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SOME 20+ YEAR OLD PROBLEMS ABOUT BANACH
SPACES AND OPERATORS ON THEM
William B. Johnson

Abstract
In the last few years numerous 20+ year old problems in the geometry of Banach spaces were solved. Some are described herein.

1 Introduction
In this note I describe some problems in Banach space theory from the 1970s and 1980s
that were solved after they had been opened for 20+ years. The problems are mostly
not connected to one another, so each section is independent from the other sections.
I use standard Banach space notation and terminolgy, as is contained e.g. in Lindenstrauss and Tzafriri [1977] or Albiac and N. J. Kalton [2006]. In this introduction I just
recall some definitions that are used repeatedly. Other possibly unfamilar definitions
are introduced in the sections in which they are used.
All spaces are Banach spaces and subspaces are closed linear subspaces. An operator is
a bounded linear operator between Banach spaces. An isomorphism is a not necessarly
surjective linear homeomorphism. L(X; Y ) denotes the space of operators from X to
Y . This is abbreviated to L(X) when X = Y . BX denotes the closed unit ball of
the space X . An operator T with domain X is compact if TBX has compact closure
and is weakly compact if TBX has weakly compact closure. An operator T is strictly
singular if the restriction of T to any infinite dimensional subspace of its domain is not
an isomorphism. If Y is a Banach space and T is an operator, T is said to be Y -singular
if the restriction of T to any subspace of its domain that is isomorphic to Y is not an
isomorphism. So T is strictly singular if T is Y -singular for every infinite dimensional
space Y . The isomorphism constant or Banach-Mazur distance between Banach spaces
X1 and X2 is defined as
d (X1 ; X2 ) = inf kT k  kT

1

k

where the infimum is taken over all isomorphisms from X1 onto X2 . So d (X1 ; X2 ) =
1 if X1 is not isomorphic to X2 .
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2 The diameter of the isomorphism class of a Banach space
Given a Banach space X, define
D(X) = supfd (X1 ; X2 ) : X1 ; X2 are isomorphic to Xg:
J. J. Schäffer considered the following question to be well-known when he included it
in his 1976 book Schäffer [1976]:
Is D(X) = 1 for all infinite dimensional X?
My first PhD student, E. Odell (who died much too young) and I gave an affirmative
answer for separable X W. B. Johnson and E. Odell [2005]. A new definition helped:
Call a Banach space X K-elastic provided every isomorph of X K-embeds into X.
Call X elastic if X is K-elastic for some K < 1.
Ted and I proved the following, which easily implies that D(X) = 1 if X is separable
and infinite dimensional.
Theorem 2.1. If X is a separable Banach space so that for some K, every isomorph
of X is K-elastic, then X is finite dimensional.
The only “obvious” example of a separable elastic space is C [0; 1]. It is 1-elastic
because Mazur proved that every separable Banach space is isometrically isomorphic
to a subspace of C [0; 1]. Odell and I suspected that isomorphs of C [0; 1] are the only
elastic separable spaces and remarked that our proof of Theorem 2.1 could be streamlined a lot if this is true. We could not prove this but were able to use Bourgain’s `1
index theory Bourgain [1980] to prove that a separable elastic space contains a subspace that is isomorphic to c0 and used that information in the proof of Theorem 2.1.
Ten years later my third PhD student, D. Alspach, and B. Sari created a new index that
they used to verify that our suspicion was correct. Their proof is rather complicated,
but even more recently Beanland and Causey [n.d.] simplified the proof somewhat by
using more descriptive set theory. It looks likely that the Alspach-Sari index will be
used more down the road.
Schäffer’s problem remains open for non separable spaces. In some models of set theory
(GCH) there are spaces of every density character that are 1-elastic by virtue of being
universal, but some tools that were used in the separable setting are not available when
the spaces are non separable. Godefroy [2010] proved that under Martin’s Maximum
Axiom Schäffer’s problem has an affirmative answer for subspaces of `1 .

3 Commutators
The commutator of two elements A and B in a Banach algebra is given by
[A; B] = AB

BA:

A natural problem that arises in the study of derivations on a Banach algebra A is to
classify the commutators in the algebra. Probably the most natural non commutative

SOME 20+ YEAR OLD PROBLEMS ABOUT BANACH SPACES

1671

Banach algebras other than C  algebras are the spaces L(X) of bounded linear operators on a Banach space X. When X is n < 1 dimensional, L(X) can be identified
with the n by n matrices of scalars, and it is classical that such a matrix is a commutator
if and only if it has trace zero. There is generally no trace on L(X) when X is infinite
dimensional, and the only general obstruction to an operator being a commutator is due
to Wintner [1947], who proved that the identity in a unital Banach algebra is not a commutator. It follows immediately by passing to the quotient algebra L(X)/I(X) that no
element of the form I + K, where K belongs to a proper norm closed ideal I(X) of
L(X) and  ¤ 0, can be a commutator. With this in mind we call a Banach space X
a Wintner space provided the only non commutators in L(X) are elements of the form
I + K with  6= 0 and K in a proper closed ideal.
Here is Wielandt’s elegant proof Wielandt [1949] of Wintner’s theorem that I is not a
commutator:
If I = AB BA then by induction
An B

8n

BAn = nAn

1

:

So A cannot be nilpotent and
nkAn

1

k  2kAk  kBk  kAn

1

k:

