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AN ULTRAPRODUCT APPROACH TO LIMIT SPACE THEORY

LIANG GUO, JIN QIAN, AND QIN WANG

ABSTRACT. Limit space theory is initiated by Rabinovich, Roch, and Silbermann for Z
n, and devel-

oped by Špakula and Willett for a discrete metric space. In this paper, we introduce an ultraproduct

approach for the limit space theory by fixing an ultrafilter and changing the base point. We prove

that the limit spaces we construct are stratified into distinct layers according to the Rudin-Keisler

order of the chosen ultrafilter. When the ultrafilter is fixed, the limit spaces we can construct can ex-

tract one layer from all the limit spaces constructed by Špakula and Willett. We prove that if a finite

propagation operator is Fredholm if and only if the limit operators in one layer and one higher layer

are invertible, where the condition is weaker than that of Špakula and Willett. Moreover, we in-

vestigated the correspondence of coarse geometric properties of limit spaces and the original space,

including Property A, coarse embeddability, asymptotic dimension, etc.
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1. INTRODUCTION

For a metric space X with bounded geometry, its Roe algebra, denoted by C∗(X), encodes
the coarse geometric information of the underlying space. The K-theory of this algebra serves
as the set of higher indices of abstract elliptic differential operators on X, making it one of the
most significant objects of study in non-commutative geometry, particularly in coarse geometry.
Actually, a more intuitive concept is actually the uniform version of this algebra, the uniform Roe
algebra C∗

u(X). It also encodes the coarse geometric information of the underlying space and even
fully determines the coarse geometric structure of the underlying space [BBF+22].

An operator T ∈ B(ℓ2(X)) can always be viewed as an X-by-X matrix. We say T has finite prop-
agation if there exists R > 0 such that Txy = 0 for all pair (x, y) with d(x, y) ≥ R, where Txy is the
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(x, y)-entry of T. The uniform algebraic Roe algebra Cu[X] consists of all operators in B(ℓ2(X))
with finite propagation. When the space X is taken ZN , an element in the uniform algebraic Roe
algebra T ∈ Cu[ZN ] is also called a band-dominated operator. For this class of operators, there
exists a significant and longstanding issue, i.e., when is a band-dominated operator on ℓ2(ZN) a
Fredholm operator? One of the most successful approaches to this problem is to apply the limit
operator theory, see [RRS04]. It is finally proved that T ∈ Cu[ZN ] is Fredholm if and only if all the
limit operators of T are uniformly invertible, i.e., the set of all inverses of limit operators is uni-
formly bounded. In [LS14], it is proved that the uniform boundedness of the inverse is actually
redundant.

This idea was later extended to spaces beyond ZN . In [Roe05], J. Roe generalizes the result
above to the case for all groups with Yu’s Property A [Yu00]. In his proof, he applies the idea of
coarse groupoid to show the set of all limit operators of T actually lives in the C∗-algebra of the
boundary coarse groupoid, which is exactly the quotient algebra of C∗

u(X) by K. The uniform
inversibility of the limit space exactly means the operator T is invertible modulo K, i.e., T is

Fredholm. This inspires the work [ŠW17] in which the setting is generalized to arbitrary strongly
discrete metric space with bounded geometry and Yu’s Property A.

Recall that in [ŠW17], to construct a limit space of X, one must first fix a non-principal ultra-
filter ω ∈ βX. The limit space associated with ω is denoted by X(ω) which consists of all the
ultrafilters on X which can be obtained by a partial translation acting on ω. The “limit” in the
name of limit space manifests in the choice of non-principal ultrafilters. Each non-principal ultra-
filter represents a direction tending towards infinity. The presence of two ultrafilters in the same
limit space implies that these two ultrafilters tend towards similar directions of infinity. This de-
scription fits perfectly with the language of coarse groupoids in metric spaces. In fact, the closure
of a limit space in βX is exactly a closed invariant subset of βX in the coarse groupoid G(X), see
[WZ23].

In this paper, we provide a new approach to the limit space theory by using the construction of
ultraproduct which is a common technique in nonstandard analysis. An important motivation for
the birth of nonstandard analysis is the hope to further extend the real number field R, thereby
realizing both infinitesimals and infinities as concrete “numbers‘’. One of the most successful
models for this is to apply ultrapower construction of the real number field, see [Gol22, Chapter
9]. Such an extended number field is called a “hyperreal number field”. Inspired by this feature of
ultraproduct, if one does the ultraproduct to the metric space X under a pre-selected ultrafilter
ω ∈ βN, then Xω becomes a hyperreal-valued metric space. Since we have assumed X to be strongly
discrete, any two elements in Xω can never take value in infinitesimals, but can take value in
infinities. Moreover, X can be embedded into Xω as a subspace. We then define a limit space to be
a maximal set of all elements in Xω which has an infinite distance with X but has a finite distance
with other points in this set. An element in a limit space in this case becomes the equivalent class
of an unbounded sequence, which represents a direction tending to infinity. We finally prove that

the limit spaces we define coincide with those defined in [ŠW17] for some ultrafilters in βX.

However, an interesting fact is that if we fix an ultrafilter and construct the limit space through
the aforementioned method, the resulting limit spaces are actually fewer than those constructed

in [ŠW17]. In this case, there are some limit spaces defined in [ŠW17] that cannot be found if we
fix our ultrafilter. The essential reason behind this is the existence of the so-called Rudin-Keisler
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order, see [Kei10] (also see Definition 2.17). The Rudin-Keisler order stratifies the limit spaces in

[ŠW17] into many layers. When we fix an ultrafilter, we can only read out the limit spaces that
are on layers lower than this particular one.

Under this setting, we can still consider the Fredholm question of a finite propagation operator.
For a metric space with bounded geometry and Property A, we prove that an element in C∗(X)
is Fredholm if and only if its limit operators on one layer and one higher layer are pointwisely

invertible, see Theorem 5.3 and Corollary 5.6. This condition is weaker than that in [ŠW17] since
we need fewer limit operators to be invertible. Meanwhile, regarding the question of whether
the uniform boundedness condition can be omitted, we have also generalized the conditions
beyond spaces with Property A. We only need to assume that all limit spaces possess Property A
to demonstrate that the uniform boundedness condition is automatically implied, see Theorem
5.3. And this condition is summarized as that the space has Property A at infinity.

In fact, this is not the first time that Property A at infinity has been proposed. Although our
definition starts from limit spaces, making the name seem very apt, in [Pil18], T. Pillon first intro-
duced Property A at infinity using a geometric characteristic of the space X itself. Subsequently,
in [DGWZ22], this concept was generalized to coarse embedding into Hilbert space at infinity. In
Section 3, we prove that Property A at infinity described by using limit spaces is equivalent to the
description given in [Pil18]. There is also a parallel result for coarse embedding at infinity. In-
spired by this phenomenon, we investigated the correspondence of coarse geometric properties
of limit spaces and the original space, including coarse equivalence, asymptotic dimension, etc.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we introduce the definition of limit spaces
via ultrapower construction and provide some examples. Moreover, we compare our definition

with the original one in [ŠW17] and prove that these two definitions are equivalent for some
special cases. Because of the existence of the Rudin-Keisler order, we also show that we can only

construct part of the limit spaces as in [ŠW17] if we fix an ultrafilter. In Section 3, we study the
coarse geometry behavior of limit spaces and its relationship with the original space. In Section 4,
we introduce the definition of limit operators associated with a band-dominated operator in our
language. We prove that mapping a finite propagation operator to the limit operator associated
with a fixed limit space is actually a ∗-homomorphism. In Section 5, we study the Fredholm
theory of an element in the Roe algebra and prove our main result in this paper.

2. LIMIT SPACES

The notion of limit space for a metric space is introduced by J. Špakula and R. Willett in [ŠW17].
In their setting, a limit space consists of ultrafilters on X, and each two of those can be translated

by a partial translation. This definition is perfectly related to the coarse groupoid of X, see [ŠW17,
Appendix B] and [WZ23, Section 3] for example. In this section, we shall introduce a new de-
scription of the limit space of a metric space by using ultrapowers.

2.1. Limit spaces via ultrapower construction. To begin with, we shall first recall the definition
of ultrafilter.

Definition 2.1. Let I be an index set and P(I) be its power set. A filter on I is a set F ⊆ P(I)
such that
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(1) ∅ /∈ F but I ∈ F ;
(2) if A, B ∈ F , then A ∩ B ∈ F ;
(3) if A ∈ F and A ⊆ B, then B ∈ F .

A filter F is an ultrafilter if, for any A ⊆ I, either A ∈ F or S\A ∈ F (but not both).

The reader is referred to [Gol22] for some basic knowledge on ultrafilters. An ultrafilter ω
is called principal if there exists some i ∈ I such that A ∈ ω if and only if i ∈ A. To simplify
the description, we shall take N as the index set. In the following of this paper, we shall fix a
non-principal ultrafilter ω on N.

The reader is referred to [Roe03] for some background on coarse geometry. We shall also recall
some basic definitions in Section 3.1. To clarify the notation, we shall need the following two
definitions here. A metric space (X, d) is strongly discrete if d(x, y) ∈ Z for any x, y ∈ X. For any
given metric space X, one can define d′ to be a function on X × X by

d′(x, y) = ⌈d(x, y)⌉,

where ⌈·⌉ : R → Z is the ceiling function (or smallest-integer function). It is not hard to check
that d′ is a well-defined metric on X such that (X, d′) is strongly discrete and (X, d′) is coarsely
equivalent to (X, d).Moreover, X is said to have bounded geometry if for any R > 0, there exists
N > 0 such that #B(x, R) < N for any x ∈ X.

Definition 2.2. Let ω be a non-principal ultrafilter as above, {Xi} a sequence of sets indexed by
i ∈ N. Denoted by

∏
i∈N

Xi =

{
f : N →

⋃

i∈N

Xi

∣∣∣ f (i) ∈ Xi

}
,

one can view it as the set of all sequences (xi) in
⋃

Xi indexed by N such that xi ∈ Xi. Then

• two sequences (xi), (yi) ∈ ∏i∈N Xi are said to be ω-equivalent, denoted by (xi) ∼s,ω (yi),
if

{i ∈ N | xi = yi} ∈ ω.

The ω-equivalent class of (xi) is denoted by [xi]s,ω.
• the ultraproduct of {Xi}, denoted by ∏ω Xi, is defined to be the quotient set

∏
ω

Xi = ∏
i∈N

Xi/ ∼s,ω,

i.e., the set of all ω-equivalent classes [xi]s,ω (or [xi], for simplicity).

If the sequence {Xi} is constant, i.e., Xi = X for each i ∈ N, then the ultraproduct of {X}i∈N is
called the ultrapower of X, denoted by Xω.

Notice that there exists a canonical inclusion X → Xω by identifying x ∈ X with the constant
sequence in Xω. A celebrated usage of ultrapower is to construct a model of hyperreal numbers,
i.e., Rω. The reader is referred to [Gol22, Section 9.4] for some relevant discussion. Addition
and multiplication on Rω is defined by pointwise calculation for two sequences, i.e. [ri] + [si] =
[ri + si]. The order on Rω is also defined in a canonical way, [xi] ≤ [yi] if and only if {i ∈ I | xi ≤
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yi} ∈ ω. Since ω is an ultrafilter, this order on Rω is well-defined. It is a direct corollary of Łos’

theorem [Gol22, Theorem 6.4.1] that Rω is an ordered field1.

A hyperreal number [ri] ∈ Rω is

• finite, if there exists M > 0 such that [|ri|] ≤ M (|ri| means the absolute value);
• infinite (resp., infinitesimal), if for any M > 0, [|ri|] > M, (resp., [|ri|] < M).

