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FAITHFUL ACTIONS ON GENERALIZED

FURSTENBERG BOUNDARY

FARID BEHROUZI AND ZAHRA NAGHAVI

Abstract. Let G be a countable discrete group that act mini-
mally on a compact Hausdorff space X by homeomorphisms. Our
goal is to establish the equivalence between the faithfulness of the
action of G on the generalized Furstenberg boundary ∂F (G,X) and
a weakened version of the generalized Powers’ averaging property.
This result provides valuable insights into the state space of the
crossed product C(X)⋊r G.

1. Introduction

In 1958, Kaplansky [11] posed the question of whether a simple pro-
jectionless C∗-algebra exists. Interestingly, this question had been dis-
cussed in a conversation with Kadison about ten years earlier. Fol-
lowing Kadison’s suggestion, Powers proved in 1968 that the reduced
C∗-algebra of the free group on two generators, denoted as C∗

r (F2), is
simple. However, Powers published this result seven years later [16].
It wasn’t until 1982 that Pimsner and Voiculescu demonstrated that
C∗

r (F2) is projectionless [15]. Additionally, Powers’ technique showed
that C∗

r (F2) possesses a unique trace. For more historical information,
please refer to [18] and [8].

A group G is said to be C∗-simple if its reduced group C∗-algebra
C∗

r (G) is a simple algebra. On the other hand, the unique trace prop-
erty refers to the condition where C∗

r (G) possesses a unique trace.
Following Powers’ influential paper, many researchers attempted to
characterize C∗-simple groups and determine whether C∗-simplicity is
equivalent to the unique trace property. Finally, after nearly 40 years,
Kalantar and Kennedy provided a comprehensive characterization of
all discrete C∗-simple groups in their important paper [10]. Their work
established the equivalence between C∗-simplicity and the freeness of
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the action G y ∂FG, where ∂FG represents the universal Furstenberg
boundary. Subsequently, in [2], it was demonstrated that G possesses
the unique trace property if and only if the action G y ∂FG is faith-
ful. These findings indicated that having the unique trace property is a
weaker condition compared to C∗-simplicity. The crux of the proof lies
in the fact that ker(G y ∂FG) = Rad(G) [4], where Rad(G) denotes
the largest normal amenable subgroup of G, known as the amenable
radical. Notably, the authors of both papers did not adopt Powers’
method of proof.

Now, let us delve into Powers’ technique, known as Powers’ averaging
property. This property can be described in terms of the set of all
finitely supported probability measures denoted by Probf (G). It should
be noted that Probf(G) is a subsemigroup of the set of all probability
measures Prob(G). Let τλ denote the canonical trace on C∗

r (G). We
say that a group G has the Powers’ averaging property if, for any
a ∈ C∗

r (G) with τλ(a) = 0, the following holds:

0 ∈ {µa : µ ∈ Probf(G)}.

To understand this statement, consider that if G acts on any C∗-algebra
A, there is always an action of Prob(G) on A given by

µa =
∑

t∈G

µ(t)(t.a), (µ ∈ Prob(G), a ∈ A).

Kennedy [13] and Haagerup [7] independently established that C∗-
simplicity is equivalent to the Powers’ averaging property. Further-
more, Haagerup showed that G possesses the unique trace property
precisely when for all t ∈ G \ {e}

0 ∈ {µλt : µ ∈ Probf (G)},

where λ : G → B(ℓ2(G)) denotes the left regular representation. No-
tably, this condition is weaker than the Powers’ averaging property.

In the context of a discrete group G acting on a compact Hausdorff
space X by homeomorphisms, Amrutam and Ursu [1] have recently
generalized the concept of Powers’ averaging property by introducing
the notion of "C(X)-valued probability measures." They define the
generalized Powers’ averaging property for C(X) ⋊r G as follows: for
every a ∈ C(X) ⋊r G with E(a) = 0, where E : C(X) ⋊r G → C(X)
represents the canonical conditional expectation,

0 ∈ {µa : µ ∈ Probf(G,C(X))},
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where Probf(G,C(X)) denotes the set of finitely supported C(X)-
valued probability measures.

