
we illustrate these concepts in an example:

Example 1. We consider the lca group G = R×Rd, where Rd denotes the
group of real numbers with discrete topology. Then, the subset {0}×Rd ⊂
R×Rd is a Borel set with infinite Haar measure. Nevertheless, whenever
this set has a non-trivial intersection with a compact subset of R × Rd,
the result is a set of Haar measure zero (this is a simple consequence
of the fact that for each K ⊂ R × Rd we necessarily have {y : (x, y) ∈
K for some x ∈ R} needs to be finite). Hence, {0}×Rd is a Borel set with
non-zero Haar measure but satisfies the locally-null condition that we did
not precisely introduce here. The indicator function 1{0}×Rd

is clearly
Borel measurable and not zero with respect to the equivalence relation of
equality outside null sets, but it is zero with respect to the equivalence
relation of equality outside locally-null sets. It is not hard to verify that∫
{0}×Rd

g(x) dx = 0 for every g ∈ L1(G), so this function corresponds to

the zero functional on L1(G).

With these conventions, L∞(G) indeed turns out to be the dual space
of L1(G) in a natural way and isometrically, and we will always understand
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L∞(G) in this way. Further, we will usually write 〈f, g〉 =
∫
G
f(x)g(x) dx

for the dual pairing between g ∈ L1(G) and f ∈ L∞(G).
From now on, we tacitly assume that G is non-compact. While es-

sentially everything is still true in the compact case, the statements are
rather trivial and not particularly interesting.

As it is well known, BUC(G) can be defined for any lca group G as

BUC(G) = {f ∈ Cb(G) : ∀ε > 0 ∃ a neighborhood O of e :

∀x ∈ G, y ∈ O : |f(x)− f(x− y)| < ε}.

The following fact is well-known and important to our presentation:

Proposition 2.6. Let G a lca group. Then,

BUC(G) = {f ∈ L∞(G) : x 7→ αx(f) is continuous w.r.t. ‖ · ‖∞}.

Comment and proof. Note that there is some ambiguity here: Above, el-
ements from BUC(G) were, by definition, continuous functions. In the
proposition, we wrote them as elements in L∞(G) on which the shifts act
strongly continuous. It is a priori not clear if such elements even have con-
tinuous representatives. Indeed, such a representative always exists, and
its construction also proves the proposition: If we let ϕγ be a non-negative
approximate identity in L1(G) with β−(ϕγ) = ϕγ and f ∈ L∞(G) such
that the shifts act continuously on f , then ϕγ ∗ f is defined pointwise as

ϕγ ∗ f(x) =

∫

G

ϕγ(x− y)f(y) dy =

∫

G

ϕγ(y − x)f(y) dy

= 〈αx(ϕγ), f〉 = 〈ϕγ , α−x(f)〉.

Using this, it is not hard to verify that ϕγ ∗ f is a bounded uniformly
continuous function in the sense of a function and not as an equivalence
class. For continuous functions, the essential supremum equals the supre-
mum, hence ϕγ ∗ f is a Cauchy net in the supremum norm and thus it
converges to some uniformly continuous function. Further, ϕγ ∗ f → f in
the sense of equivalence classes. Hence, we obtained a bounded uniformly
continuous representative of the equivalence class f .

Clearly, BUC(G) is a unital C∗-subalgebra of Cb(G), the bounded
continuous functions on G. In particular, M(BUC(G)), the maximal ideal
space, can be considered as a compactification of G, identifying points
x ∈ G with the point evaluation functionals δx. This compactification
is sometimes also called the Samuel compactification of G, which we will
usually abbreviate with σG := M(BUC(G)). We will also write ∂G :=
σG \G for the boundary of G in its Samuel-compactification.

We denote by Cc(G) the set of continuous functions with compact
support. For g ∈ Cc(G), x 7→ αx(g) is of course continuous in the uniform
topology. This easily implies that x 7→ αx(g) is also continuous in L1(G)-
norm with ‖αx(g)‖L1(G) = ‖g‖L1(G)). Since Cc(G) is dense in L1(G),

L1-isometry and L1-continuity of the shift holds true for all g ∈ L1(G):

For g ∈ L1(G), x 7→ αx(g) is uniformly continuous w.r.t. ‖ · ‖L1(G).

By duality, it is clear that for each f ∈ L∞(G) the map G ∋ x 7→ αx(f) is
continuous with respect to the weak∗ topology. This fact has the following
important consequence:
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Theorem/Definition 2.7. Let f ∈ L∞(G). Then, the continuous map

G ∋ x 7→ αx(f) ∈ L∞(G),

considered with respect to the weak∗ topology, extends to a continuous map
from σG to L∞(G) (again, with the weak∗ topology). For x ∈ ∂G, we still
denote the value of this map by αx(f).

Proof. Since L∞(G) is the dual space of L1(G), the function

G ∋ x 7→ 〈g,αx(f)〉 = 〈α−x(g), f〉

is bounded and uniformly continuous for every pair (g, f) ∈ L1(G) ×
L∞(G). In particular, this can be extended to a continuous function

σG ∋ x 7→ ϕ(g,f)(x)

with ϕ(g,f)(x) = 〈g,αx(f)〉 for x ∈ G. For x ∈ σG and f ∈ L∞(G) fixed,
g 7→ ϕ(g,f)(x) is a bounded linear functional of L1(G), so there is a unique
function αx(f) ∈ L∞(G) such that

ϕ(g,f)(x) = 〈g,αx(f)〉.

This finishes the proof.

Suppose f ∈ BUC(G) and x ∈ σG and (xγ)γ∈Γ ⊂ G be a net converg-
ing to x. Then, one has

αxγ (f)(y) = f(y − xγ) = δxγβ−(αy(f))
γ∈Γ
−→ x(β−αy(f)) =: αx(f)(y).

(2.1)

This shows that αxγ (f) converges pointwise to the function αx(f) de-
fined above. Note that, upon identifying a function f ∈ BUC(G) with a
continuous function on σG, we have αx(f)(e) = f(ρx), where ρx is the
multiplicative linear functional ρx(g) = x(β−g). When x ∈ G, then it
is simply ρ(x) = −x. As an easy consequence of the Arzelà-Ascoli theo-
rem (as the shifts αxγ (f) are of course uniformly bounded and uniformly
equicontinuous), this convergence holds even uniformly on compact sub-
sets of G. From this, it is easy to show that the function αx(f) defined
in Eq. (2.1) agrees with the weak∗ limit αx(f) defined in Theorem 2.7.
Thus, we have shown the first assertion of the following statement:

Proposition 2.8. Let f ∈ BUC(G). Then, for any net (xγ) ⊂ G con-
verging to x ∈ σG, the convergence αxγ (f) → αx(f) holds uniformly on
compact subsets of G. Further, αx(f) ∈ BUC(G).

Proof. It only remains to show that αx(f) ∈ BUC(G), which follows by
an elementary computations for y, z ∈ G:

|αy(αx(f))(z)− αx(f)(z)| = |x(β−(αz−y(f)− αz(f)))|

≤ ‖x‖‖β(αz−y(f)− αz(f))‖∞

= ‖x‖‖αz−y(f)− αz(f)‖∞

= ‖x‖‖α−y(f)− f‖∞,

which converges to 0 for y → e. Since these estimates hold uniformly in
z, we also get

‖αy(αx(f))− αx(f)‖∞ → 0, y → e,

which completes the proof.
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Note that the limit functions behave well with respect to convolutions:

Lemma 2.9. Let g ∈ L1(G), f ∈ L∞(G) and x ∈ σG. Then,

αx(g ∗ f) = g ∗ αx(f).

Proof. We have for h ∈ L1(G) that 〈h, g ∗ f〉 = 〈h ∗ β−g, f〉. Hence, for a
net (xγ) ⊂ G converging to x ∈ σG, it is:

〈h, αx(g ∗ f)〉 = lim
γ
〈h, αxγ (g ∗ f)〉 = lim

γ
〈h, g ∗ αxγ (f)〉

= lim
γ
〈h ∗ β−g, αxγ (f)〉 = 〈h ∗ β−g,αx(f)〉

= 〈h, g ∗ αx(f)〉.

Since h ∈ L1(G) was arbitrary, this shows αx(g ∗ f) = g ∗ αx(f).

2.2 The main results for the classical case

In the following, we fix A, a closed unital C∗-subalgebra of BUC(G) which
is invariant under αx for every x ∈ G. Further, we fix a Hausdorff vector
topology τ on L∞(G), which is finer than the weak∗ topology on L∞(G)
(not necessarily strictly finer).

Remark 2.10. In practice, we will only be interested in the cases where
τ = τw∗ , the weak∗ topology, and τ = τc.o., the compact-open topology.
One may keep these two cases in mind when reading through the following.

For each such A, we can consider the maximal ideal space M(A) as
a compactification of G in the sense that the map G ∋ x 7→ δx ∈ M(A)
maps G continuously onto a dense subset of M(A). This map is injective
if and only if A separates points of G. We will always identify G with its
image in M(A), which will cause no trouble, even if the identification is
not injective. Further, we define ∂A(G) := M(A) \ G. Note that ∂A(G)
is closed in M(A) if C0(G) ⊂ A, but in general this is false: For example,
when A consists of the almost periodic functions, then ∂A(G) is dense in
M(A).

Recall that the definition of the limit function αx(f) was αx(f)(y) =
x(β−(αy(f))). When f ∈ A and A is not β−-invariant, then this ex-
pression makes sense only if x ∈ M(β−(A)) instead of x ∈ M(A). This
is the reason for labeling limit functions in the following by points from
M(β−(A)).

We continue with some definitions:

A3(τ ) := {f ∈ L∞(G) : x 7→ αx(f) ∈ C(M(β−(A)), (L∞(G), τ ))},

A2(τ ) := {f ∈ A3(τ ) : αx(f) ∈ BUC(G) for x ∈ ∂β−(A)(G)},

A1(τ ) := {f ∈ A2(τ ) : {αx(f) : x ∈ ∂β−(A)(G)} is unif. equicont.},

A0(τ ) := A.

Here, we say that a family F ⊂ BUC(G) is uniformly equicontinuous if
for every ε > 0 there exists a neighborhood O of the unit element e such
that for every y ∈ O and f ∈ F it is

‖αy(f)− f‖∞ < ε.

Of course, the definition of A0(τ ) is solely for cosmetic reasons for a more
unified notation in the results, as the space is entirely independent of the
topology τ .
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Note that the spaces should be understood as follows: A3(τ ) is the
space where the limit functions exist w.r.t. the topology τ and can be
indexed by the boundary points coming from the algebra β−(A). A2(τ )
is the subspace where all the limit functions are nice (i.e. in BUC(G)), and
A1(τ ) is the space where the limit functions form a “nice family”. Here is
our first main theorem, where BUC(G)j(τ ) denotes the space Aj(τ ) with
A = BUC(G).

Theorem 2.11. Let S ⊂ L1(G) be a regular subset, τ and A as above,
j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} and f ∈ BUC(G)j(τ ). Then, the following holds:

f ∈ Aj(τ ) ⇔ g ∗ f ∈ A for every g ∈ S.

Proof. Note that the case j = 0 was already covered by Theorem 2.5
above - we include it to point out the analogy. Therefore, we may exclude
the case j = 0 in the proof.