To determine whether a Banach space X is a Wintner space, the first thing one most
know is what elements in L(X) lie in a proper closed ideal, so one needs to know what
are the maximal ideals in L(X) (maximal ideals in a unital Banach algebra are automatically closed because the invertible elements are open). In certain classical spaces, such
as `p for 1  p < 1, and c0 , there is only one proper closed ideal; namely, the ideal
of compact operators on X, (Gohberg, Markus, and Feldman [1960], see also Whitley
[1964, Theorem 6.2]), so it is not surprising that these spaces received the most attention
early on. After a decade of so research on commutators by numerous people, in 1965
Brown and Pearcy [1965]) made a breakthrough by proving that `2 is a Wintner space.
In 1972, Apostol [1972a] verified that `p for 1 < p < is a Wintner space and a year
later Apostol [1973] he proved that c0 is a Wintner space. Apostol obtained information
about commutators on `1 and `1 , and there was also research done around the same
time about commutators on Lp , but it was only 30 years later that another classification
theorem was proved. In 2009, my student D. Dosev showed in his dissertation that `1
is a Wintner space. In D. Dosev and W. B. Johnson [2010], he and I codified what is
needed for the technology developed by Brown–Pearcy, Apostol, and him in order to
prove that an operator is a commutator in spaces that have a Pełczyński decomposition.
P 
(The space X is said to have a Pełczyński decomposition if X is isomorphic to
X p
with 1  p  1 or p = 0.) Notice that if X has a Pełczyński decomposition then one
can define right and left shifts of infinite multiplicity on X. Such shifts can be used
to show that certain operators on X are commutators. In D. Dosev and W. B. Johnson
[ibid.] the following theorem was proved (but it was only stated in D. Dosev, W. B.
Johnson, and Schechtman [2013]).
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P 
X p , where
Theorem 3.1. Let X be a Banach space such that X is isomorphic to
1  p  1 or p = 0. Let T 2 L(X) be such that there exists a subspace X 
X such that ' X, TjX is an isomorphism, X + T (X) is complemented in X, and
d (X; T (X)) > 0. Then T is a commutator.
In practice, Theorem 3.1 allows one to avoid operator theoretic arguments when
trying to check whether a space X is a Wintner space and concentrate on the geometry
of X. This is particularly important when K(X) is not the only closed ideal in L(X),
as is the case in all classical spaces other than `p , 1  p < 1 and c0 . In D. Dosev and
W. B. Johnson [2010] Dosev and I used Theorem 3.1 to prove that `1 is a Wintner space
and in D. Dosev, W. B. Johnson, and Schechtman [2013] together with Schechtman we
used it to prove that Lp := Lp (0; 1) is a Wintner space. In `1 the unique maximal
ideal is not too bad–it is the ideal of strictly singular operators. However, in Lp , the
unique maximal ideal is horrendously large and hard to deal with–it is the ideal of Lp singular operators. Theorem 3.1 also was used in Chen, W. B. Johnson, and Zheng
[2011] and Zheng [2014].
Here is a wild conjecture that was made in D. Dosev and W. B. Johnson [2010]:
If X has a Pełczyński decomposition then X is a Wintner space.
The most interesting classical spaces not known to be Wintner spaces are the spaces
C (K) where K is an infinite compact metric space with C (K) not isomorphic to c0 –
all of these have a .Pełczyński decomposition. The best partial results on these spaces
is contained in Dosev’s paper D. T. Dosev [2015]. There are other recent papers that
prove that some simpler spaces are Wintner spaces, including Zheng [2014] and Chen,
W. B. Johnson, and Zheng [2011].
After D. Dosev and W. B. Johnson [2010] was written it was proved by Tarbard [2012]
that not every infinite dimensional Banach space is a Wintner space. Building on the
work of his advisor, R. Haydon, and S. Argyros that solved a famous 40+ year old
problem that they will discuss at their 2018 ICM lecture, Tarbard constructed a Banach
space X such that every operator on X has the form I + ˛S + K with  and ˛ scalars,
K is compact, and S is special non compact operator whose square is compact. The
strictly singular operators form the unique maximal ideal in L(X) and it is clear that S
is not a commutator, so X is not a Wintner space.
Two other well-known open problems about commutators are worth mentioning.
Problem 1. If X is infinite dimensional, then is every compact operator on X a commutator?
I suspect that, to the contrary, there is an infinite dimensional space X such that every
finite rank commutator on X has zero trace.
The following problem is open for every infinite dimensional space.
Problem 2. Is every compact operator the commutator of two compact operators?

4

Counting Ideals in L(Lp )

After C  algebras, probably the most natural non commutative Banach algebras are the
spaces of bounded linear operators on such classical Banach spaces as Lp := Lp (0; 1).
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In order to study any Banach algebra one must understand something about the closed
ideals in the algebra. For L(`p ), the space of bounded linear operators on `p , 1  p <
1, the situation is the same as for `2 . The only non trivial closed ideal is the ideal
of compact operators (see Gohberg, Markus, and Feldman [1960] and Whitley [1964]).
The situation for L(Lp ), 1  p 6= 2 < 1, is much more complicated. Let’s call an
ideal I small if I is contained in the ideal of strictly singular operators. Call an ideal
large if it is not small. The most natural way to construct a large ideal in L(X) is to
find a complemented subspace Y of X and consider the closed ideal IY generated by
a bounded linear projection from X onto Y . If, as is usually the case, Y is isomorphic
to Y ˚ Y , this ideal is the closure of the collection of all operators on X that factor
through Y . Then IY is a proper ideal as long as X is not isomorphic to a complemented subspace of Y . Schechtman [1975] proved that L(Lp ), 1 < p 6= 2 < 1,
has at least @0 ideals by constructing @0 isomorphically different complemented subspaces of Lp . With Bourgain and Rosenthal, he Bourgain, Rosenthal, and Schechtman
[1981] improved this to @1 by constructing @1 isomorphically different complemented
subspaces of Lp . It is still open whether in ZFC L(Lp ) has a continuum of large ideals.
Only recently was it proved that L(Lp ), 1 < p 6= 2 < 1, has infinitely many closed
small ideals. In fact, building on some other recent work, Schlumprecht and Zsák
[2018] show that L(Lp ) has a continuum of small closed ideals, solving in the process a problem in Pietsch’s 1978 book Pietsch [1978]. It remains open whether L(Lp ),
1 < p 6= 2 < 1, has more than a continuum of closed ideals.
For L(L1 ), the situation was stagnant for an even longer time. In 1978 Pietsch [ibid.]
recorded the well-known problem whether there are infinitely many closed ideals in
L(L1 ). At that time the only non trivial ideals in L(L1 ) known were the ideal of
compact operators, the ideal of strictly singular operators, the ideal of operators that
factor through `1 , and the unique maximal ideal. It is easy to write down candidates for
other ideals, but many turn out to be one of these four. For example, if 1 < p  1, the
closure of the operators on L1 that factor through Lp is the ideal of weakly compact
operators, and on L1 an operator is weakly compact if and only if it is strictly singular.
Just in the past year, W. B. Johnson, Pisier, and G. [n.d.] proved that there are other
closed ideals. We constructed a continuum of closed small ideals in L(L1 ). For 2 <
p < 1 we take a Λ(p) sequence (xnp ) of characters that has certain extra properties
(“Λ(p)” means that the Lp and L2 norms are equivalent on the linear span of the set of
characters). Let Jp be the bounded linear operator from `1 into L1 that maps the nth
unit basis vector to xnp and let I(p) be the closure of the operators on L1 that factor
through Jp . It turns out that I(p) 6= I(q) when p 6= q.
It is open whether L(L1 ) has more than two large ideals. This is closely connected to
the famous problem whether every infinite dimensional complemented subspace of L1
is isomorphic either to `1 or to L1 .
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5

