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Abstract

We solve, mainly by counterexamples, many natural questiegarding maximal commu-
tative subalgebras invariant under CP-maps or semigroug®-enaps on a von Neumann
algebra. In particular, we discuss the structure of the ggaes of norm continuous semi-
groups onB(G) leaving a maximal commutative subalgebra invariant armvsinat there
exists Markov CP-semigroups dry without invariant maximal commutative subalgebras
foranyd > 2.

1 Introduction

Markov semigroups, that is, semigroups of normal unital completely posit@&{)maps on a
von Neumann algebrg& c B(G) (G a Hilbert space) are models for irreversible evolutionsibot
of classical and of quantum systems. Indeed; i separable, then a commutative von Neu-
mann algebr& c B(G) is isomorphic td->(Q, 7, P) for some probability space, and a Markov
semigroup orC is the semigroup induced dri*(Q2, ¥, P) by a classical Markov semigroup of
transition probabilities. More generally, if a Markov sgmaupT = (Ty),.;, On a not necessar-
ily commutative von Neumann algelfaleaves a commutative subalgelaranvariant (that is,
T(C) c C for all t € R,), then the restriction t@ gives rise to a classical Markov semigroup.
Finding invariant commutative subalgebras means, thusgrézing classical subsystems as
embedded into a quantum one.

The study of invariant commutative subalgebras initiatetid89 in the framework of quan-
tum flows when P.-A. Meyer wrote the short ndte J[Mgy89] shantow certain finite Markov
chains in continuous time can be expressed as quantum floackdpace. Meyer’s construc-
tion was extended by Parthasarathy and Sinh& In [PS90] bgtreating the structure maps
of the flow through certain group actions. Later Fagnola sftb{gee, e.g.[[Fago9]) that also
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classical difusion processes can be viewed as restrictions to a comueutatbalgebras of a
quantum flow. Quantum Markov flows and semigroups with anriamhcommutative subalge-
bra (the algebra generated by the system Hamiltonian) mrigenatural way in the stochastic
limit; many examples can be found in the bopk JALY02] by Aatiat u and Volovich.

The above investigations, either by construction or as@treéa scaling limit of a Hamil-
tonian evolution, lead to a quantum Markov flow (respecyivadmigroup) on &(G) with a
restriction to a commutative subalgel@facoinciding with the flow (respectively semigroup)
of a prescribed classical Markov process. The mofiécdit problem of characterizingll the
invariant commutative subalgebras of a given quantum fleapectively semigroup), however,
was not attacked.

Recently, Rebolledd [Reb(5a], motivated by the interpi@taof decoherence as the appear-
ance of classical features in quantum evolutions, foundnplgi suficient algebraic condition
for finding a maximal abelian subalgebra invariant undeeitten of a guantum Markov semi-
group.

This paper is concerned with the problem of finding all inaatimaximal commutative
subalgebrag of a CP-semigroup o8 ¢ B(G) and of its generator.

A commutative subalgebr@ with 1 = 13 € C ¢ 8 c B(G) is amaximal commutative
subalgebra of B, if C ¢ D c B for a commutative subalgebf impliesD = C. A maximal
commutative subalgebra & = B(G) is a called anaximal abelian subalgebra or amasa. If
G is separable and & c B(G) is a masa isomorphic ™ (Q, ¥, P), thenG = L?(Q, 7, P). If
C is a maximal comutative subalgebra®ic B(G), then we obtain a description of the system
by classical(or macroscopifparameters that is not improvable by measuring a set aficlals
observables. I€ is a masa, then this description is complete.

Rebolledo[[Reb0%a] (see al§o [Reb05b]) proved the follgwgitficient criterion in the case
B = B(G): Let T be a normal CP-map 0B(G) given by someKraus decomposition T(b) =
2iLibL (L € B(G)). Suppose thaC c B(G) is a masa generated by a single self-adjoint
element € C, and suppose that there are self-adjoint elemgrd<C such that

cL; - Lic = ¢lL;.

ThenT(C) c C. If T is theCP-part of the Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad generator
[GKS78,[Lin78]

L(b) = Z LibLi + bB + B'b

(8 € B(G)) of a uniformly continuous CP-semigrodp = € on B(G), then invariance of the
CP-part plus invariance of thegfective Hamitonian b — bs + 8*b implies that the whole CP-
semigroup leaves invariant. In the case of a Markov semigroup (wheteas to be normalized
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toL(1) = 0) we get

L(b) = ) LibLi- AR L)AL i .

for the self-adjoinh = ImB € B(G). As the CP-parT alone, by Rebolledo’s criterion, leaves
C invariant, we have, in particular, thaf; L/L; = T(1) € C. So, if (and only if; see[[FSD7,
Lemma 4.4]) alst € C so that theHamiltonian b — i[b, h] leavesC invariant, then alT; leave
C invariant.

