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AN OPERATOR THEORETIC APPROACH TO

BIRKHOFF’S PROBLEM 111

MILES GOULD

Abstract. In 1946, Garrett Birkhoff proved that the n× n dou-
bly stochastic matrices comprise the convex hull of the n× n per-
mutation matrices, which in turn make up the extreme points of
this polytope. He proposed his problem 111, which asks whether
there exists a topology on infinite matrices for which this applies
to the closed convex hull of the N × N permutation matrices. As
Isbell showed in 1955, this equality is not achieved in the line-sum
norm. In this paper, we use the domain of operator theory, and
its many topologies, to improve on his negative result by showing
that Birkhoff’s problem is not solved in any of these topologies.
In Kendall’s 1960 paper on this problem, he gave an answer to
the affirmative, as well as a topology for which closed convex hull
comprises the doubly substochastic matrices. We also show that
Kendall’s secondary theorem also applies for all the locally con-
vex Hausdorff topologies finer than than Kendall’s (namely that
of entry-wise convergence) which make the continuous dual of the
matrix space no larger than the predual of the von Neumann al-
gebra containing them. We then show that this is a theoretical
upper limit topologies with this closure property. We also discuss
the exposed points of this hull for these several topologies. More-
over, we show that, in these topologies, the closed affine hull of
these permutation matrices comprise all operators with real-entry
matrix coefficients.

1. The Standard Representation of SN

Definition 1.1. Let H be a separable infinite dimensional Hilbert
space. For any orthonormal basis E = (en)n∈N of H, we define the
standard unitary representation πE : SN → B(H) (or simply π when
E is clear) of SN by π(ρ)en = eρ(n).

For the reader strictly interested in our considerations on convex
hulls, this entire first section need not be read, as it serves only to
justify the use of the standard representation π.
Our definition of a unitary representation π of a topological group G

is that of [3], which in addition to being a group homomorphism into the
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2 MILES GOULD

unitaries U(H),must make also the map G×H → H by (g, x) 7→ π(g)x
continuous for the product topology. For any of the mainstream oper-
ator topologies, namely weak, ultraweak, strong, strong∗, ultrastrong,
ultrastrong∗, Arens-Mackey, weak Banach, and norm, this map is con-
tinuous. Per [3], the continuity of this map is equivalent to the con-
tinuity of π : G → U(H) where the codomain is equipped with the
strong topology. Moreover, we know the weak and strong coincide on
U(H), so for any topology finer than the weak, this continuity follows.

Proposition 1.2. The pointwise topology is the coarsest topology which

makes SN a Hausdorff topological group. Moreover, it is the coarsest

topology on SN which makes π continuous with respect to the weak topol-

ogy on B(H).

Proof. The first part of the theorem is given by [5]. Next, a net (πλ)
in B(H) converges to π strongly in B(H) if and only if, for all x ∈ H,

lim
λ

∞
∑

n=1

|〈(πλ − π)x, en〉|2 = 0.

Therefore, if SN is equipped with the topology we seek, a net (ρλ)
converges to ρ if and only if

lim
λ

∞
∑

n=1

|〈(πλ(ρ)− π(ρ))x, en〉|2 = 0,

which simplifies to

lim
λ

∞
∑

n=1

|xρ−1

λ
(n) − xρ−1(n)|2 = 0.

Notice the following bound

lim
λ

∞
∑

n=1

|xρ−1

λ
(n) − xρ−1(n)|2 ≤

∞
∑

n=1

(

|xρ−1

λ
(n)|2 + |xρ−1(n)|2

)

≤
∞
∑

n=1

|xρ−1

λ
(n)|2 +

∞
∑

n=1

|xρ−1(n)|2

≤ 2
∞
∑

n=1

|xn|2

≤ 2‖x‖
< ∞.

Thus, the prior limit holds if and only if, for each n ∈ N, xρ−1

λ
(n) →

xρ−1(n). Moreover, since this must hold for every x ∈ H, convergence
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holds if and only if ρ−1
λ (n) → ρ−1(n). Since N is discrete, this holds

if and only if ρ−1
λ (n) = ρ−1(n) for eventual λ. Finally, because every

n = ρ(m) for some unique m ∈ N, convergence is equivalent to the
statement: for all m ∈ N, ρλ(m) = ρ(m) for eventual λ. QED

An interesting consequence of equipping SN with the pointwise topol-
ogy is that every irreducible unitary representation of SN must be over
a separable Hilbert space. Therefore the degree of every faithful irre-
ducible unitary representation is bounded above by ℵ0. We will now
show that the degree must also be bounded below by ℵ0.