Spaces that are uniformly homeomorphic to L1 spaces

Banach spaces X and Y are said to be uniformly homeomorphic if there is an injective
uniformly continuous function from X onto Y whose inverse is uniformly continuous.
B. Maurey, G. Schechtman, and I gave an affirmative answer to the 1982 question of
Heinrich and Mankiewicz [1982]:
Are the L1 spaces are preserved under uniform homeomorphisms?
A Banach space X is said to be L1 if its dual X  is isomorphic to C (K) for some compact Hausdorff space K. That is really a theorem Lindenstrauss and Rosenthal [1969].
The definition Lindenstrauss and Pełczyński [1968] is that X is the increasing union
of finite dimensional subspaces that are uniformly isomorphic to finite dimensional L1
spaces.
Subsequently N. J. Kalton [2012] proved that this theorem is optimal by constructing
two separable L1 spaces that are uniformly homeomorphic but not isomorphic.
At the heart of the question is a recurring problem:
Suppose a linear mapping T : X ! Y admits a Lipschitz factorization through a
Banach space Z; i.e., we have Lipschitz F1 : X ! Z and F2 : Z ! Y and F2 ı F1 =
T . What extra is needed to guarantee that T admits a linear factorization through Z?
Something extra is needed because the identity on C [0; 1] Lipschitz factors through c0
Aharoni [1974], Lindenstrauss [1964].
The main result in W. B. Johnson, Maurey, and Schechtman [2009] is
Theorem 5.1. Let X be a finite dimensional normed space, Y a Banach space with
the Radon-Nikodym property (which means that every Lipschitz mapping from the real
line into Y is differentiable almost everywhere) and T : X ! Y a linear operator. Let
Z be a separable Banach space and assume there are Lipschitz maps F1 : X ! Z
and F2 : Z ! Y with F2 ı F1 = T . Then for every  > 1 there are linear maps
T1 : X ! L1 (Z) and T2 : L1 (Z) ! Y with T2 ı i1;1 ı T1 = T and kT1 k  kT2 k 
Lip (F1 )Lip (F2 ).
If Z is L1 then so is L1 (Z) and hence T linearly factors through a L1 space.
This and fairly standard tools in non linear geometric functional analysis give an affirmative answer to the Heinrich–Mankiewicz problem. The proof of Theorem 5.1 is
based on a rather simple local-global linearization idea. For the application we need
only the case where Y is finite dimensional.

6 Weakly null sequences in L1
The first weakly null normalized sequences (WNNS) with no unconditional sub-sequence
were constructed by Maurey and Rosenthal [1977]. Their technique was incorporated
into the famous paper of Gowers and Maurey [1993] that contains an example of an
infinite dimensional Banach space that contains NO unconditional sequence, but the examples in Maurey and Rosenthal [1977] are still interesting because the ambient spaces
were C (K) with K countable. These C (K) spaces are hereditarily c0 and so have
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unconditional sequences all over the place. Every subsequence of the WNNS they constructed reproduces the (conditional) summing basis on blocks.
In 1977 Maurey and Rosenthal [ibid.] asked whether every WNNS sequence in L1 :=
L1 (0; 1) has an unconditional subsequence. Like the C (K) spaces with K countable,
every infinite dimensional subspace of L1 contains an unconditional sequence. In W. B.
Johnson, Maurey, and Schechtman [2007] we constructed a WNNS in L1 such that
every subsequence contains a block basis that is 1 + –equivalent to the (conditional)
Haar basis for L1 , which implies that the WNNS has no unconditional subsequence. In
fact, the theorem stated this way extends to rearrangement invariant spaces which (in
some appropriate sense) are not to the right of L2 (e.g. Lp , 1 < p < 2) and which are
not too close to L1 .

7

Subspaces of spaces that have an uncondtional basis

A problem that goes back to the 1970s is to give an intrinsic characterization of Banach spaces that isomorphically embed into a space that has an unconditional basis. It
was shown that every space with an unconditional expansion of the identity (in particular, every space with an unconditional finite dimensional decompostion) embeds into a
space with unconditional basis Pełczyński and Wojtaszczyk [1971], Lindenstrauss and
Tzafriri [1977]. However for spaces that lack such a strong approximation property the
only apparently useful invariant is that in a subspace of a space with unconditional basis,
every weakly null normalized sequence (WNNS) has an unconditional subsequence. A
quotient of a space with shrinking unconditional basis has this desirable property W. B.
Johnson [1977], E. Odell [1992]. (A basis is shrinking provided the linear functionals biorthogonal to the basis vectors are a basis for the dual space. Every basis for a
reflexive space is shrinking.) But this condition is not suffiencient even for reflexive
spaces: in W. B. Johnson and Zheng [2008] my student B. Zheng and I used a variation
of a construction of E. W. Odell and Schlumprecht [2006] to build a separable reflexive
space that does not embed into a space with unconditional basis, yet every WNNS in
the space has an unconditional subsequence. On the other hand, Feder [1980] proved
that a reflexive quotient X of a space with shrinking unconditional basis embeds into
a space with unconditional basis as long as X has the approximation property. Unfortunately, all classical reflexive spaces other than Hilbert spaces have quotients that fail
the approximation property.
So there were two problems
1. Give an intrinsic characterization of Banach spaces that embed into a space that has
an unconditional basis.
2. Does every quotient of a space with shrinking unconditional basis embed into a space
with unconditional basis?
Much research centered around reflexive spaces. For example, in addition to the result
of Feder mentioned above, it was proved that every reflexive subspace of a space with
unconditional basis embeds into a reflexive space with unconditional basis Davis, Figiel,
W. B. Johnson, and Pełczyński [1974], Figiel, W. B. Johnson, and Tzafriri [1975].
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In W. B. Johnson and Zheng [2008] Zheng and I answered both problems in the affirmative for reflexive spaces. Our later paper W. B. Johnson and Zheng [2011] gives an
affirmative answer to (2) in general and to (1) for spaces that have a separable dual. The
answer to (1) for spaces with non separable dual must be completely different because
of the space `1 , which has an unconditional basis but also has the Schur property–every
WNNS converges in norm to zero.
The answers for reflexive spaces follow from the following omnibus theorem, which
basically says that every condition that might be equivalent to “the reflexive space X
embeds into a space with an unconditional basis” actually is equivalent to it.
Theorem 7.1. Let X be a separable reflexive Banach space. Then the following are
equivalent.
(a) X has the UTP.
(b) X is isomorphic to a subspace of a Banach space with an unconditional basis.
(c) X is isomorphic to a subspace of a reflexive space with an unconditional basis.
(d) X is isomorphic to a quotient of a Banach space with a shrinking unconditional
basis.
(e) X is isomorphic to a quotient of a reflexive space with an unconditional basis.
(f) X is isomorphic to a subspace of a quotient of a reflexive space with an unconditional basis.
(g) X is isomorphic to a subspace of a reflexive quotient of a Banach space with a
shrinking unconditional basis.
(h) X is isomorphic to a quotient of a subspace of a reflexive space with an unconditional basis.
(i) X is isomorphic to a quotient of a reflexive subspace of a Banach space with a
shrinking unconditional basis.
(j) X  has the UTP.
The UTP is a strengthening of the property “every WNNS has an unconditional subsequence”. The weaker property for a reflexive space does NOT imply embeddability
into a space with unconditional basis W. B. Johnson and Zheng [2008]. The definition
of the UTP is due to E. W. Odell and Schlumprecht [2006]:
Definition 7.2. A branch of a tree is a maximal linearly ordered subset of the tree
under the tree order. We say X has the C -unconditional tree property (C -UTP) if every
normalized weakly null infinitely branching tree in X has a C -unconditional branch.
X has the UTP if X has the C -UTP for some C > 0.
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The proof of the theorem uses some new tricks, blocking methods developed in the
1970s W. B. Johnson and Zippin [1972], W. B. Johnson and Zippin [1974], W. B. Johnson and E. Odell [1974], W. B. Johnson and E. Odell [1981], W. B. Johnson [1977],
and the Odell-Schlumprecht analysis E. W. Odell and Schlumprecht [2006] relating tree
properties to embeddability into spaces that have a finite dimensional decomposition
with the corresponding skipped blocking property.
For Banach spaces with a separable dual, there is a similar theorem W. B. Johnson and
Zheng [2011], but the characterization involves the weak UTP. A Banach space X is
said to have the weak UTP provided every normalized weak null infinitely branching
tree in X  has a branch that is an unconditional basic sequence. The main new technical
feature in W. B. Johnson and Zheng [ibid.] is that blocking and “killing the overlap”
techniques originally developed for finite dimensional decompositions are adapted to
work for blockings of shrinking M -bases (that is, biorthogonal sequences fxn ; xn g with
span xn dense in X and span xn dense in X  ). Shrinking M -bases are known to exist
in every Banach space that has a separable dual. These technical advances provide
some simplifications of the argument in the reflexive case presented in W. B. Johnson
and Zheng [2008] and likely will be used in the future to study the structure of Banach
spaces that lack a good approximation property.