Fagnola and Skeid¢ [FS07] proved the following generatinadf Rebolledo, which now
provides a sflicient and necessary criterion.

1.1 Theorem [FSO7]. Let T be a normal CP-map dB(G) with Kraus decomposition (b) =
Yiel LibLi. Then T leaves a maximal abelian von Neumann alg€beaB(G) invariant, if and
only if for every ce C there exist cogcients ¢(c) € C (i, j € |) such that

1) Cij(C*) = Cji(C)*, 2) cL - Lic = ZC”(C)LJ',

jel
forall c € C.

Theorem[1]1 is a special case pf[FS07, Theorem 3.1] for gemen Neumann algebras.
Fagnola and Skeide also provide théfgient and necessary criterign [F$07, Theorem 4.2] for
the generator of a uniformly continuous CP-semigroup oneeige von Neumann algebra. We
state here the result of the specializatiorBi{@). A proof is delegated to the appendix.

1.2 Theorem. Let L be the generator of a uniformly continuous normal CRggoup onB(G)

with Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad forigb)= i, LibL; + bs + g*b. Then L, or
equivalently, all T = €', leave a maximal abelian von Neumann algeBra B(G) invariant,

if and only if there exist cggcientsy = vy*, ¢, € C, and for every & C there exist cogcients
cij(c) e C (i, j € 1) such that

l.) Cij(C*) = Cji(C)*, 2.) cl, - Lic = Zcij(c)(Lj —Cj),

jel
3) L = Z(Li - G)'c(Li —c) +yC
i€l
forallc e C.
1.3 Remark. We would like to mention that in both theorems (like in TheosfA.l and A4,
from which the former are derived) maximal commutativity®éasily guarantees ficiency.

The stated conditions are necessary (in all four theoreonsivariance of the unital commuta-
tive subalgebr&, even ifC is not maximal commutative.
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Like [Par92, Theorem 30.16], the following theorem chagezes the possibilities to trans-
form a generator in minimal Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshardblad form into another. The
proof illustrates the power of techniques from productesyst of Hilbert modules. But as we do
not need these techniques in the rest of these notes, weopesifso this proof to the appendix.

1.4 Theorem. Let L be the generator of a uniformly continuous normal CRuggoup onB(G)
in minimal Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad for(b)L= i, L;bL; + b3+ b, and let
K(b) = 2jecs KibK; + ba + a’b be another generator.

Then K= L, if and only if there exists a matr(%, ’(A] € Ms#yx#), Withn’ € C* arbitrary,
n

M = (aj); € Muge an isometryp = -M*y’ € C*, andy = ih - L2 € C (h € R arbitrary),
such that

a :,8+)/1+Zﬁi|_i, Kj = n’jl+ZajiLi.
iel iel
This holds for arbitrary cardinalitiestl and #J, if infinite sums are understood as strongly
convergent.

1.5Corollary. A similar result holds if the Gorini-Kossakowski-SudansHandblad form of L
is not necessarily minimal. In that case M may be just a pardi@metry and; must be such
that MMy’ = 7/'.

Proor. Observe that the minimal; in the theorem may be recoverdlgs= n1 + }jc; @;iK;.
So, in order to compare two not necessarily minimal Gorins&akowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad
forms we may simply “factor” through a minimal ong.

There are several natural questions around about The¢rdnand[I1.P and how they are
related with Rebolledo’s original criterion. Most of themeanotivated by the examples with
2 x 2—matrices that have been studied[in [§S07]. The goal okthetes is to give answers to
these questions, and Theorgnj 1.4 will play a crucial roleodtsesults here show, the answers
sometimes are typical only fdvl, and look diferent already foM3. Therefore, in the following
list of questions and throughout the answers later on iretheses we will have to distinguish
betweenM, and higher dimensional settings.

We explain briefly why counterexamples for a single map &hralso counterexamples for
the semigroup case.