By definition, an infinitesimal number or a real number in R is finite. For any finite hyperreal
number [ri], if there exists r ∈ R such that [ri]− r is infinitesimal, then r is called the standard part
of [ri], denoted by st([ri]). The standard part of a finite hyperreal number uniquely exists, one
can check that the ultralimit r = limi→ω ri is the standard part of [ri].

Lemma 2.3. The set of all finite hyperreal numbers forms a subring of Rω and the set of all infinitesimal
numbers forms an ideal of Rω. �

The proof of the lemma above is followed directly from the definition, we leave it to the reader.

Let X be a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry, Xω its ultrapower. Then the
metric function d : X × X → R extends to a hyperreal valued function

dω : Xω × Xω → R
ω by ([xi], [yi]) 7→ [d(xi, yi)].

One can check that dω is a hyperreal-valued metric on Xω, i.e., for any [xi], [yi], [zi] ∈ Xω, one has
that

(1) dω([xi], [yi]) ≥ 0, dω([xi], [yi]) = 0 if and only if [xi] = [yi];
(2) dω([xi], [yi]) = dω([yi], [xi]);
(3) dω([xi], [yi]) + dω([yi], [zi]) ≥ dω([xi], [zi]),

where the operation + and order ≤ are in Rω which is defined as above. We define the finite
distance equivalent relation on Xω by

[xi] ∼ f [yi] ⇐⇒ dω([xi], [yi]) is finite. (1)

By Lemma 2.3 and the fact that dω is a hyperreal-valued metric, one can then see that ∼ f is indeed
an equivalent relation.

Lemma 2.4. Let z ∈ X viewed as an element in Xω. The equivalent class of z under ∼ f is X.

Proof. It suffices to show if [xi] ∈ Xω satisfies d([xi], z) is finite, then there exists y ∈ X ⊆ Xω such
that [xi] = y. Assume that d([xi], z) ≤ M for some M > 0, then {i ∈ N | d(xi, z) ≤ M} ∈ ω.
Since X has bounded geometry, there exists N ∈ N such that #B(z, M) ≤ N. Say B(z, M) =
{y1, y2 · · · , yN}. Then {i ∈ N | d(xi, z) ≤ M} is divided into A1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ AN, where

Ak = {i ∈ N | xi = yk},

k ∈ {1, · · · , N}. There is a unique k such that Ak ∈ ω, this means that [xi] = yk. �

Definition 2.5. • An element [xi] ∈ Xω is afar, if dω([xi], x) is infinite for any x ∈ X.

1It is actually not hard to check directly by definition if the reader is not familiar with Łos’ theorem.
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• For an afar element [wi] ∈ Xω, the limit space of X associated with [wi], denoted by Lω
[wi]

,

is defined to be the set

Lω
[wi]

= {[xi] ∈ Xω | [xi] ∼ f [wi]}.

The metric on Lω
[wi]

is defined by

d([xi], [yi]) = st(dω([xi], [yi])) = lim
i→ω

d(xi, yi),

for any [xi], [yi] ∈ Lω
[wi]

.

It is direct that if [vi] ∈ Lω
[wi]

, then Lω
[vi]

= Lω
[wi]

(one should compare this with [ŠW17, Propsition

3.9]). The following proposition shows that (Lω
[wi]

, d) is indeed a metric space.

Proposition 2.6. Let X be a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry, [wi] an afar element.
For any [xi], [yi], [zi] ∈ Lω

[wi]
, one has that

(1) d([xi], [yi]) ≥ 0, d([xi], [yi]) = 0 if and only if [xi] = [yi];
(2) d([xi], [yi]) = d([yi], [xi]);
(3) d([xi], [yi]) + d([yi ], [zi]) ≥ d([xi], [zi]).

This makes Lω
[wi]

a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry.

If we assume that X is not uniformly discrete, then (Lω
[wi]

, d) is only a pseudo metric, i.e, there exists

[xi] 6= [yi] such that d([xi], [yi]) = 0.

Recall that X is uniformly discrete if there exists r > 0 such that d(x, y) > r whenever x 6= y,
and in this case, we say X is r-discrete. A strongly discrete metric space must be 1-discrete.

Proof of Proposition 2.6. We shall only prove (1) here, (2) and (3) are clear from definition. Since X
is strongly discrete, if x 6= y ∈ X, then d(x, y) ≥ 1. By definition, one then has that d([xi], [yi]) = 0
if and only if for any ε ∈ (0, 1), {i ∈ N | d(xi, yi) < ε} ∈ ω. Notice that

{i ∈ N | d(xi, yi) < ε} = {i ∈ N | xi = yi}
for any ε ∈ (0, 1). This means [xi] = [yi]. It is direct to see d([xi], [yi]) ∈ Z. By a similar proof as
in Lemma 2.4, it is also not hard to see Lω

[wi]
has bounded geometry.

On the other hand, if X is not uniformly discrete (which is clearly not strongly discrete), then
for any i ∈ N, there exists xi, yi ∈ X such that xi 6= yi and d(xi, yi) ≤ 1/i. Take [xi], [yi] ∈ Xω, it
is clear that [xi] 6= [yi]. One also has that dω([xi], [yi]) is infinitesimal, thus [yi] ∈ Lω

[xi]
. However,

d([xi], [yi]) = 0. �

For simplicity and contrast with the original version in [ŠW17], we have set a rather strong
condition for X. From the proof of Lemma 2.4 and Proposition 2.6, one can see that limit space
can also be defined if X is a locally finite, uniformly discrete space in the same way. Even if X is
not uniformly discrete, the limit space can be defined as the quotient of the pseudo metric space
above modulo the relation

x ∼ y ⇐⇒ d(x, y) = 0.
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In the extreme, one can also define the limit space for any proper metric space by using the idea
above (need not be discrete, since proper metric spaces are locally compact).

Definition 2.7. Let M be a proper metric space, Mω the ultrapower of M equipped with a hyperreal-
valued metric as before.

• A element [xi] ∈ Mω is afar, if xi tends to infinity as i tends to ω, i.e., for any bounded
K ⊆ X, there exists N ∈ N such that xi /∈ K whenever i ≥ N;

• Two elements [xi], [yi] ∈ Mω are infinitesimal equivalent, denoted by [xi] ≈ [yi]., if limi→ω d(xi, yi) =
0;

• For any afar [xi] ∈ Mω, the pre-limit space associated with [xi] is defined to be all elements
in Mω which have finite distance with [xi], i.e.,

Fω
[xi ]

= {[yi] ∈ Mω | [xi] ∼ f [yi]}.

The limit space associated with [xi] is defined to be Lω
[xi ]

/ ≈, equipped with the metric

d([xi], [yi]) = lim
i→ω

d(xi, yi).

It is clear that ≈ is a stronger equivalent relation than ∼ f . One can check that the metric on

Lω
[xi ]

makes it a proper metric space. Moreover, let (xi) ⊆ K ⊆ M for some compact K, then [xi]

is clearly not afar. Even though [xi] is not afar, one can still do the construction to define a “limit
space” associated with [xi]. It is well-known that the limit space associated with [xi] is isometric
to M in this case (see [Gol22, Theorem 11.1.8] for example). We leave the proof of the above
statement to the reader.

Since we mainly study coarse geometry in this paper, it would be more natural to consider
discrete spaces. Thus we only provide the definition of limit space for proper metric space here,
but still study the strongly discrete case.

When X = N, any of its limit spaces Lω
[wi]

is isometric with Z and also known as a galaxy, see

[Gol22, Page 161]. We should mention that the definition of the limit space does not rely on the
choice of the index set of the ultrafilter ω (it does not matter if we replace the index set with other
sets, even uncountable ones). It would help to begin with some examples.

Example 2.8. Let X = Γ be a finitely generated group equipped with a left-invariant word length

metric. Fix [γi] to be an afar element. If [ηi] ∈ Lω
[γi]

, then limi→ω |γ−1
i ηi| ≤ M is finite. Since Γ is

finitely generated, there are only finite elements in B(e, M). By using a similar proof with Lemma

2.4, [γ−1
i ηi] is equivalent to some constant sequence ζ ∈ Γ. Then

Lω
[γi]

→ Γ, [ηi] 7→ [γ−1ηi] and Γ → Lω
[γi]

, ζ 7→ [γiζ]

define a pair of inverse isometric maps. Thus, we have that Lω
[γi]

is isometric to Γ. One can use

a similar way to show all limit spaces of N are isometric to Z. The reader may compare this

example with [ŠW17, Lemma B.1] and [WZ23, Example 3.10].

Example 2.9. Let X = N × N equipped with the product metric. For an afar element [(xi, yi)], at
least one of [xi] and [yi] is an afar element in Nω.

• If [yi] is afar while [xi] is not, then there exists x0 ∈ N such that [xi] = x0. Then [(xi, yi)] =
[(x0, yi)]. Then any element [(wi, vi)] with finite distance with [(x0, yi)] must satisfy that
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(wi) is uniformly bounded, and [vi] has finite distance with [yi] in Nω. Thus [wi, vi] can
be write as [(w0, vi)] for some w0 ∈ N, As a result, the limit space of X associated with
[(xi, yi)] is isometric with N × Z.
Similarly, if [xi] is afar while [yi] is not, then the limit space associated with [(xi, yi)] is

isometric with Z × N. One may compare this with [ŠW17, Example 3.14 (3)].
• If both [xi] and [yi] are afar, the limit space associated with [(xi, yi)] is isometric to Z × Z.

Example 2.10. Let (Xn, dn)n∈N be a sequence of metric spaces. The coarse disjoint union of
(Xn)n∈N is defined to be the set

⊔
n∈N Xn equipped with a metric d such that d|Xn = dn and

d(Xm, Xn) → ∞ as n + m → ∞. Coarse disjoint union is unique up to coarsely equivalent.

Let (xn)n∈N be a sequence of single points viewed as a sequence of metric spaces, denoted by
X =

⊔
n∈N{xi} the coarse disjoint union. Then any two distinct afar elements must have infinite

distance. Thus all limit spaces of X are single points.

Example 2.11. Let Γ be a finitely generated, residually finite group. A filtration of Γ is a nested
sequence of finite index normal groups Γ1 ⊳ · · · ⊳ Γi ⊳ · · · of Γ such that

⋂∞
i=1 Γi = {e}. The

box space of Γ according to {Γi} is defined to be the coarse disjoint union ⊔∞
i=1Γ/Γi, denoted by

Box{Γi}(Γ), or simply Box(Γ), where each quotient is endowed with the quotient metric from Γ.

Let [xi] ∈ Box(Γ) be an afar element. If [yi] ∈ Lω
[xi ]

, then d([xi], [yi]) ≤ M for some M > 0. By

definition of coarse disjoint union, there exists N > 0 such that d(Γ/Γn, Γ/Γm) > M whenever
n, m ≥ N. Denote n(xi) to be such that xi ∈ Γ/Γn(xi). Since [xi] is afar, we have that n(xi) → ∞ as
i → ω. Combining the two facts above, we conclude that

{i ∈ N | n(xi) = n(yi)} ∈ ω.

For sufficiently large n(xi), which corresponds to some A ∈ ω, one has that B(xi, M) is isometric

to BΓ(e, M) for all i ∈ A. Then for each i ∈ A, there exists γi ∈ BΓ(e, M) such that [γi] = x−1
i yi ∈

Γ/Γn(xi). Since BΓ(e, M) is a finite set, one can use a similar argument as in Lemma 2.4 to show
there exists a unique γ ∈ Γ such that

{i ∈ N | xi[γ] = yi ∈ Γ/Γn(xi)} ∈ ω.