8

Operators on `1 with dense range

In http://mathoverflow.net/questions/101253 A. B. Nasseri asked
“Can anyone give me an example of an (sic) bounded and linear operator T : `1 ! `1
(the space of bounded sequences with the usual sup-norm), such that T has dense range,
but is not surjective?”
This question quickly drew two close votes. Nevertheless it took a couple of years for
Nasseri, G. Schechtman, T. Tkocz, and me to resolve it W. Johnson, Nasseri, Schechtman, and Tkocz [2015].
On separable infinite dimensional spaces, there are always dense range compact operators, but compact operators have separable ranges. On a non separable space, even on
a dual to a separable space, it can happen that every dense range operator is surjective:
Argyros, Arvanitakis, and Tolias [2006] constructed a separable space X so that X  is
non separable, hereditarily indecomposable (HI) in the sense of Gowers–Maurey, and
every strictly singular operator on X  is weakly compact. Since X  is HI, every operator on X  is of the form I + S with S strictly singular Gowers and Maurey [1993]. If
 6= 0, then I + S is Fredholm of index zero by Kato’s classical perturbation theory.
On the other hand, since every weakly compact subset of the dual to a separable space
is norm separable, every strictly singular operator on X  has separable range.
It turns out that Nasseri’s problem is related to Tauberian operators on L1 := L1 (0; 1).
An operator T : X ! Y is called Tauberian if T  1 (Y ) = X N. Kalton and Wilansky
[1976]. The book of González and Martı́nez-Abejón [2010] on Tauberian operators
contains:
Theorem 8.1. Let T : L1 (0; 1) ! Y . The following are equivalent.
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0. T is Tauberian.
1. For all normalized disjoint sequences fxi g, lim infi!1 kT xi k > 0.
2. If fxi g is equivalent to the unit vector basis of `1 then there is an N such that
Tj[xi ]1
is an isomorphism.
i =N
3. There are "; ı > 0 such that kTf k  "kf k for all f with jsupp(f )j < ı.
What is the connection between Tauberian operators on L1 and dense range, non surjective operators on `1 ? If T is injective Tauberian, T  is injective. Thus, if T is a
Tauberian operator on L1 that is injective but does not have closed range, then T  is
a dense range operator on L1 that is not surjective. Since L1 is isomorphic to `1 ,
having an injective Tauberian, non closed range operator on L1 gives a positive answer
to Nasseri’s question. In fact, we checked that whether there is such an operator on L1
is a priori equivalent to Nasseri’s question.
One of the main open problems mentioned in González and Martı́nez-Abejón [2010],
raised in 1984 by Weis and Wolff [1984], is whether there is a Tauberian operator T
on L1 whose kernel is infinite dimensional. If T satisfies this condition, then you can
play around and get a perturbation S of T that is Tauberian, injective, and has dense,
non closed range (so is not surjective). Taking the adjoint of S and replacing L1 by
its isomorph `1 , you would have an injective, dense range, non surjective operator on
`1 . (To get S from T , take an injective nuclear operator from the kernel on T that has
dense range in L1 , extend it to a nuclear operator on L1 , and add it to T . This does not
quite work, but some fiddling produces the desired S .) In fact, without knowing the
solution to either problem, one can check that the Weis—Wolff question is equivalent
to Nasseri’s question. The bottom line is that the question whether there is a dense
range non surjective operator on the non separable space `1 is really a question about
the existence of a Tauberian operator with infinite dimensional kernel on the separable
space L1 .
It happened that T satisfying condition (3) in Theorem 8.1 and having an infinite dimensional kernel has a known finite dimensional analogue:
Theorem 8.2. [CS result] For each n sufficiently large, putting m = [3n/4], there
1
is an operator T : `n1 ! `m
1 such that 4 kxk1  kT xk1  kxk1 for all x with
]supp(x)  n/400.
This CS result (where “CS” can be interpreted either to mean “Computer Science” or
“Compressed Sensing”) is a very special case of a theorem due to Berinde, Gilbert, Indyk, Karloff, and Strauss [2008]. The kernel of Tn has dimension at least n/4, so if you
take the ultraproduct T̃ of the Tn you get an operator with infinite dimensional kernel
on some gigantic L1 space. Let T be the restriction of T̃ to some separable T̃ -invariant
L1 subspace that intersects the kernel of T̃ in an infinite dimensional subspace. As
long as T̃ is Tauberian, the operator T will be a Tauberian operator with infinite dimensional kernel on L1 , and we will be done. It remains to isolate a condition implying
Tauberianism that is possessed by all Tn and is preserved under ultraproducts.