1.6 Observation. The CP-semigroufi; = € leaves a subalgebra invariant, if and only if its
generatorlL leaves that subalgebra invariant. So, for all questionsitalmvariance for CP-
semigroups we are done if we answer the single mapping clse.if CP-map with a certain
invariance property, thed' shares that property.) Similarly, ¥ is aunital CP-map leaving
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a certain subalgebra invariant or not, tHen= T — id is the generator of a Markov semigroup
sharing this property. (This is so, simply becauskeaves every subalgebra invariant so that
and, thereforeT, share the invariance propertiesTol

We do not know, whether the converse statement of Obsenjaifois also true. (It leaves
no masa invariant invariant, then Observatior} 1.6 tellshas mo masa is invariant fal T;.
But a priori it might be possible thal has “wandering” invariant masas.)

We now list our questions and the answers we obtain later theiremainder of these notes.

1.

Does every CP-semigroup &{G) leave some masa invariant?

Answer: No, by Examplg 2.1 already for a single CP-magvirand, therefore, also for
a CP-semigroup oM, (and, therefore, for alB(G)).

Does every Markov semigroup @G(G) leave some masa invariant?

Answer: Yes, forM, by Theorem[2]4 both for Markov semigroups and for unital CP-
maps.

Answer: No, forMq (d > 3) and forB(G) by Example[3]3 for Markov semigroups,
even in countably infinite dimension, and no for unital CPpsay Examplé 3]4 in finite
dimension.

Is Rebolledo’s criterion equivalent to the one in TheofEd? More precisely, does
every normal CP-map dA(G) that leaves a masa invariant, admit a Kraus decomposition
fulfilling Rebolledo’s criterion?

Answer: No, already foM,, by Examplg 2]2 for Markov semigroups and for unital CP-
maps.

Suppose we have a generator leaving a masa invariant. éveeg such generator de-
compose, like in Rebolledo’s criterion, into a CP-part artdaaniltonian part that leave
the masa invariant, separately?

Answer: No for the CP-part, already in the case of a Markovigeoup onM, by Exam-
ple[2.8. This answer extends to &(G).

Answer: Yes for the Hamiltonian part, in the case of CP-semigs onM, by Corollary
£.8. No, in the case of CP-semigroupsigand higher dimension, by Examgle]3.2.

In Section[R we study everything related®o= M,, while Sectior|3 is dedicated 8 = My
(d > 3) and the infinite-dimensional case.

We would like to mention that a further natural question dske[FS0T], namely, whether
the necessary and ffigient criterion in [FSQ7] remains valid for unbounded gewers, has
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a negative answer, too. There exist generators in termsufld@ommutators and the CCR
that leave invariant a masa but that do not fufill the (unb@dhdnalogue of the) criterion in
[FSOT]. We will study these generators elsewhere systeaiti Here we restrict ourselves to
the bounded case.

We also mention also that the relationships we find in Theaaadj1.R, Theorerh 1.4 and
its corollary among the operators appearing in the Gorimgsékowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad
representation of a generator are new. These, togetherthade satisfied by generators of
other special classes of quantum Markov semigroups (sge [Bav79,[Hol9p[ BP94, AG)2,
[AFHO0g, [FUQY]), reveal the rich algebraic structure of getans of CP-semigroups.

Conventions. For everyn € N we denote byM,, = M,(C) = B(C") the von Neumann algebra
of n x n—matrices with complex entries. Byl.,, we mean the von Neumann algel#&G)
for a separable infinite-dimensional Hilbert sp&eThe elements oB(G) are considered as
matrices with respect to a fixed orthonormal b&si,,,, of G. By D, (n € NU{eo}) we denote
the respective subalgebras of diagonal matrices.

Acknowledgements. BVRB is grateful to FF, MS and L. Accardi for their generouspitality
during his visit to Italy in September-October 2008. MostSefction[B was done during that
visit. MS wishes to thank BVRB for a nice stay at ISI Bangaldging December 2007 to
February 2008, where the first part of these notes has be#&emvri

2 Examplesand resultsfor M,
We start with some counterexamples for things that do nat exak for M,.

2.1 Example. Consider the CP map: M, — M, defined by
Tab_llablo_a+b+c+db+d
cd  0lcdlr1 c+d d )

If T leaves a mas@ c M, invariant, then(1, T(1), T?(1),...} ¢ C should all commute. But
clearly this is not the case ag1) = (i i] andT2(1) = (i i] do not commute. So neither the

CP-mapT nor the CP-semigrou@’ leave a masa dfl, invariant.

Any CP-mapT may be extended to a CP-magX) = T(1,X1,) on Mq for anyd > 3
including 0. Again T(1) and T2(1) do not commute. Sol has no invariant masa and the
CP-semigroupetf (= 5?) shares this property.