This shows that Lω
[xi ]

is isometric to Γ.

2.2. Relations between different versions of limit spaces. In this section, we shall recall the

definition of the first version of limit spaces introduced by J. Špakula and R. Willett in [ŠW17].
We shall compare our definition of limit space with the original version and show that they are

equivalent. Denote βX the Stone-Čech compactification of X, which consists of all ultrafilters on
X. Denote ∂βX = βX\X to be the set of all non-principal ultrafilters on X.

Definition 2.12 ([ŠW17]). Let X be a space. Let ωX ∈ ∂βX be a non-principal ultrafilter.

(1) A partial translation on X is a bijective function t : D → R with domain and range D, R of
X such that there exists R > 0 satisfying that d(x, t(x)) ≤ R for any x ∈ D. We denote

Prop(t) = sup
x∈D

d(x, t(x)),

which is called the propagation of t.
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(2) A partial translation t : D → R is compatible with ωX if D ∈ ωX. We shall then view t as a
function from D to βX. Since βX is compact and Hausdorff, we define

t(ωX) = lim
ωX

t(x) ∈ ∂βX.

Since ωX is non-principal and t is partial translation, one can easily check that t(ωX) is
also non-principal.

(3) An ultrafilter αX ∈ ∂βX is compatible with ωX if there exists a partial translation such that
t : D → R compatible with ωX such that t(ωX) = αX .

(4) Denote by X(ωX) the set of all ultrafilters on X which are compatible with ωX. A compatible
family for ωX is a collection of partial translations {tαX

}αX∈X(ω) such that tαX
(ωX) = αX .

(5) The limit space associated with ωX is defined to be (X(ωX), dωX
), where the metric is defined

by
dωX

(αX, α′
X) = lim

ωX

d(tαX
(x), dα′

X
(x))

for any αX, α′
X ∈ X(ωX) and {tαX

}αX∈X(ωX) is a fixed compatible family for ωX.

We should mention that the metric defined on X(ωX) does not depend on the choice of com-

patible families and makes X(ωX) a strongly discrete space with bounded geometry (see [ŠW17,

Proposition 3.7]). Moreover, it is proved in [ŠW17, Proposition 3.9] that if αX ∈ X(ωX), then
X(αX) = X(ωX).

Fix ω to be an ultrafilter on N and [xi] to be an afar element in Xω. We can view the sequence

(xi) as a function I : N → X ⊆ βX, which extends to a function Ĩ : βN → βX defined by

Ĩ(α) = lim
i→α

xi = αX ∈ βX.

We denote by ωX ∈ βX the image of ω under Ĩ.

Theorem 2.13. There exists a canonical bijective isometry between Lω
[xi ]

and X(ωX).

Before we can prove Theorem 2.13, we shall still need some preparations.

Lemma 2.14. For any [yi] ∈ Lω
[xi ]

, there exists D ∈ ω such that the map xi 7→ yi is a partial translation

on DX = {xi | i ∈ D} ⊆ X.

Proof. Fix (xi) and (yi) to be sequences of representative elements. Consider the following set:

G = {(xi, yi) | i ∈ N} ⊆ X × X.

Since [yi] ∈ Lω
[xi]

, we have that limi→ω d(xi, yi) < ∞. Then there exists some R > 0 and a subset

D0 ⊆ N such that d(xi, yi) < R for any i ∈ D0. Then

G|D0
= {(xi, yi) | i ∈ D0}

has propagation at most R, i.e., for any (x, y) ∈ G|D0
, one has that d(x, y) < R. Since X has bounded

geometry, by using [WY20, Lemma 12.2.3], there exists N sets G1, · · · ,GN such that

G|D0
=

N⊔

k=1

Gk,

where each Gk satisfies that for each x ∈ X there is at most one element of the form (x, y) or (y, x)
in Gk. Denoted by Dk = {i ∈ N | (xi, yi) ∈ Gk}, then

⊔N
k=1 Dk = D0 ∈ ω. Since ω is an ultrafilter,
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there exists unique k ∈ {1, · · · , N} such that Dk ∈ ω. Denoted by D = Dk, then xi 7→ yi defines a
partial translation with domain in DX. �

Proof of Theorem 2.13. For any [yi] ∈ Lω
[xi]

, we shall view (yi) as a map from N to βX. Since βX

is compact, there exists a unique τX ∈ βX such that limi→ω yi = τX . Moreover, notice that if
(yi) ∼ω (zi), then the set {i ∈ N | yi = zi} ∈ ω. This shows that the limit of (yi) only depends on
the equivalent class [yi] of (yi).

Moreover, let (yi) be a sequence such that [yi] ∈ Lω
[xi ]

. By using Lemma 2.14, one can find

a subset D ∈ ω such that t : xi 7→ yi for any i ∈ N is a partial translation with domain in
DX = {xi | i ∈ N} ⊆ X. Thus limx→ωX

t(x) = limi→ω yi ∈ βX is in the limit space X(ωX)
associated with ωX.

Define F : Lω
[xi ]

→ X(ω) by

[yi] 7→ lim
i→ω

yi ∈ βX.

From the argument above, one can see that F is a well-defined map. For any [yi], [zi] ∈ Lω, by
using Lemma 2.14 again, one can find two subsets DX,y, DX,z ⊆ X and partial translations ty, tz

on DX,y, DX,z respectively such that

lim
i→ω

yi = lim
x→ωX

ty(x) = ty(ωX) ∈ X(ω) and lim
i→ω

zi = lim
x→ωX

tz(x) = tz(ωX) ∈ X(ω).

Notice that

d(ty(ωX), tz(ωX)) = lim
x→ωX

d(ty(x), tz(x)) = lim
i→ω

d(yi, zi) = d([yi], [zi]).

This shows that F is an isometry.

For any αX ∈ X(ωX), by definition, there exists Dα ∈ ω and a partial translation

tαX
: DαX

= {xi ∈ X | i ∈ Dα} → RαX

such that tαX
(ωX) = αX. View tαX

as a function from Dα to X by i 7→ tαX
(xi). Then tαX

defines a
sequence in X, which defines an element in Lω

[xi ]
whose image under F is exact αX. This shows

that F is surjective. We then finish the proof. �

To understand Theorem 2.13 more clearly, a more natural way is to replace the ultrafilter in
Definition 2.5 by the ultrafilter ωX ∈ βX . In this case, the limit space of X is the set of equivalent
classes of functions f : X → X. Denoted by id : X → X the identity map, then Theorem 2.13 has
a canonical corollary as follows.

Corollary 2.15. There exists a canonical isometry between LωX

[id]
and X(ωX).

Proof. It is clear since id takes the ultrafilter ωX to ωX. �

Combining [ŠW17, Proposition 3.10], we also have the following proposition.

Proposition 2.16 ([ŠW17]). For any R > 0 and [yi] ∈ Lω
[xi]

, there exists D ∈ ω such that there exists an

isometric bijection
ϕi : B([yi], R) → B(yi, R), [zi] 7→ zi,

for any i ∈ D. �
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One can also prove the proposition above by definition in a similar way with [ŠW17, Proposi-
tion 3.10], which is not hard, thus we leave it to the reader. We should mention that Proposition
2.16 essentially needs the condition that X is strongly discrete. If we replace strongly discrete
with uniformly discrete, then the isometry above should be replaced by an ε-isometry for some
ε > 0, i.e.,

|d( f (x), f (y)) − d(x, y)| ≤ ε.

From the view discussed in Corollary 2.15, to obtain all limit spaces, our strategy (Definition
2.5) is to fix an ultrafilter ωX ∈ ∂βX and retrieve all based points [ f ], where f : X → X. The

strategy in [ŠW17] is to fix the base point [id] and retrieve all ultrafilters on X. It is natural to ask

when we fix a non-principal ω on N, whether one can get all limit spaces X(ωX) in [ŠW17] by
Lω
[xi ]

for some carefully selected afar element [xi]. Unfortunately, we have a negative answer to

this question because of the existence of the Rudin-Keisler order.

Definition 2.17. Let ω, τ be ultrafilters on the set S and T, respectively. Then we say that ω is
below τ in the Rudin-Keisler order, denoted by τ ≤RK ω, if there exists a function f : S → T such
that τ = f (ω). We write ω =RK τ if both τ ≤RK ω and ω ≤RK τ hold, and τ <RK ω if τ ≤RK ω
but not τ =RK ω.

The reader is referred to [Kei10, Section 8] or [Gol22, Section 1.6]. It is direct that for a principal
ultrafilter τ, we have that τ ≤RK ω for any ultrafilter ω. If ω is non-principal, then τ <RK ω.
For non-principal ultrafilters, one also has an example for a pair of ultrafilters with strict Rudin-
Keisler order. Typical examples are constructed from product of ultrafilters.

Definition 2.18. Let ω, τ be ultrafilters on the set S and T, respectively. The product of ω and τ is
defined to be an ultrafilter on S × T by

ω × τ := {Y ∈ S × T | {t ∈ T | Yt ∈ ω} ∈ τ},

where Yt = {s ∈ S | (s, t) ∈ T} is the section of Y at t.

One should notice that the product of two ultrafilters does not satisfy the commutative law,
i.e., ω × τ 6= τ × ω. When we take S = T = N, the product ω × τ is an ultrafilter on a countable
set N × N, thus also can be seen as an ultrafilter on N.

The following proposition is proved in [Gol22, Proposition 1.6.10].

Proposition 2.19. For any non-principal ultrafilters ω and τ, we have ω <RK ω × τ and τ <RK ω ×
τ. �

Remark 2.20. Since X is a countable set, for any non-principal ω on N, one can always find a
<RK-larger ultrafilter on τX ∈ ∂βX by Proposition 2.19, i.e., ω <RK τX. Then one can never find
a map f : N → X such that f (ω) = τX . Thus there is no afar element [xi] such that the image of
Lω
[xi ]

under the canonical isometry defined in Theorem 2.13 is X(τX). To a certain extent, when we

fix an ultrafilter, we can not get all limit spaces defined by J. Spakula and R. Willett by changing
the base point.
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3. COARSE GEOMETRY FROM INFINITY

In this section, we shall describe some coarse geometric properties by using limit space theory
and ultrapowers. The reader is also referred to [Ima19] for some relevant discussion.

3.1. Basic definitions in coarse geometry. We shall begin with some basic definitions of coarse
geometry.

Definition 3.1. Let X, Y be proper metric spaces and f : X → Y. Then

• f is bornologous if for any R > 0,

sup{d( f (x), f (y)) | x, y ∈ X, d(x, y) ≤ R} < ∞;

• f is coarse if it is bornologous and metrically proper, i.e., the preimage of bounded sets are
bounded;

• f is a coarse embedding if it is bornologous and

inf{d( f (x), f (y)) | x, y ∈ X, d(x, y) ≥ R} → ∞ as R → ∞;

• f is coarsely surjective if f (X) forms an r-net of Y for some r > 0;
• f is a coarse equivalence if it is a coarse embedding and also coarsely surjective;
• another map g : X → Y is close to f if sup{d( f (x), g(x)) | x, y ∈ X} < ∞;
• the ultra-extension of f is a map f ω : Xω → Yω defined by

f ω([xi]) = [ f (xi)]
ω.

Remark 3.2. Let f : X → Y be a coarse embedding. Define ρ+, ρ− : R+ → R+ by

ρ+(R) = sup{d( f (x), f (y)) | x, y ∈ X, d(x, y) ≤ R},

and
ρ−(R) = inf{d( f (x), f (y)) | x, y ∈ X, d(x, y) ≥ R}.