It is straightforward to verify that

Aj(τ ) = BUC(G)j(τw∗) ∩ A1(τw∗) ∩ BUC(G)1(τ ),

where τw∗ denotes the weak∗ topology of L∞(G). This reduces the proof
to the case where j = 3 and τ = τw∗ . Hence, we only need to prove the
following:

[x 7→ αx(f)] ∈ C(M(β−(A)), (L∞(G), τw∗ ))

⇔ g ∗ f ∈ A for every g ∈ S.

Since A is a unital C∗-subalgebra of BUC(G), we can consider a con-
tinuous surjection ϕ : σG → M(β−(A)) which fixes G (which is, in
a Gelfand-theoretic sense, the dual of the embedding map β−(A) →֒
BUC(Ξ)(G)). Through Gelfand theory, we can identify A ∼= C(M(A))
and BUC(G) ∼= C(σG). A function f ∈ C(σG), (L∞(G), τ )) is con-
tained in C(M(β−(A)), (L∞(G), τ )) if and only if f(y1) = f(y2) for each
x ∈ ∂β−(A)(G) and y1, y2 ∈ ϕ−1(x) - this is a simple consequence of the
characterization of continuous functions on M(β−(A)) through nets: If
(xγ) is a net in G converging to x, then (xγ), considered as a net in σG,
has at least one accumulation point y, and every such accumulation point
lies in ϕ−1(x). Hence, f(xγ) → f(y). But since f(y) does not depend
on the particular choice y ∈ ϕ−1(x), f(xγ) → f(x) := f(y). By Bour-
baki’s extension theorem ([3, Page 81, Theorem I]), f is continuous on
M(β−(A)) (every Hausdorff topological group is completely regular, in
particular every topological vector space is regular). This argument will
be freely used in the following proof. An analogous arguments works for
checking membership of f ∈ BUC(G) = C(σG) in A: f ∈ A if and only
if αy1(f) = αy2(f) for every y1, y2 ∈ ϕ−1(x), where x ∈ ∂β−(A)(G).

In the following, we let x ∈ ∂β−(A)(G) and fix y1, y2 ∈ ϕ−1(x).
“⇒”: We need to show that αy1(g ∗ f) = αy2(g ∗ f). This is a simple

consequence of the following:

αy1(g ∗ f) = g ∗ αy1(f) = g ∗ αx(f) = g ∗ αy2(f) = αy2(g ∗ f).

“⇐”: We need to show that αy1(f) = αy2(f). For g ∈ S, we know
that g ∗ f ∈ BUC(G), hence g ∗ f extends to a continuous function on
σG. Therefore, we can evaluate g ∗ f at ρy1 and get (for (yγ) a net in G

9



converging to y1):

g ∗ f(ρy1) = lim
γ
g ∗ f(ρyγ) = lim

γ
g ∗ αyγ (f)(0)

= lim
γ

∫

G

g(x)αx(αyγ (f))(0) dx

= lim
γ

∫

G

g(x)αyγ (f)(ρx) dx

= lim
γ

∫

G

β−g(x)αyγ (f)(x) dx

= lim
γ
〈β−g,αyγ (f)〉

= 〈β−g, αy1(f)〉

Since we even assumed g ∗ f ∈ A, we have g ∗ f(ρy1) = g ∗ f(ρy2), hence:

〈β−g, αy1(f)〉 = g ∗ f(ρy1) = g ∗ f(ρy2) = 〈β−g, αy2(f)〉.

From this, we immediately get

〈h, αy1(f)〉 = 〈h, αy2(f)〉

for every h from the space spanned by the translates of functions from
β−S. But S is regular if and only if β−S is, so h is taken from a dense
subspace. By a standard density argument, we obtain that

〈h, αy1(f)〉 = 〈h, αy2(f)〉

for every h ∈ L1(G). This gives

x 7→ αx(f) ∈ C(M(A), (L∞(G), τw∗ ))

the desired assertion.

For the second main result, we will also need a translation-invariant
closed ideal I of A. Note that the action of G on itself, which we denote
by ςy(x), ςy(x) = x−y for x, y ∈ G, can be extended to M(A): ςy(x)(f) =
x(αy(f)) for x ∈ M(A), y ∈ G and f ∈ A. As is well-known, closed ideals
of A ∼= C(M(A)) correspond to closed subsets Ĩ ⊂ M(A)) via

I = {f ∈ C(M(A)) : f(x) = 0 for every x ∈ Ĩ}.

Since I is assumed α-invariant, we obtain for every y ∈ G:

αy(f) ∈ I ⇒ αy(f)(x) = f(ςy(x)) = 0 for every x ∈ Ĩ.

Hence, Ĩ is necessarily ς-invariant (indeed, every closed, ς-invariant subset
induces a closed, translation-invariant ideal in this way). In particular,
we get (since G is dense in M(A)):

I = {f ∈ A : ∀x ∈ Ĩ, y ∈ G : αy(f)(x) = αρxf(−y) = 0}

= {f ∈ A : αρx(f) = 0 for every x ∈ Ĩ}

= {f ∈ A : αx(f) = 0 for every x ∈ I},

where we set I := ρĨ, which is clearly again a ς-invariant and closed subset
of M(β−(A)).

We now set, for j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}:

Ij(τ ) := {f ∈ Aj(τ ) : αx(f) = 0 whenever x ∈ I}.

Our second main result is now the following:
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Theorem 2.12. Let A, I and τ as above, j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. Further, let
S ⊂ L1(G) be a regular subset and a ∈ Aj(τ ). Then, for f ∈ Aj(τ ) the
following are equivalent:

(i) f − a ∈ Ij(τ );

(ii) αx(f) = αx(a) for every x ∈ I;

(iii) g ∗ f − g ∗ a ∈ I for every g ∈ S;

(iv) g ∗ f − g ∗ a ∈ I for every g ∈ L1(G).

Proof. By Wiener’s approximation theorem, the equivalence of (iii) and
(iv) is straightforward to verify. Also, the equivalence of (i) and (ii) are
clear by the definition of Ij(τ ). By linearity we may now assume a = 0.

(i) ⇒ (iii): For x ∈ I we clearly have

αx(g ∗ f) = g ∗ αx(f) = g ∗ 0 = 0.

(iii) ⇒ (i): For each x ∈ I and g ∈ S it is

0 = αx(g ∗ f)(e) = 〈β−g,αx(f)〉.

By regularity of S and ς-invariance of I , this can easily be extended to

〈h, αx(f)〉 = 0, any h ∈ L1(G).

But this clearly means αx(f) = 0 for any x ∈ I , hence f ∈ Ij(τ ).

Note that for the choice A = BUC(G), a = const, j = 3 and I =
C0(G) we are in the situation of Wiener’s Tauberian theorem.

2.3 Some consequences

Now we state some corollaries of our results in the preceding section.
Letting in Theorem 2.11 τ = τw∗ , we obtain BUC(G)3(τw∗) = L∞(G)
and hence:

Corollary 2.13. Let A as above. Then,

{f ∈ L∞(G) : g ∗ f ∈ A for every g ∈ L1(G)} = A3(τw∗ ).

In particular, the condition that g ∗ f ∈ A for every g ∈ L1(G) is a
topological condition at infinity. This corollary is, in a sense, a topological
version of Wiener’s Tauberian theorem.

As the next application, we want to obtain Pitt’s extension as a Corol-
lary to Theorem 2.12. The natural definition of SO(G) is given in terms
of a metric. Since this space is supposed to consist of functions oscillating
slowly at infinity, describing such a property needs a proper metric. G can
be endowed with a proper translation-invariant compatible metric if it is
second countable, which in turn is equivalent to G being first countable
and σ-compact (this is Struble’s theorem, cf. Theorem 2.B.4 in [4]). In
the presence of such a metric d, we let:

SO(G) := {f ∈ L∞(G) : ∀ε > 0 ∃R > 0, δ > 0 :

d(x, e) > R and d(y, e) < δ ⇒ |f(x)− f(x− y)| < ε}.

More precisely, the condition above should hold in x up to a set of measure
zero (but for every such y with no exceptional set). This motivates the
following general definition for an arbitrary lca group G:

SO(G) := {f ∈ L∞(G) :∀ε > 0 ∃K ⊂ G compact, O ⊂ G nbhd. of e :

∀y ∈ O : ‖(f − αy(f))χKc‖∞ < ε}.
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In principle, this definition asks for uniform continuity at infinity. We will
see that this is exactly what SO(G) is about. We say that f ∈ L∞(G)
vanishes at infinity (write f ∈ B0(G)) if for every ε > 0 there is some
compactK ⊂ G such that ‖fχKc‖∞ < ε. Indeed, SO(G) can be described
as follows:

Proposition 2.14. Let G be a lca group. For every f ∈ SO(G) there
exist g ∈ BUC(G) and h ∈ B0(G) such that f = g + h.

Since BUC(G) and B0(G) are clearly subspaces of SO(G), this gives
SO(G) = BUC(G) + B0(G). Before proving the above proposition, we
need some auxiliary facts.

Lemma 2.15. Let G be a lca group. Then, Cb(G) ∩ SO(G) = BUC(G).

Proof. The inclusion “⊇” is clear. For the other inclusion, given ε > 0,
use the SO(G) property outside K and the fact that f is continuous on
K, which is compact, hence uniformly continuous on K.

Before attempting the next characterization of SO(G), we need the
following:

Lemma 2.16. Let f ∈ L∞(G). Assume that:

• αx(f) ∈ BUC(G) for every x ∈ ∂G;

• ∂G ∋ x 7→ αx(f)(e) is continuous;

• {αx(f) : x ∈ ∂G} is uniformly bounded and uniformly equicontinu-
ous.

Then, there exists some g ∈ BUC(G) such that αx(f) = αx(g) for all
x ∈ ∂G.

Proof. By assumption, the function

g̃ : ∂G→ C, g̃(x) = αx(f)(e)

is continuous. Since σG is normal and ∂G is a closed subspace, Tietze’s
extension theorem yields that there is some g ∈ C(σG) ∼= BUC(G) with
g(x) = g̃(x) for each x from the boundary.

Lemma 2.17. Let f ∈ L∞(G) such that αxγ (f) → 0 uniformly on com-
pact subsets whenever G ∋ xγ → x ∈ ∂G. Then, f ∈ B0(G).

As the converse statement is clear (i.e. any function from B0(G) sat-
isfies the hypothesis of the lemma), we could also shortly formulate this
as B0(G) = C0(G)1(τc.o.) = C0(G)2(τc.o.) = C0(G)3(τc.o.) for τc.o. the
compact-open topology on L∞(G) in the notation of Section 2.2, where
we consider C0(G) as an ideal of BUC(G).

Proof. We may without loss of generality assume that G is not compact,
otherwise there is nothing to prove.

Assume that f 6∈ B0(G), i.e. there exists ε > 0 such that ‖fχKc‖∞ > ε
for every K ⊂ G compact. Fix some compact neighborhood K̃ of e ∈ G.
Further, let (xγ)γ ⊂ G be a net converging to some x ∈ ∂G. Then, there
is some γ0 such that K̃ + xγ ⊂ K̃c for γ ≥ γ0: If g ∈ C0(G) is such that
g|K̃ = 1 (such a function exists by Tietze’s extension theorem), then there
is a γ0 such that ‖α−xγ (g)|K̃‖ < 1 for γ ≥ γ0, hence K̃ + xγ ⊂ K̃c.

Now, since αxγ (f) converges to 0 uniformly on compact subsets, we
get ‖αxγ (f)χK̃‖∞ < ε for all γ sufficiently large. But clearly,

‖αxγ (f)χK̃‖∞ = ‖fα−xγ (χK̃)‖∞ = ‖fχK̃+xγ
‖∞,
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which is a contradiction because

‖fχK̃+xγ
‖∞ ≥ ‖fχK̃c‖∞ > ε

for γ ≥ γ0.