2.2 Example. Define the CP-map : M, —» M, by
T(X) = LiXLy + LiXLo
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where

L0 0 L
—_ | v2 — V2
L = ;2 ;]’ L2 = (_; f]'
2 2 2 2
Then
b b—
{2 b) _ s@+ 5+ -5 +d) =
c d o2 da+r H+H+d))

We see thal is unital and that it leaves the diagonal subalgebsaf M, invariant.

Now supposel (X) = 3 KiXK| is another Kraus decomposition ®f Then eactK;, is
a linear combination of_l,JLz; see Observatiop A.3. Sdyy = al; + bl,, a,b € C. Now
suppose this decomposition satisfies Rebolledo’s comditibhen for every diagonal matrix
D= [0 ] € D, there existd’ = [ ] € D, (depending upo®) such that

D'K, = K;D.
So
’ b b
d; 0)(72 | - [ ﬁ](dl 0
’ -b b —b
0 dj\%z? % ab 2RJ(0 ¢,
or

It is easily seen that no non-zeKy satisfies this condltlon. We conclude that Rebolledo’s
condition is not a necessary condition.

We now discuss several things that work only k5. The counterexamples in the general
case for the statements we prove hereMgr must wait until Sectiof]3 oiVs.

2.3Lemma. Leta be a linears—map on M such thatx(1) € C1. Thena leaves a masa of M
invariant.

Proor. The Cayley-Hamilton theoremasserts that for every matrik € M, the characteristic
polynomial P of Y givesP(Y) = 0. It follows that for everyY € M, the subalgebra oM,
generated by has the fornCy := C1, + CY. Therefore, if we find a self-adjoint = Y* ¢ C1,
such that(Y) € Cy, thenCy is a masa oM, invariant fora.

Define the 4—dimensional real subsp&e: {X € M,: X = X*} of self-adjoint elements
of M,. By tr we denote the normalized trace M3. Thenids —trl: X — X — tr(X)1 defines
a projection onto the subspaSg := S N ker tr of self-adjoint zero-trace operators. The linear
map (ds —tr1) o a leaves the 3—dimensional real vector sp&ganvariant. Thereforeg :=
(ids—trl) o @ | Sp has an eigenvector to some real eigenvalue. Clearly(Y) € Cy and
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Y ¢ C1,, so thatCy is a masa invariant far. (Of course, it is an easy exercise to check directly
that Y2 € C1 for every self-adjoint zero-trace operatore M,, showing thaCy is an algebra
without reference to the Cayley-Hamilton theorem.)

The following theorem is a simple corollary of the lemma.

2.4 Theorem. Every unital CP-map T on Mhas an invariant masa. Every generator L of a
Markov semigroup on Mhas an invariant masa.

Proor. T is a linear~—map that map&to 1- 1 andL is a linear~—map that map$to 0- 1. m

Once assured existence of an invariant masd. by a basis transformation we may always
assume that this invariant subalgebralds. We now investigate when a generator leaving
D, invariant can be split such that also its CP-part or at ldagtdamiltonian part leave®,
invariant. Note that by Corollafy 2.6 and Examplg 2.8 thesefroperties need not coincide.

2.5 Theorem. Suppose the minimal Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-latigenerator I(X)
= Zidzl L XL + XB + B*X of a CP-semigroup on MeavesD, invariant. Then L admits a
(minimal) Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad forinose CP-part leave®, invariant
separately, if and only if there is a linear combinationKZ}j:l n;Li such that B+ K € D,,.

Proor. Note thatT(X) = ¥, L XL; leavesD, invariant, if and only ifA: X = XB+ B*X =
{X,Re B} + i[X, Im B] does. We show that this happens, if and onlBi€ D,. “If” being clear,
for “only if” suppose thatA leavesD, invariant. ThenA(1) = 2Re B € D, and, therefore
{X,ReB} € D, for all X € D,. Clearly,X — [X ImB] leavesD, invariant, if and only if
ImB € D,.

Supposé\, K; are the cofficients of another Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindliam
of L. So, in order that the CP-paZ}l‘jj'=1 K& XK; leavesD, invariant, it is necessary andffigient
thatA € D,. By Theoren{ 1}4 the only possibility to achieve this, is addinear combinations
of theL; (and1) to B. So, the conditiodlK = ¥, 7L;: B+ K € D, is necessary. On the other
hand, suppose thé#t exists. In view of Theorefn 1.4 pM = 14, 7’ = —n, andy = —<L2”>. Then
the Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad generatahn wodficientsA = B+ y1 + K and
Ki = Lij — nj1 coincides withL andX — XA+ A*X leavesD,, invariant. m

2.6 Corollary. Every generator L of a CP-semigroup on, Maving D, invariant can be writ-
ten in a Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad form vereso the Hamiltonian part leaves
D, invariant.