Thus we have that
ρ−(d(x, y)) ≤ d( f (x), f (y)) ≤ ρ+(d(x, y)). (2)

The existence of such two functions ρ+, ρ− : R+ → R+ that satisfies ρ−(t) → ∞ as t → ∞ and (2)
is equivalent to the coarse embeddability of X, see [NY23, Definition 1.4.4]. These two functions
are also called the control functions.

It is directly checked that f ω is well-defined. Indeed, if (xi) is ω-equivalent to (yi), then {i ∈
N | xi = yi} ∈ ω. Then {i ∈ N | f (xi) = f (yi)} ∈ ω which shows the sequences ( f (xi)) and
( f (yi)) are ω-equivalent.

Coarse geometry can also be defined by using entourages (also called controlled sets) as in [Roe03].
A metric space is naturally endowed with a coarse structure. It can be seen as a dual structure of
uniform structure, which is used to illustrate a uniformly continuous map. Before we introduce the
ultrapower description to those coarse geometric properties, we shall begin with the following
inspiring example.

Proposition 3.3. Let X, Y be proper metric spaces, f : X → Y a map. Then f is uniformly continuous if
and only if for any [xi] ∼inf [yi] ∈ Mω (see Definition 2.7), one has that f ω([xi]) ∼inf f ω([yi]).



AN ULTRAPRODUCT APPROACH TO LIMIT SPACE THEORY 13

Proof. (⇒) Assume that f is uniformly continuous, i.e., for any ε > 0, there exist δ > 0 such that
d( f (x), f (y)) ≤ ε whenever d(x, y) ≤ δ. Then for given ε, one has that

{i ∈ N | d(xi, yi) ≤ δ} ⊆ {i ∈ N | d( f (xi), f (yi)) ≤ ε}.

Since [xi] ∼inf [yi], we have that {i ∈ N | d(xi, yi) ≤ δ} ∈ ω. This shows that

{i ∈ N | d( f (xi), f (yi)) ≤ ε} ∈ ω

for any ε.

(⇐) Assume for a contradiction that f is not uniformly continuous. Then there exists (xi) and
(yi) such that d(xi, yi) tends to 0 as i tends to infinity while d( f (xi), f (yi)) ≥ ε0 for some ε0 > 0.
Then [xi] ∼inf [yi] while f ω([xi]) is not infinitesimal equivalent to f ω([yi]). �

In a word, the proposition above tells us that uniformly continuous maps bring infinitesimal
to infinitesimal. Back to coarse geometry, we have the following dual proposition.

Proposition 3.4. Let X, Y be strongly discrete metric spaces with bounded geometry. Then

• a map f : X → Y is bornologous if and only if f ω([xi]) ∼ f f ω([yi]) whenever [xi] ∼ f [yi], see
(1);

• a bornologous map f is a coarse embedding if and only if dω( f ω([xi]), f ω([yi])) is infinite when-
ever dω([xi], [yi]) is infinite;

• two maps f , g : X → Y are closed if and only if d( f ω([xi]), gω([xi])) is finite for any [xi] ∈ Xω.

In a word, Proposition 3.4 tells us that coarse embeddings bring finite to finite, bring infinite to
infinite.

Proof. • (⇒) Assume that f is bornologous, i.e., for any R > 0, there exists S > 0 such that
d( f (x), f (y)) ≤ S whenever d(x, y) ≤ R. Since [xi] ∼ f [yi], there exists R > 0 such that {i ∈ N |
d(xi, yi) ≤ R} ∈ ω. Combining f is bornologous, one then has that

{i ∈ N | d( f (xi), f (yi)) ≤ S} ∈ ω.

This shows that f ω([xi]) ∼ f f ω([yi]).

(⇐) Assume for a contradiction that f is not bornologous. By definition, there exist two se-
quences (xi) and (yi) such that d(xi, yi) ≤ R for all i ∈ N while d( f (xi), f (yi)) > i for each i ∈ N.
Then [xi] ∼ f [yi] while f ω([xi]) has infinite distance to f ω([yi]).

• (⇒) Assume that f is a coarse embedding. Then for any R > 0, there exists S′ > 0 such that
d( f (x), f (y)) ≥ R whenever d(x, y) ≥ S′. Recall that dω([xi], [yi]) is infinite means that for any
R′ > 0, one has that {i ∈ N | d(xi, yi) ≥ R′} ∈ ω.. Then for any R > 0,

{i ∈ N | d(xi, yi) ≥ S′} ⊆ {i ∈ N | d( f (xi), f (yi)) ≥ R} ∈ ω.

(⇐)Assume for a contradiction that f is not a coarse embedding. By definition, there exist
M > 0 and two sequences (xi), (yi) such that d(xi, yi) ≥ i and d( f (xi), f (yi)) ≤ M for any i ∈ N.
Then dω([xi], [yi]) is infinite while dω( f ω([xi]), f ω([yi])) is finite.

• The last item is direct, we leave it to the reader. �
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From Proposition 3.4, a coarse map f : X → Y canonically induces a map between limit spaces.
Indeed, for any afar element [xi] ∈ Xω, the image f ω([xi]) must be afar. If not, the sequence
( f (xi)) is a bounded sequence in Y. Since the preimage of bounded sets under f are bounded
and [xi] is afar, this leads to a contradiction. Moreover, f ω maps finite to finite, thus f ω restricts
to a well-defined map from Lω

[xi ]
to Lω

f ω([xi])
, we shall denote this map by

f[xi ] : Lω
[xi ]

→ Lω
f ω([xi])

.

Proposition 3.5. Let X, Y be strongly discrete metric spaces with bounded geometry, [xi] an afar element
in Xω.

• If f : X → Y is a coarse embedding, so is f[xi ];
• If f : X → Y is a coarse equivalence, so is f[xi ].

Proof. • Assume that f is a coarse embedding. From the proof of the first two items of Proposition
3.4, it is direct that f[xi] is also a coarse embedding.

• Assume that f is a coarse equivalence. Fix [yi] ∈ Lω
[ f ([xi])]

. For any yi ∈ Y, since f is coarsely

surjective, there exists r > 0 such that there exists zi ∈ X such that d( f (zi), yi) ≤ r. Thus one has
that d( f ω([zi]), [yi]) ≤ r. We claim that [zi] ∈ Lω

[xi ]
. Indeed, if [xi] and [zi] has infinite distance,

then f ω([xi]) and f ω([zi]) both have finite distance to [yi], which makes f ω([xi]) and f ω([zi]) have
finite distance. This leads to a contradiction according to Proposition 3.4. �

As a corollary of Proposition 3.5, we can use it to determine whether two spaces are coarsely
equivalent.

Example 3.6. Let {n2 | n ∈ N} be the subset of N equipped with the induced metric. Then there
are no coarse equivalences between N and {n2 | n ∈ N}. Indeed, if f is a coarse equivalent
between these two spaces, combining Example 2.8 and Example 2.10, f induces a coarse equiva-
lence between a single point {pt} and Z. This can never happen since {pt} is bounded while Z

is not.

3.2. Coarse properties at infinity. In this section, we shall recall the definition of coarse embed-
ding at infinity and characterize this property by using limit space theory.

Definition 3.7 ([DGWZ22]). A metric space X admits a coarse embedding into a Hilbert space at
infinity if there exist non-degenerate functions ρ+, ρ− : R+ → R+ such that for any R > 0, there
exists a bounded set KR ⊆ X such that for any x /∈ KR there exists a map

fx.R : B(x, R) → H
such that

ρ−(d(y, z)) ≤ ‖ fx,R(y)− fx,R(z)‖ ≤ ρ+(d(y, z))

for any y, z ∈ B(x, R).

A family of metric space {Xi}i∈I is said to admit a uniformly coarse embedding into Hilbert space
if there exists a family of coarse embedding fi : Xi → H such that the family { fi} share the same
control functions ρ+ and ρ− as in Remark 3.2.
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Theorem 3.8. Let X be a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry. Then X admits a coarse
embedding into Hilbert space at infinity if and only if the sequence {Lω

[xi ]
}[xi ] is afar admits a uniformly

coarse embedding into Hilbert space.

Proof. (⇒) Assuming that X admits a coarse embedding into H at infinity, we fix ρ+, ρ− to be the
two non-degenerate functions in Definition 3.7. Recall that a metric space X is locally coarsely em-
beddable if the sequence {B(x, n)}n∈N admits a uniformly coarse embedding into a Hilbert space.
It is proved in [DGLY02, Proposition 3.2] that a metric space is coarsely embeddable if and only
if it is locally coarsely embeddable.

Let [xi] be an afar element, viewed as a base point of Lω
[xi ]

. For any R > 0, by Proposition 2.16,

there exists Y ∈ ω such that there exists an isometric bijection

fi : B([xi], R) → B(xi, R)

for any i ∈ Y. Since X admits a coarse embedding into H at infinity, for given R > 0, there exists
a bounded set KR ⊆ X such that for any x /∈ KR there exists fx,R : B(x, R) → H such that fx,R is a
coarse embedding associated with ρ+, ρ−. Notice that [xi] is afar, then {xi | i ∈ Y} is unbounded,
and has a non-empty intersection with Kc

R. The composition

fxi ,R ◦ fi : B([xi], R) → H
gives a coarse embedding associated with ρ+ and ρ−. This shows that the sequence {B([xi], n)}n∈N

admits a coarse embedding into H, i.e., Lω
[xi ]

is locally coarsely embeddable.

(⇐) Assume that the sequence {Lω
[xi ]

}[xi ] is afar admits a uniformly coarse embedding into a

Hilbert space. For any R > 0 and afar element [xi], let Y[xi] ∈ ω be as in Proposition 2.16. Since

any ball with the center in D[xi] = {xi | i ∈ Y[xi]} and radius R is coarsely embeddable with the
same control functions, it suffices to show that the set

K = X\


 ⋃

ω∈[xi] is afar

D[xi]




is bounded and this holds clearly. Indeed, if K is unbounded, one can choose an afar element
[yi] ∈ Xω such that yi ∈ K for every i ∈ N. Notice that D[yi] ∩ K = ∅ and yi ∈ K for all i ∈ N, this
leads to a contradiction. �

Example 3.9. By Example 2.11, the limit space of Box(Γ) associated with any afar element is
isometric to Γ. By Theorem 3.8, we conclude that Box(Γ) admits a coarse embedding into a
Hilbert space at infinity if and only if Γ admits a coarse embedding into a Hilbert space. This
provides a different proof to [DGWZ22, Theorem 2.3].

There is a parallel definition of Property A at infinity introduced in [Pil18]. The notion of
Property A is introduced by G. Yu in [Yu00] as a coarse analogue of amenability. We will work
with the following characterization of Property A in [HR00].

Definition 3.10. A discrete metric space X with bounded geometry has Yu’s Property A if and
only if for every R > 0 and ε > 0 there exists S > 0 and a map ξ : X → ℓ2(X), x 7→ ξx such that
‖ξx‖ = 1 for all x ∈ X, and such that

(1) |1 − 〈ξx − ξy〉| ≤ ε for all d(x, y) ≤ R;
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(2) supp(ξx) ⊂ BX(x, S) for all x ∈ X.

Let {Xi}i∈I be a sequence of metric spaces. Then {Xi}i∈I is said to have uniform Property A if Xi

has Property A with the same parameters R, ε, S as above.

In [Pil18], T. Pillon introduced a notion of coarse amenability at infinity. We shall call it Property
A at infinity in this paper.