SOME 20+ YEAR OLD PROBLEMS ABOUT BANACH SPACES

1679

Say an operator T : X ! Y (X an L1 space) is (r; N )-Tauberian provided whenever
(xn )N
n=1 are disjoint unit vectors in X, then max1nN kT xn k  r.
Lemma 8.3. T : X ! Y is Tauberian iff 9 r > 0 and N such that T is (r; N )Tauberian.
Proof: T being (r; N )-Tauberian implies that if (xn ) is a disjoint sequence of unit
vectors in X, then lim infn kT xn k > 0, so T is González and Martı́nez-Abejón [2010].
Conversely, suppose there are disjoint collections (xkn )nk=1 , n = 1; 2; : : : with
max1kn kT xkn k ! 0 as n ! 1. Then the closed sublattice generated by
n n
[1
n=1 (xk )k=1 is a separable L1 space, hence is order isometric to L1 () for some
probability measure  by Kakutani’s theorem. Choose 1  k(n)  n so that the supn
port of xk(n)
in L1 () has measure at most 1/n. Since T is Tauberian, necessarily
n
lim infn kT xk(n)
k > 0 González and Martı́nez-Abejón [ibid.], a contradiction.
It is not difficult to prove that the property of being (r; N )-Tauberian is stable under
ultraproducts of uniformly bounded operators, so it is just a matter of observing that the
operators Tn of Berinde, Gilbert, Indyk, Karloff, and Strauss [2008]. are all (1/4; 400)–
Tauberian.
Conclusion: There is a non surjective Tauberian operator on L1 that has dense range.
The operator can be chosen either to be injective or to have infinite dimensional kernel.
Consequently, there is a dense range, non surjective, injective operator on `1 .
Conclusion from the proof: Computer science has applications to non separable Banach
space theory!

9

Approximation properties

A Banach space X has the approximation property (AP) provided the identity operator
is the limit of finite rank operators in the topology of uniform convergence on compact sets. If these operators can be taken to be uniformly bounded, we say that X has
the bounded approximation property (BAP) or -BAP if the uniform bound can be .
Grothendieck [1955] proved that a reflexive space that has the AP must have the 1-BAP,
but there are non reflexive spaces that have the AP but fail the BAP Figiel and W. B.
Johnson [1973]. Sometimes these properties come up when considering problems that,
on the surface, have nothing to do with approximation. For example, given a family
F of operators between Banach spaces, it is natural to try to find a single (usually separable) Banach space Z such that all the operators in F factor through Z. If F is the
collection of all operators between separable Banach spaces that have the BAP, there is
such a separable Z; namely, the separable universal basis space of Pełczyński [1969],
Pełczyński [1971], Kadec [1971]. This space, as well as smaller (even reflexive) spaces
W. B. Johnson [1971] have the property that every operator that is uniformly approximable by finite rank operators factors through Z. A. Szankowski and I proved that
there is not a separable space such that every operator between separable spaces (not
even every operator between spaces that have the AP) factors through it W. B. Johnson and Szankowski [1976], but this paper left open the question: Is there a separable
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space such that every compact operator factors through it? 23 years later, in part 2
of W. B. Johnson and Szankowski [1976], we finally managed to proved that no such
space exists W. B. Johnson and Szankowski [2009].
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
A Banach space has the hereditary approximation property (HAP) provided every subspace has the approximation property. There are non Hilbertian spaces that have the
HAP W. B. Johnson [1980], Pisier [1988]. All of these examples are asymptotically
Hilbertian; i.e., for some K and every n, there is a finite codimensional subspace all of
whose n-dimensional subspaces are K-isomorphic to `n2 . An asymptotically Hilbertian
space must be superreflexive and cannot have a symmetric basis unless it is isomorphic
to a Hilbert space. This led to two problems W. B. Johnson [1980]:
1. Can a non reflexive space have the HAP?
2. Does there exist a non Hilbertian space with a symmetric basis that has the HAP?
The HAP is very difficult to work with, partly because it does not have good permanence
properties–there are spaces X and Y that have the HAP such that X ˚ Y fails the HAP
Casazza, Garcı́a, and W. B. Johnson [2001].
The main result of W. B. Johnson and Szankowski [2012] gives an affirmative answer
to problem 2 from W. B. Johnson [1980]:
Theorem 9.1. There is a function f (n) " 1 such that if for infinitely many n we have
Dn (X)  f (n), then X has the HAP.
Here Dn (X) := sup d (E; `n2 ), where the sup is over all n-dimensional subspaces of
X. The proof combines the ideas in W. B. Johnson [ibid.] with the argument in Lindenstrauss and Tzafriri [1976].
You can build Banach spaces with a symmetric basis, even Orlicz sequence spaces, that
are not isomorphic to a Hilbert space and yet Dn (X) goes to infinity as slowly as is
desired. Hence problem (2) has an affirmative answer.
It turns out that Theorem 9.1 can be used to give a footnote to the famous theorem of
J. Lindenstrauss and L. Tzafriri Lindenstrauss and Tzafriri [1971] that Hilbert spaces are
the only, up to isomorphism, Banach spaces in which every subspace is complemented.
Timur Oikhberg asked us whether there is a non Hilbertian Banach space in which every
subspace is isomorphic to a complemented subspace.
Theorem 9.2. W. B. Johnson and Szankowski [2012] There is a separable, infinite
dimensional Banach space not isomorphic to `2 that is complementably universal for
all subspaces of all of its quotients.
Let X be any non Hilbertian separable Banach space such that D4n (X)  f (n) for
all n. Let (Ek ) be a sequence of finite dimensional spaces that is dense (in the sense
of the Banach-Mazur distance) in the collection of all finite dimensional spaces that
are contained in some quotient of `2 (X) and let Y be the `2 -sum of the Ek . Then
Dn (Y )  f (n) for all n. If you are old enough to know the right background, you can
give a short argument to prove that Y is complementably universal for all subspaces of
all of its quotients.
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Problem (1) remains open.
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
It was a privilege for Tadek Figiel and me to be co-authors on A. Pełczyński’s last
paper Figiel, W. B. Johnson, and Pełczyński [2011]. The solution to a (not especially
important) problem that had eluded Tadek and me in the early 1970s Figiel and W. B.
Johnson [1973] just dropped out, so I have an excuse to include a discussion of part of
Figiel, W. B. Johnson, and Pełczyński [2011] in this note.
Let X be a Banach space, let Y  X be a subspace, let   1. The pair (X; Y ) is said
to have the -BAP if for each 0 >  and each subspace F  X with dim F < 1,
there is a finite rank operator u : X ! X such that jjujj < 0 , u(x) = x for x 2 F
and u(Y )  Y .
If (X; Y ) has the -BAP then X/Y has the -BAP. Thus by a theorem due to Szankowski
[2009], for 1  p < 2 there are subspaces Y of `p that have the BAP and yet (`p ; Y )
fails the BAP.
It is open whether (X; Y ) has the BAP if X, Y , and X/Y all have the BAP, but I don’t
believe it.
If Y is a finite dimensional subspace of X and X has the -BAP then also (X; Y ) has
the -BAP and hence also X/Y has the -BAP. That is, the -BAP passes to quotients
by finite dimensional subspaces. By duality you get that if X  the -BAP then every
finite codimensional subspace of X has the -BAP. In particular, every finite codimensional subspace of an L1 space has the 1-BAP. Easy as this is, I don’t think that anyone
previously had noticed this.
In fact,
Proposition 9.3. X  has the -BAP iff (X; Y ) has the -BAP for every finite codimensional subspace Y .
The following proposition turned out to be useful.
Proposition 9.4. Let X be a Banach space and let Y  X be a closed subspace such
that dim X/Y = n < 1 and Y has the  BAP . Then the pair (X; Y ) has the
3 BAP .
This gives the corollary
Corollary 9.5. If X is a Banach space and Y has the  BAP for every finite codimensional subspace Y  X, then X  has the 3 BAP .
Consequently, in contradistinction to the case of commutative L1 spaces, for every 
there are finite codimensional subspaces Y of the non commutative L1 space S1 of
trace class operators on `2 that fail the -BAP because Szankowski [1981] proved that
L(`2 ) fails the AP and L(`2 ) is the dual to S1 .
The main result in my 1972 paper with Figiel and W. B. Johnson [1973] is that there is
a subspace of c0 that has the AP but fails the BAP. We could not prove the same result
for `1 .