Proor. Either allL; are in9, so that alsdB € 9,, or there exists at least ong that is not
diagonal. H = Im B is self-adjoint andm(7, L) will eliminate the df-diagonal fromH for
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suitableny. m

2.7 Remark. Note that this is true for arbitrary generators (not neagdgdaaving D, invari-
ant) as soon as the CP-part does not leByanvariant (assuring existence of a nondiagonal

Ly).

2.8 Example. LetL(X) = L:XLy + LXL, + XB+ B*X with

— _y7"b _ (11 _ (12
B = 2(10 8]’ Ly (1 1]’ L2 - (2 2]'

One easily verifies thdt leavesD, invariant and that (1) = 0. However, all linear combi-
nations ofL; andL, have equal fi-diagonal elements, ar8l has not. Therefore, none of the
linear combination® + y1 + 77, L3 + 77,L will be diagonal. In conclusion, it is not possible to
find a Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad form witfeetive Hamiltonian and CP-part
that leaveD, invariant separately.

This example extends easily to arbitrary higher dimengi{@), if we embed all cofficients
it into the M,—corner of B(G).

3 Examplesfor d > 3

Apart from the counterexamples, the preceding sectionacoed also some positive results
which were, however, specific favl,. In the present section we give counterexamples to the
analogue statements Mz.

3.1 Remark. This behaviour, a qualitative jump for what is possible whassing from dimen-
sion 2 to dimension 3, though not untypical, provided us wiime surprises. (Ifi [FS07] only
two-dimensional examples were studied.) As the comparddige” numbers in Example 3.2
and and the more sophisticated construction of Exaniplear®i3.4 show, that these examples
were not exactly obvious.

We start with an example iW3 that contradicts the statement of Corollfary 2.6 Kty.

3.2 Example. LetL(X) = L:XLy + LiXL, + XB+ B*X with

76 O 130 000

1

B = —52110, L; := |1 0 0|, L, := |1 1 0|
410 2 015 201

One calculates

d]_ 00 —6d1+2d2+4d3 0 0
L 0 d2 o = 0 9d1—10d2+d3 0,

0 0 ds 0 0 0



so thatlL leavesDs; invariant and_(1) = 0. One easily computes

cL—7 3, -6 0
2B = cli+ly+2B = |+ -2 ¢ -11 0
2c, -4 c1—10 5ci+c,-26

For thatB’ — B* is diagonal we obtain the three equatians- 10 = 0, 2c; - 4 = 0, and
3c; —-6-C; —C, + 2= 0. Insertingc, = 10 andc, = 2 into the third equation gives 306 —
10-2+2 =14+ 0. We conclude that no other Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudardhiadblad form
of L has a Hamiltonian part leavirng; invariant.

Also this example extends easily to arbitrary higher dinamd B(G), if we embed all
codficients into theviz;—corner ofB(G).

We now construct examples My (d > 3) that contradict the statements of Theoferh 2.4 for
M,. The first example is for Markov semigroups and works alsalfer o (separable!). The
second example works for unital CP-maps and, therefore faidMarkov semigroups, but, so
far, only for finited > 3. The idea, common to both examples, is to start with a CPtpairhas
the simplest possible structure: Compression with a rav&kgyojection. Then, perturb it with
a Hamiltonian perturbation If the Hamiltonian has the worst commuting behaviour dassi
with the rank-one projection, then we obtain a counter examp

3.3 Example. Let G be a Hilbert space of dimensiahe N U {co}. Choose a unit vectarand
a self-adjoint elementl € B(G) such thattH}' N {ee}’ = C1. (Note that this means th&
is separable. Indeet;, ;= {H"e: n € No}* is a subspace invariant fét, and nonseparable
if Gis. If H generates a masa #(G), then the restriction oH to G , generates a masa of
B(Gjie)- So,Gj and, therefore, als@ cannot be nonseparable.) It is easy to write down
concretes, e, H fulfilling this condition.

