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The Bridge Lemmas between Equivalent Fell

Bundles and its Applications

Weijiao He

Abstract

In this paper, we prove that the induced representation theories of two
equivalent Fell bundles are essentially identical; and we apply our results
to carry the induced representation theory and imprimitivity theorems of
saturated Fell bundles to arbitrary Fell bundles.

Introduction

A Fell bundle over a locally compact group G is a continuous bundle B → G of Ba-
nach spaces (Bt)t∈G together with continuous multiplications Bs×Bt → Bst, (a, b) 7→
ab , and involutions Bs → Bs−1, satisfying properties similar to those valid for a C∗-
algebra, like the positivity a∗a ≥ 0 and the C∗-axiom ‖a∗a‖ = ‖a‖2. Fell bundles
generalize partial actions of groups. We refer the reader to [7, §VIII] for details.

The notion of equivalent Fell bundles, which is a generalization of Morita equiv-
alence of C∗-algebras, is originally presented by Muhly and Williams in [9], Abadie
in [1] and Abadie and Pérez in [5] with varied forms, and is systematically studied
by Abadie and Ferraro in [4], and Abadie, Buss and Ferraro in [2].

In [4] and [2], one of the important results is that an arbitrary Fell bundle
is equivalent to a saturated Fell bundle. Based on this result, as in the context
of Morita-equivalent C∗-algebras, we shall be very interested in to investigate the
representation-theoretic equivalence between equivalent Fell bundles; and by the aid
of this representation-theoretic equivalence we may try to generalize as many results
on the representation theory of saturated Fell bundles as possible to the context of
arbitrary Fell bundles.

In the present paper we deal with the induced representation theories of equiv-
alent Fell bundles.

We roughly sketch the problem we deal with as following. Before preceding,
we refer the reader to [2] or 1.3 to see the definition of equivalence between Fell
bundles. Given two equivalent Fell bundles B(1) and B(2) over a locally compact
group G implemented by a B(1)-B(2) equivalence bundle L, by [4] and [2], L (L),
which is consisting of the continuous cross-sections of L vanishing outside compact
subsets, is a L (B(1))-L (B(2)) imprimitivity bimodule (see Definition 1.6); and the
full C∗-algebras C∗(B(1)) and C∗(B(2)) are pre-Morita equivalent implemented by

L (L). Now let H be a closed subgroup of G, and B
(1)
H , B

(2)
H and LH the restricted
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bundles; with the bimodule structure inherited from L (L), L (LH) is a L (B(1))-
L (B(2)) imprimitivity bimodule. A natural question is the following: for a given

∗-representation S of B
(1)
H , (a) is it possible to induce S to a ∗-representation of

B
(2)
H (which we denote by T ) via L (LH)? (b) Is Ind

B
(2)
H

↑B(2)(T ) corresponding to

Ind
B

(1)
H

↑B(1)(S) via the pre-Morita equivalence implemented by L (L)? If we have

affirmative answers, the induced representation theory of B(1) can be “carried”
into B(2) by the equivalence between B(1) and B(2); so we will know the induced
representation theory of one of them if we know it of the other one.

The structure of this paper is as follows.
In Section 1, we review the basic knowledges used in this paper.
In Section 2, we prove the three Bridge Lemmas which give affirmative answers

to the questions proposed in the preceding paragraph from different perspectives.
In Section 3, we give the applications of the Bridge Lemmas. Let B be a Fell

bundle over a locally compact group G, and let H a closed subgroup of G; our
first application is to prove that any ∗-representation of a restricted bundle is B-
positive, which is proved by Ferraro in [8] by a different and more self-contained way.
The second application is to investigate the relationship between the two important
imprimitivity theorems on Fell bundles; and Theorem 3.18 gives a complete answer.

1 Preliminaries

Notation. Throughout this paper, A and B will denote ∗-algebras; G is a locally
compact group; and H is a closed subgroup G. ∆ and δ are the Haar measures of
G and H . We choose once a fixed rho-function ρ. We use the symbol B to denote
a Fell bundle over G; and BH is the restricted bundle. We use the symbol O(X) to
denote the space of the bounded operators on the Hilbert space X .