Proposition 2.18. Let f ∈ L∞(G). Then, f ∈ BUC(G) +B0(G) if and
only if f satisfies the following properties:

• αxγ (f) → αx(f) uniformly on compact sets whenever x ∈ ∂G and
(xγ) ⊂ G converging to x;

• αx(f) ∈ BUC(G) whenever x ∈ ∂G;

• The family {αx(f) : x ∈ ∂G} is uniformly bounded and uniformly
equicontinuous.

Proof. Let f = f1 + f2 ∈ BUC(G) + B0(G). Since αxγ (f) = αxγ (f1) +
αxγ (f2), it is not difficult to see that αxγ (f) → αx(f) = αx(f1) uniformly
on compact subsets whenever G ∋ xγ → x ∈ ∂G. In particular, αx(f) ∈
BUC(G). Further, for any y ∈ G it is:

|αy(αx(f))(z)− αx(f)(z)| = |αx(αy(f))(z)− αx(f)(z)|

= |x(βαz(αy(f)− f))|

≤ ‖x‖‖αz(αy(f)− f)‖

= ‖x‖‖αy(f)− f‖

≤ ε

for y in an appropriate neighborhood of e. Since this estimate is uniform
in z, we get that the family of limit functions is uniformly equicontinuous.
Similarly, one shows that the family is uniformly bounded. This shows
one direction of the statement.

Let f ∈ L∞(G) satisfy the assumptions in the theorem. Once we
show that the map ∂G ∋ x 7→ αx(f)(e) is continuous, Lemma 2.16 gives
us a function g ∈ BUC(G) such that αx(f − g) = 0 for x ∈ ∂G. The
previous lemma then shows h := f − g ∈ B0(G). Thus, f = g + h ∈
BUC(G) +B0(G).

Therefore, it remains to show the continuity of ∂G ∋ x 7→ αx(f)(e).
Fix x ∈ ∂G and let (xγ) ⊂ ∂G be a net converging to x. Fix ε > 0. Since
the family of limit functions αy(f), y ∈ ∂G is uniformly bounded and
uniformly equicontinuous, there exists some g ∈ L1(G) (e.g., taken from
some appropriate approximate unit (ψθ) ⊂ L1(G)) such that for all such
y:

|〈βg, αy(f)〉 − αy(f)(e)| = |g ∗ αy(f)(e)− αy(e)| < ε/3.

Further, since y 7→ αy(f) is continuous in weak∗ topology, there is a γ0
such that for all γ ≥ γ0:

|〈βg, αxγ (f) − αx(f)〉| < ε/3.

Together, we obtain for all γ ≥ γ0:

|αxγ (f)(e)− αx(f)(e)| < ε.

Since ε > 0 was fixed but arbitrary, this shows that αxγ (f)(e) → αx(f)(e),
which finishes the proof.
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Note that the statement of the proposition could also be formulated
as BUC(G) +B0(G) = BUC(G)3(τc.o.).

Proposition 2.19. The equality SO(G) = BUC(G)3(τc.o.) holds true.

Proof. By the previous proposition, the inclusion “⊇” is clear. Hence,
assume f ∈ SO(G) and let ψθ, θ ∈ Θ, be an approximate identity of L1(G)
coming from a neighborhood base Oθ , θ ∈ Θ of e, i.e. ψθ = 1/|Oθ |χOθ

.

• For x ∈ ∂G and (xγ)γ ⊂ G with xγ → x, αxγ (f) → αx(f) pointwise:
Fix z ∈ G and ε > 0. Let K, O as in the definition of f ∈ SO(G).
Then, there is a γ0 such that for all γ > γ0 one has z − xγ 6∈ K.
Then, for θ0 such that for θ > θ0 it is Oθ ⊂ O, we have

|f(z − xγ)− ψθ ∗ αxγf(z)|

≤

∫

G

|f(z − xγ)− f(z − xγ − y)|ψθ(y) dy

≤ ε.

Since

ψθ ∗ αxγf(z) = 〈αzβψθ, αxγ (f)〉 → 〈αzβψθ, αx(f)〉,

there exists a γ′
0 > γ0 such that

|ψθ ∗ αxγ f(z)− 〈αzβψθ , αx(f)〉| < ε.

In particular, for γ, γ′ > γ′
0, it is

|f(z − xγ)− f(z − xγ′)| ≤ 2ε + |〈αzβψθ, αxγ (f)− αxγ′
(f)〉|.

Since αxγ (f) and αxγ′
(f) converge to the same limit in the weak∗

topology, we obtain that (f(z − xγ))γ is a Cauchy net. Denote

αx(f)(z) := lim
γ
f(z − xγ) = lim

γ
αxγf(z).

• Let ε > 0 and K ⊂ G compact. Let Kε and Oε as in the definition
of f ∈ SO(G). Then, for γ0 large enough, we have for z ∈ G that
z − xγ ∈ Kc

ε whenever γ > γ0, hence

|αxγ f(z)− αxγf(z − y)| ≤ ε, γ > γ0.

In particular, since the left-hand side converges to |αxf(z)−αxf(z−
y)|, we get

|αxf(z)− αxf(z − y)| ≤ ε

for every z ∈ G and y ∈ Oε. We get that αx(f) is uniformly con-
tinuous. Further, we have chosen Oε independently of the precise
point x ∈ ∂G, therefore the family {αx(f) : x ∈ ∂G} is uniformly
equicontinuous. It clearly is also bounded by ‖f‖∞, as

|αx(f)(z)| = lim
γ

|f(z − xγ)| ≤ ‖f‖∞.

• Finally, we have to prove that αxγ (f) → αx(f) uniformly on com-
pact subsets. This follows from a standard 3ε argument: Fix ε > 0
and K ⊂ G compact. Let e ∈ O ⊂ G open such that it serves as a
neighborhood of e in the uniform continuity of αx(f), but also as the
open neighborhood of the definition of f ∈ SO(G). Further, let Kε
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the compact set in the definition of f ∈ SO(G). For γ0 sufficiently
large, we have K − xγ ∩Kε = ∅ for every γ > γ0. For such γ fixed,
cover K (compact) by finitely many sets O + yj , j = 1, . . . ,m. By
possibly enlarging γ0, we can enfore |αxγf(yj)−αxf(yj)| < ε for all
j. Now, for z ∈ K, there is some j with z ∈ O + yj . Hence,

|αxγ f(z)− αx(f)|

≤ |αxγ f(z)− αxγf(yj)|+ |αxγf(yj)− αxf(yj)|

+ |αxf(yj)− αxf(z)|

≤ 3ε,

which establishes uniform convergence on compact sets.

Clearly, we have BUC(G)∩B0(G) = C0(G). Hence, using Proposition
2.12 with τ the compact-open topology, A = BUC(G) and I = C0(G), we
obtain Pitt’s extension for arbitrary lca groups:

Proposition 2.20 (Pitt’s extension theorem). Let f ∈ SO(G) and S ⊂
L1(G) a regular subset. Then, f ∈ B0(G) if and only if g ∗ f ∈ C0(G) for
every g ∈ S.

To end this discussion, we want to note the following characterization
of B0(G), showing that it is in some sense dual to BUC(G):

Lemma 2.21. We set

E0(G) := {f ∈ L∞(G) : Ĝ ∋ ξ 7→ γξ(f) is continuous w.r.t. ‖ · ‖∞}.

Then, one has B0(G) = E0(G). Here, the action of the dual group Ĝ is
given by modulation:

γξ(f)(x) = ξ(x)f(x), ξ ∈ Ĝ.

Proof. Let f ∈ B0(G) and ε > 0. Let K ⊂ G compact according to f
being in B0(G). Then, there is a neighborhood Ô of ê in Ĝ such that
|ξ(x)− 1| < ε for every x ∈ K and ξ ∈ Ô. For such ξ and x ∈ K, it is:

|ξ(x)f(x)− f(x)| ≤ ‖f‖∞|ξ(x)− 1| ≤ ε‖f‖∞.

Further, for x ∈ Kc it is:

|ξ(x)f(x)− f(x)| ≤ 2ε.

This shows “⊆”. Now, assume that f ∈ L∞(G) is such that Ĝ ∋ ξ 7→ γξ(f)

is continuous with respect to the supremum norm. For g ∈ L1(Ĝ), we set

g#f :=

∫

Ĝ

g(ξ)γξ(f) dy.

Since ξ 7→ γξ(f) is continuous, this integral exists as an element of E0(G).
Further, we have (where the pointwise evaluation should of course be
understood in the almost everywhere-sense):

g#f(y) =

∫

Ĝ

g(ξ)〈ξ, y〉f(y) dξ = F(g)(−y)f(y).

Since g ∈ L1(Ĝ), we know that F(g) ∈ C0(G), and this clearly implies

g#f ∈ B0(G) (since f is bounded). Now, let (Ô)Ô∈O be a neighborhood
base of relatively compact neighborhoods of eĜ (where the index set is
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ordered by inclusion) and set gÔ = 1

|Ô|χÔ, which is an approximate unit

of L1(Ĝ). Then, we have gÔ#f ∈ B0(G) for each Ô and further:

‖gÔ#f − f‖∞ = ‖

∫

Ĝ

gÔ(ξ)[γξ(f) − f ] dξ‖∞

≤

∫

Ĝ

|gÔ(ξ)|‖γξ(f)− f‖∞ dξ.

It is now standard to conclude that this converges to 0 as Ô ∈ O. This
shows gÔ#f → f in supremum norm. Since B0(G) is easily seen to be
closed with respect to the supremum norm, this concludes f ∈ B0(G).

We have introduced the spaces Aj(τ ) and Ij(τ ). We want to give a
quick discussion on how these spaces are connected to different choices of
j, τ and A.

Examples. 1. We have seen that BUC(G)3(τw∗) = L∞(G). For G =
R2, A = {(x, y) ∈ R2 : y ≤ 0} and f = χA, let nγ be a convergent
subnet of the sequence ((n, 0))n∈N, converging to x ∈ ∂BUC(R2)(R

2).
Then, αnγ (f) → αx(f), but since αnγ (f) = f for every γ, it is
αx(f) = f . Since f 6∈ BUC(R2), this shows BUC(R2)3(τw∗) )

BUC(R2)2(τw∗).

2. Let A ⊂ R2 be the set A = {(x, y) ∈ R2 : 0 ≤ y ≤ 1
|x|} and let

f = χA. Let nγ be a convergent subnet of the sequence ((0,−n))n∈N

converging to x ∈ ∂BUC(R2)(R
2). Then, for every compact subset K

containing (0, 0), one has

sup
y∈K

|αnγ f(y)| ≥ |αnγ f(0, 0)| = |f(0, nγ)| = 1.

Moreover, it is not difficult to see that αz(f) = 0 for every z ∈
∂BUC(R2)(R

2). This shows that BUC(R2)j(τw∗ ) ) BUC(R2)j(τc.o.)
for j = 1, 2, 3.

3. It is an open problem if there are examples of A2(τ ) ) A1(τ ).

4. We clearly always have A3(τ ) ⊇ A2(τ ) ⊇ A1(τ ) ⊇ A0(τ ). Further,
for τ1 ⊆ τ2, it is Aj(τ2) ⊇ Aj(τ1). Analogous statements hold for
ideals. Again, there are examples (essentially as in 1. and 2. above)
where Ij(τ2) ) Ij(τ1) for τ1 ( τ2.