Suppose that the Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindipatrator

eeX + Xeé Fi[H.X] = e(e Xee - e(X*e)" + (Xee*
2 2
leaves a commutative-subalgebr& of B(G) invariant. We will show in that caséimC < 2.
In other words, for every tripl&, e, H whered > 3, L does not leave any masa invariant.
Sincel leaves als@” invariant, we may assume thatis a von Neumann algebra, hence,
generated by its projections.
Suppose}; andg, are two mutually orthogonal projectionsB(G) such thaty; commutes
with L(q;) for j = 1,2. We get

L(X) := e€Xeé€ — +i[H, X]

&(0:6)" + (.)€
2

0 = qpl(d)h = % (& me)e - +i[H. ) o

= (02€)(018)"((e ou€) — 3) +igzHo, (3.1)

10



Suppose is a projection commuting with(q) such thagie= 0. Putq; := gandg, := 1-q.
Then (31) read$iqg = gHg. Together with the adjoint equation we ggti = Hg. Then,
{H) n{ee} > q= Alforsomed € C. By ge= 0, it follows q # 1, so,q = 0. In other words,
for every nonzero projection commuting withL(g) we havege # 0.

Supposey; andg, are two mutually orthogonal nonzero projectionsH(G) such thatg;
commutes with_(q;) for j = 1,2. Exchanging 1 and 2 iffi (3.1) and taking the adjoint, we find

0 = (0p6)(08)"((e 0pe) — 3) — igaHay.
Summing the two, we get
0 = (9:8)(n€)" (& (a1 + gr)e) — 1).

Sinceq,e # 0 # g.e, we must havee, (0, + gz)e) = 1. Since the projectioq :=1-q; —
commutes with_(g) and fulfillsge = 0, it follows q = 0. We conclude that every commutative
(unital) von Neumann subalgebra that is invariant foris at most 2—dimensional. Conse-
quently, ifdimG > 3, then there is no masa invariant far

3.4 Example. We now seek a unital CP-mdpwithout any invariant masa. For this example we
assume thab = CY is finite-dimensional. The idea is similar. Start wkh— ee Xeé for some
unit vectore € G and add somélamiltonian perturbation Just that the perturbation should
now be inintegrated formthat is,X — UXU* for some unitaryJ € My. Also something must
be done to normaliz& suitably. We take another unit vectbrand define

T(X) = &e Xee + (f,Xf)(1-e€)+UXU" = e((e Xe) — (f, XT))e" + (f, XT) + UXU",
SO that% is a unital CP-map. The conditions we poseepti, andU, are as follows.

1. For every eigenvectarof U we have(e, u)|> # [(f, u)|? and(e, u) # O.

2. (v,Uv) # Oforall 0# v e G. (For instanceRe U > 0.)

e, f, andU fulfilling these conditions, obviously, exist in all finitendensions (and also, when
G is infinite-dimensional and separable).
We choose a unit vectore G and compute

T() = e(Ke o) = [(f,0)P)e + [(f, v)* + (Uu)(Uv)".
If further vv* commutes withr (vv*), then
o, Two )y = T = e((e v)* - |(F, v)P)e v) + v |(f, v)* + Un(Uu, v).

Supposé|(e v)l? — [(f, v)[*)(e,v) = 0, so that(e, v)[* = |(f, v)|> or (e, v) = 0. Since(Uv, v) # 0,
it follows thatv is an eigenvector of), contradicting(e, v)* # |(f,v)|? and(e,v) # O for every
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eigenvector ofJ. Therefore)(e, v)|? # [(f,v)*> and(e, v) # O for every unit vectop such that
vv* commutes withr (vv*).

Suppose/ = {v4, ..., vq} is an ONB forG such that the mas@w,v] +. .. + Cogu} is invariant
for T. Fix av € V. Then for each # j we have

0 = (ui, T(o*)v)) = (i, e)({e v)* = [, v)P)e ;) + (v, Un)(Uu, ;).

Since the left summand is nonzeta, Uv) # 0O for alli. We find

(v, C<Uv,vj>
(,Uvy (e

for some constant # 0 and alli # j. As soon agl > 3, fori # j we may choosé& such that
I # k# j. Then

(vi, &) _ C<UU, o) _ (0, € '

(vi, Uv) (& vx) (vj, Uv)

In other Words,<£:”§z> is constant for ali, so thatJv is a multiple ofe. Sincev € V was arbitrary,
we find that allv € V are multiples olU*e. This contradicts unitarity of). Consequently, for

d > 3 there is no invariant masa for.

3.5Remark. Observe that Examp[e B.4 gives a unital CP-map without iaamasa, which,
by Observatiorf I]6, gives also rise to a Markov semigroupauit invariant masa. But the
example is finite-dimensional. Example]3.3 gives a Markawigeoup without invariant masa
also when the dimension is countable infinite. But, we do mawvkwhether this means that a
single member of the semigroup does not admit masas; seethéfowing Observatiop 1].6.
So, an example of a unital CP-map without masa in infinite disian is still missing.