Lemma 1.3. Let n ∈ N. Then every unitary representation π : SN →
Mn(C) is unfaithful.

Proof. Suppose, towards contradiction that π : SN → Mn(C) is faithful.
Let ∼ be the equivalence relation on SN by ρ ∼ ν iff ρν = νρ. By
assumption, the quotient SN/ ∼ must be finite. Consider the sequence
(ρk) in SN by ρk : (1 2 · · ·k + 1) in cycle notation. Whenever m 6= k,
ρkρm 6= ρmρk, a contradiction, since this sequence could not fit into
SN/ ∼ . QED

Proposition 1.4. For any topology T on SN finer than pointwise, π
is a faithful non-degenerate unitary representation of (SN, T ) on H.

Proof. Let ρ, ν ∈ SN. Then

π(ρ)π(ν)(en) = π(ρ)(eν(n)) = eρν(n),

so π is a group homomorphism (and so a representation). Moreover,

〈π(ρ)(en), em〉 = δρ(n),m

where δ is the Kronecker delta. Since it is real,

δρ(n),m = δρ−1(m),n = 〈π(ρ)∗(em), en〉,
so π(ρ)∗ = π(ρ−1) = π(ρ)−1. Therefore π is unitary. Now suppose
π(ρ) = π(ν). Then eρ(n) = eν(n) for all n ∈ N, i.e. ρ = ν, so π is
faithful. Since IdH ∈ π(SN), non-degeneracy is trivial. QED

Next, we will show a property which differs between the standard
representation of the infinite symmetric group and the standard rep-
resentations of the finite symmetric groups, namely that the former is
irreducible.

Lemma 1.5. Let πm : Sm → Mm(C) by πm(ρ)en = eρ(n). Then the

commutant π(Sm)
′ = span(Idm, Um), where [Um]ij = 1. In particular,

πm is reducible.
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Proof. (Induction) Clearly, U1 = Id1, so π1(S1)
′ = CId1 is trivial. Now,

let k ∈ N and suppose π(Sk)
′ = span(Idk, Uk). Let a ∈ πk+1(Sk+1). We

can express it in k × k and 1× 1 block form. Then for every ρ ∈ Sk,

(

πk(ρ) 0
0 1

)(

A B
C D

)

=

(

A B
C D

)(

πk(ρ) 0
0 1

)

(

πk(ρ)A πk(ρ)B
C D

)

=

(

Aπk(ρ) B
Cπk(ρ) D

)

Then A ∈ πk(Sk)
′, B is a 1×k constant row, C a k×1 constant column,

and D is free. We can then do the same for the 1× 1 and k × k block
form, yielding the general equation













a1 a2 · · · a2 b
a2 a1 · · · a2 b
...

...
. . .

...
...

a2 a2 · · · a1 b
c c · · · c d













=













a′ b′ · · · b′ b′

c′ d′1 · · · d′2 d′2
...

...
. . .

...
...

c′ d′2 · · · d′1 d′2
c′ d′2 · · · d′2 d′1













a′ = a1 = d = d′1

a2 = d′2 = b′ = b = c′ = c

and so we have the final form a ∈ span(Idm, Um). It is simple to check
that all such matrices commute with πk+1(Sk+1). By induction, the
lemma holds. QED

Theorem 1.6. For any topology finer than pointwise, π is irreducible.

Proof. As before, we can express a general element a ∈ π(SN)
′ in m×

m and N × N block form, and we can see that, for all such block
decompositions A ∈ span(Idm, Um), so every matrix coefficient must
fit this pattern. However, if a 6∈ CIdH then a must be unbounded, a
contradiction. Thus, π(SN)

′ = CidH . QED

2. The Convex Hulls of SN

Quickly, we will show that the group algebra of SN on H is strongly
dense in B(H), which we will analogize for real-entry matrices later.

Corollary 2.1. C[π(SN)] is strongly dense in B(H). Moreover,

C[π(SN)] ∩ U(H) is strongly dense in U(H).

Proof. This follows from the double commutant lemma and Kaplan-
sky’s density theorem [12, 123,131]. QED
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Definition 2.2. For subsets S ⊆ B(H), we will use the following
notation for particular closures of S, S the uniform closure, S

s
the

strong closure, S
w
the weak, etc.