Furthermore, they establish that for a minimal G-space X, the C∗-
algebra C(X) ⋊r G is simple if and only if it satisfies the generalized
Powers’ averaging property.

Although the introduction of C(X)-valued probability measures in
the paper by Amrutam and Ursu is not wrong, it is confusing and
not easy to work. In our paper, we provide an accurate definition of
C(X)-valued probability measures. We also demonstrate that ker(G y

∂F (G,X)) = {e} precisely when for all t ∈ G \ {e}

0 ∈ {µλt : µ ∈ Probf(G,C(X))},

which extends Haagerup’s result on the unique trace property of G.
In addition to this introduction, the paper consists of three other

sections. In Section 2, we provide the necessary background. In Section
3, we define C(X)-valued measures and establish their precise form. In
Section 4, we prove that ker(G y ∂F (G,X)) = Rad(G)∩ker(G y X).
Then we establish the connection between the faithfulness of the action
G y ∂F (G,X) and a weakened version of the generalized Powers’
averaging property.

Acknowledgements. The authors are grateful to Tattwamasi Amru-
tam for many helpful discussions and suggestions during the completion
of this paper. The authors would also like to thank the anonymous ref-
eree for the detailed reading of our paper and for their comments and
suggestions which enhanced the exposition of the paper.

2. Preliminaries

In this paper, we specifically examine a countable discrete group G
and its actions on compact Hausdorff spaces. A compact Hausdorff
space X is referred to as a G-space if it admits a group homomorphism
from G into the group of homeomorphisms of X. This group action is
denoted by G y X, indicating that G acts on X by homeomorphisms.

Similarly, a group G acts on a C∗-algebra A by ∗-automorphisms
if there exists a group homomorphism from G into the group of ∗-
automorphisms of A. For instance, the action G y X induces an
action of G on the commutative C∗-algebra C(X) given by

(t · f)(x) = f(t−1x), (t ∈ G, f ∈ C(X), x ∈ X).
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A linear functional φ on a C∗-algebra A is considered a state if it is
unital and positive, meaning that φ(1) = 1 and φ(a) ≥ 0 for all a ∈ A
with a ≥ 0. The set of all states of A is denoted by S(A). A state φ of
A is called a tracial state if, for all a, b ∈ A, φ(ab) = φ(ba).

If G acts on a C∗-algebra A, then the state space S(A) becomes a
G-space under the action defined as

(t · φ)(a) = φ(t−1a), (t ∈ G, a ∈ A, φ ∈ S(A)).

For example, the action G y X induces an action G y Prob(X),
where Prob(X) is the space of all probability measures on X, since
Prob(X) can be identified with the state space S(C(X)).

The term minimal applies to a G-action on a space X when the
G-orbit Gx is dense in X for every x ∈ X. On the other hand, a
G-action on X is considered strongly proximal if, for any probability
measure µ ∈ Prob(X), the weak*-closure of the orbit Gµ contains a
Dirac measure δx for some x ∈ X. A boundary of a G-space X refers to
a space that satisfies both the minimal and strongly proximal proper-
ties. In other words, a boundary is a G-space where every point can be
arbitrarily approximated by elements of its G-orbit, and for any prob-
ability measure on X, there exists a point that can be approximated
by averaging over the G-orbit of that measure.

Furstenberg’s work [5] establishes the existence of a unique universal
boundary for every group G, denoted as ∂FG and referred to as the
Furstenberg boundary of G. This means that any boundary X can
be continuously and equivariantly mapped onto ∂FG. Furthermore, in
the article [10], it is proven that the Furstenberg boundary ∂FG can
be identified with the G-injective envelope of the complex numbers C,
denoted as IG(C).