Appendix

For the proofs in this appendix we do not make any attempt teelfecontained. Instead, we
assume that the reader is familiar with the notions as iniced in Fagnola and Skeide [F$07,
Section 2] for the proofs of Theorerps]l.1 1.2, plus thessary notions from Barreto, Bhat,
Liebscher and Skeid¢ TBBLS0#, L301] about morphisms of timered product systems for
the proof of Theorem 1]4. Theoreifns]1.1 1.2 are versi@@ajzed tdB(G) of the results
[ESOT, Theorem 3.1 and 4.2] for general von Neumann algebra$3(G). As the intuition of
the proof of necessity in the latter results cannot be ghgiiout a good portion of experience
with Hilbert modules, it appears useless to produce a pmoB{G), independent of [FSD7],
that would not even approximately reveal why it works and rehiecomes from. Just recall
thatcorrespondencé the fashionable term for Hilbert bimodule.

12



The following result from [FSQ7] about invariance of a maalnscommutative subalgebra
under CP-maps for general von Neumann algebras is[justJF3@&0brem 3.1] supplemented
by the statement if [FS07, Observation 3.3].

A.1[FS07, Theorem 3.1]. LetB c B(G) be a von Neumann algebra on the Hilbert space G
and let T be a normal CP-map T & Suppose E is a von Neumann correspondence 8ver
and¢ € E one of its elements such thatb) = (£, b&). Furthermore, leC > idg be a maximal
commutative von Neumann subalgebra&of

Then T leaveg invariant, if and only if there exists &mapa: C — B?(E) fulfilling the
following properties:

1. The range otr commutes with the left action of elementsCobn E, that is, for all
C1,Cy € C and xe E we have

cia(C)X = a(cy)cix

2. Forall c e C we have

a(0)§ = & -¢&c.

A.2 Remark. Every normal CP-map on a von Neumann algebra can be obtairtedti way.
For people who like modules: Do the GNS-construction to intdacorrespondendg, over 8
with a cyclic vectoré € Ey having the correct matrix elements; sée JHS07, Section Z/i¢n
closeE, suitably to obtain a von Neumann correspondeBd®llowing the procedure from
Skeide [Sked0] as explained jn [F$07, Section 2.3]. For [gaopo like the classical approach:
Do the Stinespring construction [Stj55] to obtain a HillsraceH with a nondegenerate normal
representation of 8 and a mag € B(G, H) such thafl (b) = ¢*n(b)¢; see [FSO7, Section 2.2].
The GNS-module is, then, the strong closureBigB, H) of span n(8)¢8; see [FSQ7, Section
2.3].

As we need the same argument in the proof of Thedrein 1.2, weardpm [FSJ7] the
reduction of Theorerp 1.1 to Theordm A.1.

Proor oF TheoreM [[.]. If B = B(G), thenE = B(G, G®9); see [FSQ7, Section 2.4]. L&),
denote an ONB ofy. The family (ids ®&),., (whereids ®g denotes the mapping— g ® €)
is, then, an ONB of in the obvious sense. (Sefe [SKe00] for quasi ONBs.) Denolg by
(idc ®8€, &) the codficients of¢ with respect to this ONB. Then

T(b) = ) LibL
il
is a Kraus decomposition of the CP-m&mpn B(G); see [FSO7, Section 2.4]. Moreover, every
Kraus decomposition can be obtained in that way. (Simplg tak= C* with the canonical
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ONB and defin€ := Y., Li ® .) The correspondence between map& — B?(E) fulfilling
the hypothesis of Theorem A.1 and €idgentsci;(c) € C fulfilling the hypothesis of Theorem
.1 is, then, given by

Gj(c) := ((idsc ®e), a(c)(idG ®e))).
(Note that the conditions of Theordm]1.1 are, clearlfisient. Therefore an exists and it is
easy to see that(c) can be chosen to have the expansioriotcentsc;j(c).) m