We are now going to define several crucial collections of permuta-
tions, partial permutations, and their polytopes.

Definition 2.3. Firstly, we should note that, just as π depends on E,
so will all the following definitions, via the matrix coefficients umk =
〈uek, em〉.
(i) DS =

{

a ∈ B(H)

∣

∣

∣

∣

amk ≥ 0,
∑∞

k=1 amk =
∑∞

k=1 akm = 1

}

, the

doubly stochastic matrices.

(ii) DSS =

{

a ∈ B(H)

∣

∣

∣

∣

amk ≥ 0,
∑∞

k=1 amk ≤ 1,
∑∞

k=1 akm ≤ 1

}

, the

doubly substochastic matrices.

(iii) PSN =

{

a ∈ B(H)

∣

∣

∣

∣

amk ∈ {0, 1}, ∑k amk ≤ 1,
∑

k akm ≤ 1

}

,

the partial permutation matrices. Their finite analog has been studied
recently, by [6].
(iv) FSN = {ρ ∈ SN | ρ(n) = n e.a.} the finitary symmetric group.

2.1. The Uniform and Finitary Convex Hulls.

Proposition 2.4. cowBπ(SN) ⊂ DS

Proof. Following in the footsteps of Isbell [7], we will show by example
that the above inclusion is strict. Let a ∈ DS by

a =





















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 · · ·
...

...
...

...
...

...
. . .





















Let b ∈ co(SN), and express it b =
∑p

j=1 tjπ(ρj). Then consider the

n× n block of 1/n entries. Then, there are at most p2 columns in this
block for which b has a nonzero entry. Take xk = 1√

n−p2
for each of
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the remaining columns. We can lower bound the norm difference

‖a− b‖2 = sup
‖x‖=1

∞
∑

m=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∞
∑

k=1

(amk − bmk)xk

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≥ n

∣

∣

∣

∣

n− p2

n

1
√

n− p2

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≥ n− p2

n

Since we can take n arbitrarily large, we can ensure ‖a− b‖ arbitrarily
close to 1, so ‖a− b‖ ≥ 1. In fact,

inf
b∈co(SN)

‖a− b‖ ≥ 1.

Now, since the weak Banach dual coincides with the norm dual, by [14,
370], cowBπ(SN) ⊂ DS. QED

Our further work will show that coT π(SN) 6= DS for any of the 9
main operator topologies, thus yielding a negative answer to Birkhoff’s
problem 111 for operator topologies. Crucial to the strong and weak
topologies, we will define two types of finite restrictions of operators
with respect to E.

Definition 2.5. For u ∈ B(H), let u[n], u〈n〉 ∈ B(H) by

u
〈n〉
mk =

{

umk, m, k ≤ n;

0, otherwise.

and

u
[n]
mk =

{

umk, m ≤ n or k ≤ n;

0, otherwise.

Now, for a subset S ⊆ B(H), let

F0S = {v ∈ B(H) | ∃u ∈ S, n ∈ N s.t. u〈n〉 = v}

F1S = {v ∈ B(H) | ∃u ∈ S, n ∈ N s.t. u[n] = v}
We will also define the finitary restriction FS by

FS = {v ∈ S | ∃u ∈ S, n ∈ N s.t. a = b〈n〉 + idn+1},
where idn ∈ B(H) by

idnek =

{

0, k ≤ n;

ek, k > n.
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Notice that it is possible for FS = ∅, namely if every a ∈ S is never
eventually the identity. However, some of our crucial examples behave
nicely under F, as shown the next lemma.

Lemma 2.6. Fπ(SN) = π(FSN) and FDS =
⋃

n∈N(Bn + idn+1), where
Bn is the Birkhoff polytope identified in the upper-left n×n subalgebra.

Proof. If for u ∈ π(SN), u
〈n〉 + idn+1 ∈ π(FSN), then necessarily u〈n〉

permutes {e1, ..., en}, so u〈n〉 + idn+1 ∈ π(FSN). In the other direction,
if u ∈ π(FSN), then for some n ∈ N, u = u〈n〉 + idn+1.
Now if u ∈ DS has u〈n〉 + idn+1 ∈ DS, then necessarily u〈n〉 is doubly

stochastic in the n × n subalgebra, so is in Bn. The other direction is
trivial. QED

Proposition 2.7. coπ(FSN) = FDS.