Consider a G-equivariant map ϕ : Y → X between G-spaces X and
Y . If ϕ is surjective, we call the pair (Y, ϕ) an extension of X. An
extension (Y, ϕ) of X is said to be minimal if Y is a minimal space.
Furthermore, it is termed a strongly proximal extension if every proba-
bility measure µ ∈ Prob(Y ) with support contained in ϕ−1(x) for some
x ∈ X is strongly proximal. We define a (G,X)-boundary as a min-
imal strongly proximal extension of X. Notably, the spectrum of the
G-injective envelope of C(X), denoted as IG(C(X)), serves as a (G,X)-
boundary. We denote this unique G-space (up to homeomorphism) by
∂F (G,X). For further details, see [14].
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Now, let λ denote the left regular representation of G on the Hilbert
space ℓ2(G). The reduced C∗-algebra C∗

r (G) is defined as follows:

C∗
r (G) = span{λt : t ∈ G}

|| · ||
.

For a C∗-algebra A, the reduced crossed product of an action G y A,
denoted by A⋊r G, is defined as the norm closure of the image of the
regular representation Cc(G,A) → B(H ⊗ ℓ2(G)), where Cc(G,A) is
the linear space of finitely supported functions on G with values in
A. An element in Cc(G,A) is typically represented as a finite sum x =
∑

s∈G asλs, where as ∈ A and λs denotes the left regular representation
of G. It is worth noting that when A = C, the reduced crossed product
C ⋊r G can be identified with the reduced C∗-algebra C∗

r (G). The
action of G on A⋊rG is inner, meaning that for t ∈ G and a ∈ A⋊rG,
the action is given by ta = λtaλ

−1
t .

Consider an inclusion of C∗-algebras B ⊆ A. A conditional expec-
tation from A onto B is a completely positive contractive projection
E : A → B that satisfies E(bxb′) = bE(x)b′ for every x ∈ A and
b, b′ ∈ B. In the case of the reduced crossed product, there is always a
conditional expectation E : A ⋊r G → A defined as E (

∑

asλs) = ae.
For more information on crossed products, completely positive maps,
and conditional expectations, we recommend referring to [3].

3. The space of C(X)-valued probability measures

A probability measure µ ∈ Prob(Γ) is a positive measure with µ(G) =
1. It is worth noting that any µ ∈ Prob(Γ) can be expressed as a sum
∑

s∈G εsδs, converges in weak* topology, where εs ≥ 0,
∑

s∈G εs = 1,
and δs denotes the Dirac measure on s. This representation allows for a
concise description of probability measures on G. The objective of this
section is to generalize this notion and extend the concept to further
settings or structures.

Definition 3.1. Suppose G is a countable discrete group, and X is a
compact Hausdorff space. A map µ : G → C(X) is called a C(X)-
valued probability measure on G if it satisfies the following properties:

(i) µ is positive, meaning that for every t ∈ G, µ(t) ≥ 0.
(ii) The series

∑

t∈G µ(t) uniformly converges to the constant func-
tion 1C(X), where 1C(X) is the function that takes the value 1 at
every point in X.
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We use the notation Prob(G,C(X)) to refer to the set of all C(X)-
valued probability measures on G, and Probf (G,C(X)) represents the
set of all finitely supported C(X)-valued probability measures on G.

Remark 3.2. The C(X)-valued probability measures on G, as defined in
3.1, can be seen as positive elements of the Banach algebra ℓ1(G,C(X))
with norm 1. It is easy to observe that Prob(G,C(X)) forms a semi-
group under convolution multiplication.