The objective of this section is to give a brief review of the basic knowledge
about induced representations.

1.1 Induced Representation and Morita Equivalence: Ab-

stract Version

The materials of this part are based on [7] and [11].

Definition 1.1. A right B-rigged left A-module (resp. left A-rigged right B-
module) is a linear space L which is both a left A-module and a right B-module,
together with a map [ , ] from L× L into B (resp. A) such that

(i) [s, t] is linear in t (resp. s) and conjugate-linear in s (resp. t) (s, t ∈ L);
(ii) [t, s] = [s, t]∗ (s, t ∈ L);
(iii) [s, tb] = [s, r]b (resp. [bs, t] = b[s, r]) for all s, t in L and b in B (resp. A);
(iv) [as, t] = [s, a∗t] (resp. [sa, t] = [s, ta∗]) for all a in A (resp. B) and s, t ∈ L.

Construction 1.2. (Operator inner product) Let L be a linear space. A map
P : L× L → O(X) is called an operator inner product on L if: (i) Vs,t is linear in
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s and conjugate linear in t; (ii) P is positive in the sense that

n∑

i,j=1

(Vti,tjξi, ξj) ≥ 0

for any positive integer n, any t1, ...tn in L, and any ξ1, ...ξn in X . In this case, we
define an inner product ( , ) : (L⊗X)× (L⊗X) → C by

(r⊗ξ, t⊗η) = (S[t,r]ξ, η) (r, s ∈ L; ξ, η ∈ X).

Notation. We denote the Hilbert space resulting from the quotient and completing
of L⊗X with respect to ( , ) by X (P ); and we denote the image of r⊗ ξ in X (P )
by r⊗̃ξ under the quotient map.

Construction 1.3. (Abstract Induced Representations) Let 〈L, [ , ]〉 be a
right B-rigged left A-module. Let S be a non-degenerate ∗-representation of B
acting on a Hilbert space X . We define PS : L× L→ O(X) by

PS(r, s) = S[s,r] (r, s ∈ L).

We say that S or PS is 〈L, [ , ]〉-positive if PS is an operator inner product on L;
and S or PS is A-bounded if the sense that the unique linear map Ta defined on
L⊗X(S) satisfying

r ⊗ ξ 7→ (a · r)⊗ ξ (r ∈ L, ξ ∈ X(S))

can be extended to a bounded operator on X (PS) which we still denote by Ta
for each a ∈ A. If S or PS is 〈L, [ , ]〉-positive and bounded, then a 7→ Ta
is a ∗-representation of A. We say that S is induceble via 〈L, [ , ]〉 and T is
induced from S via 〈L, [ , ]〉; and we denote T = Ind(S; 〈L, [ , ]〉).

Notation 1.4. Sometimes we denote L⊗S X(S) instead of X(PS).

Example 1.5. If p : B → A is a conditional expectation, then we can define a map
[ , ]p : A× A→ B by

[a, b]p = p(a∗b) (a, b ∈ B);

and it is readily seen that 〈A, [ , ]p〉 is a right B-rigged left A-module. If a ∗-
representation S of B is inducible to A via 〈A, [ , ]p〉, we also say that S is inducible
via p.

Definition 1.6. An A, B imprimitivity bimodule is a system 〈L, A[ , ], [ , ]B〉,
where

(i) L is both a left A-module and a right B-module,
(ii) 〈L, [ , ]B〉 is a right B-rigged left A-module,
(iii) 〈L, A[ , ]〉 is a left A-rigged right B-module,
(vi) the associative relation

A[r, s]t = r[s, t]B (r, s ∈ L)
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holds.
If A and B are C∗-algebras, we say that A and B are Morita equivalent if the

following two additional conditions hold:
(vii) {A[r, s] : r, s ∈ L} is dense in A and {[r, s]B : r, s ∈ L} is dense in B,
(viii) L is complete with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖A defined by ‖r‖ = ‖A[r, r]‖

1/2,
and is complete with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖B defined by ‖r‖ = ‖[r, r]B‖

1/2.