3 Wiener’s Tauberian Theorem in Quan-

tum Harmonic Analysis

In this section, we will always let Ξ be a locally compact abelian group
and m : Ξ× Ξ → S1 be a separately continuous Heisenberg multiplier on
Ξ, i.e. it satisfies the cocycle relation

m(x+ y, z)m(x, y) = m(x, y + z)m(y, z)

and the map Ξ ∋ x 7→ m(x, (·)) is a topological isomorphism from Ξ

to Ξ̂, cf. [11] for details. Under these assumptions, there exists (up to
unitary equivalence) a unique irreducible projective representation ρ(x)
on a Hilbert space H of Ξ with m as the cocycle. We usually write
Ux = ρ(x). We further assume that m satisfies m(x, y) = m(−x,−y) for
all x, y ∈ Ξ such that there exists a self-adjoint unitary operator R on
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H, which is unique up to a factor ±1, such that RUx = U−xR. We will
use the conventions of convolutions and Fourier transforms from quantum
harmonic analysis, as described in [11]. We recall some of these notions
for convenience.

For any function f : Ξ → C we define for x ∈ Ξ (compatible with the
conventions from the previous section):

αxf = f(· − x), β−(f) = f(−·).

Analogously, we set for A ∈ L(H):

αx(A) = UxAU
∗
x , β−(A) = RAR.

Now, for f, g ∈ L1(Ξ) and A,B ∈ T 1(H), the trace class operators on H,
we define the following convolutions:

f ∗ g(x) :=

∫

Ξ

f(y)g(x− y) dy,

f ∗A := A ∗ f :=

∫

Ξ

f(y)αy(A) dy,

A ∗ B(x) := Tr(Aαx(β−(B))).

We have f ∗ g ∈ L1(Ξ), with f ∗ A ∈ T 1(H) and A ∗ B ∈ L1(Ξ). En-
dowed with these operations as the product, L1(Ξ) ⊕ T 1(H) turns into
a commutative Banach algebra, cf. [11, Section 4] for details and further
properties of these convolutions.

The above convolutions may be extended, by the same formulas, to
the case where one of the factors is no longer integrable/trace class, but
only bounded. That is: When f ∈ L1(Ξ), g ∈ L∞(Ξ), A ∈ T 1(H) and
B ∈ L(H), then the convolutions are defined by the same formulas and
satisfy

f ∗ g ∈ L∞(Ξ), ‖f ∗ g‖L∞ ≤ ‖f‖L1‖g‖L∞

f ∗B ∈ L(H), ‖f ∗B‖op ≤ ‖f‖L1‖B‖op

A ∗ g ∈ L(H), ‖A ∗ g‖op ≤ ‖A‖T 1‖g‖∞

A ∗ B ∈ L∞(Ξ), ‖A ∗B‖∞ ≤ ‖A‖T 1‖B‖op.

We want to emphasize that the third of these estimates hinges on the
correct normalization of the Haar measure; a “wrong” normalization leads
to a constant factor on the right-hand side of the estimate, cf. again [11]
for details.

Another object, that we will make use of in the following, is the Fourier
transform of an operator. For A ∈ T 1(H) we will write FU (A)(ξ) =
Tr(AUξ), where ξ ∈ Ξ. This Fourier transform is frequently referred to
as the Fourier-Weyl or Fourier-Wigner transform of the operator. To
some people, it might also be better known as the inverse of the group
Fourier transform with respect to the projective representation (Ux)x∈Ξ.
For properties of this Fourier transform, we refer to [26, 11].

One of the key results regarding these operator convolutions is the
operator version of Wiener’s approximation theorem, cf. [26, Proposition
3.5] for the initial version on a symplectic vector space and [11, Theorem
5.29] on locally compact abelian phase spaces. We repeat the statement:

Theorem 3.1 (Wiener’s approximation theorem for operators). Let R ⊂
T 1(H). Then, the following statements are equivalent.

1. span{αx(A) : A ∈ R} is dense in T 1(H).
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2. L1(Ξ) ∗ R is dense in T 1(H).

3. T 1(H) ∗ R is dense in L1(Ξ).

4. {A∗A : A ∈ R} is a regular family in L1(Ξ) in the sense of Wiener’s
classical approximation theorem.

5. ∩A∈R{ξ ∈ Ξ : FU (A)(ξ) = 0} = ∅.

6. For B ∈ L(H), A ∗B = 0 for every A ∈ R implies B = 0.

7. For f ∈ L∞(Ξ), A ∗ f = 0 for every A ∈ R implies f = 0.

A family R ⊂ T 1(H) satisfying the properties of the above theorem
will be called a regular family.

Note, that x 7→ αx(A) acts strongly continuous on the trace class
T 1(H). Observe that this continuity does not hold for the operator norm
for every A ∈ L(H). The class of such operators is the operator analogue
of BUC(Ξ), which we denote by:

C1(H) = {A ∈ L(H) : x 7→ αx(A) is ‖ · ‖op-cont.}.

In [26], the concept of corresponding spaces was introduced, which is
straightforward to adapt to the case of locally compact abelian phase
space. Given two α-invariant subspaces D0 ⊂ L∞(Ξ) and D1 ⊂ L(H), we
say that these are corresponding spaces if T 1(H) ∗ D0 ⊂ D1 and T 1(H) ∗
D1 ⊂ D0. Here is the main result regarding corresponding spaces:

Theorem 3.2 (Correspondence theorem). Let D0 ⊂ L∞(Ξ) and D1 ⊂
L(H) be α-invariant. Further, let R ⊂ T 1(H) be any regular family.

1. If D0,D1 are corresponding spaces, then so are D0,D1, their uniform
closures.

2. Let D0,D1 be corresponding spaces. Then, R∗D0 is uniformly dense
in D1 ∩ C1(H) and R ∗ D1 is uniformly dense in D0 ∩ BUC(Ξ).

3. Let D0,D1 be corresponding spaces. If f ∈ BUC(Ξ) such that A∗f ∈
D1 for every A ∈ R, then f ∈ D0. If B ∈ C1(H) such that A∗B ∈ D0

for every A ∈ R, then B ∈ D1.

4. Let D0 ⊂ BUC(Ξ) be closed in uniform topology. Then, there exists
a unique α-invariant and closed subspace of C1(H) corresponding to
D0. This space is given by T 1(H) ∗ D0.

5. Let D1 ⊂ C1(H) be closed in uniform topology. Then, there exists a
unique α-invariant and closed subspace of BUC(Ξ) corresponding to
D1. This space is given by T 1(H) ∗ D1.

Indeed, having Wiener’s approximation theorem available for locally
compact abelian phase spaces, the proof of the correspondence theorem
is a straightforward adaptation of the proof from [26, Proposition 3.5],
and hence we omit it. We also want to emphasize that the Lp − T p

version of the correspondence theorem, as well as the weak∗ version of
the correspondence theorem, together with its applications on spectral
synthesis (cf. [26, Corollary 4.4] or [13]) carries over to locally compact
abelian phase spaces in the same way without any problems. We leave
the details of this to the interested reader, as we will only make use of the
result we explicitly spelled out above.

The two most important examples of these results, as well as their
applications, are the following. The proof is, again, the same as for Ξ =
R2n:

Theorem 3.3. Let R ⊂ T 1(H) be a regular family.

18



1. BUC(Ξ) and C1(H) are corresponding spaces. In particular, C1(H) =
T 1(H) ∗ BUC(Ξ).

2. C0(Ξ) and K(H) are corresponding spaces. In particular, an operator
B ∈ L(H) is compact if and only if B ∈ C1(H) and A ∗ B ∈ C0(Ξ)
for every A ∈ R.

We also want to mention the following result, the proof of which is
entirely analogous to the case where Ξ = R2n, cf. [9].

Theorem 3.4. Let D0 ⊂ BUC(Ξ) and D1 ⊂ C1(H) be closed, α-invariant
subspaces which correspond to each other in the sense of Theorem 3.2.

1. If D0 is a C∗-algebra, then so is D1.

2. If D0 is a C∗-algebra and I0 ⊂ D0 a closed, α-invariant ideal, then
the space I1 corresponding to I0 is a closed, two-sided ideal in D1.

Note that in [9] it was additionally assumed that D0 is β−-invariant.
It is possible to remove this assumption by properly labeling the limit
operators by boundary points from ∂β−(D0)(Ξ) instead of ∂D0

(Ξ), which
was omitted in [9]. The proof of the above result is now a straightforward
adaptation of the methods in [9], cf. Proposition 3.17, Proposition 3.19
and Corollary 3.20 in that paper. Thus we shall not repeat this argument
here.

3.1 Limit operators and associated compatible

families

For A ∈ L(H) and B ∈ T 1(H), the map

Ξ ∋ x 7→ 〈αx(A),B〉 = Tr(UxAU
∗
xB)

is uniformly continuous. In particular, x 7→ αx(A) extends to a map
from σΞ to (L(H), τ ′w∗ ), where τ ′w∗ is the weak∗ topology arising from
L(H) ∼= T 1(H)∗.

Indeed, for elements from C1(H) it is crucial that we obtain a stronger
mode of convergence against the limit operators, which will be SOT∗

convergence: convergence in the topology on L(H) induced by the family
of seminorms

ρf,1(B) = ‖Bf‖, ρf,2(B) = ‖B∗f‖, f ∈ H.

We will abbreviate this topology in the following by τs∗ . In contrast to
the usual strong operator topology, the adjoint map is clearly continuous.

Proposition 3.5. Assume that the phase space (Ξ,m) is such that the
projective representation Ux is integrable. Let B ∈ C1(H) and (xγ) ⊂ Ξ a
net converging to x ∈ ∂Ξ. Then, αxγ (B) → αx(B) in SOT∗.

In the following proof, we denote byH1 ⊂ H the subspace of integrable
vectors, i.e., the space of all vectors ϕ,ψ ∈ H such that x 7→ 〈Uxϕ, ψ〉 ∈
L1(Ξ). Since we assume H1 to be non-trivial (this is the integrability
condition of the representation), it is well-known that H1 is automatically
dense in H. We want to note that in the case of a standard projective
representation, i.e., Ξ = G×Ĝ for some lca group G andm((g, ξ), (h, η)) =
a((g,ξ))a((h,η))
a((g+h),(ξη))

〈g, η〉 with a : G × Ĝ → S1 continuous, H can be chosen

as L2(G), U(g,ξ)f(t) = a((g, ξ))〈t, ξ〉f(t − g) and the space of integrable
vectors H1 agrees with S0(G), the Feichtinger algebra (or, which is the
same, the modulation space M1(G)). See [6, 18] for details on S0(G).
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Proof. Clearly, it suffices to prove the statement for a subspace of C1(H)
which is dense in uniform topology. Since H1 is dense in H, and also
by utilizing Theorem 3.3, it suffices to prove this convergence for B =
(ϕ ⊗ ψ) ∗ f when ϕ,ψ ∈ H1 and f ∈ BUC(Ξ). Since, for such B, the
family of operators αxγ (B) is bounded in operator norm by ‖αxγ (B)‖ ≤
‖ϕ‖‖ψ‖‖f‖∞, it suffices to verify convergence of αxγ (B)φ → αx(B)φ for
φ from a dense subset of H, e.g. for φ ∈ H1.