Proof. By lemma 2.6, coπ(FSN) = co(Fπ(SN)). Now, due the fact that
Bn ⊆ Bn+1 and a quick application of the Birkhoff-von Neumann the-
orem, co(Fπ(SN)) =

⋃

n∈N(Bn + idn+1) = FDS. QED

Lemma 2.8. For all S ⊆ B(H), S ⊆ F0S
w
and S ⊆ F1S

s
.

Proof. Let u ∈ S, x ∈ H. By Parseval’s identity,

‖(u− u[n])x‖2 =
∞
∑

k=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∞
∑

m=1

(ukm − u
[n]
km)xm

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

=
∞
∑

k=n+1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∞
∑

m=n+1

ukmxm

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

→ 0.

Additionally, let y ∈ H.

|〈(u− u〈n〉)x, y〉| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∞
∑

m=1

∞
∑

k=1

(umk − u
〈n〉
mk)xkym

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

n
∑

m=1

∞
∑

k=n+1

umkxkym +

∞
∑

m=n+1

∞
∑

k=1

umkxkym

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

n
∑

m=1

∞
∑

k=1

umk+nx
(n)
k ym +

∞
∑

m=1

∞
∑

k=1

um+nkxky
(n)
m

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ‖u‖
(

‖x(n)‖‖y‖+ ‖x‖‖y(n)‖
)

→ 0
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Here we used the notation x(n) for the vector by

x
(n)
k =

{

0, k ≤ n;

xn+k, n > k.

QED

2.2. The Arens-Mackey Family of Hulls. Here we will consider a
crucial family of operator topologies, namely those which are coarser
than the Mackey topology yet finer than the weak topology. We will
begin with the closures of the finitary permutation matrices in the
strong and weak topologies.

Proposition 2.9. π(FSN)
s
= π(SN) and π(FSN)

w
= PSN.

Proof. By cor. 2.8, π(SN) ⊆ π(FSN)
s
, because every permutation ma-

trix u ∈ π(SN) has convergent u
[n] (in fact it will coincide with u〈n〉).

Let u ∈ π(FSN)
w
. Then there exists a sequence in π(SN) allm, k ∈ N,

limn→∞〈(π(ρn) − u)ek, em〉 = 0, but 〈π(ρn)ek, em〉 = δmρn(k). Clearly
then, umk ∈ {0, 1}. Suppose for some m, k, j, umk = umj = 1. Then

lim
n→∞

δmρn(k) = lim
n→∞

δmρn(j)

ρn(k) = ρn(j) for e.a. n, so

k = j.

The same argument can be applied to a fixed column, so each row and
column must have at most one 1, i.e. u ∈ PSN.
By 2.8, we need only show F0PSN ⊆ π(FSN)

w
, so let u ∈ F0PSN. Let

I = {k ∈ N | ∀m, umk = 0} and J = {m ∈ N | ∀k, umk = 0}.

Let i : N → I, j : N → J be their increasing enumerations. Define the
finitary permutations ρn by

ρn(k) =











n+ k, k ≤ n;

n− k, n < k ≤ 2n;

n, otherwise.

Define u(n) by

u
(n)
mk =

{

umk, m ∈ I or k ∈ J ;

π(ρn)i(m),j(k), otherwise.
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Finally, we need only show π(ρ(n)) → 0 weakly. Similar to the proof of
2.8, let x, y ∈ H.

|〈π(ρ(n))x, y〉| =
∞
∑

m=1

xρ−1
n (m)ym

=

n
∑

m=1

(xn+mym + xmyn+m) +

∞
∑

m=2n+1

xmym

≤ ‖x(n)‖‖y‖+ ‖x‖‖y(n)‖+ ‖x2n‖‖y2n‖
→ 0,

maintaining the notation from 2.8.
For the strong case, since ‖(π(ρn)−π(ρm))x‖ → 0, we can see that for

fixed k, ρn(k) must converge, so every row and by the same argument,
every column of u, must contain a 1. Therefore, they must contain
exactly one 1, which is precisely the definition of π(SN). QED

The next lemma makes obvious the property which ensures the weak
closure of DSS.

Lemma 2.10. Let u ∈ B(H). If for some n,m ∈ N,

n
∑

k=1

umk > 1 or

n
∑

k=1

ukm > 1,

then u 6∈ DSS
w
.