Definition 3.11. Let X be a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry. X has Property
A at infinity if for all R, ε > 0, there exists S ≥ 0 such that for all L ≥ 0, there exist a finite subset
KL ⊂ X with the property that all finite subsets C ⊂ X\KL of diameter at most L has Property A
with parameters R, ε, S as above, i.e., for each L > 0, there exists KL ⊂ X, the family of all subsets
of X\KL with diameters no more than L has uniform Property A and the parameters does not
depend on L.

It has been proved in [Yu00] that a metric space X with Property A is coarsely embeddable into
Hilbert space and the control functions ρ± are only determined by three parameters R, ε and S
above (also see [NY23]). Thus it is clear that a metric space with bounded geometry with Property
A at infinity is coarse embeddable at infinity. One can also imitate the proof of Theorem 3.8 to
show the following theorem, we leave the detail to the readers.

Theorem 3.12. Let X be a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry. Then X has Property A
at infinity if and only if the sequence {Lω

[xi ]
}[xi ] is afar has uniform Property A. �

3.3. Asymptotic dimension. In the last part of this section, we shall study the asymptotic dimen-
sion introduced by Gromov in [Gro93] of the limit spaces. First, we shall recall the definition. Let
X be a proper metric space. For any R > 0, we say a family U of subsets of a metric space X
is r-disjoint if d(U, U′) ≥ r for every distinct pair U, U′ ∈ U . We say U is uniformly bounded if
there exists S > 0 such that diam(U) ≤ S for each U ∈ U . The following characterization of the
asymptotic dimension is from [NY23, Theorem 2.7.1].

Definition 3.13. Let X be a metric space with bounded geometry. We say that the asymptotic
dimension of X does not exceed n and denoted asdim X ≤ n if for every r > 0, there exists r-

disjoint families U (0), · · · ,U (n) such that each U (i) is uniformly bounded and
⋃U (i) is a cover of

X.

We write asdim X = n if it is true that asdim X ≤ n and asdim X � n − 1.

Theorem 3.14. Let X be a strong metric space with finite asymptotic dimension and bounded geometry.
For any afar element [xi], we have that asdimLω

[xi]
≤ asdim X.

Before we prove this theorem, we still need the following preparation.

Lemma 3.15. Let {U1, · · · , Un} be a finite disjoint cover of X. Then {Uω
1 , · · · , Uω

n } also forms a cover
of Xω, where Uω

i is the ultrapower of Ui defined as Definition 2.2.

Proof. For any [xi] ∈ Xω and k = 1, · · · , n, define

Ik = {i ∈ N | xi ∈ Uk}.
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Since {U1, · · · , Un} is a disjoint cover, each Ik is well-defined and forms a finite cover of N. Since
ω is an ultrafilter, there exists a unique k such that Ik ∈ ω. Choose a base point x0 ∈ Uk, define

x′i =

{
xi, i ∈ Ik

x0, otherwise.

then [xi] = [x′i ] ∈ Uω
k . �

Proof of Theorem 3.14. Assume that asdim X = n. Then for any r > 0, there exists a r-disjoint and

uniformly bounded family of subsets U (0), · · · ,U (n) such that U =
⋃ U (i) forms a cover of X.

Without loss of generality, we can assume U is a disjoint cover and diam(U) ≤ S for all U ∈ U .
For each k = 1, · · · , n, write

Uk =
⊔

U∈U (k)

U.

Then {U1, · · · , Uk} forms a finite disjoint cover of X. By Lemma 3.15, {Uω
1 , · · · , Uω

n } forms a
cover of Xω. For any afar [xi], denoted by Uω

L,k = Uω
k ∩ Lω

[xi ]
. Then it is clear that

{
Uω

L,1, · · · , Uω
L,n

}

forms a disjoint cover of Lω
[xi ]

. We then show that each Uω
L,k is a union of a family of uniformly

bounded, r-disjoint sets.

If [yi] ∈ Uω
L,k, then U (k) forms a cover of {yi | i ∈ N}. Then for each i ∈ N, there exists a unique

U
(k)
yi

∈ U (k) such that yi ∈ U
(k)
yi

. Define

Uω
[yi],k

= {[wi] ∈ Uω
L,k | wi ∈ U

(k)
yi

for each i ∈ N}.

We then have that

• diam
(

Uω
[yi],k

)
≤ S. Indeed, for any [wi], [vi] ∈ Uω

[yi],k
, since diam(U

(k)
yi

) ≤ S, then d(wi, vi) ≤
S for any i ∈ I. Thus d([wi], [vi]) ≤ S.

• for any [wi] ∈ Uω
L,k but [wi] 6∈ Uω

[yi],k
, one has that d([wi], Uω

[yi],k
) ≥ r. Indeed, since [wi] 6∈

Uω
[yi],k

, one has that {
i ∈ N

∣∣ wi ∈ Uk\(U(k)
yi

)
}
∈ ω.

That means d(wi, U
(k)
yi

) ≥ r for each i ∈ N since U (k) is r-disjoint. Thus d([wi], Uω
[yi],k

) ≥ r.

Repeat the process for another [zi] ∈ Uω
L,k\(Uω

[yi],k
), one can then see Uω

L,k can be split into a family

of r-disjoint, uniformly bounnded sets for each k = 1, · · · , n. By definition, we conclude that
asdimLω

[xi]
≤ n. �

Question. Is it true that asdim X is equal to the supremum of the asymptotic dimension of all limit spaces,
i.e., asdim X = sup

[xi]: afar

asdimLω
[xi ]

?

4. LIMIT OPERATORS

In this section, we shall introduce the notion of limit operator in our setting. For the sake
of brevity, we only consider the case when X is a strongly discrete metric space with bounded
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geometry, and we only consider the operators on the Hilbert space ℓ2(X). Actually, the same
argument can also be used to deal with bounded operators on ℓp(X, E), where E is a Banach
space and p ∈ (1, ∞).

Throughout this paper, we shall always assume that the inner product on ℓ2(X) is linear on
the second variable, and conjugate linear on the first variable. Let T ∈ B(ℓ2(X)) be a bounded
operator. For any x, y ∈ X, the (x, y)-th entry of T is defined by

T(x, y) = 〈δx, Tδy〉.
T can also be viewed as a function from X × X to C which is defined by (x, y) 7→ T(x, y), it is
called the kernel function associated with T. On the other hand, a kernel function is a bounded
function k : X × X → C. Such a function is operator norm bounded if the associated operator Tk

defined by
(Tkξ)(y) = ∑

x∈X

T(x, y)ξ(y), for any ξ ∈ Cc(X)

extends to a bounded operator on ℓ2(X). Let ℓ2(Xω) be the Hilbert space of all ℓ2-sequence on
Xω. One should notice that the set Xω is uncountable whenever X is infinite, thus we should
mention that an ℓ2-sequence on Xω is assumed to be countable. There is a canonical isometric
inclusion ℓ2(X) → ℓ2(Xω) induced by the canonical inclusion X →֒ Xω defined before.

A kernel function k ∈ ℓ∞(X × X) can be extended to a function k̃ ∈ ℓ∞(Xω × Xω) by

k̃([xi], [yi]) = lim
i→ω

k(xi, yi).

The corresponding k 7→ k̃ gives a map from kernel functions on X to kernel functions on Xω.

Lemma 4.1. The kernel function k ∈ ℓ∞(X) is operator norm bounded if and only if k̃ ∈ ℓ∞(Xω) is
operator norm bounded.

Proof. (⇐) Let PX : ℓ2(Xω) → ℓ2(X) be the canonical projection. One can see that Tk = PXT̃
k
PX

and this finishes the proof.

(⇒) Assume that Tk is bounded. That means for any complex numbers a1, · · · , am and b1, · · · , bn

with ∑
m
k=1 |ak|2 = ∑

n
l=1 |bl |2 = 1, and x1, · · · , xm, y1, · · · , yn ∈ X, one has that

∣∣∣∑
k,l

ak · bl · k(xk, yl)
∣∣∣ ≤ ‖Tk‖.

Then for any [x
(1)
i ], · · · , [x

(m)
i ], [y

(1)
i ], · · · , [y

(n)
i ] ∈ Xω, one has that

∣∣∣∑
k,l

ak · bl · k̃([x
(k)
i ], [y

(l)
i ])

∣∣∣ = lim
i→ω

∣∣∣∑
k,l

ak · bl · k̃(x
(k)
i , y

(l)
i )

∣∣∣ ≤ ‖Tk‖.

Here we can exchange the order of ∑ and limi→ω since it is a finite sum. We then conclude that

‖T̃
k
‖ ≤ ‖Tk‖, i.e., k̃ is operator norm bounded. �

Remark 4.2. The map B(ℓ2(X)) → B(ℓ2(Xω)) defined by T 7→ T̃, where we view T as a kernel
function on X. This map is a bounded linear map but not a homomorphism. For example, let
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X =
⊔

n∈N Zn be the coarse disjoint union of {Zn}n∈N. Define

Tn =




1√
n

0 · · · 0
1√
n

0 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

1√
n

0 · · · 0




n×n

,

viewed as a bounded operator on ℓ2(Zn). Let

T =
⊕

n∈N

Tn =




T1

T2

T3

· · ·


 ∈ ∏

n∈N

B(ℓ2(Zn)) ⊆ B(ℓ2(X)).

We then have that ‖T‖ = 1 and

T∗T =
⊕

n∈N

P
(n)
δ0

,

where P
(n)
δ0

is the canonical projection onto the 1-dimensional space spanned by δ0 ∈ ℓ2(Zn),
0 ∈ Zn is the unit element.

For any afar [xi] ∈ Xω, it is clear that T̃([xi], [yi]) = T̃([yi], [xi]) = 0. Then

(1 − PX)T̃ = T̃(1 − PX) = 0,

where PX : ℓ2(Xω) → ℓ2(X) is the canonical projection. Then we conclude that

T̃ =

(
T 0
0 0

)
∈ B

(
ℓ

2(X)⊕ ℓ
2(Xω\X)

)
= B(ℓ2(Xω)).

We then can calculate that

T̃∗T̃ =

(
T∗T 0

0 0

)
.

However, one can see that T̃∗T([0(n)], [0(n)]) = 1, where 0(n) ∈ Zn is the unit element. Thus

(1 − PX)T̃∗T 6= 0, which shows that

T̃∗T 6= T̃∗T̃.

For a kernel function, the following two conditions will guarantee its operator norm bound-
edness. Moreover, when we narrow down our consideration to the following kinds of operators,
the map defined by extension will become a homomorphism.

Definition 4.3. A kernel function k : X × X → C has

• finite measure amplification, if there exists L > 0 such that for any x ∈ X, one has that

#{y ∈ X | k(x, y) 6= 0} ≤ L and #{y ∈ X | k(y, x) 6= 0} ≤ L;

• finite propagation, if there exists R > 0 such that k(x, y) = 0 whenever d(x, y) ≥ R.

We shall say an operator is of finite measure amplification (resp. finite propagation) if its corre-
sponding kernel function is of finite measure amplification (resp. finite propagation).
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Since X has bounded geometry, an operator with finite propagation has finite measure ampli-
fication. The proof of the following lemma shares the same idea with [WY20, Lemma 12.2.3].

Lemma 4.4. A kernel function with finite measure amplification is operator norm bounded.