Let ε > 0. Since x 7→ 〈Uxϕ, ψ〉 ∈ L1(Ξ), there exists some compact
subset K ⊂ Ξ such that

∫
Kc |〈Uxϕ, ψ〉| dx < ε. Then, we have:

‖(ϕ⊗ ψ) ∗ αxγ (f)φ− (ϕ⊗ ψ) ∗ αx(f)φ‖

≤

∫

Ξ

|αxγ (f)(y)− αx(f)(y)||〈φ,Uyψ〉|‖Uyϕ‖ dy

≤ 2‖f‖∞‖ϕ‖ε + ‖ϕ‖

∫

K

|αxγ (f)(y)− αx(f)(y)||〈φ,Uyψ〉| dy

Since f ∈ BUC(Ξ), we have that αxγ (f) → αx(f) uniformly on com-
pact subsets. Hence, there exists γ0 such that for all γ ≥ γ0 we have
|αxγ (f)(y)− αx(f)(y)| < ε for all y ∈ K. For such γ, it follows:

≤ 2‖f‖∞‖ϕ‖ε + ε‖ϕ‖|K|1/2
∫

Ξ

|〈φ,Uyψ〉|
2 dy

≤ ε(2‖f‖∞‖ϕ‖+ ‖ϕ‖|K|1/2‖φ‖‖ψ‖),

where we used Godement’s orthogonality relations in the last step, see
e.g. [11, Theorem 2.4].

Since f is also in BUC(Ξ), the same argument works for the adjoint
of the operator B, hence we see that αxγ (B) → αx(B) in SOT∗.

Based on the previous result, we make the following assumption for
the remainder of this work:

Assumption 1. The projective representation (Ux)x∈Ξ of Ξ on H is
integrable.

We say that a set S ⊂ C1(H) is uniformly equicontinuous if, for every
ε > 0 there exists a neighborhood O of the unit e ∈ Ξ such that for x ∈ O
it is

‖A− αx(A)‖op < ε for every A ∈ S.

As in the case of functions, this notion is important for studying the limit
operators of A ∈ L(H), i.e., the operators αx(A) for x ∈ ∂Ξ: For each
A ∈ C1(H), the family {αx(A) : x ∈ ∂Ξ} is uniformly equicontinuous.
They form an important (and, as we will explain below, the only) example
of the following class. Note that the following definition is taken from [10,
Definition 6.5], where it was set up for the special case Ξ = R2n.

Definition 3.6. A compatible family of limit operators is a map ω : ∂Ξ →
C1(H), satisfying the following properties:

(1) ω is continuous in the weak∗ topology.

(2) For every x ∈ ∂Ξ and z ∈ Ξ one has:

αz(ω(x)) = ω(ς−z(x)).

(3) supx∈∂Ξ ‖ω(x)‖op <∞.
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(4) The family {ω(x) : x ∈ ∂Ξ} is uniformly equicontinuous.

We will denote the set of all compatible families of limit operators by
lim C1(H).

Indeed, the properties of a compatible family of limit operators are
the operator analogs of those in Lemma 2.16 for functions. Then, the
results of [10] yield the following results for these compatible families of
limit operators in the special case Ξ = R2n:

Theorem 3.7. (1) If B ∈ C1(H), then ω(x) = αx(B), x ∈ ∂Ξ is a
compatible family of limit operators.

(2) If ω is a compatible family of limit operators, then there exists B ∈
C1(H) such that ω(x) = αx(B). B is unique modulo K(H).

(3) Upon endowing lim C1(H) with pointwise addition, product, adjoint
and the norm ‖ω‖ = supx∈∂Ξ ‖ω(x)‖op, it turns into a unital C∗-
algebra.

(4) The map C1(H) ∋ B 7→ [ω(x) = αx(B)] ∈ lim C1(H) is a surjective
homomorphism of unital C∗-algebras. Its kernel is K(H), and the
quotient map C1(H)/K(H) → lim C1(H) is an isomorphism of C∗-
algebras.

We will spend the remaining part of this subsection on proving this re-
sult, which will be a central technical cornerstone for our later discussions,
as well as future work. We first note that (1) of the theorem is straight-
forward to verify, so we are left with proving (2)-(4). The proofs of these
facts are of course generalizations of the arguments from [10, Section 6.3],
and therefore bear rather obvious similarities.

As a first auxiliary fact, we need:

Lemma 3.8. Let B ∈ C1(H). Then, B ∈ K(H) if and only if αx(B) = 0
for every x ∈ ∂Ξ.

Proof. Let S ⊂ T 1(H) be regular. By Theorem 3.3, B ∈ K(H) if and
only if A ∗B ∈ C0(Ξ) for every A ∈ S. Since αx(A ∗B) = A ∗αx(B), and
A ∗ αx(B) = 0 for every A ∈ S if and only if αx(B) = 0, the statement
follows.

Hence, the map

C1(H) ∋ B 7→ (αx(B))x∈∂Ξ

is a ∗-homomorphism from the C∗ algebra C1(H) to the C∗ algebra

⊕

x∈∂Ξ
C1(H),

the kernel of which is K(H). Here, the infinite direct sum on the right-
hand side has to be understood as the ℓ∞ sum. By general facts about
C∗-algebras, the quotient map has to be an isometric isomorphism. In
particular, we have:

Lemma 3.9. Let B ∈ C1(H). Then, the following equality holds:

‖B +K(H)‖ = sup
x∈∂Ξ

‖αx(B)‖.
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Note that lim C1(H) can naturally be seen as a subset of
⊕

x∈∂Ξ C1(H).
We will make use of the following standard construction: For any open

neighborhood O ⊂ Ξ of the identity e ∈ Ξ, we write ϕO = 1
|O|1O, where

|O| denotes the Haar measure of the set. When ordering the open neigh-
borhoods of e by inclusion, it is well-known that this turns the functions
ϕO into a bounded approximate identity of L1(Ξ). We will, for read-
ability, write (ϕγ)γ∈Γ for this approximate identity. Fix any sequence
(bγ)γ∈Γ ⊂ (0,∞), converging to 0 and indexed by the same directed set
(e.g., let 0 6= f ∈ L1(Ξ) and set bγ = ‖f − f ∗ ϕγ‖L1). Fix a regular set
S ⊂ T 1(H). Then, since {A ∗A : A ∈ S} is a regular subset of L1(Ξ), we
can find for every γ ∈ Γ a finite collection of cγj ∈ C, xγj ∈ Ξ and Aγj ∈ S
such that:

‖ϕγ −
∑

j

cγjαxγj (A
γ
j ∗Aγj )‖L1 < bγ .

All this data will be considered fixed for the remainder of this section.

Lemma 3.10. Let T ⊂ C1(H) be a norm-bounded subset which is uni-
formly equicontinuous, i.e., the functions Ξ ∋ x 7→ αx(B), B ∈ T , are
uniformly equicontinuous. Then,

sup
B∈T

‖B −
∑

j

(
cγjαxγj (A

γ
j ∗A

γ
j ) ∗B

)
‖op

γ∈Γ
−→ 0.

Proof. We estimate:

‖B −
∑

j

(
cγjαxγj (A

γ
j ∗Aγj ) ∗B

)
‖op

≤ ‖B − ϕγ ∗B‖op + ‖ϕγ ∗B −
∑

j

(
cγjαxγj (A

γ
j ∗ A

γ
j ) ∗B

)
‖op

≤ ‖B − ϕγ ∗B‖op + ‖ϕγ −
∑

j

(
cγjαxγj

(Aγj ∗Aγj )
)
‖L1‖B‖op

≤ ‖B − ϕγ ∗B‖op + sup
C∈T

‖C‖aγ

Let ε > 0. Since the B ∈ T are uniformly equicontinuous, there exists a
neighborhood O ⊂ Ξ of e ∈ Ξ such that for x ∈ O: ‖B − αx(B)‖ < ε.
Then,

‖B − ϕγ ∗B‖op ≤

∫

Ξ

ϕγ(x)‖B − αx(B)‖op dx

≤ ε

∫

O

ϕγ(x) dx+ 2‖B‖op

∫

Oc

ϕγ(x) dx.

By definition of the ϕγ , there exists γ0 ∈ Γ such that for γ ≥ γ0:∫
Oc ϕγ(x) dx = 0. Thus, for γ ≥ γ0 we have:

‖B −
∑

j

(
cγjαxγj

(Aγj ∗A
γ
j ) ∗B

)
‖op ≤ ε+ sup

C∈T
‖C‖aγ .

Since ε > 0 was arbitrary and aγ → 0, the statement follows.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. As already mentioned, we omit the proof of (1),
which is straightforward. We already know that the map Φ(B)(x) =
αx(B) maps Φ : C1(H)/K(H) → limC1(H) injectively. Hence, (3) and (4)
follow immediately once (2) is proven.
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Therefore, fix some ω ∈ limC1(H). Further, we let the approximate
identity (ϕγ)γ∈Γ, the regular set S ⊂ T 1(H), the net (bγ)γ∈Γ ⊂ (0,∞)
and the cγj , x

γ
j , A

γ
j as earlier. For A ∈ S write fA(x) = (ω(x) ∗ A)(e) =

Tr(β−(ω(x))A). Then, fA ∈ C(∂Ξ) such that by Tietze’s extension the-
orem there exists fA,0 ∈ BUC(Ξ) such that αx(fA,0) = fA(x) for every
x ∈ ∂Ξ. By Lemma 3.10, we know that

sup
x∈∂Ξ

‖ω(x)−
∑

j

cγjαxγj
(Aγj ∗ αx(β−(fAγ

j
,0)))‖op

= sup
x∈∂Ξ

‖ω(x)−
∑

j

cγjαxγj (A
γ
j ∗Aγj ∗ ω(x))‖op

γ∈Γ
−→ 0.

By Lemma 3.9,
∑
j c
γ
jαxγj

(Aγj ∗ β−(fAγ
j
,0)) + K(H) is a Cauchy net in

C1(H)/K(H) such that there exists B ∈ C1(H) with:

∑

j

cγjαxγj
(Aγj ∗ β−(fAγ

j
,0)) +K(H)

γ∈Γ
−→ B +K(H).

Now, for x ∈ ∂Ξ:

αx(B) = lim
γ∈Γ

∑

j

cγjαxγj (A
γ
j ∗ αx(β−(fAγ

j
,0))) = ω(x),

which finishes the proof.

3.2 Wiener’s Tauberian theorems for QHA

Letting now again A be an α-invariant C∗-subalgebra of BUC(Ξ) and τ ′ a
Hausdorff vector topology of L(H), which is finer than τ ′w∗ , we can make
the following definitions:

A3,op(τ
′) = {B ∈ L(H) : x 7→ αx(B) ∈ C(M(β−(A)), (L(H), τ ′))}

A2,op(τ
′) = {B ∈ A3,op(τ

′) : αx(B) ∈ C1(H) for every x ∈ ∂β−(A)(Ξ)}

A1,op(τ
′) = {B ∈ A2,op(τ

′) : {αx(B) : x ∈ ∂β−(A)(Ξ)} unif. equicont.}.

Further, we let A0,op = A0,op(τ
′) denote the space corresponding to A

in the sense of the Correspondence Theorem 3.2, which is always a C∗-
subalgebra of C1(H) by Theorem 3.4. Again, this is independent of the
precise topology τ ′. We will write BUCj,op(τ

′) for Aj,op(τ
′) in the case

where A = BUC(Ξ). Note that BUC3,op(τ
′
w∗) = L(H).

Remark 3.11. We chose to add an apostrophe to the notion of the topolo-
gies here to clearly distinguish between topologies on spaces of functions
and spaces of operators: Notions such as τ or τw∗ will always refer to a
topology on a space of functions, while τ ′ or τ ′w∗ will refer to topologies on
spaces of operators. At later stages of the paper, making this distinction
notationally explicit is useful for avoiding ambiguities.