Proof. Let u, n,m be as above. Without loss of generality, we will
assume that the mth row sums to greater than 1. Suppose, towards
contradiction, that (u(j)) in PSN converges to u. Then for all k ≤ n,

〈(u(j) − u)ek, em〉 → 0.

Therefore for eventual j,
n
∑

k=1

u
(j)
mk > 1,

a contradiction to DSS. QED

This lemma shows us the intuitive fact that doubly substochastic
matrices lie within the unit ball of B(H). Interestingly, this is true
without any knowledge of the boundedness of the operators, only their
matrix coefficients.

Lemma 2.11. DSS ⊆ B(H)1
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Proof. Using an argument shown to me by David Gao [4], we will first
show that if (ki), (ti) are nonnegative sequences such that

∑

i ki ≤ 1,
then (

∑

i kiti)
2 ≤ ∑

i kit
2
i . If

∑

i ki = 0, then ki = 0 always, so this is
obvious, otherwise,

(

∞
∑

i=1

kiti

)2

=

(

∞
∑

i=1

ki

)2
(∑∞

i=1 kiti
∑∞

i=1 ki

)2

≤
(

∞
∑

i=1

ki

)2
∑∞

i=1 kit
2
i

∑∞
i=1 ki

by Jensen’s inequality

≤
(

∞
∑

i=1

kiti

)

∞
∑

i=1

kit
2
i

≤
∞
∑

i=1

kit
2
i .

Let x ∈ H s.t. ‖x‖ = 1, a ∈ DSS.

‖ax‖2 ≤
∞
∑

m=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∞
∑

k=1

amkxk

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤
∞
∑

m=1

(

∞
∑

k=1

amk|xk|
)2

≤
∞
∑

m=1

∞
∑

k=1

amk|xk|2

≤
∞
∑

m=1

(

∞
∑

k=1

amk

)

|xk|2

≤
∞
∑

m=1

|xk|2 = ‖x‖2 = 1.

QED

Lemma 2.12. DSS is convex and weakly compact.

Proof. Let u, w ∈ DSS, t ∈ (0, 1). Then
∞
∑

k=1

(tumk + (1− t)wmk) ≤ 1

so convexity holds. Since, by 2.11, DSS ⊆ B(H)1, which by Banach-
Alaoglu is weakly compact, it suffices to show closure. Let u ∈ B(H)
such that there exists m ∈ N whose row or column has sum greater
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than 1 (i.e. u 6∈ DSS). Without loss of generality, assume the row case.
Then there exists some n such that

n
∑

k=1

umk > 1,

so lemma 2.10, u is not in the weak closure of DSS. Therefore, DSS is
closed. QED

Lemma 2.13. cow(PSN) ⊆ DSS.

Proof. By lemma 2.12, cow(DSS) = DSS, so

cow(PSN) ⊆ cow(DSS) = DSS.

QED

The following theorem is a strengthening of Kendall’s result [9], who
proved the result for the weakest topology which makes the functionals
a 7→ amk continuous. We have already given (many) examples of se-
quences in DSS which converge in the weak and diverge in the Mackey
topology, via 2.9, and it is not difficult to show that the weak topology
coincides with Kendall’s in the unit ball.

Theorem 2.14. coMπ(FSN) = DSS and ext(DSS) = PSN.

Proof. Let u ∈ DSS, n ∈ N. The restriction u〈n〉 has

u
〈n〉
mk ∈ [0, 1],

n
∑

k=1

u
〈n〉
mk ≤ 1, and

n
∑

k=1

u
〈n〉
km ≤ 1.

Thus u(n) is in the partial permutohedron [6], by Mirsky [11]. There-
fore,

u〈n〉 ∈ co(PS
〈n〉
N

) ⊆ co(F0PSN).

Now, by lemma 2.8 and 2.9,

u ∈ cow(F0PSN) = cow(π(FSN)).

The other inclusion is given by lemma 2.13. Since DSS is contained
in the unit ball, by 2.11, the weak and ultraweak topologies coincide
on it. Additionally, since by 2.12, DSS is convex, the ultraweak and
Mackey closures are characterized by their functionals [14, 370], which
coincide. Krein-Milman [12, 273] then tells us that PSN contains the
extreme points of DSS. Finally, we can verify that every v ∈ PSN is
extreme. If v = tu + (1 − t)w for u, w ∈ DSS and t ∈ (0, 1), then for
some m, k, vmk ∈ [t, 1− t] ⊆ (0, 1), a contradiction. QED
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It should be noted that we can achieve the above result in a briefer
argument: As Kendall noted, ext(DSS) = PSN, (he claimed this was
easily calculated, though did not provide proof) so by lemma 2.12,
Krein-Milman gives us the fact immediately. However, Krein-Milman
requires the axiom of choice, so the proof outlined above is superior.