1682

WILLIAM B. JOHNSON

Corollary 9.6. Figiel, W. B. Johnson, and Pełczyński [2011] There is a subspace Y of
`1 that has the AP but fails the BAP.
Proof. Start with a subspace X of `1 that fails the approximation property Szankowski
[1981]. From the existence of such a space it follows W. B. Johnson [1972] that if we
let Z be the `1 sum of a dense sequence (Xn ) of finite dimensional subspaces of X,
then Z  fails the BAP and yet Z has the BAP. Then Y can be the `1 sum of a suitable
sequence of finite codimensional subspaces of Z because of Corollary 9.5.

References
Israel Aharoni (1974). “Every separable metric space is Lipschitz equivalent to a subset
of c0+ ”. Israel J. Math. 19, pp. 284–291. MR: 0511661 (cit. on p. 1674).
Fernando Albiac and Nigel J. Kalton (2006). Topics in Banach space theory. Vol. 233.
Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer, New York, pp. xii+373. MR: 2192298
(cit. on p. 1669).
Dale E. Alspach and Bünyamin Sarı (2016). “Separable elastic Banach spaces are universal”. J. Funct. Anal. 270.1, pp. 177–200. MR: 3419759.
Constantin Apostol (1972a). “Commutators on l p -spaces”. Rev. Roumaine Math. Pures
Appl. 17, pp. 1513–1534. MR: 0336432 (cit. on p. 1671).
– (1972b). “On the left essential spectrum and non-cyclic operators in Banach spaces”.
Rev. Roumaine Math. Pures Appl. 17, pp. 1141–1147. MR: 0320775.
– (1973). “Commutators on c0 -spaces and on l 1 -spaces”. Rev. Roumaine Math. Pures
Appl. 18, pp. 1025–1032. MR: 0336433 (cit. on p. 1671).
Spiros A. Argyros, Alexander D. Arvanitakis, and Andreas G. Tolias (2006). “Saturated
extensions, the attractors method and hereditarily James tree spaces”. In: Methods
in Banach space theory. Vol. 337. London Math. Soc. Lecture Note Ser. Cambridge
Univ. Press, Cambridge, pp. 1–90. MR: 2326379 (cit. on p. 1677).
Spiros A. Argyros and Richard G. Haydon (2011). “A hereditarily indecomposable L1 space that solves the scalar-plus-compact problem”. Acta Math. 206.1, pp. 1–54. MR:
2784662.
Kevin Beanland and Ryan Causey (n.d.). “On a generalization of Bourgain’s tree index”.
arXiv: 1603.01133 (cit. on p. 1670).
Radu Berinde, Anna C Gilbert, Piotr Indyk, Howard Karloff, and Martin J Strauss
(2008). “Combining geometry and combinatorics: A unified approach to sparse signal recovery”. In: Communication, Control, and Computing, 2008 46th Annual Allerton Conference on. IEEE, pp. 798–805 (cit. on pp. 1678, 1679).
J. Bourgain (1980). “On separable Banach spaces, universal for all separable reflexive
spaces”. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 79.2, pp. 241–246. MR: 565347 (cit. on p. 1670).
J. Bourgain, H. P. Rosenthal, and G. Schechtman (1981). “An ordinal Lp -index for
Banach spaces, with application to complemented subspaces of Lp ”. Ann. of Math.
(2) 114.2, pp. 193–228. MR: 632839 (cit. on p. 1673).
Arlen Brown and Carl Pearcy (1965). “Structure of commutators of operators”. Ann. of
Math. (2) 82, pp. 112–127. MR: 0178354 (cit. on p. 1671).