We now obtain the following result:

Theorem 3.12. Let S ⊂ L1(Ξ) be a regular subset, τ ′ and A as above,
j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} and B ∈ BUCj,op(τ

′). Then, the following holds true:

B ∈ Aj,op(τ
′) ⇔ g ∗B ∈ A0,op for every g ∈ S.

Proof. As in the case of functions, it suffices to consider the case where
j = 3 and τ ′ = τ ′w∗ . By essentially the same facts as in the proof of
Theorem 2.11, B ∈ A3,op(τ

′
w∗ ) if and only if αy1(B) = αy2(B) for every
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y1, y2 ∈ ϕ−1(x), where x ∈ ∂Ξ and ϕ is as in that proof. If B ∈ A3,op(τ
′
w∗ ),

then for R ⊂ T 1(H) regular and A ∈ R we easily obtain that A ∗ B ∈ A.
Hence, we also have g ∗ A ∗ B = A ∗ (g ∗ B) ∈ A. Since g ∗ B ∈ C1, the
correspondence theorem yields g ∗B ∈ A0,op.

On the other hand, let us assume g ∗ B ∈ A0,op(τ
′) for every g ∈ S.

Then, it is for y1, y2 ∈ ϕ−1(x) and g ∈ S:

g ∗ αy1(B) = αy1(g ∗ B) = αy2(g ∗ B) = g ∗ αy2(B).

By Wiener’s approximation theorem, this extends to every g ∈ L1(Ξ). In
particular, letting ϕγ be an approximate identity in L1(Ξ), we obtain in
weak∗ topology:

ϕγ ∗ αy1(B) → αy1(B).

But the left-hand side converges also to αy2(B). Hence, we obtain B ∈
A3,op(τ

′
w∗).

For I a closed, α-invariant ideal of A, we now set

Ij,op(τ
′) = {B ∈ Aj,op(τ

′) : αx(B) = 0 whenever x ∈ I}.

Note that I0,op = I0,op(τ
′) is again independent of the particular topol-

ogy τ ′. Further, it is the space corresponding to I in the sense of the
Correspondence Theorem 3.2, and it is a closed two-sided ideal in A0,op

by Theorem 3.4.

Theorem 3.13. Let A, I and τ ′ as above, j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. Further, let
S ⊂ L1(Ξ) be a regular subset and C ∈ Aj,op(τ

′). Then, for B ∈ Aj,op(τ
′)

the following are equivalent:

(i) B − C ∈ Ij,op(τ
′);

(ii) αx(B) = αx(C) for every x ∈ I;

(iii) g ∗B − g ∗ C ∈ I0,op for every g ∈ S;

(iv) g ∗B − g ∗ C ∈ I0,op for every g ∈ L1(Ξ).

Proof. The proof is now entirely analogous to that of Theorem 2.12.

We now establish versions of these theorems for regular sets of opera-
tors.

Theorem 3.14. Let S ⊂ T 1(H) be a regular subset, τ and A as above,
j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} and f ∈ BUCj(τ ). Then, the following holds:

f ∈ Aj(τ ) ⇐⇒ A ∗ f ∈ A0,op for every A ∈ S.

Proof. Let g ∈ L1(Ξ) be a regular function. Then, using Theorem 2.11
and the Correspondence Theorem, one has

f ∈ Aj(τ ) ⇔ g ∗ f ∈ A

⇔ g ∗A ∗ f ∈ A0,op for every A ∈ S

⇔ A ∗ f ∈ A0,op for every A ∈ S .

Theorem 3.15. Let S ⊂ T 1(H) be a regular subset, τ ′ and A as above,
j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} and B ∈ BUCj,op(τ

′). Then, the following holds:

B ∈ Aj,op(τ
′) ⇔ A ∗B ∈ A for every A ∈ S.
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Proof. Let R ⊂ L1(Ξ) be regular a regular subset, it is by Theorem 3.12
and the Correspondence Theorem:

A ∈ Aj,op(τ
′) ⇔ g ∗ B ∈ A0,op for every g ∈ R

⇔ g ∗ A ∗B ∈ A for every A ∈ S

⇔ A ∗B ∈ A for every A ∈ S.

Remark 3.16. The above two results show that, in the language of corre-
sponding spaces (cf. [26, Section IV]), Aj(τw∗) and Aj,op(τ

′
w∗ ) are corre-

sponding spaces, and in some sense they are the maximal useful extension
of the corresponding pair (A,A0,op).

We list two more results, which are in the same spirit:

Theorem 3.17. Let A, I and τ as above, j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. Further, let
S ⊂ T 1(H) be a regular subset and a ∈ Aj(τ ). Then, for f ∈ Aj(τ ) the
following are equivalent:

(i) f − a ∈ Ij(τ );

(ii) A ∗ f − A ∗ a ∈ I0,op for every A ∈ S;

(iii) A ∗ f − A ∗ a ∈ I0,op for every A ∈ T 1(H).

Theorem 3.18. Let A, I and τ ′ as above, j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. Further, let
S ⊂ T 1(H) be a regular subset and C ∈ Aj,op(τ

′). Then, for B ∈ Aj,op(τ
′)

the following are equivalent:

(i) B − C ∈ Ij,op(τ
′);

(ii) A ∗B − A ∗ C ∈ I for every A ∈ S;

(iii) A ∗B − A ∗ C ∈ I for every A ∈ T 1(H).

Proofs of Theorems 3.17-3.18. Similarly to Theorems 3.14 and 3.15, these
results are immediate consequences of Theorems 2.12 and 3.13 together
with the Correspondence Theorem.

Remark 3.19. Letting in these theorems A = BUC(Ξ), I = C0(Ξ), j = 3,
τ = τw∗ , τ ′ = τ ′w∗ , g = const and B = const · Id reproduces the Wiener
Tauberian Theorems for operators from [23, Theorem 5.1] in the case
where Ξ = R2n.

One might consider the topology τ ′s∗ as the analog of τc.o. on operators.
In analogy to the function case, we therefore let

SO(H) := BUC1,op(τ
′
s∗),

B0(H) := (C0(Ξ))1,op(τ
′
s∗).

Using Theorem 3.7.(2) instead of Lemma 2.16, it is now easy to prove that

SO(H) = C1(H) +B0(H).

The operator analog of Pitt’s extension can be seen as the following state-
ment, which is strictly more general than [23, Theorem 5.2]:

Corollary 3.20. Let S0 ⊂ L1(Ξ) and S1 ⊂ T 1(H) be regular subsets and
B ∈ SO(H). Then, the following are equivalent:

(i) B ∈ B0(H).

(ii) A ∗B ∈ C0(Ξ) for every A ∈ S1.

(iii) g ∗B ∈ K(H) for every g ∈ S0.

If f ∈ SO(Ξ), then the following statements are equivalent:

25



(i) f ∈ B0(Ξ).

(ii) A ∗ f ∈ K(H) for every A ∈ S1.

(iii) g ∗ f ∈ C0(Ξ) for every g ∈ S0.

To bring the discussion regarding the operator version of Pitt’s ex-
tension to a pleasant ending, we provide the following characterization of
SO(H), which is rather close to the initial definition of SO(Ξ). In con-
trast to the case of functions, the placement of the quantifiers is a little
different:

Proposition 3.21. The space SO(H) agrees with the set of all A ∈ L(H)
such that B ∈ {A,A∗} satisfy the following: For every ε > 0 there exists
a neighborhood Oε ⊂ Ξ of e such that for each g ∈ H with ‖g‖ = 1 there
exists a compact set Kg,ε ⊂ Ξ with the following property:

∀y ∈ Oε, z 6∈ Kg,ε : ‖αz(B − αy(B))g‖ < ε.

Proof. We first note that the above property holds for A ∈ C1(H). Fur-
ther, for A ∈ B0(H) we have

‖αzγ (A)g‖ → 0,

as zγ → x ∈ ∂Ξ. The same is true (by considering the embedding
C0(Ξ) ⊕ C1 →֒ BUC(Ξ) and the surjective map σΞ → αΞ, where αΞ
is the one-point compactification, as done earlier) in αΞ (which is exactly
the maximal ideal space of C0(Ξ)⊕ C1), where the neighborhoods of the
point at infinity are the complements of compact sets. Hence for a given
ε > 0 and K ⊂ Ξ compact we have ‖αz(A)g‖ < ε once z 6∈ K. Therefore,
for a neighborhood O of e small enough, we have

‖αz(A− αy(A))g‖ ≤ ‖αz(A)g‖+ ‖αz+y(A)g‖ ≤ 2ε,

whenever z, z+ y 6∈ K. By the definition of SO(H), the above two points
show that SO(H) is included in the space described above.

Now we assume that the operator A satisfies the above property. We
will show that then A ∈ BUC(Ξ)1,op(τ

′
S), where τ

′
S is the strong operator

topology. Since A∗ also satisfies the described properties, this then implies
that A ∈ BUC(Ξ)1,op(τ

′
s∗).

First, we show that αxγ (A) → αx(A) in strong operator topology
when (xγ) ⊂ Ξ, xγ → x ∈ ∂Ξ. For this, let ε > 0, Oε ⊂ Ξ, g ∈ H with
‖g‖ = 1 and K ⊂ Ξ as in the condition on A. Further, as in the proof of
Proposition 2.19, let ψγ be the same approximate identity of L1(Ξ) (i.e.,
ψγ = 1Oγ/|Oγ |, where the Oγ are a neighborhood basis of the identity
element, ordered by inclusion). By a standard argument for nets, there is
no loss of generality in assuming that both ψγ and xγ are indexed by the
same directed set Γ. Then,

‖αxγ (A)(g)−ψγ0 ∗ αxγ (A)(g)‖

≤

∫

Ξ

‖αxγ (A)(g)− αxγ+z(A)(g)‖ψγ0(z) dz

≤ ε,

provided γ > γ0 such that Oγ0 ⊂ Oε and xγ 6∈ K. Therefore, for γ, γ′ >
γ0:

‖αxγ (A)(g)− αxγ′
(A)(g)‖ ≤ 2ε+ ‖ψγ0 ∗ αxγ (A)(g)− ψγ0 ∗ αxγ′

(A)(g)‖.
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Since ψγ0 ∗ αxγ (A) = αxγ (ψγ0 ∗ A) and ψγ0 ∗ A ∈ C1(H), we know that
αxγ (ψγ0∗A) → αx(ψγ0∗A) in strong operator topology. Hence, αxγ (A)(g)
is a Cauchy net, therefore converges. Of course, the limit has to agree with
the same limit, i.e., αxγ (A)(g) → αx(A)(g).

Next, we come to the uniform equicontinuity of the αx(A). Note in the
previous part of the proof that the choice of the neighborhood Oε did not
depend on the limit point x ∈ ∂Ξ. Hence, as in the proof of Proposition
2.19, one obtains

‖αx(A)(g)− αx−y(A)(g)‖ ≤ ε

for each x ∈ ∂Ξ, g ∈ H with ‖g‖ = 1 and y ∈ Oε. This clearly implies
that the family of limit operators is uniformly equicontinuous. Hence,
A ∈ BUC(Ξ)1,op(τ

′
S) which finishes the proof.

As mentioned above, the function space B0(Ξ) consists exactly of those
functions f ∈ L∞(Ξ) such that the modulations γξ(f) = m((·), ξ)f satisfy

Ξ ∋ ξ 7→ γξ(f) is ‖ · ‖∞ − continuous.