Corollary 2.15. coT π(SN) 6= DS for T in the following: weak, ul-

trweak, strong, strong∗, ultrastrong, ultrastrong∗, Arens-Mackey, weak

Banach, norm. In particular, Birkhoff’s problem 111 cannot be solved

using operator topologies.

Proof. By prop. 2.4,

coπ(SN) = cowBπ(SN) ⊂ DS,

and by theorem 2.14,

cowπ(SN) = coMπ(SN) = DSS 6= DS,

so since the other topologies are finer than weak, though coarser than
Mackey,

couwπ(SN) = cosπ(SN) = cos
∗

π(SN) = cousπ(SN) = cous
∗

π(SN) = DSS.

QED

2.3. Distinct Topologies which Generate DSS. The fact that the
closed convex hulls of π(FSN) coincide between the Mackey and weak
topologies is actually quite remarkable (though not specific to π(FSN)).
As Kendall noted, DSS is compact in the entry-wise topology, so in the
weak topology. However, theorem 2.14 gives us two distinct topologies
for which DSS is a non-compact closure, namely strong and strong∗.
Let us summarize the existing arguments: It is well known that the

weak and ultraweak topologies coincide on the unit ball, so by lemma
2.11, the same is true of DSS. Moreover, as proven by von Neumann
[15], we may say the same of the strong and ultrastrong. A bit later,
Akemann [2] proved that the strong∗ and Mackey topologies coincide
on the unit ball. The next two propositions will show that these three
classes are actually distinct on DSS.

Proposition 2.16. DSS is not strongly compact.

Proof. The proof follows the analogous result for the unit ball. Sup-
pose, towards contradiction, that DSS is compact in the strong topol-
ogy. Then the identity map (DSS, s) 7→ (DSS, w) is a continuous bi-
jection from a compact space to a Hausdorff space, so is a homeomor-
phism. The prior continuity is ensured because the domain topology
is finer than the codomain topology. However, in light of 2.9, there are
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many weakly convergent sequences which diverge strongly, a contradic-
tion. QED

This argument clearly holds for all the operator topologies other
than the weak and ultraweak. This begs the question of how much
finer (than Mackey) a topology can be so that theorem 2.14 still holds.
Interestingly, one can give a proof of the above using Krein-Milman:
Suppose DSS is strongly compact. Then since π(SN) is closed set and
cosπ(SN) = DSS, then ext(DSS) ⊆ π(SN), a contradiction. Again
though, Krein-Milman relies on the axiom of choice, so the original
proof is superior.

Proposition 2.17. (DSS, s) and (DSS, s∗) are not homeomorphic.

Proof. We will prove this by example. Let u(n) ∈ DSS by

u
(n)
mk =

{

1, m = 1, k = n;

0, otherwise.

Let x ∈ H. Then ‖u(n)x‖ = |xn| → 0. However, ‖u(n)∗e1‖ = ‖en‖ = 1,
so u(n) converges strongly but not strongly∗. QED

Our next goal will be to prove that the strong∗ (or equivalently,
Mackey) topology is the finest topology on DSS having coπ(FSN) as
a dense subset which is inherited from a locally convex topology on
B(H).

Definition 2.18. Our further considerations on DSS require us to
delve into the singular functionals, that is, functionals which do not
correspond to the pre-dual. The mere existence of one of these demands
the axiom of choice. Let B(H)∗s denote these singular functionals. That
is,

B(H)∗s = span{f ∈ B(H)∗+ | ∀g ∈ B(H)∗+, g 6≤ f}.
Lemma 2.19. If f ∈ B(H)∗s, then f is constant on π(FSN).