SOME 20+ YEAR OLD PROBLEMS ABOUT BANACH SPACES

1683

P. G. Casazza, C. L. Garcı́a, and W. B. Johnson (2001). “An example of an asymptotically Hilbertian space which fails the approximation property”. Proc. Amer. Math.
Soc. 129.10, pp. 3017–3023. MR: 1840107 (cit. on p. 1680).
Dongyang Chen, William B. Johnson, and Bentuo Zheng (2011). “Commutators on
P
( `q )p ”. Studia Math. 206.2, pp. 175–190. MR: 2860306 (cit. on p. 1672).
W. J. Davis, T. Figiel, W. B. Johnson, and A. Pełczyński (1974). “Factoring weakly
compact operators”. J. Functional Analysis 17, pp. 311–327. MR: 0355536 (cit. on
p. 1675).
D. Dosev and W. B. Johnson (2010). “Commutators on `1 ”. Bull. Lond. Math. Soc.
42.1, pp. 155–169. MR: 2586976 (cit. on pp. 1671, 1672).
Detelin T. Dosev (2009). “Commutators on l1 ”. J. Funct. Anal. 256.11, pp. 3490–3509.
MR: 2514050.
– (2015). “On a class of operators on C (K)”. Houston J. Math. 41.2, pp. 595–610.
MR: 3403748 (cit. on p. 1672).
Detelin Dosev, William B. Johnson, and Gideon Schechtman (2013). “Commutators on
Lp , 1  p < 1”. J. Amer. Math. Soc. 26.1, pp. 101–127. MR: 2983007 (cit. on
pp. 1671, 1672).
Moshe Feder (1980). “On subspaces of spaces with an unconditional basis and spaces
of operators”. Illinois J. Math. 24.2, pp. 196–205. MR: 575060 (cit. on p. 1675).
T. Figiel and W. B. Johnson (1973). “The approximation property does not imply the
bounded approximation property”. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 41, pp. 197–200. MR:
0341032 (cit. on pp. 1679, 1681).
T. Figiel, W. B. Johnson, and L. Tzafriri (1975). “On Banach lattices and spaces having local unconditional structure, with applications to Lorentz function spaces”. J.
Approximation Theory 13. Collection of articles dedicated to G. G. Lorentz on the
occasion of his sixty-fifth birthday, IV, pp. 395–412. MR: 0367624 (cit. on p. 1675).
Tadeusz Figiel, William B. Johnson, and Aleksander Pełczyński (2011). “Some approximation properties of Banach spaces and Banach lattices”. Israel J. Math. 183,
pp. 199–231. MR: 2811159 (cit. on pp. 1681, 1682).
Gilles Godefroy (2010). “On the diameter of the Banach-Mazur set”. Czechoslovak
Math. J. 60(135).1, pp. 95–100. MR: 2595073 (cit. on p. 1670).
I. C. Gohberg, A. S. Markus, and I. A. Feldman (1960). “Normally solvable operators
and ideals associated with them”. Bul. Akad. Štiince RSS Moldoven. 1960.10 (76),
pp. 51–70. MR: 0218920 (cit. on pp. 1671, 1673).
Manuel González and Antonio Martı́nez-Abejón (2010). Tauberian operators. Vol. 194.
Operator Theory: Advances and Applications. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, pp. xii+245.
MR: 2574170 (cit. on pp. 1677–1679).
W. T. Gowers and B. Maurey (1993). “The unconditional basic sequence problem”. J.
Amer. Math. Soc. 6.4, pp. 851–874. MR: 1201238 (cit. on pp. 1674, 1677).
Alexandre Grothendieck (1955). “Produits tensoriels topologiques et espaces nucléaires”.
Mem. Amer. Math. Soc. No. 16, p. 140. MR: 0075539 (cit. on p. 1679).

1684

WILLIAM B. JOHNSON

S. Heinrich and P. Mankiewicz (1982). “Applications of ultrapowers to the uniform and
Lipschitz classification of Banach spaces”. Studia Math. 73.3, pp. 225–251. MR:
675426 (cit. on p. 1674).
W. B. Johnson (1977). “On quotients of Lp which are quotients of lp ”. Compositio
Math. 34.1, pp. 69–89. MR: 0454595 (cit. on pp. 1675, 1677).
W. B. Johnson, B. Maurey, and G. Schechtman (2009). “Non-linear factorization of
linear operators”. Bull. Lond. Math. Soc. 41.4, pp. 663–668. MR: 2521361 (cit. on
p. 1674).
W. B. Johnson, B. Maurey, G. Schechtman, and L. Tzafriri (1979). “Symmetric structures in Banach spaces”. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc. 19.217, pp. v+298. MR: 527010.
W. B. Johnson and E. Odell (1974). “Subspaces of Lp which embed into lp ”. Compositio Math. 28, pp. 37–49. MR: 0352938 (cit. on p. 1677).
– (1981). “Subspaces and quotients of lp ˚ l2 and Xp ”. Acta Math. 147.1-2, pp. 117–
147. MR: 631092 (cit. on p. 1677).
– (2005). “The diameter of the isomorphism class of a Banach space”. Ann. of Math.
(2) 162.1, pp. 423–437. MR: 2178965 (cit. on p. 1670).
W. B. Johnson, G. Pisier, and Schechtman G. (n.d.). “Ideals in L(L1 )”. In preparation
(cit. on p. 1673).
W. B. Johnson and A. Szankowski (1976). “Complementably universal Banach spaces”.
Studia Math. 58.1, pp. 91–97. MR: 0425582 (cit. on pp. 1679, 1680).
– (2009). “Complementably universal Banach spaces. II”. J. Funct. Anal. 257.11, pp. 3395–
3408. MR: 2571432 (cit. on p. 1680).
– (2012). “Hereditary approximation property”. Ann. of Math. (2) 176.3, pp. 1987–
2001. MR: 2979863 (cit. on p. 1680).
W. B. Johnson and Bentuo Zheng (2008). “A characterization of subspaces and quotients of reflexive Banach spaces with unconditional bases”. Duke Math. J. 141.3,
pp. 505–518. MR: 2387429 (cit. on pp. 1675–1677).
– (2011). “Subspaces and quotients of Banach spaces with shrinking unconditional
bases”. Israel J. Math. 185, pp. 375–388. MR: 2837142 (cit. on pp. 1676, 1677).
P
W. B. Johnson and M. Zippin (1972). “On subspaces of quotients of ( Gn )lp and
P
( Gn )c0 ”. Israel J. Math. 13, 311–316 (1973). MR: 0331023 (cit. on p. 1677).
P
P
– (1974). “Subspaces and quotient spaces of ( Gn )lp and ( Gn )c0 ”. Israel J. Math.
17, pp. 50–55. MR: 0358296 (cit. on p. 1677).
William B. Johnson (1971). “Factoring compact operators”. Israel J. Math. 9, pp. 337–
345. MR: 0290133 (cit. on p. 1679).
– (1972). “A complementary universal conjugate Banach space and its relation to the
approximation problem”. Israel J. Math. 13, 301–310 (1973). MR: 0326356 (cit. on
p. 1682).
– (1980). “Banach spaces all of whose subspaces have the approximation property”.
In: Special topics of applied mathematics (Proc. Sem., Ges. Math. Datenverarb.,
Bonn, 1979). North-Holland, Amsterdam-New York, pp. 15–26. MR: 585146 (cit.
on p. 1680).