If the phase space (Ξ,m) is 2-regular (cf. [11], Example 2.8 and Lemma
5.15), then the natural modulation of an operator B ∈ L(H) is given by:

γξ(B) = U−ξ/2BU−ξ/2.

Letting now R be the parity operator on H, one easily sees that Rγw(A) =
αw/2(RA). In particular, the map A 7→ RA is a bijective linear map
between C1(H) and

E(H) := {B ∈ L(H) : Ξ ∋ ξ 7→ γξ(B) is ‖ · ‖op-cont.}.

It is not hard to verify that E(H) is a closed subspace of L(H), being
invariant under the adjoint map. Further, it is a left- and right-C1(H)
module. Unfortunately, we have E(H) 6= B0(H): To see this, note that
R ∈ E(H) (because Id ∈ C1(H)). Clearly, it is ‖αw(R)f‖ = ‖W2wRf‖ =
‖f‖ for every f ∈ H, hence αw(R) cannot converge to 0 in strong operator
topology. Nevertheless, it is true that αx(B) = 0 for every B ∈ E(H) and
x ∈ ∂Ξ: This is because

αx(B) = αx(RA) = αx(R)αx(A)

for some A ∈ C1(H) and αx(R) = 0 for every x ∈ ∂Ξ. To fix this problem,
one could consider the following larger spaces

SOw(H) = BUC1,op(τ
′
w∗ )

B0,w(H) = (C0(Ξ))1,op(τ
′
w∗).

Then, employing again Theorem 3.7.(2) it is

SOw(H) = C1(H) +B0,w(H)

and the analogous operator version for Pitt’s extension, Corollary 3.20,
still holds true. Further, we have E(H) ⊆ B0,w(H). This leads to the
following problem:

Question 1. Is it E(H) ( B0,w(H) or E(H) = B0,w(H)?

So far, it might very well be that B0(H) and K(H) are indeed the same
spaces. We will finish by giving examples which show that we indeed have
K(H) ( B0(H). We will first give an example for the phase space Z × T,
i.e. an operator on ℓ2(Z). Afterwards, we will provide a modification of
this example for the phase space R2, i.e. on L2(R).
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3.3 Example on Ξ = Z× T

On H = ℓ2(Z), we indeed have B0(H) ) K(H). To see this, we first note
the following, where we will make use of the fact that we can write each
A ∈ L(ℓ2(Z)) in its infinite matrix form A = (aj,k)j,k∈Z with respect to
the standard basis.

Proposition 3.22. Let A ∈ L(ℓ2(Z)). Then, α(k,ϑ)(A) → 0 in SOT as
(k, ϑ) → ∂Ξ if and only if the ℓ2-norms of the columns of A converge to
zero, that is:

∑

j∈Z

|aj,k|
2 → 0 as k → ±∞.

Proof. Assume that α(k,ϑ)(A) → 0 in SOT as (k, ϑ) → ∂Ξ. Then, we
have:

‖AU(−k,ϑ−1)e0‖
2 = ‖Ae−k‖

2 =
∑

j∈Z

|aj,−k|
2.

Since Ẑ = T is compact, for (kγ , ϑγ) → ∂(Z × T) we necessarily have
|kγ | → ∞. Since we are interested in the limit operators all being zero,
we can consider the maximal ideal space of C0(Z × T) ⊕ C1 instead of
BUC(Ξ), i.e., we can work in the one-point compactification of Ξ instead.
Hence, instead of working with a general net kγ converging to ±∞, we
can consider the limit k → ±∞. Therefore, α(k,ϑ)(A) → 0 in SOT as
k → ±∞ implies

∑

j∈Z

|aj,−k|
2 → 0, k → ±∞.

On the other hand, if we assume that the columns of A converge to zero
in the above sense, then this implies (by essentially the same reasoning as
above) that

‖AU(−k,ϑ−1)em‖2 → 0, k → ±∞

for each m ∈ Z. Therefore, we also obtain that for every compactly
supported b ∈ ℓ2(Z) we have α(k,ϑ)(A)b → 0 in ℓ2(Z), and hence by
density we see that α(k,ϑ)(A) → 0 in SOT when k → ±∞.

Corollary 3.23. Let A ∈ L(ℓ2(Z)). Then, A ∈ B0(ℓ
2(Z)) if and only if

∑

j∈Z

|aj,k|
2 → 0 as k → ±∞

and
∑

k∈Z

|aj,k|
2 → 0 as j → ±∞.

Proof. For A ∈ B0(ℓ
2(Z)) we have that α(k,ϑ)(B) → 0 in SOT as (k, ϑ) →

∂Ξ for both B = A and B = A∗. Applying the previous proposition shows
the equivalence.

Proposition 3.24. We have K(ℓ2(Z)) ( B0(ℓ
2(Z)).

28



Proof. The example we will use is essentially the example taken from
Problem 177 in Halmos’ classical Hilbert space problem book [14]. We
let P be the orthogonal projection from ℓ2(Z) to ℓ2(N0) and consider the
operator A = A0P , where A0 is the operator on ℓ2(N0) given by the
infinite matrix

A0 =





1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1

2
1
2

0 0 0
0 1

2
1
2

0 0 0
0 0 0 1

3
1
3

1
3

0 0 0 1
3

1
3

1
3

0 0 0 1
3

1
3

1
3

. . .





Then, the ℓ2-norms of the columns and of the rows of A are clearly of
the form n 1

n2 = 1
n
, hence converge to 0 for k → −∞ and j → −∞, re-

spectively (and are constantly zero for k > 0 and j > 0 anyway), hence
A ∈ B0(ℓ

2(Z)). Since A0 consists of the direct sum of orthogonal projec-
tions, it is clearly bounded but not compact.

3.4 Example on Ξ = R× R

The following example is motivated by the counterexample on Ξ = Z×T.
Indeed, there we considered a matrix, i.e., an integral operator, which gave
the example. We could have written the operator there equally well as the
composition of the integral operator and the operator of convolution by
δ0 ∈ ℓ1(Z) (which is just the identity). The counterexample on Ξ = R×R

will be exactly of this form: A product of an integral operator (which
will again be an orthogonal projection) and a composition operator. In
particular, the existence of such an example will prove:

Proposition 3.25. We have K(L2(R)) ( B0(L
2(R)).

Proof. We consider the integral operator A, given by the integral kernel

k(x, y) =

∞∑

n=1

1

n
1[n2−n

2
,n2+n

2
](x)1[n2−n

2
,n2+n

2
](y).

Similarly to the example for Ξ = Z×T, one verifies that A is an orthogonal
projection. Indeed, each operator with integral kernel

kn(x, y) =
1

n
1[n2−n

2
,n2+n

2
](x)1[n2−n

2
,n2+n

2
](y)

is an orthogonal projection, and A is the direct sum of these. In particular,
A is bounded. Further, when (xγ , ξγ) is a net in R2 such that |xγ | → ∞,
then ‖AW(−xγ ,−ξγ )ϕ‖

2 → 0 for every ϕ ∈ Cc(R), i.e., α(xγ ,ξγ)(A) → 0 in
SOT∗ for such nets. Additionally, we consider the operator C of convolu-
tion by 1[−1,1]. Since α(x,ξ)(C) = α(0,ξ)(C) and F−1α(0,ξ)(C)F =Mαξ(f̂)

with f̂ ∈ C0(R) ⊂ BUC(R), it is not hard to verify that α(x,ξ)(C) → 0
in SOT∗ when |ξ| → ∞. In particular, α(x,ξ)(CAC) → 0 in SOT∗ when
(x, ξ) → ∂Ξ, i.e., CAC ∈ B0(H).

It remains to verify that CAC 6∈ K(H), which then shows that CAC ∈
B0(H)\C1(H). Using the formula for the integral kernel of the composition
of two integral operators,

kAB(x, y) =

∫

R

kA(x, z)kB(z, y) dz,
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one verifies that the integral kernel of CAC is given by

k′(x, y) =

∞∑

n=1

1

n
(1[n2−n

2
,n2+n

2
] ∗ 1[−1,1])(x) · (1[n2−n

2
,n2+n

2
] ∗ 1[−1,1])(y)

Elementary computations show that g(x) = 1[n2−n
2
,n2+n

2
] ∗ 1[−1,1](x) is

given by:

g(x) =






0, x ≤ n2 − n
2
− 1

x+ (1 + n
2
− n2), n2 − n

2
− 1 ≤ x ≤ n2 − n

2
+ 1

2, n2 − n
2
+ 1 ≤ x ≤ n2 + n

2
− 1

−x+ (n2 + n
2
+ 1), n2 + n

2
− 1 ≤ x ≤ n2 + n

2
+ 1

0, n2 + n
2
+ 1 ≤ x

In particular,

1[n2−n
2
,n2+n

2
] ∗ 1[−1,1](x) ≥ 1[n2−n

2
,n2+n

2
](x)

such that k′(x, y) ≥ k(x, y) ≥ 0 for every x, y ∈ R. Then, the integral
operator An with kernel kn is an orthogonal projection (with finite rank).
The function fn = 1√

n
1[n2−n

2
,n2+n

2
] is of norm one and in the range of

An. Since the projections An have orthogonal ranges, we have fn → 0
weakly as n → ∞, but (as they are normalized) clearly not fn → 0 in
norm. Now, we have

CACfn(x) =

∫

R

k′(x, y)fn(y) dy ≥

∫

R

k(x, y)fn(y) dy

= Afn(x) = Anfn(x) = fn(x),

i.e., CACfn ≥ fn, such that ‖CACfn‖ ≥ 1. Therefore, CACfn does not
converge (in norm) to 0 as n→ ∞, hence CAC is not compact.

4 Uniform Wiener Tauberian theorems

In this last part of the paper, we are going to discuss uniform versions
of Wiener’s Tauberian theorem. Even the uniform version of the classical
Wiener’s Tauberian theorem for functions seems to be not well-known;
it seems that it was only discussed rather recently in [2]. There, the
statement is discussed and proved for G = R, but the statement holds
for arbitrary locally compact abelian groups. Indeed the proof can be
significantly simplified under more general assumptions, simply by making
use of compactness arguments in L1(G). Here is the result under more
general assumptions:

Theorem 4.1. Let G be a locally compact abelian group, S ⊂ L1(G) a
regular subset and H ⊂ L1(G) relatively compact. Then, if X ⊂ L∞(G)
is a bounded subset such that for each g ∈ S we have

lim
x→∞

sup
f∈X

|g ∗ f(x)| = 0,

then it follows that

lim
x→∞

sup
h∈H

sup
f∈X

|h ∗ f(x)| = 0.
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Proof. First of all, note that the assumption easily yields, for each h ∈
V := span{αx(g) : x ∈ G, g ∈ S}, that:

lim
x→∞

sup
f∈X

|h ∗ f(x)| = 0.

Let ε > 0. Then, by relative compactness, H can be covered by n ∈ N

balls B(hj , ε), with hj ∈ V . Therefore, for each h ∈ H , we can find hj ∈ V
with ‖h − hj‖L1 < ε. Hence, for each h ∈ H and f ∈ X we have (where
we write C = supf∈X ‖f‖∞ <∞):

|h ∗ f(x)| ≤ |hj ∗ f(x)|+ |(h− hj) ∗ f(x)|

≤ |hj ∗ f(x)|+ ‖h− hj‖L1‖f‖∞

≤ |hj ∗ f(x)|+ εC.