Definition 1.7. Let A and B be two C∗-algebras; and let A0 ⊂ A and B0 ⊂ B be
dense ∗-subalgebras; 〈L, A0 [ , ], [ , ]B0〉 is an A0, B0 imprimitivity bimodule. We
say that A and B are pre-Morita equivalent if the following two conditions hold:

(vii’) The linear spans of {A[r, s] : r, s ∈ L} and {[r, s]B : r, s ∈ L} are dense in
A and B respectively;

(viii’) [ar, ar]B0 ≤ ‖a‖2[r, r]B0; A0 [rb, rb] ≤ ‖b‖2 A0[r, r] (r ∈ L; a ∈ A0; b ∈ B0).

Convention 1.8. Thanks to [11, Proposition 3.12], if A and B are pre-Morita equiv-
alent implemented by an A0, B0 imprimitivity bimodule 〈L, A0[ , ], [ , ]B0〉, then
we can complete 〈L, A0[ , ], [ , ]B0〉 such that A and B are Morita equivalent imple-
mented by this completion. For the sake of convenience, we will say that A
and B are Morita equivalent implemented by 〈L, A0 [ , ], [ , ]B0〉.

The following lemma is easy to be verified:

Lemma 1.9. Let A and B be two ∗-algebras; 〈L, A[ , ], [ , ]B〉 is an A, B im-
primitivity bimodule. Then the C∗-completion of A and B are Morita equivalent
implemented by 〈L, A[ , ], [ , ]B〉 if either of the following conditions holds:

(i) Any non-degenerate ∗-representation of A is inducible to a non-zero ∗-represe-
ntation of B via L, and any non-degenerate ∗-representation is induced from a
∗-representation of A;

(ii) Any non-degenerate ∗-representation of A is inducible to a non-zero ∗-
representation of B via L, and any non-degenerate ∗-representation of B is in-
ducible to a non-zero ∗-representation of A via L.

1.2 Induced Representations and Morita Equivalence: Ex-

amples of Fell Bundles

Definition 1.10. ([7, XI.8.6]) Let S be a ∗-representation of BH . If Sp(f∗∗f) ≥ 0
for all f ∈ L (B), then we say that S is B-positive.

Construction 1.11. (The concrete construction of IndBH↑B(S)) ([7, §XI.9])
Let S be a non-degenerate ∗-representa-tion of BH . For each α ∈ G/H we denote the
algebraic direct sum

∑⊕

x∈α(Bx⊗X(S)) of the algebraic tensor products Bx⊗X(S)
by Zα. We introduce into Zα the conjugate-bilinear form ( , )α by

(b⊗ ξ, c⊗ η)α = (ρ(x)ρ(y))−1/2(Sc∗bξ, η)

(x, y ∈ α; b ∈ Bx; c ∈ By; ξ, η ∈ X(S)). One can prove that ( , )α is positive

for all α if and only if S is B-positive. Thus if S is B-positive we can form a
Hilbert space Yα by factoring out from Zα the null space of ( , )α and completing,
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and a Hilbert bundle Y over G/H with the fibers Yα; we denote the bundle space
of Y by Y . Let κα : Zα → Yα be the quotient map for each α ∈ G/H . For each
c ∈ Bx there is a continuous map τc : Y → Y defined by

τc(κα(b⊗ ξ)) = κxα(cb⊗ ξ) (b ∈ By, y ∈ α; ξ ∈ X(S));

and the following map

(α 7→ f(α)) 7→ (f : α 7→ τbf(x
−1α)) (f ∈ L2(G/H ; ρ♯;Y ))

is a bounded operator on the Hilbert space L2(G/H ; ρ♯;Y ), which we denote by
IndBH↑B(S)(b). One can prove that b 7→ IndBH↑B(S)(b) is a non-degenerate ∗-
representation of B.

Construction 1.12. ([7, §XI.9]) In order to construct IndBH↑B(S) in the abstract
approach as defined in Construction 1.3, we need to make L (B) a right L (BH)-
rigged left L (B)-module. Let p : L (B) → L (BH) be the conditional expectation
given by

p(f)(h) = f(h)(∆(h))1/2(δ(h))−1/2 (f ∈ L (B); h ∈ H). (1)

We define [ , ]L (BH ) = [ , ]p (see Example 1.5); and we define the left action of L (B)
on L (B) as the convolution of cross-sections; and the right action of L (BH) on
L (B) by

(fφ)(x) =

∫

H

f(xh)φ(h−1)∆(h)1/2δ(h)1/2dvh

(f ∈ L (B);φ ∈ L (BH); h ∈ H). By [7, §XI.8] 〈L (B), [ , ]L (BH )〉 is a right
L (BH)-rigged left L (B)-module.