SOME 20+ YEAR OLD PROBLEMS ABOUT BANACH SPACES

1685

William B. Johnson, Bernard Maurey, and Gideon Schechtman (2007). “Weakly null sequences in L1 ”. J. Amer. Math. Soc. 20.1, pp. 25–36. MR: 2257395 (cit. on p. 1675).
William Johnson, Amir Bahman Nasseri, Gideon Schechtman, and Tomasz Tkocz (2015).
“Injective Tauberian operators on L1 and operators with dense range on `1 ”. Canad.
Math. Bull. 58.2, pp. 276–280. MR: 3334922 (cit. on p. 1677).
M. Ĭ. Kadec (1971). “On complementably universal Banach spaces”. Studia Math. 40,
pp. 85–89. MR: 0313764 (cit. on p. 1679).
N. J. Kalton (2012). “The uniform structure of Banach spaces”. Math. Ann. 354.4,
pp. 1247–1288. MR: 2992997 (cit. on p. 1674).
Nigel Kalton and Albert Wilansky (1976). “Tauberian operators on Banach spaces”.
Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 57.2, pp. 251–255. MR: 0473896 (cit. on p. 1677).
J. Lindenstrauss and A. Pełczyński (1968). “Absolutely summing operators in Lp -spaces
and their applications”. Studia Math. 29, pp. 275–326. MR: 0231188 (cit. on p. 1674).
J. Lindenstrauss and H. P. Rosenthal (1969). “The Lp spaces”. Israel J. Math. 7, pp. 325–
349. MR: 0270119 (cit. on p. 1674).
J. Lindenstrauss and L. Tzafriri (1971). “On the complemented subspaces problem”.
Israel J. Math. 9, pp. 263–269. MR: 0276734 (cit. on p. 1680).
– (1976). “The uniform approximation property in Orlicz spaces”. Israel J. Math. 23.2,
pp. 142–155. MR: 0399806 (cit. on p. 1680).
Joram Lindenstrauss (1964). “On nonlinear projections in Banach spaces”. Michigan
Math. J. 11, pp. 263–287. MR: 0167821 (cit. on p. 1674).
Joram Lindenstrauss and Lior Tzafriri (1977). Classical Banach spaces. I. Sequence
spaces, Ergebnisse der Mathematik und ihrer Grenzgebiete, Vol. 92. Springer-Verlag,
Berlin-New York, pp. xiii+188. MR: 0500056 (cit. on pp. 1669, 1675).
B. Maurey and H. P. Rosenthal (1977). “Normalized weakly null sequence with no
unconditional subsequence”. Studia Math. 61.1, pp. 77–98. MR: 0438091 (cit. on
pp. 1674, 1675).
E. Odell (1992). “On quotients of Banach spaces having shrinking unconditional bases”.
Illinois J. Math. 36.4, pp. 681–695. MR: 1215801 (cit. on p. 1675).
Edward W. Odell and Thomas Schlumprecht (2006). “Embedding into Banach spaces
with finite dimensional decompositions”. RACSAM. Rev. R. Acad. Cienc. Exactas
Fı́s. Nat. Ser. A Mat. 100.1-2, pp. 295–323. MR: 2267413 (cit. on pp. 1675–1677).
A. Pełczyński (1969). “Universal bases”. Studia Math. 32, pp. 247–268. MR: 0241954
(cit. on p. 1679).
– (1971). “Any separable Banach space with the bounded approximation property is a
complemented subspace of a Banach space with a basis”. Studia Math. 40, pp. 239–
243. MR: 0308753 (cit. on p. 1679).
A. Pełczyński and P. Wojtaszczyk (1971). “Banach spaces with finite dimensional expansions of identity and universal bases of finite dimensional subspaces”. Studia
Math. 40, pp. 91–108. MR: 0313765 (cit. on p. 1675).
Albrecht Pietsch (1978). Operator ideals. Vol. 16. Mathematische Monographien [Mathematical Monographs]. VEB Deutscher Verlag der Wissenschaften, Berlin, p. 451.
MR: 519680 (cit. on p. 1673).

1686

WILLIAM B. JOHNSON

Gilles Pisier (1988). “Weak Hilbert spaces”. Proc. London Math. Soc. (3) 56.3, pp. 547–
579. MR: 931514 (cit. on p. 1680).
Juan Jorge Schäffer (1976). Geometry of spheres in normed spaces. Lecture Notes
in Pure and Applied Mathematics, No. 20. Marcel Dekker, Inc., New York-Basel,
pp. vi+228. MR: 0467256 (cit. on p. 1670).
G. Schechtman (1975). “Examples of Lp spaces (1 < p 6= 2 < 1)”. Israel J. Math.
22.2, pp. 138–147. MR: 0390722 (cit. on p. 1673).
Thomas Schlumprecht and András Zsák (2018). “The algebra of bounded linear operators on `p ˚ `q has infinitely many closed ideals”. J. Reine Angew. Math. 735,
pp. 225–247. MR: 3757476 (cit. on p. 1673).
A. Szankowski (1978). “Subspaces without the approximation property”. Israel J. Math.
30.1-2, pp. 123–129. MR: 508257.
– (2009). “Three-space problems for the approximation property”. J. Eur. Math. Soc.
(JEMS) 11.2, pp. 273–282. MR: 2486934 (cit. on p. 1681).
Andrzej Szankowski (1981). “B(H) does not have the approximation property”. Acta
Math. 147.1-2, pp. 89–108. MR: 631090 (cit. on pp. 1681, 1682).
Matthew Tarbard (2012). “Hereditarily indecomposable, separable L1 Banach spaces
with `1 dual having few but not very few operators”. J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2) 85.3,
pp. 737–764. MR: 2927806 (cit. on p. 1672).
L Weis and M Wolff (1984). “On the essential spectrum of operators on L1 ”. Semesterbericht Funk. Anal. Tuebingen, pp. 103–112 (cit. on p. 1678).
R. J. Whitley (1964). “Strictly singular operators and their conjugates”. Trans. Amer.
Math. Soc. 113, pp. 252–261. MR: 0177302 (cit. on pp. 1671, 1673).
Helmut Wielandt (1949). “Über die Unbeschränktheit der Operatoren der Quantenmechanik”. Math. Ann. 121, p. 21. MR: 0030701 (cit. on p. 1671).
Aurel Wintner (1947). “The unboundedness of quantum-mechanical matrices”. Physical Rev. (2) 71, pp. 738–739. MR: 0020724 (cit. on p. 1671).
Bentuo Zheng (2014). “Commutators on (Σ`q )`1 ”. J. Math. Anal. Appl. 413.1, pp. 284–
290. MR: 3153585 (cit. on p. 1672).
Received 2017-12-01.
William B. Johnson
Department of Mathematics
Texas A&M University
College Station, TX 77843
USA
johnson@math.tamu.edu