In particular,

sup
h∈H

sup
f∈X

|h ∗ f(x)| ≤ sup
j=1,...,n

sup
f∈X

|hj ∗ f(x)|+ εC.

Since for each j = 1, . . . , n, we know that supf∈X |hj ∗ f(x)| → 0, we see
that:

lim sup
x→∞

sup
h∈H

sup
f∈X

|h ∗ f(x)| ≤ εC.

Since ε > 0 was arbitrary, the statement follows.

Remark 4.2. We recall the theorem of Riesz and Kolmogorov, see [25, 16],
characterizing relatively compact subsets in L1(G) as subsets H ⊂ L1(G)
satisfying

1. H is uniformly equicontinuous, i.e., suph∈H ‖αx(h) − h‖L1 → 0 as
x→ 0,

2. For each ε > 0 there exists a compact K ⊂ G such that

sup
h∈H

∫

Kc

|h(x)| dx < ε.

Using this characterization, it is not hard to prove that the above Theorem
4.1 indeed implies the theorem in [2].

The uniform Wiener Tauberian theorem above can be easily reformu-
lated, with essentially the same proof, in terms of limit functions:

Corollary 4.3. Let G be a locally compact abelian group, S ⊂ L1(G) a
regular subset and H ⊂ L1(G) relatively compact. Then, if X ⊂ L∞(G)
is a bounded subset, x ∈ ∂G and (xγ)γ∈Γ ⊂ G a net converging to x such
that for each g ∈ S we have

sup
f∈X

|g ∗ [αxγ (f) − αx(f)]|
γ∈Γ
−→ 0

uniformly on compact subsets of G, then

sup
h∈H

sup
f∈X

|h ∗ [αxγ (f)− αx(f)]|
γ∈Γ
−→ 0

uniformly on compact subsets of G.
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Having obtained the reformulation in terms of limit functions, it is
now not hard to obtain (by essentially the same reasoning) the following
uniform versions of Tauberian theorems within the setting of quantum
harmonic analysis:

Theorem 4.4. Let Ξ be a phase space, S ⊂ L1(Ξ) a regular subset and
H ⊂ L1(Ξ) relatively compact. If X ⊂ L(H) is a bounded subset, x ∈ ∂Ξ
and (xγ)γ∈Γ ⊂ Ξ a net converging to x such that for each g ∈ S and
ϕ ∈ H we have

sup
B∈X

‖g ∗ [αxγ (B)− αx(B)](ϕ)‖
γ∈Γ
−→ 0,

then also

sup
h∈H

sup
B∈X

‖h ∗ [αxγ (B)− αx(B)](ϕ)‖
γ∈Γ
−→ 0.

Theorem 4.5. Let Ξ be a phase space, S ⊂ T 1(H) a regular subset and
H ⊂ T 1(H) relatively compact. If X ⊂ L∞(Ξ) is a bounded subset, x ∈ ∂Ξ
and (xγ)γ∈Γ ⊂ Ξ a net converging to x such that for each A0 ∈ S and
ϕ ∈ H we have

sup
f∈X

‖A0 ∗ [αxγ (f)− αx(f)](ϕ)‖
γ∈Γ
−→ 0,

then also

sup
A∈H

sup
B∈X

‖A ∗ [αxγ (f) − αx(f)](ϕ)‖
γ∈Γ
−→ 0.

Theorem 4.6. Let Ξ be a phase space, S ⊂ T 1(H) a regular subset and
H ⊂ T 1(H) relatively compact. If X ⊂ L(H) is a bounded subset, x ∈ ∂Ξ
and (xγ)γ∈Γ ⊂ Ξ a net converging to x such that for each A0 ∈ S we have

sup
B∈X

|A0 ∗ [αxγ (B)− αx(B)]|
γ∈Γ
−→ 0

uniformly on compact subsets of Ξ, then also

sup
A∈H

sup
B∈X

|A ∗ [αxγ (B)− αx(B)]|
γ∈Γ
−→ 0

uniformly on compact subsets of Ξ.

We also mention the following version of the previous theorem, which
is more in the spirit of Theorem 4.1 and proven analogously.

Theorem 4.7. Let Ξ be a phase space, S ⊂ T 1(H) a regular subset and
H ⊂ T 1(H) relatively compact. If X ⊂ L(H) is a bounded subset such
that for each A0 ∈ S we have

sup
B∈X

|A0 ∗B(x)|
x→∞
−→ 0

uniformly on compact subsets of Ξ, then also

sup
A∈H

sup
B∈X

|A ∗B(x)|
x→∞
−→ 0

uniformly on compact subsets of Ξ.
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We will now discuss some applications of the uniform Tauberian the-
orems, at least the first of which initially motivated us to consider these
results.

We recall that a localization operator (in the sense of time-frequency
analysis) is, simply speaking, a convolution Aϕ,ψ

f := f ∗ (ϕ ⊗ ψ). The
following result is obtained as a combination of the results in [7] and [23,
Proposition 4.3].

Theorem 4.8. Let f ∈ L∞(R2d). Then, the following are equivalent:

(1) Aϕ,ϕ
f is compact for every ϕ ∈ L2(Rd).

(2) There exists a Schwartz function 0 6= Φ ∈ S(R2d) such that for every
R > 0:

lim
|x|→∞

sup
|ω|≤R

|VΦf(x, ω)| = 0.

(3) f ∗ S is compact for every S ∈ T 1(H).

(4) There exists some regular a ∈ L1(R2d) such that

lim
|x|→∞

f ∗ a(x) = 0.

Here, we have used the notion VΦf(x, ω) = 〈f, π(x,ω)Φ〉 for the short
time Fourier transform, where π(x,ω)Φ(t) = eiωtΦ(x− t).

Indeed, the equivalence of (2) and (4) in the above theorem could
only be proven, in the above-given references, by passing through opera-
tors. This approach has the clear drawback that it only works on even-
dimensional vector spaces (or, more generally, abelian phase spaces). The
uniform version of Wiener’s Tauberian theorem allows for a proof of this
equivalence on arbitrary locally compact abelian groups, i.e., the following
result. Here, we used a slight renormalization of the short time Fourier
transform, which differs only by some constants from the convention in
[23] for the case G = Rd.

Theorem 4.9. Let G be a locally compact abelian group and f ∈ L∞(G).
Then, the following are equivalent:

(1) There exists some 0 6= Φ ∈ L1(G) such that, for the STFT VΦf(x, ω)
defined as

VΦf(x, ξ) :=

∫

G

Φ(t)ξ(t)f(t− x) dt, x ∈ G, ξ ∈ Ĝ,

the following holds true: For each compact subset K ⊂ Ĝ we have:

lim
x→∞

sup
ξ∈K

|VΦf(x, ξ)| = 0.

(2) There exists a regular subset S ⊂ L1(G) such that for each g ∈ S:

lim
x→∞

g ∗ f(x) = 0.

Proof. The proof hinges on the simple fact that VΦf(x, ξ) = [Φξ] ∗ f .
(1) ⇒ (2): Note that F(Φξ)(η) = F(Φ)(ηξ−1). For Φ 6= 0, there exists

some η0 ∈ Ĝ such that F(Φ)(η0) 6= 0. In particular, for each η ∈ Ĝ, we

have F(Φηη−1
0 )(η) = F(Φ)(η0) 6= 0. Hence, {Φη : η ∈ Ĝ} is a regular

family in L1(G).
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The assumption implies now, in particular, that for each ξ ∈ Ĝ: [Φξ]∗
f ∈ C0(G). Hence, we arrive at the statement of (2).

(2) ⇒ (1). Let 0 6= Φ ∈ L1(G) be arbitrary. By the classical Wiener

Tauberian theorem, we see that for each ξ ∈ Ĝ: limx→∞ VΦf(x, ξ) =
limx→∞(Φξ) ∗ f(x) = 0. Hence, we only have to prove that this conver-

gence is uniformly for ξ chosen from a compact subset K of Ĝ. For doing
so, we note that the map Ĝ ∋ ξ 7→ Φξ ∈ L1(G) is continuous, as one
readily verifies. Since continuous images of compact spaces are compact,
we obtain that for every compact subset K ⊂ Ξ, the set {Φξ : ξ ∈ K} is
compact in L1(G). Hence, Theorem 4.1 proves (with X = {f}):

sup
ξ∈K

|(Φξ) ∗ f(x)| = sup
ξ∈K

|VΦf(x, ξ)|
x→∞
−→ 0.

This finishes the proof.

Having the QHA-analogues of the uniform Tauberian theorems at
hand, applications to operator theory are imminent. We end this dis-
cussion by giving a nice compactness criterion, which does not hinge on
the necessity of finding a regular family S ⊂ T 1(H).

Theorem 4.10. Let B ∈ L(H). Then, the following are equivalent:

(1) B ∈ K(H).

(2) B ∈ C1(H) and for some 0 6= A ∈ T 1(H) we have for every compact
K ⊂ Ξ:

sup
x∈K

|(UxA) ∗B(y)|
y→∞
−→ 0.

Proof. By Theorem 3.3, we know that B ∈ K(H) if and only if B ∈ C1(H)
and for any regular subset S ⊂ T 1(H) we have A ∗ B ∈ C0(Ξ) for every
A ∈ S. Now, if 0 6= A ∈ T 1(H), it is not hard to show that {UyA : y ∈ Ξ}
is a regular subset (this is analogous to the argument in the proof of
(1) ⇒ (2) of Theorem 4.9). Hence, (2) ⇒ (1) follows. To derive the
implication (1) ⇒ (2), we need to verify that for each compact subset
K ⊂ Ξ, {UyA : x ∈ K} is relatively compact in T 1(H). Since for each
A ∈ T 1(H), the map Ξ ∋ y 7→ UyA ∈ T 1(H) is continuous (this is readily
verified for finite rank operators), and the continuous image of a compact
set is compact, this fact is obtained. Hence, Theorem 4.7 (applied with
X = B) shows:

sup
y∈K

|(UyA) ∗B(x)|
x→∞
−→ 0.

This concludes the proof.

List of Notation

αx(A) Shift of operator, p. 17,
or limit operator, p. 19

αx(f) Shift of function, p. 4, or
limit function, p 7

β−(A) cf. p. 17

β−(f) Parity of function, p. 4

Aj(τ ) cf. p. 8

Aj,op(τ
′) cf. p. 23

C1(H) Uniformly continuous
operators, p. 18

Ff Fourier transform of f ,
p. 3

Ij(τ ) cf. p. 10

Ij,op(τ
′) cf. p. 24
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SO(G) Slowly oscillating func-
tions on G, p. 11

BUC(G) bounded, uniformly
continuous functions on
G, p. 4

SO(H) Slowly oscillating opera-
tors, p. 25

∂G Boundary of G in its
Samuel compactifica-
tion, p. 6

ρ(x) Dual action of β− on σG,
p. 7

σG Samuel compactification
of G, p. 6

τc.o. compact-open topology
on L∞(G), p. 8

τs∗ Strong∗ operator topol-
ogy, p. 19

τw∗ weak∗ topology on
L∞(G) or on L(H), p.
8 and p. 19

ςy(x) Action of G on itself,
resp. its extension to
M(A), p. 10

B0(H) Bounded operators van-
ishing at infinity, p. 25

B0(G) Bounded functions on G
vanishing at infinity, p.
12

C0(G) Continuous functions on
g vanishing at infinity, p.
4

Cb(G) bounded, continuous
functions on G, p. 6

Cc(G) Continuous, compactly
supported functions on
G, p. 6
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