Remark 3.3. As mentioned in the introduction, Amrutam and Ursu
introduced C(X)-valued probability measures in [1] as formal sum:

(1)
∑

s∈G

∑

s∈Is

fisfi

where Is’s are pairwise disjoint sets, satisfying the property that fi ≥
0 and

∑

s∈G

∑

s∈Is
f 2
i = 1. The relationship between this definition and

our definition can be expressed through a surjection map that maps a
formal sum

∑

s∈G

∑

s∈Is
fisfi to a function µ : G → C(X), where

µ(s) =
∑

i∈Is
f 2
i . Essentially, a summation like (1) can be regarded as

a function assigning each element s ∈ G a subset of positive elements
C(X), denoted by Ls, such that

∑

s∈G

∑

fi∈Ls

f 2
i = 1.

Example 3.4. Suppose ξ ∈ Prob(G). We define µξ : G → C(X) as
µξ(t) = ξ(t) · 1C(X). It is clear that µξ ≥ 0 since ξ(t) ≥ 0 for all t ∈ G,
and the function 1C(X) is non-negative. Moreover, for any x ∈ X, we
have:

∑

t∈G

µξ(t)(x) =
∑

t∈G

ξ(t) · 1C(X)(x) =
∑

t∈G

ξ(t) = 1,

where the last equality holds because ξ is a probability measure on G.
This shows that under the map ξ 7→ µξ, the set Prob(G) can be

naturally embedded as a subset of Prob(G,C(X)). In the special case
where there exists s ∈ G such that ξ = δs, the Dirac delta measure
concentrated at s, we denote µξ as ∆s. In this case, ∆s(t) = δs(t)·1C(X)

for all t ∈ G.

Lemma 3.5. A C(X)-valued probability measure µ on G belongs to

Prob(G,C(X)) if and only if it can be expressed in the form µ =
∑

s∈G fs∆s, where 0 ≤ fs ∈ C(X) for each s ∈ G, and the series
∑

s∈G fs converges uniformly to the constant function 1C(X).
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Proof. The backward direction is obvious. For the forward direction,
let fs = µ(s). �

Given f, g ∈ C(X), we define fµ : G → C(X) by (fµ)(t) = f · µ(t),
and µg : G → C(X) by (µg)(t) = µ(t) · g. It follows that fµg =
fgµ. This shows that Prob(G,C(X)) is C(X)-convex, meaning that
for any finitely many f1, . . . , fn ∈ C(X) with

∑n

i=1 f
∗
i fi = 1, and any

µ1, . . . , µn ∈ Prob(G,C(X)), we have
∑n

i=1 f
∗
i µifi ∈ Prob(G,C(X)).

Remark 3.6. Consider an inclusion C(X) ⊆ A of unital G-C∗ algebras.
In [1], an action of a formal sum

∑

s∈G

∑

i∈Is
fisfi on A is defined as

follows:

µ · a =
∑

t∈G

∑

i∈Is

fi(si · a)fi.

The authors claim that for a fixed a ∈ A, the set of all µ · a, where µ
ranges over all formal sums, is C(X)-convex. However, C(X)-convexity
is only retained as a property of the set and is not utilized throughout
the paper.

For µ ∈ Pr(G,C(X)), the corresponding formal sum is given by
∑

t∈G

√

µ(t) t
√

µ(t).

Hence, the corresponding action is defined as follows:

µ · a =
∑

t∈G

√

µ(t)(t · a)
√

µ(t).

We do not utilize this action throughout our paper. Instead, we
employ the following action:

Definition 3.7. Let X be a compact Hausdorff space. Assume C(X) ⊆
A is an inclusion of uintal G-C∗ algebras. For µ ∈ Prob(G,C(X)) and
a ∈A, define

µ.a =
∑

t∈G

µ(t)(t.a).

Clearly, the map a 7→ µ.a is uintal an completely positive.

It is important to note that for a C∗-algebra A, an A-valued mea-
sure can be defined on ( the Borel σ-algebra of ) any locally com-
pact space. However, it is worth emphasizing that the definition and
proof techniques for A-valued measures on locally compact spaces dif-
fer significantly from those used for A-valued measures on discrete or
compact spaces. As a result, we have chosen to discuss the notion
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of A-valued measures on locally compact spaces in a separate paper
dedicated specifically to this topic.