A.3 Observation. Supposél (X) = ¥ Li XL = ¥jc; KiXK;. Put$ := C" and® := C* and
denote by(g),., and(f),.;, respectively, their canonical ONBs. Th&n= (¢, ¢&) = (£, o¢) for
the elements := 3| Li®e and{ = 3., K; ® f; of the von Neuman (G)—correspondences
E = B(G,G® 9 andF = B(G,G @ ®), respectively. It follows thaté = ¢ defines a
unique partial isometry € B2PI(E, F) that vanishes orf§(G)¢B(G))*, whose adjoint sends
to v*¢ = ¢ and vanishes orf{(G)¢B(G))*. The superscript' refers to that the operators are
bilinear, that is, they commute with the actionB{G). It follows thatv must have the form
v=idc®V € B(G® H,G® ®) = B¥E, F) for some partial isometry € B(H, ®). If v; are
the matrix elements d¥ with respect to the canonical ONBs, we find tiat= ;. v;iL; and
Li = Xjea 05 Kj. We see that the (strongly closed) linear hull is invariarder the choice of the
Kraus decomposition. Moreoverjs injective, if and only if¢ generate&, andv is surjective,
if and only if £ generate$. If v is bijective, so that it is unitary, then the dimensions)adnd
® must coincide, and no Kraus decomposition can have fewensuds than thaminimal
dimension.

i€l

We now quote the criterion for the (bounded) generators ohabCP-semigroups.

A.4[FS07, Theorem 4.2]. LetB c B(G) be a von Neumann algebra on the Hilbert space G
and let L be a (bounded) normal CCP-map®nSuppose E is a von Neumann correspondence
overB and d: 8 —» E a bounded derivation such that

d(b), d(b')y = L) - b L(b') — L(b)b’ + b L(D)b'.

Furthermore, leC > idg be a maximal commutative von Neumann subalgeb#a of
Then L leaveg invariant, if and only if there exist an element E that reproduces d C
as

d(c) = cf-{c,
ax—mapa: C — B?(E) and a self-adjoint elemente C such that the following conditions are
satisfied:

1. The range ofr commutes with the left action of elementsCobn E, that is, for all
C1,Cr € C and xe E we have

cia(C)X = a(Cy)CiX.

14



2. For all c € C we have
a(c)l = ¢/ -<Lc.

3. Forall c e C we have

L(c) - (¢, ¢y = ye.

Proor or Tueorem [[.2. LetL be given in the Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblauifo
as stated in Theoref 1.2 and fix the Hilbert spfice: C* with its canonical basige), . We
observe that iL fulfills the three conditions in Theorem 1.2, then by TheofEmh applied to
the generator with cdicientsK; := L; — ¢; we see thak leavesC invariant.

Suppose now, conversely, tHateavesC invariant. By [FSOJ7, Sections 2.6 —2.8] the vector
& = Y Li ® g in the von NeumanB(G)—correspondenck = B(G,G ® $) generates a
derivationd(b) := b¢ — ¢b that has the required inner products. By Theofenp A.4, thestsea
vector{ = Y K ® g in E such thatd(c) = ¢ - Zc, that is,

-4 = E-4c

for all c € C. Therefore, the cdcientsc, of £ — ¢ = 3o (Li — Ki)) ® & = Xio; G ® & must be
elements o€. The rest follows by applying appropriately the other prtigs that are required
in Theoren{I]2.m

Proor or THEOREM [.4. Recall that by{[LSQ1] the (continuous) units of the tionéered product
system over a von Neumaigi-correspondence are parameterized &S8(8,&) = (&(B, €))yex,
whereg € B, ¢ € E. The family of mapping® — (&(B, &), b&(B, €)) (t € R,) form a uniformly
continuous CP-semigroup with generatdb) = (£, bé) + bg + 8*b. In the case of a Gorini-
Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad generato3§) we have, as in the preceding prodiss=
B(G,Ge9) andé = Y, Li®e. The Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad form is mmial,

if and only if the single unit®(B, £) generates the whole time ordered product system. Suppose
F = B(G,G® 6) (6 = CY) is another von NeumariB(G)—correspondence with elements
B,/ € F suchthat.(b) = (£, b¢)+ba+a*b. Sending: (B, £) to &(a, £) defines, then, an isometric
morphism from the time ordered product system dverto that over. By [BBLS04, Theorem
5.2.1] morphisms are parameterized by matr(g,efag] e B2PI(B(G) @ E, B(G) @ F) such that
the parameters of the units transform as

B.€) — B+y+mé) ., +ak).

By [BBLS04, Corollary 5.2.4] such a morphism is isometrfcamd only ifa is isometric,;’ is
arbitrary,n = —a'n/, andy = ih — @ Interpreting all this properly in terms of the concrete
B(G)—correspondences and their elements and taking also into account thHa#P! (E, F) =
BB(G,G ® H), B(G,G ® 6) = B(H, ®) (because all elements must commute vB{G),
the codficients can just be scalar multiplesDHf gives the statement of Theor¢m| 1.
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