Proof. Let f ∈ B(H)∗s. Let u, w ∈ coπ(FSN). Then there exists n ∈ N

s.t. u − w = (u − w)〈n〉. Let Kn = span{ej | j ≤ n}. By Akemann
[2], for all x ∈ Kn, f(x ⊗ x) = 0. Then (u − w)〈n〉 ∈ B(Kn), which is
spanned by its rank-one projections, thus f(u−w) = f((u−w)〈n〉) = 0,
so f(u) = f(w). QED

Lemma 2.20. Let T be a locally convex topology on B(H). If there
exists a τ−continuous functional f ∈ B(H)∗s such that f(1) 6= 0, then
0 6∈ coT π(FSN).
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Proof. By 2.19, if f(1) 6= 0, then for all u ∈ coπ(FSN), f(u) = f(1) 6= 0,
so no net in coπ(FSN) approaches 0, otherwise f could not be contin-
uous, since f(0) = 0. QED

Corollary 2.21. Let T be a locally convex topology on B(H). If

coT π(FSN) = DSS,

then every f ∈ B(H)∗s is identically 0 on DSS.

Proof. Since 0 ∈ DSS, we see that by the contraposition of 2.20, f is
0 on coπ(FSN). Since, by assumption, this hull in dense in DSS, any
element in the range of f over DSS is achieved as the limit of a net of
0, so must be 0 on its entirety. QED

Theorem 2.22. Let T be a locally convex topology on B(H). If

coT π(FSN) = DSS,

then T is finer than ultraweak and coarser than strong∗ on DSS.

Proof. Firstly, since T makes B(H) Hausdorff, it must make the entry-
wise functionals continuous, i.e. it must be finer than Kendall’s topol-
ogy, which we know to coincide with the weak/ultraweak on DSS.
Now let F = (B(H), T )∗. Notice, we know that T is coarser than
τ(B(H), F ), by the Mackey-Arens theorem. So take T = τ(B(H), F )
without loss of generality. In this topology, convergence is defined as
follows: u(λ) → u iff for every convex, σ(F,B(H))−compact K ⊆ F,
supf∈K |f(u(λ) − u)| → 0. However, by 2.21, for all f ∈ K \ B(H)∗,

f(u(λ) − u) = 0 for all u, u(λ) ∈ DSS. Moreover, since B(H)∗ is itself
convex and σ(B(H)∗, B(H))−closed, this convergence is equivalent to
that of τ(B(H), F ∩ B(H)∗) for nets in DSS. Therefore, T is coarser
than the Mackey topology on DSS, which again coincides with the
strong∗ topology. QED

Now we will describe the exposed points of DSS and DS in each
of the topologies. It turns out that they coincide with the extremes
of either in the weak topology, so the same holds for the rest of the
topologies.

Theorem 2.23. expw(DSS) = PSN and expw(DS) = π(SN)

Proof. Let u ∈ PSN. For any J ⊆ N, define xJ ∈ H1 by

xJ
j =

∑

j∈J

2−
j

2 ej.
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Let I be the index underlying the support projection of u. Now, define
the weakly continuous functional by

f(v) = 〈vxI , uxI〉 − 〈vxIc , xN〉.

Our hypothesis is that f reaches its unique maximum in DSS at u.
It suffices to show that this holds in PSN, by theorem 2.14. Let v ∈
PSN \ {u}.
Case 1: If vxI 6= uxI , then by positive definiteness,
〈vxI , uxI〉 < 〈uxI , uxI〉. Of course, 〈vxIc , xN〉 ≥ 0, so f(v) < f(u).

Case 2: If vxI = uxI , then vxIc 6= uxIc = 0. Thus, for some j ∈ N,
(vxIc)j > 0 and positive definiteness yields (uxN)j > 0, so 〈vxIc , xN〉 >
0. Again, f(v) < f(u). Notice that the same must hold for u ∈ π(SN)
over DS. QED

3. The Affine Hull of SN

Definition 3.1. For Λ ⊆ C, let BΛ(H) be the bounded operators on
H with all coefficients w.r.t E in Λ. Notice, in the case Λ = R, this is
a real C∗-algebra, as it can be ∗-isomorphically identified with B(H̃),
where H̃ = spanR(E).

We can express PSN in the terms set in definition 3.1, which elegantly
characterizes them in the unit ball of B(H).

Proposition 3.2. PSN = B{0,1}(H)1.

Proof. Clearly, PSN ⊆ B{0,1}(H)1. For the other direction, let
u ∈ B{0,1}(H)1. Then the sum of the squares of the rows and columns
cannot exceed 1, so every row and column has at most one 1 entry.

QED

Lemma 3.3. Let A be a real ∗-subalgebra of BR(H). Then A is strongly

dense in its real double commutant A′′
R
= A′′ ∩BR(H).