4. Ker (G y ∂F (G,X)) and Generalization of [7, Theorem 5.1]

In the preliminaries, it was mentioned that Ker(G y ∂FG) = Rad(G),
and the faithfulness of the action G y ∂FG is closely related to the
existence of a unique trace on C∗

r (G). In this section, we aim to extend
and build upon these results.

Proposition 4.1. Let X be a minimal G-space. Then,

Ker(G y ∂F (G,X)) = Ker(G y X) ∩ Rad(G).

Proof. Let ϕ : ∂F (G,X) → X denote the canonical quotient map. We
can identify C(X) as a subspace of C(∂F (G,X)) via ϕ. Consider an
element s ∈ Ker(G y ∂F (G,X)). This implies that sϕ(x) = ϕ(x)
for all x ∈ ∂F (G,X). Since ϕ is surjective, we can conclude that s
belongs to Ker(G y X). Furthermore, it is known that for every
x ∈ ∂F (G,X), the stabilizer subgroup Gx is amenable [12, Proposition
3.3], and amenability is preserved under taking subgroups. Thus, we
have that Ker(G y ∂F (G,X)) ⊆ Gx is also amenable. Moreover, as
Ker(G y ∂F (G,X)) is a normal subgroup, we conclude that Ker(G y

∂F (G,X)) ⊆ Ker(G y X) ∩ Rad(G).
To show the other direction, let x ∈ X, and consider the set ϕ−1(x),

which is Ker(G y X)-invariant. Let Λ = Ker(G y X) ∩ Rad(G).
Since Λ is an amenable subgroup of Ker(G y X), it fixes a measure
ν ∈ Prob(ϕ−1(x)). Moreover, as Λ is a normal subgroup of G, we have
tgν = gν for all t ∈ Λ and g ∈ G.

Consider ν as a measure on ∂F (G,X) and note that supp(ν) ⊆
ϕ−1(x). By utilizing [14, Theorem 3.2], we have tδy = δy for any
y ∈ ϕ−1(x). So tδy = δy for some y ∈ ∂F (G,X). Since ∂F (G,X) is
minimal, we can conclude that tδy = δy for all y ∈ ∂F (G,X). This
completes the proof. �

Corollary 4.2. [2, Proposition 2.8] Rad(G) = Ker(G y ∂FG).

Corollary 4.3. Suppose that G y X is minimal. Assume that Rad(G) =
{e}. Then, Ker(G y ∂F (G,X)) = {e}.

Proposition 4.4. Let X be a minimal G-space and t 6∈ Ker(G y

∂F (G,X)). Then

0 ∈ {µλt : µ ∈ Probf(G,C(X))}.
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Proof. Suppose otherwise, which means there exists α > 0 and ω ∈
(C(X) ⋊r G)∗ such that Reω(µλt) ≥ α for all µ ∈ Probf(G,C(X)).
Since t /∈ Ker(G y ∂F (G,X)), there exists y ∈ ∂F (G,X) such that
ty 6= y. By following the proof of [1, Proposition 3.7] and [1, Propo-

sition 3.8], we can find η ∈ {ωµ : µ ∈ Probf(G,C(X))}w
∗

such that

η(λt) = 0. Thus 0 ∈ {ωµ : µ ∈ Probf (G,C(X))}w
∗

. However, this
leads to a contradiction.

�

With the above proposition in hand, we are ready to give a general-
ization of [2, Theorem 1.3]. Consider the following set which is a subset
of (C(X)⋊r G)∗.

SG
P (C(X)⋊r G) = {τ : τ |C(X) = δx for x ∈ X and τ |C∗

r (G) is a trace}.

Theorem 4.5. Let X be a minimal G-space. The following are equiv-

alent:

(i) Ker(G y ∂F (G,X)) = {e}.