Proposition. ([7, XI.9.26]) If S is a non-degenerate ∗-representation of BH , then
S is inducible to B via 〈L (B), [ , ]L (BH )〉; and we have

IndBH↑B(S) ≃ Ind(S; 〈L (B), [ , ]L (BH )〉).

1.3 Equivalence of Fell Bundles

This section is a short summary of the results of [2]. Let B(1) and B(2) be two Fell
bundles over G.

Definition 1.13. Let L be Banach bundle L = {Lx}x∈G over G. We say that L is
a B(1)-B(2)-equivalence bundle if there are continuous maps

[ , ]B(1) : L × L → B
(1), L × B

(1) → B
(1);

B(2) [ , ] : L × L → B
(2), B

(1) × L → B
(1),

(2)

such that:
(i) For all x, y ∈ G, LsB

(1)
r ⊂ Lx,y and [Lx, Ly]B(1) ⊂ B

(1)

x−1y; B
(2)
x Ly ⊂ Lx,y and

B(2)[Lx, Ly] ⊂ B
(1)
xy−1 .
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(ii) For all x, y ∈ G and r ∈ Lx the function Lx×B
(1)
y → Lxy, (r, a) 7→ ra is bilin-

ear and Ly → Bx−1y, s 7→ [r, s]B(1) is linear; the function B
(2)
y ×Lx → Lyx, (b, r) 7→ br

is bilinear and Lx → Bxy−1 , s 7→ B(2) [s, r] is linear.
(iii) For all r, s ∈ L and a ∈ B(1) and b ∈ B(2), [r, s]∗

B(1) = [s, r]B(1), [r, sa]B(1) =

[r, s]B(1) a and B(2) [r, s]∗ = B(2) [s, r]∗, B(2) [br, s] = b B(2)[r, s]; [r, r]B(1) ≥ 0 in B
(1)
e

and B(2) [r, r] ≥ 0 in B
(2)
e ; ‖r‖2 = [r, r]B(1) =B(2) [r, r].

(iv) For all r, s and t in L, B(2) [r, s]t = r[s, t]B(1).

(v) B
(1)
e = span{[r, s]B(1) : r, s ∈ G}; B

(2)
e = span{B(2)[r, s] : r, s ∈ G}.

If these conditions hold, we say that B(1) and B(2) are equivalent implemented
by L.

In the rest of this paper, we assume that B(1) and B(2) are two equivalent

Fell bundles over G implemented by L.

Construction 1.14. We can define a right L (B(1))-module and left L (B(1))-
module structure for L (L) by

(f · f)(x) =

∫

G

f(y)f(y−1x)dy; (g · f)(x) =

∫

G

g(y)f(y−1x)dy

(f ∈ L (L), f ∈ L (B(1)), g ∈ L (B(2))). Furthermore, we define [ , ]L (B(1)) :

L (L)× L (L) → L (B(1)) by

[f, g]L (B(1))(x) =

∫

G

[f(y), g(y−1x)]B(1)dy

(f, g ∈ L (L)), and L (B(2))[ , ] : L (L)× L (L) → L (B(2)) by

L (B(2))[f, g](x) =

∫

G
B(2) [f(y), g(y−1x)]dy

(f, g ∈ L (L)).

Remark 1.15. By [2, Corollary 4.3], 〈L (L),L (B(2)) [ , ], [ , ]L (B(1))〉 is a L (B(2))-

L (B(1)) imprimitivity system implementing the Morita equivalence between C∗(B(1))
and C∗(B(2)) (see Convention 1.8).