Proof. Let k ∈ ℓ∞(X × X) be a kernel function with finite measure amplification. Choose F1 ⊆
supp(k) to be a maximal set such that there is at most one element of the form (x, y) or (y, x) in
F1, the existence of F1 is guaranteed by Zorn’s lemma. Having defined F1, · · · , Fn, define Fn+1 to
be a maximal subset of supp(k)\(F1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Fn) to be a maximal set such that there is at most one
element of the form (x, y) or (y, x) in Fn+1. We claim that there is N ∈ N such that Fn is empty for
all n ≥ N. Indeed, if not, there exists (x, y) ∈ supp(k) such that (x, y) /∈ F1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Fn. Then one
has that

#{z ∈ X | k(x, z) 6= 0} ≥ [n/2] or #{z ∈ X | k(z, y) 6= 0} ≥ [n/2],

this contradicts finite measure amplification. We then have that

supp(k) = F1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ FN .

Define kn ∈ ℓ∞(X) to be the restriction of k on Fn. Then the operator Tkn
associated with the kernel

function kn satisfies that
‖Tkn

‖ ≤ sup
(x,y)∈Fn

‖kn(x, y)‖.

To sum up, ‖Tk‖ is upper bounded by N · ‖k‖∞ , where ‖ · ‖∞ is the canonical norm of the Banach
space ℓ∞(X × X). �

Lemma 4.5. Assume that T ∈ B(ℓ2(X)) has finite measure amplification. Then T̃ also has finite measure
amplification.

Proof. Fix [xi] ∈ Xω. For any i ∈ I, we can label elements in the set

Ai = {y ∈ X | T(xi, y) 6= 0}
with {1, · · · , L}, where such L exists by Definition 4.3. Say Ai = {y

(1)
i , · · · , y

(L)
i }. One can always

assume the number #Ai are equal for all yi, since there exists an unique L such that the set {i ∈
N | #Ai = L} ∈ ω. Then for any sequence [zi] ∈ Xω such that T([xi], [zi]) 6= 0, the set J = {i ∈ I |
T̃(xi, zi) 6= 0} are in the ultrafilter ω. It means that zi = y

(k)
i for some k when i takes values in the

set J above. Then split J into the finite disjoint union of J(k), where k ∈ {1, · · · , L} and

J(k) = {i ∈ J | zi = y
(k)
i }.

There must be some J(k) ∈ ω, thus [zi] = [y
(k)
i ] ∈ Xω. To sum up, there are only L elements

[zi] ∈ Xω such that T̃([xi], [zi]) 6= 0. Similarly, one can do the same thing to the column. This

proves that T̃ has finite measure amplification. �

Lemma 4.6. Let T ∈ B(ℓ2(X)) be an operator with finite measure amplification. Then for any S ∈
B(ℓ2(X)), we then have that

S̃T = S̃T̃ and T̃S = T̃S̃.

Proof. For any [xi], [yi] ∈ Xω, one has that

(S̃T̃)([xi], [yi]) = ∑
[zi]∈Xω

S̃([xi], [zi]) · T̃([zi], [yi]) (3)
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and
(S̃T)([xi], [yi]) = lim

i→ω
∑

zi∈X

S̃(xi, zi) · T̃(zi, yi). (4)

Since T has finite measure amplification, both equality above are finite sums by Lemma 4.5. For

fixed [yi], there are at most L elements in Xω, say {[z(1)i ], · · · , [z
(L)
i ]} such that T̃([z

(k)
i ], [yi]) 6= 0

for each k ∈ {1, · · · , L}. Thus (3) and (4) can be rewritten respectively as

(S̃T̃)([xi], [yi]) =
L

∑
k=1

lim
i→ω

S̃(xi, z
(k)
i ) · T̃(z

(k)
i , yi),

(S̃T)([xi], [yi]) = lim
i→ω

L

∑
k=1

S̃(xi, z
(k)
i ) · T̃(z

(k)
i , yi).

Since the sum is finite, one can directly exchange the order of ∑
L
k=1 and limi→ω. �

For any T ∈ B(ℓ2(Xω)), we can similarly discuss the propagation of T since there is a hy-
perreal metric on Xω, see Section 2. In this case, we say T ∈ B(ℓ2(Xω)) has finite propagation if

T̃([xi], [yi]) = 0 whenever dω([xi], [yi]) is infinite.

Lemma 4.7. Assume that T ∈ B(ℓ2(X)) is an operator with finite propagation, then T̃ ∈ ℓ2(Xω) also
has finite propagation.

Proof. Assume for a contradiction that T̃ has infinite propagation, i.e., there exists [xi], [yi] ∈ Xω

such that |T̃([xi], [yi])| = ε0 > 0 while dω([xi], [yi]) is infinite. Since T has finite propagation, then
T(x, y) = 0 whenever d(x, y) ≥ R for some R > 0. By definition, there exists i ∈ N such that
d(xi, yi) > R and |T(xi, yi)| ≥ ε/2, this leads to a contradiction.

Moreover, with a similar argument as above, if Prop(T) ≤ R, then one also has that Prop(T̃) ≤
R. �

Now, we are ready to define the limit operator associated with a limit space.

Definition 4.8. Let X be a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry, [xi] an afar
element. Denote by P[xi] ∈ B(ℓ2(Xω)) the canonical projection onto the subspace ℓ2(Lω

[xi ]
).

• The algebraic uniform Roe algebra, denoted by Cu[X], is defined to be the set of all operators
T ∈ B(ℓ2(X)) with finite propagation.

• The uniform Roe algebra, denoted by C∗
u(X), is defined to be the norm closure of Cu[X] in

B(ℓ2(X)).
• For any T ∈ C∗

u(X), the limit operator of T associated with Lω
[xi]

, denoted by T̃[xi], is defined

by

T̃[xi] = P[xi]TP[xi],

viewed as an operator on ℓ2(Lω
[xi ]

).

Theorem 4.9. Let X be a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry, [xi] an afar element. Then

the map T 7→ T̃[xi] defines a C∗-homomorphism

Φ : C∗
u(X) → C∗

u(Lω
[xi ]

).
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Proof. Let T ∈ Cu[X]. By Lemma 4.1, one has that

‖Φ(T)‖ = ‖P[xi]T̃P[xi]‖ ≤ ‖T‖,

thus the map Φ is contractive. By Lemma 4.7, one has that T̃[xi] = P[xi]T̃P[xi] ∈ B(ℓ2(Lω
[xi ]

)) has

finite propagation and Prop(T̃[xi ]) ≤ Prop(T). Thus Φ extends to a well-defined map from C∗
u(X)

to C∗
u(Lω

[xi ]
).

Denoted by Clu(X) the set of all limit spaces2. For each limit space, we fix a unique base point
[xi] of it. We can then also view Clu(X) as the set of all representative afar elements. Then

ℓ
2(Xω) = ℓ

2(X)
⊕


 ⊕

[xi]∈Clu(X)

ℓ
2(Lω

[xi ]
)




Since T has finite propagation, by Lemma 4.7, one has that P[xi]T̃P[yi] = 0 for any distinct [xi], [yi] ∈
Clu(X). Then T̃ has the following decomposition as follows

T̃ =




(
T
)

X×X
0

0




T̃[xi ]

T̃[yi]

. . .







Xω×Xω

. (5)

For any T, S ∈ Cu[X], from the decomposition above, one can see that

P[xi]T̃S̃P[xi] =
(

P[xi]T̃P[xi]

)
·
(

P[xi]S̃P[xi]

)
.

By Lemma 4.6, one also has that T̃S = T̃S̃. To sum up, we have that

Φ(TS) = P[xi]T̃SP[xi] = P[xi]T̃S̃P[xi] =
(

P[xi]T̃P[xi]

)
·
(

P[xi]S̃P[xi]

)
= Φ(T) · Φ(S).

This shows that Φ is a C∗ homomorphism. �

Definition 4.10. For any T ∈ C∗
u(X), the symbol of T is defined to be

σω(T) =
{

T̃[xi]

∣∣ [xi] ∈ Clu(X)
}

.

The symbol of T defined above is inspired by [Roe05, Definition 2.7], one should also compare

this definition with [ŠW17, Definition 4.12]. Denoted by ΦωX
(T) the limit operator associated

with ωX ∈ ∂βX defined as in [ŠW17, Definition 4.4]. Combining with Theorem 2.13, we have the
following theorem which compares different versions of limit operators.

Theorem 4.11. Fix T ∈ Cu[X].The canonical isometry between Lω
[xi]

and X(ωX) defined in Theorem 2.13

induces a unitary U : ℓ2(Lω
[xi]

) → ℓ2(X(ω)). Then U∗Φω(T)U = T̃[xi ].

Proof. Here are some explanations. The limit operator ΦωX
(T) is an element in Cu[X(ω)]. For any

αX , βX ∈ X(ωX), the (αX , βX)-entry of ΦωX
(T) is defined by

(ΦωX
(T)) (αX, βX) = lim

x→ωX

T(tαX
(x), tβX

(x)),

2“Clu” is short for “cluster of galaxy”
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where tαX
and tαX

are the partial translations associated with αX and βX , respectively. By Theorem
2.13, the map F : Lω

[xi ]
→ X(ωX) defined by

[yi] 7→ lim
i→ω

yi ∈ βX

is an isometry. Define U : ℓ2(Lω
[xi ]

) → ℓ2(X(ω)) by δ[yi] 7→ δF([yi]). For any [yi], [zi] ∈ Lω
[xi ]

,

combining the construction in Theorem 2.13, one directly has that

(U∗Φω(T)U) ([yi], [zi]) = (Φω(T)) (F([yi]), F([zi])) = lim
i→ω

T(yi, zi) = T̃[xi ]([yi], [zi]).

This finishes the proof. �

5. FREDHOLM THEORY AND UNIFORM ROE ALGEBRAS

In this section, we shall study the Fredholm theory for operators with bounded propaga-
tion. Such operators are also called band-dominated operators whose Fredholm theory has been
widely studied, especially for operators in ℓp(Zn) with p ∈ [1, ∞). The reader is referred to
[RRS04, Sei14] for relative discussion. One of the most successful methods for this question is

so-called the limit operator method. In [ŠW17], J. Spakula and R. Willett generalized this method
and studied the Fredholm theory for Band-dominated operators on a metric space with Yu’s Prop-
erty A. In this paper, we shall provide a new approach to this theory by using the ultraproduct
construction. For the sake of brevity, we shall only study the case for p = 2. Before we state the
main theorem of this paper, we still need the following two definitions.

Definition 5.1. An operator T ∈ C∗
u(X) is called a ghost operator if for any ε > 0, there exists a

bounded K ⊆ X such that |T(x, y)| ≤ ε for all (x, y) /∈ K × K.

Ghost operators are introduced by G. Yu to study the coarse Baum-Connes conjecture. It is
easy to check that all ghost operators form an ideal of C∗

u(X), this ideal is called the ghost ideal,
denoted by G. An operator in C∗

u(X) is called G-Fredholm if π(T) ∈ C∗
u(X)/G is invertible, where

π : C∗
u(X) → C∗

u(X)/G is the canonical quotient map.

Definition 5.2. Let T ∈ C∗
u(X), σω(T) the symbol of T. Then

• σω(T) is elementwise invertible if T̃[xi ] is invertible for any T̃[xi ] ∈ σω(T);
• σω(T) is uniformly invertible if σω(T) is elementary invertible and there exists M > 0 such

that ‖T̃−1
[xi ]

‖ ≤ M for any T̃[xi ] ∈ σω(T).

The main result of this section is stated as follows.

Theorem 5.3. Let X be a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry. Then

(1) T ∈ C∗
u(X) is G-Fredholm if and only if σω(T) is uniformly invertible.

(2) If we moreover assume X has Property A at infinity, then σω(T) is uniformly invertible if and only
if σω(T) and σω×ω(T) are elementwise invertible.