(ii) for all t ∈ G \ {e}, 0 ∈ {µλt : µ ∈ Probf(G,C(X))}.
(iii) every state τ ∈ SG

P (C(X)⋊r G) is of the form τ = τ ◦ E.

Proof. (i) ⇒ (ii) Proposition 4.4.

(ii) ⇒ (iii) Let τ ∈ SG
P (C(X)⋊r G). Let a ∈ C(X)⋊r G and ǫ > 0.

Then, there are t1, t2, . . . , tn ∈ G \ {e} and f1, f2, . . . , fn ∈ C(X) such
that

a ≈ǫ

n
∑

i=1

fiλti + E(a)

Since 0 ∈ {µλti : µ ∈ Probf (G,C(X))} for each i = 1, 2, . . . , n, we can
find sti1 , s

ti
2 , . . . , s

ti
mi

∈ G and f ti
1 , f

ti
2 , . . . , f

ti
mi

∈ C(X) with f ti
j ≥ 0,

∑mi

j=1 f
ti
j = 1 such that

(2)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

mi
∑

j=1

f ti
j λs

ti
j

λtiλs
ti
j

−1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

<
ǫ

‖fi‖
.

Now,

τ (fiλti) = fi(x)τ(λti)

= fi(x)τ

(

mi
∑

j=1

f ti
j λti

) (

mi
∑

j=1

f ti
j = 1

)
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= fi(x)τ

(

mi
∑

j=1

f ti
j λs

ti
j

λtiλs
ti
j

−1

)

(τ |C∗

r (G) is G-invariant)

Therefore, taking norm on both sides, we obtain that

|τ (fiλti)| ≤ |fi(x)|

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

τ

(

mi
∑

j=1

f ti
j λs

ti
j

λtiλs
ti
j

−1

)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ |fi(x)|

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

mi
∑

j=1

f ti
j λs

ti
j

λtiλs
ti
j

−1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ |fi(x)|
ǫ

‖fi‖
(Using equation 2)

< ǫ.

Since ǫ > 0 is arbitrary, we see that τ(fiλti) = 0 for each i = 1, 2, . . . , n.
Hence,

τ(a) ≈ǫ τ

(

n
∑

i=1

fiλti + E(a)

)

≈ǫ τ(E(a))

Again, since ǫ > 0 is arbitrary, we see that τ(a) = τ(E(a)).

(iii) ⇒ (i) Suppose Ker(G y ∂F (G,X)) is a non-trivial subgroup.
By referring to Proposition 4.1, let’s define Λ as the intersection of the
kernel of the action G y X and the radical subgroup Rad(G). We
can conclude that Λ is a non-trivial, amenable, and normal subgroup
of G. Consequently, it fixes ν ∈ Prob(ϕ−1(x)), where ϕ : ∂F (G,X) →
X represents the corresponding factor map. It’s worth noting that
ν|C(X) = δx. Additionally, we observe that Λ is a normal, amenable
subgroup of Gx. Let EΛ be the canonical conditional expectation from
C∗

r (Gx) onto C∗
r (Λ), τ0 be the unit character on C∗

r (Λ), and Ex be the
canonical conditional expectation from C(X)⋊rG onto C∗

r (Gx). In this
context, we find that τ0 ◦ EΛ ◦ Ex = τ is a state on C(X)⋊r G whose
restriction to C(X) is δx. It’s important to note that τ |C∗

r (G) is G-
invariant. For any t ∈ G, if tst−1 ∈ Λ holds, then s ∈ Λ. Consequently,
τ(λtst−1) = τ(λs) = 0 or τ(λtst−1) = τ(λs) = 1, depending on whether
s ∈ Λ or not. Thus, we can conclude that τ is G-invariant. It’s worth
mentioning that τ 6= τ ◦ E, as τ(λs) = 1 for e 6= s ∈ Λ. �

We refer the readers to [17] for more information about trace prop-
erty of noncommutative crossed products.
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