Proof. Since we know BR(H) is real ∗-isomorphic to B(H̃), it suffices
to show that the strong operator topology induced by H on BR(H)
coincides with strong operator topology induced by H̃ on B(H̃). Better
yet, it suffices to show that the latter is finer than the former. Let
aλ, a ∈ BR(H) and suppose for all y ∈ H̃, limλ ‖(aλ − a)y‖ = 0. Let
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x ∈ H.

‖(aλ − a)x‖2 =
∞
∑

k=1

|〈(aλ − a)x, ek〉|2

=
∞
∑

k=1

(

|〈(aλ − a)ℜ(x), ek〉+ i〈(aλ − a)ℑ(x), ek〉|2
)

= ‖(aλ − a)ℜ(x)‖2 + ‖(aλ − a)ℑ(x)‖2.
But we know ℜ(x),ℑ(x) ∈ H̃, so limλ ‖(aλ−a)x‖ = 0. Now the classical
result from C∗ theory follows. [12, 115-116] QED

Corollary 3.4. Let A be a real ∗-subalgebra of BR(H). Then A is

Mackey dense in its real double commutant A′′
R
= A′′ ∩BR(H).

Proof. Let A1 = {a ∈ A | ‖a‖ ≤ 1}. By the same alterations made in
lemma 3.3, Kaplanksy’s density theorem extends to real ∗-subalgebras
of BR(H). [12, 131] Then A1 is strongly dense in (A′′)1, and since A1

is convex and bounded, its closure coincides with the Mackey closure,
so A1 is Mackey dense in (A′′

R
)1. [13, 70,153] QED

Proposition 3.5. aff
M
π(FSN) = BR(H)

Proof. Notice that

aff
M
π(FSN) ⊇ coMπ(FSN) ⊇ B{0,1}(H)1,

by prop. 2.12. Thus, 0 ∈ aff
M
π(FSN), so the affine hull is the real span,

aff
M
π(FSN) = spanM

R
(π(FSN)) = R[π(SN)]

M
.

Finally, R[π(SN)] is a real ∗-subalgebra of BR(H), so by corollary 3.4,
R[π(SN)] is Mackey dense in its real double commutant,

R[π(SN)]
′′
R = π(SN)

′′
R = RId′

H = BR(H).

QED

This fact is quite remarkable. In finite dimensions, the affine hull
of the symmetric group is the smallest affine space containing the
Birkhoff polytope Bn, affπ(Sn)) = aff(Bn), which famously has di-
mension (n−1)2 embedded in n2 real-dimensional space. Heuristically,
the codimension of affπ(Sn) in its matrix space tends towards infin-
ity in the limit of n. However, for any topology which the dual space
of B(H) is contained in the predual B(H)∗, the smallest closed affine
space containing the direct limit of these polytopes has real codimen-
sion 0. Moreover, as we have shown, this space is a vector space only if
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the relative topology is coarser than that of the strong∗ on the doubly
substochastics.

4. Conclusion

Initially motivated by a conditionally convergent trace on B(H), this
paper was an outgrowth of adjacent research. However, it quickly be-
came apparent that the results herein were fruitful in their own right.
We have demonstrated that Birkhoff’s Problem 111 truly requires the
use of a non-standard topology, such as that which Kendall gave, con-
firming Isbell’s suspicion [7]. Moreover, the use of the Arens-Mackey
topology has shown how much room Kendall’s secondary theorem had
to improve. Not only did we find a finer topology for which his theo-
rem holds, we found two, neither of which are compact. To this end,
we have also shown that the larger of these is maximal. That is, any
locally convex topology finer than Mackey must not be strictly finer
on the doubly substochastics. In regards to the doubly substochastics
themselves, we have seen that they affinely generate the entire (real)
algebra, a fact which is nowhere near true of the topologies which only
generate the doubly stochastics. Finally, this text has raised a few
questions:

1. Does there exist a locally convex topology (coarser than the norm
topology on and compatible with B(H)) on DSS which is both strictly
finer than Mackey and has coπ(SN) as a dense subset?
2. Does there exist a locally convex topology such that coπ(SN) = DS?
3. Can ext(DSS) ⊆ PSN be proven independent of the axiom of choice?
4. Does the norm closure of coπ(SN) coincide with Isbell’s line-sum
norm [8]? If not, what is the additional condition on DS which defines
it?
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