By Remark 2.20 and Theorem 4.11, σω(T) only contains a part of the limit operators defined in

[ŠW17]. To that extent, our result has made some progress based on [ŠW17, Theorem 5.1]. The

second item in Theorem 5.3 is so-called the “big question”. In [ŠW17], the space X is required to be
with Property A, and we weaken the condition to that X has Property A at infinity in this paper.
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5.1. Operator norm localization and Ghost operators. Before we start the proof, we shall first

discuss the relationship between Theorem 5.3 and [ŠW17, Theorem 5.1]. Recall that in [RW14],
R. Willett and J. Roe show that a metric space has Yu’s Property A if and only if all ghost operators
in C∗

u(X) are compact. Property A is first introduced by G. Yu in [Yu00] to provide a sufficient
condition for coarse embedding into Hilbert space. Developed over the last decades, it now
has various equivalent definitions. In this paper, we shall recall the equivalent definition for
Property A named operator norm localization property (abbrev. (ONL)). This property is introduced
in [CTWY08]. For metric space with bounded geometry, ONL is equivalent to Property A, see

[BNŠ+13, Sak14].

Definition 5.4. Let X be a metric space with bounded geometry. X has operator norm localization
property (ONL for short) if for any c ∈ (0, 1) and R > 0, there exists S > 0 satisfying that for any
T ∈ B(ℓ2(X)) with Prop(T) ≤ R, there exists ξ ∈ ℓ2(X) with diam(supp(ξ)) ≤ S such that

‖Tξ‖ ≥ c‖T‖ · ‖ξ‖.

The “regular” method to prove that all ghost operators on spaces with Property A are compact
is to use the Schur multiplier (constructed by using Property A) to show any ghost operator
can be approximated in norm by ghost operators with finite propagation, see [Roe03, CW05] for
examples. While ghost operators with finite propagation are compact, this finishes the proof. In
this section, we shall provide a new proof.

Theorem 5.5. Let X be a metric space with ONL and bounded geometry. Then all ghost operators in
C∗

u(X) are compact.

Proof. Assume T ∈ C∗
u(X) is a non-compact ghost. Without loss of generality, assume that the

equivalent class of T has norm one in the Calkin algebra Q(ℓ2(X)) = B(ℓ2(X))/K. We shall begin
with the following claim.

Claim. For any ε > 0 and S > 0, there exists a bounded K ⊆ X such that for any ξ ∈ ℓ2(X\K)
with ‖ξ‖ = 1 and diam(supp(ξ)) ≤ S, one has that

‖Tξ‖ ≤ ε.

Proof of Claim. Since X has bounded geometry, there exists N ∈ N such that #B(x, S/2) ≤ N.

Then for any ξ with diam(supp(ξ)) ≤ S, one can write ξ = ∑
N
i=1 aiδi, where we denote supp(ξ) =

{x1, · · · , xN} and δi is the Dirac function on xi.

All ghost operators in C∗
u(X) form a closed ideal of C∗

u(X), thus T∗T is also a ghost element.

By the definition of ghost operator, there exists K ⊆ X such that |(T∗T)(x, y)| ≤ ε2

N2 . If supp(ξ) ⊆
X\K, then

‖Tξ‖2 = 〈Tξ, Tξ〉 = 〈ξ, T∗Tξ〉 =
∣∣∣∣∣

N

∑
i,j=1

aiaj(T
∗T)(xi, xj)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε2 ·
N

∑
i,j=1

1

N2
= ε2.

To sum up, one has that ‖Tξ‖ ≤ ε. This proves the claim.

Take T0 ∈ Cu[X] with Prop(T0) = R and ‖T − T0‖ ≤ 1
3 . Then ‖T0‖ is larger than 2

3 in the Calkin
algebra, which means T0 is non-compact. Then for any bounded set K, viewing χKc as a bounded

operator, we have that ‖T0 · χKc‖ ≥ 2
3 . Since X has ONL, there exists S ≥ 0 such that for any
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bounded K ⊆ X there exists ξ ∈ ℓ2(X) with ‖ξ‖ = 1 and diam(supp(ξ)) ≤ S and

‖T0 · χKc(ξ)‖ ≥ 1

2
.

By using the Claim above, for such above S, there exists bouneded K ⊆ X such that for any

ξ ∈ ℓ2(X) with ‖ξ‖ = 1 and diam(supp(ξ)) ≤ S, one has that ‖TχKc(ξ)‖ < 1
6 . Then

‖(T − T0)χKc(ξ)‖ >
1

2
− 1

6
=

1

3
.

However, ‖(T − T0)χKc‖ ≤ ‖T − T0‖ ≤ 1
3 , which leads to a contradicition. �

It is direct to check that spaces with Property A have Property A at infinity. As a corollary of
Theorem 5.3 and Theorem 5.5, we have the following result.

Corollary 5.6. Let X be a strongly discrete metric space with bounded geometry and ONL. Then the
following are equivalent.

• T ∈ C∗
u(X) is Fredholm;

• σω(T) is uniformly invertible;
• for any µ ∈ βN, σω(T) and σω×µ(T) are elementwise invertible. �

It is worth mentioning specifically that the method used in our proof can also be applied par-
allelly to ℓp-spaces. But for the sake of brevity, we only provide the ℓ2 version of the proof here,
which is already sufficiently enlightening.

5.2. Proof of the main theorem. Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 5.3. Denoted by

Pσ : ℓ2(Xω) → ℓ
2(Xω\X) =

⊕

[xi]∈Clu(X)

ℓ
2(Lω

[xi ]
)

the canonical projection. Then one has that

PσT̃Pσ = ⊕T̃[xi] =




T[xi]

T[yi ]

. . .


 ∈ ∏

[xi]∈Clu(X)

C∗
u(Lω

[xi]
),

we denoted by T̃σ = PσT̃Pσ for simplicity. As a natural corollary of Theorem 4.9, the map T 7→ T̃σ

induces a C∗-homomorphism

Φσ : C∗
u(X) → ∏

[xi]∈Clu(X)

C∗
u(Lω

[xi ]
).

Proof of Theorem 5.3 (1). We claim that ker(Φσ) = G. For any T ∈ G, it is clear that

T̃([xi], [yi]) = 0

whenever [xi], [yi] are afar. Thus it suffices to show that ker(Φσ) ⊆ G. Fix a base point x0 ∈ X.
Assume that T /∈ G, then there exists ε0 > 0 such that for any bounded n ∈ N, there exists
(xn, yn) /∈ B(x0, n)× B(x0, n) such that |T(xn, yn)| ≥ ε0. Then at least one of [xi] and [yi] is afar

and T̃([xi], [yi]) ≥ ε0. Since T ∈ C∗
u(X), by Lemma 4.7, both [xi] and [yi] are afar and dω([xi], [yi])

is finite. Thus T̃[xi] is non-zero. This shows that ker(Φσ) = G.
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Denoted by
Symb(X) ⊆ ∏

[xi]∈Clu(X)

C∗
u(Lω

[xi ]
)

the C∗-subalgebra generated by
{

T̃σ | T ∈ C∗
u(X)

}
. We then have the following exact sequence

0 → G → C∗
u(X)

Φσ−→ Symb(X) → 0.

Then T ∈ C∗
u(X) is G-Fredholm if and only if Φσ(T) is invertible, i.e., ⊕T̃[xi] is invertible. This

means T̃[xi ] is invertible and the inverse of all T̃[xi] has a uniform bound, i.e., σω(T) is uniformly
invertible. �

For the second item, we still need some preparations. For any T ∈ B(ℓ2(X)), the lower norm of
T, denoted by ν(T), is defined to be

ν(T) = inf{‖Tξ‖ | ξ ∈ ℓ
2(X) with ‖ξ‖ = 1}.

Moreover, for any F ⊆ X, we shall denote

ν(T · χF) = inf{‖Tξ‖ | ξ ∈ ℓ
2(F) with ‖ξ‖ = 1}.

If T is invertible, then ν(T) = ‖T−1‖−1 6= 0. For spaces with ONL, one can also show that the
lower norm of an operator T ∈ Cu[X] can also be approximated by bounded supported vectors
ξ ∈ ℓ2(X) whose diameter is only dependent on Prop(T).

Proposition 5.7 ([ŠW17]). Let {Xi} be a sequence of metric space with uniform Property A and bounded
geometry. For any ε > 0 and R > 0, there exists S > 0 such that for any T ∈ Cu[Xi] with Prop(T) ≤ R
and ‖T‖ = 1, for any F ⊆ Xi, there exists A ⊆ F with diam(A) ≤ S such that

ν(T · χF) ≤ ν(T · χA) ≤ ν(T · χF) + ε,

for any i ∈ N. �

The proposition above has been proved in [ŠW17, Proposition 7.6]. The difference is that we
state a uniform version here. The constant S only depends on R, ε, and Property A of Xi, the
result holds directly since {Xi} has uniform Property A (see Definition 3.10).

Fix another ultrafilter µ ∈ βN. For each j ∈ N, we choose a sequence (xij)i∈N whose equivalent
class [xij] defines an afar element in Xω. Then {Lω

[xij]
}j∈N forms a sequence of metric spaces.

Denote by ∏j∈N Lω
[xij]

the set of all sequences as in Definition 2.2 by viewing Xj = Lω
[xij]

. An

element in ∏j∈N Lω
[xij]

is denoted by a sequence ([yij])j∈N where for each j ∈ N, [yij] ∈ Lω
[xij]

is the

equivalent class of sequence (yij)i∈N of X indexed by i. Define

m

∏
j→µ

Lω
[xij]

=

{
([yij]) ∈ ∏

j∈N

Lω
[xij]

∣∣∣ sup
j∈N

dLω
[xij]

([xij], [yij]) < ∞

}
/ ∼,

where
([yij]) ∼ ([zij]) ⇐⇒ {j ∈ N | [yij] = [zij]} ∈ µ.

The equivalent class of (yij) is denoted as [yij]m. The metric on ∏
m
j→µ Lω

[xij]
is given by

d([yij ]m, [zij]m) = lim
j→µ

dLω
[xij]

([yij], [zij ]).
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Since each Lω
[xij]

is strongly discrete, this metric is well-defined by using a similar proof with

Proposition 2.6, and ∏
m
j→µ Lω

[xij]
is strongly discrete with bounded geometry under this metric.

This construction is known as the metric ultraproduct of {Lω
[xij ]

}j∈N. The letter “m” on ∏
m is the

abbreviation for metric product.

Let ω × µ be an ultrafilter on N×N as in Definition 2.18. We shall also view (xij) as a sequence

in X indexed by (i, j) ∈ N × N. To clarify the equivalent class in Xω×µ, element in Xω×µ is
denoted by [xij]n to make a distinction. Then [xij]n is an afar element in Xω×µ. Indeed, for any
x0 ∈ X and R > 0, one has that

Aj = {i ∈ N | d(xij, x0) > R} ∈ ω,

since [xij] ∈ Xω is afar for each j ∈ N. Then, by definition, one has that

{(i, j) ∈ N × N | d(xij, x0) > R} = {(i, j) ∈ N × N | i ∈ Aj} ∈ ω × µ.

This means that dω×µ(x0, [xij]n) > R for any R > 0, thus [xij]n is afar. Define Lω×µ

[xij]n
to be the limit

space of X with respect to the base point [xij]n and ultrafilter ω × µ.

Notice that for each [yij]m ∈ ∏
m
j→µ Lω

[xij]
, we can view it as a sequence indexed by (i, j) ∈ N×N.

By definition, one has that there exists R > 0 such that for each j ∈ N

{i ∈ N | d(xij, yij) < R} ∈ ω.

Thus (yij) defines an element in Lω×µ

[xij]n
. Define

F :
m

∏
j→µ

Lω
[xij]

→ Lω×µ

[xij]n
(6)

by [yij]m 7→ [yij]n.

Lemma 5.8. The map F as in (6) is a bijective isometry.

Proof. For any [yij]m, [zij]m ∈ ∏
m
j→µ Lω

[xij]
with d([yij ]m, [zij]m), by definition, it means that

{j ∈ N | d([yij ], [zij]) = R} ∈ µ,

and
{i ∈ N | d(yij, zij) = R} ∈ ω.

By definition, this means that

{(i, j) ∈ N × N | d(yij, zij) = R} ∈ ω × µ.

To see F is surjective, if [yij]n ∈ Lω×µ

[xij]n
, it means that there exists R > 0 such that

A = {yij | d(yij, xij) ≤ R} ∈ ω × µ.

Define a sequence zij by

zij =

{
yij, (i, j) ∈ A;

xij, (i, j) /∈ A.

Then (zij) defines an element in ∏
m
j→µ Lω

[xij]
with F([zij]m) = [yij]n. �
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Let T ∈ Cu[X]. Denoted by T̃[xij] the limit operator of T associated with the limit space Lω
[xij]

for

each j ∈ N. To clarify the notation, we shall denote the limit operator of T associated with Lω×µ

[xij]n

by T̃[xij]n . Define the kernel function k on ∏
m
j→µ Lω

[xij]
by

k([yij ]m, [zij]m) = lim
j→µ

T̃[xij]([yij], [zij ]). (7)

Since Prop(T̃[xij]) ≤ Prop(T) for all j ∈ N, one can also show that Prop(k) ≤ Prop(T) by using a

similar proof with Lemma 4.7. As a result of Lemma 4.4, k is operator norm bounded. We shall
denote the operator associated with this kernel function by

T̃[xij]m ∈ B
(
ℓ

2
( m

∏
j→µ

Lω
[xij]

))
.

Let F be the isometry defined as in Lemma 5.8. Define

UF : ℓ2
( m

∏
j→µ

Lω
[xij]

)
→ ℓ

2
(
Lω×µ

[xij]n

)
by δ[yij]m 7→ δ[yij]n = δF([yij]m).

It is direct that UF is a unitary since F is an isometry. We then have the following result.

Lemma 5.9. With the notation stated above, one has that

UFT̃[xij]mU∗
F = T̃[xij]n .

The proof of Lemma 5.9 follows directly from an elementary calculation combining Lemma
5.8. One only needs to check that

UFT̃[xij]mU∗
F([yij]n, [zij]n) = T̃[xij]n([yij]n, [zij]n).

We leave the details to the reader.

Now, we are ready to prove the second part of Theorem 5.3. Since the proof is quite technical,
we shall split it into several lemmas.

Lemma 5.10. Assume that T ∈ Cu[X] and {[xij]}j∈N is a sequence of afar elements in Xω such that

limj→µ ν(T̃[xij] · χB([xij],R)) = c. Then we have that

ν(T̃[xij]m · χB([xij]m,R)) = c.

Proof. By Proposition 2.16 and the fact that X has bounded geometry, the sequence {Lω
[xij]

}j∈N has

uniform bounded geometry, the metric ultraproduct ∏
m
j→µ Lω

[xij]
also has bounded geometry. Since

limj→µ ν(T̃[xij] · χB([xij],R)) = c, for each n ∈ N, there exists D ∈ µ such that |ν(T̃[xij] · χB([xij],R))−
c| ≤ 1

2n for any j ∈ D. By definition of lower-norm, for each j ∈ D, there exists ξ j ∈ ℓ2(Lω
[xij]

) with

‖ξ j‖ = 1 and supp(ξ j) ⊆ B([xij], R) such that
∣∣∣‖T̃[xij]ξ j‖ − c

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

n
.

Define ξ ∈ ℓ2(∏m
j→µ Lω

[xij]
) by

ξ([yij ]m) = lim
j→µ

ξ j([yij]).
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Notice that ξ([yij ]m) 6= 0 if and only if

{j ∈ N | [yij] ∈ Aj} ∈ µ.

Since {Lω
[xij]

} has uniformly bounded geometry, there exists N ∈ N such that #B([xij], R) ≤ N for

any j ∈ D. By using a similar trick with Lemma 4.5, one can see that #supp(ξ) ≤ N. Moreover,
one also has that

‖ξ‖2 = ∑ |ξ([yij ]m)|2 = ∑ lim
j→µ

|ξ j([yij])|2 = lim
j→µ

∑ |ξ j([yij])|2 = lim
j→µ

‖ξ j‖ = 1.

Notice that we can exchange the order of ∑ and limj→µ since it is a finite sum. Moreover, the
support supp(ξ) ⊆ B([xij]m, R).

Note that

‖T̃[xij]m ξ‖2 = ∑
[yij]m,[zij]m

∣∣∣T̃[xij]m([yij]m, [zij]m) · ξ([zij ]m)
∣∣∣
2

. (8)

Since T has finite propagation, one then concludes that the limit operator T̃[xij]n has finite propa-

gation. By Lemma 5.9 and F is an isometry, T̃[xij]m also has finite propagation. Thus the sum in (8)

is a finite sum. Thus we have that

‖T̃[xij]m ξ‖2 = ∑
[yij]m,[zij]m

lim
j→µ

∣∣∣T̃[xij]([yij], [zij]) · ξ j([zij])
∣∣∣
2

= lim
j→µ

∑
[yij],[zij]

∣∣∣T̃[xij]([yij], [zij ]) · ξ j([zij])
∣∣∣
2

= lim
j→µ

‖T̃[xij]ξ j‖.

This shows that
∣∣∣ν(T̃[xij]m · χB([xij]m,R))− c

∣∣∣ ≤ 1
n for any n ∈ N. We finish the proof. �

The following lemma shares the same strategy with [LS14, Theorem 8] and [ŠW17, Theorem
7.13], but in an ultraproduct setting. We still assume T ∈ Cu[X] and {[xij]}j∈N to be a sequence

of afar elements in Xω such that limj→µ ν(T̃[xij] · χB([xij],R)) = 0. Since X has Property A at infinity,

thus the sequence of limit space {Lω
[xij]

} has uniform Property A by Theorem 3.12. Thus for any

n ∈ N, we denote Sn to be the parameter as in Proposition 5.7 associated with ε = 1
2n and

R = Prop(T). Without loss of generality, we can assume that Sn > 2Sn−1.

Lemma 5.11. With the notation stated above, for any j ∈ N, one can find [yij] ∈ Lω
[xij]

such that for any

n ∈ {1, · · · , j},

ν(T̃[xij] · χB([yij],3Sn)) ≤ ν(T̃[xij]) +
1

2n−1
.

The Lemma above is to say the process of lower norm localization can be realized in the neigh-

borhood of the same point as the parameter ε = 1
2n varies within a finite range.

Proof of Lemma 5.11. To simplify the notation, we shall denote A = T̃[xij]. By using Property A,

there exists η0 ∈ ℓ2(Lω
[xij]

) with ‖η0‖ = 1 such that supp(η0) ⊆ B([y
(0)
ij ], Sj) for some [y

(0)
ij ] ∈ Lω

[xij]
,
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and

ν(A) ≤ ‖Aη0‖ ≤ ν(A) +
1

2j
.

To simplify the notation, we shall denote F0 = B([y
(0)
ij ], Sj). Use Proposition 5.7 to A · χF0

associ-

ated with parameter ε = 1
2j−1 , we conclude that there exists η1 ∈ ℓ2(F0) with ‖η0‖ = 1 such that

supp(η1) ⊆ B([y
(1)
ij ], Sj−1) for some [y

(1)
ij ] ∈ F0, and

ν(A · χF0
) ≤ ‖Aη1‖ ≤ ν(A · χF0

) +
1

2j−1
.

Now, we conclude that

‖Aη1‖ ≤ ν(A) +
1

2j
+

1

2j−1
≤ 1

2j−2
.

Moreover, one can also check that supp(η0) ⊆ B([y
(1)
ij ], 2Sj + Sj−1) ⊆ B([y

(1)
ij ], 3Sj). By induction,

we can obtain a sequence of {y
(n)
ij }j

n=1 and a sequence of unit vectors {ηn}j
n=1 such that

• for any n ∈ {1, · · · , j}, ‖Aηn‖ ≤ ν(A) + 1
2j−n−1 ;

• for any n ∈ {1, · · · , j}, supp(ηn) ⊆ B([y
(n)
ij ], Sj−1);

• for any n ∈ {1, · · · , j} and k ∈ {1, · · · , n − 1}, supp(ηk) ⊆ B([y
(n)
ij ], 3Sn−k+1).

Choose [yij] = [y
(j)
ij ] in the above sequence. We then conclude that

supp(ηn+1) ⊆ B([yij], 3Sj−n).

Then

ν(A · χB([yij],3Sn)) ≤ ‖Aηj−n+1‖ ≤ ν(A) +
1

2n−1
.

This finishes the proof. �

Proof of Theorem 5.3 (2). If σω(T) is uniformly invertible, by using Theorem 5.3 (1), one concludes
that T is G-Fredholm. Then σω×µ(T) is uniformly invertible, which is clearly elementwise invert-
ible. Thus we only need to show the sufficiency part.

Assume for a contradiction that σω(T) is not uniformly invertible, i.e., there exists a sequence

of limit operators {T̃[xij]} such that ‖T̃−1
[xij]

‖ → ∞ as j → ∞. Then ν(T̃[xij]) → 0 as j tends to infinity.

Without loss of generality, we can assume that ‖T‖ = 1 and T is of finite propagation since
ν(T − S) ≤ ‖T − S‖ and the norm of limit operators of T is less than ‖T‖. Write R = Prop(T).

By Lemma 5.11, there exists [yij] ∈ Lω
[xij]

such that for any n ∈ {1, · · · , j},

ν(T̃[xij] · χB([yij],3Sn)) ≤ ν(T̃[xij]) +
1

2n−1
.

Without loss of generality, we can replace [xij] by [yij] for the base point of the limit spaces, which
gives us the same limit operators, i.e.,

ν(T̃[yij] · χB([yij],3Sn)) ≤ ν(T̃[yij]) +
1

2n−1
.
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Thus the sequence {ν(T̃[yij ] · χB([yij],3Sn))} forms a bounded sequence. As we discussed above, let

T̃[yij]m be the operator defined as in (7). We claim that ν(T̃[yij]m) = 0. Indeed, by Lemma 5.10, we

have that

ν(T̃[yij]m · χB([xij]m,R))) = lim
j→µ

ν(T̃[yij] · χB([yij],3Sn)) ≤ lim inf
j→µ

ν(T̃[yij]) +
1

2n−1
=

1

2n−1
.

Thus ν(T̃[yij]m) ≤ ν(T̃[yij]m · χB([xij]m,R))) ≤ 1
2n−1 for any n ∈ N. Thus ν(T̃[yij]m) = 0. By Lemma 5.9,

it leads to a contradiction since T̃[xij]n is invertible as it is the limit operator associated with Lω×µ

[xi ]n
by assumption but

ν(T̃[xij]m) = ν(T̃[xij]n) = 0.

This finishes the proof. �
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Verlag, Basel, 2004.

[RW14] J. Roe and R. Willett. Ghostbusting and property A. J. Funct. Anal., 266(3):1674–1684,
2014.

[Sak14] H. Sako. Property A and the operator norm localization property for discrete metric
spaces. J. Reine Angew. Math., 690:207–216, 2014.

[Sei14] M. Seidel. Fredholm theory for band-dominated and related operators: a survey.
Linear Algebra Appl., 445:373–394, 2014.
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