2 The Bridge Lemmas

2.1 Bridge Lemma: Path I

Lemma 2.1. Let A and C be two ∗-algebras; LC,A = 〈L, [ , ]A〉 is a right A-rigged
left C-module. Let B be a ∗-subalgebra of A with an A,B conditional expectation
p : A→ B. The map [ , ]B : L× L→ B defined by

[r, s]B = p([r, s]A) (r, s ∈ L)

making L a right B-rigged left C-module, which we denote by LC,B. Assume that S
is a non-degenerate ∗-representation of B. If S is inducible to A via p and Ind(S; p)
is inducible to C via LC,A, then S is inducible to C via LC,B. In this case, we have

Ind(S;LC,B) ≃ Ind(Ind(S; p);LC,A).
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Proof. Let define Γ′ : L× L → O(X(S)) by

〈s, r〉 7→ S[r,s]B (r, s ∈ L).

In order to prove that S is inducible to C via LC,B, our task is to prove that S is
LC,B-positive and that Γ′ is a C-bounded operator inner product (see Construction
1.3).

By [7, XI.4.5], since S is non-degenerate, the inequality

(S[t,t]B(Saξ), Saξ) = (S[t·a,t·a]Aξ, ξ) ≥ 0 (t ∈ L; a ∈ B; ξ ∈ X(S)). (3)

implies that S is LC,B-positive.
By our hypothesis and [7, XI.5.6], the map Γ : (L ⊗ A) × (L ⊗ A) → O(X(S))

satisfying

Γ(s⊗ a, r ⊗ b) = Sp(b∗[r,s]A a)

= Sp([r·b,s·a]A) (a, b ∈ A; r, s ∈ L)
(4)

is a C-bounded operator inner product on L⊗A. Then by (4) and

Γ′ : (r · b, s · a) 7→ S[s·a,r·b]B

= Sp([r·b,s·a]A),
(5)

we conclude that Γ′|((L ·A)× (L ·A)) is a C-bounded inner product on L ·A. But
S is non-degenerate, hence X(Γ′) is equal to X(Γ′|((L · A) × (L · A))) implemented
by the unique unitary map satisfying

(r · a)ξ 7→ r ⊗ Sa(ξ) (r ∈ L; a ∈ B; ξ ∈ X(S)). (6)

Therefore, since Γ′|((L · A) × (L · A)) is C-bounded, we can conclude that Γ′ is
C-bounded.

Therefore, S is inducible to C via LC,B; and it is easy to verify that the uni-
tary map satisfying (6) implementing the unitary equivalence of Ind(S;LC,B) and
Ind(Ind(S; p);LC,A). Our proof is complete.

Notation 2.2. Recall from Example 1.5 that we have a conditional expectation
p(1) : L (B(1)) → L (B

(1)
H ). Therefore, we can construct a right L (B

(1)
H )-rigged left

L (B(2))-module 〈L (L), [ , ]′〉, where [ , ]′ : L (L)× L (L) → L (B
(1)
H ) is defined

by
[f, g]′ = p(1)([f, g]L (B(1))) (f, g ∈ L (L)),

We use the symbol B
B

(1)
H
,B(2) to denote 〈L (L), [ , ]′〉, which we call the Bridge from

B
(1)
H to B(2).

In the rest of this paper, if S is a ∗-representation of a Fell bundle B,
then we denote its integrated form, which is a representation of L (B), by

S̃. But we shall write S instead of S̃ if no confusion can arise.
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Proposition 2.3. (Bridge Lemma I) Let S be a non-degenerate ∗-representation

of B
(1)
H . If S is B(1)-positive, then S̃ is inducible to L (B(2)) via B

B
(1)
H
,B(2); and

Ind(S̃;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2)) is the integrated form of a ∗-representation of B(2), which we de-

note by Ind(S;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2)). In this case, we say that Ind(S;B

B
(1)
H
,B(2)) is induced from

S via B
B

(1)
H
,B(2); and we have

Ind(Ind
B

(1)
H

↑B(1)(S); 〈L (L), [ , ]L (B(2))〉) ≃ Ind(S;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2)). (7)

Proof. By Lemma 2.1 Ind(S̃;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2)) exists; and by Lemma 2.1 again we have

Ind(Ind
B

(1)
H

↑B(1)(S); 〈L (L), [ , ]L (B(2))〉)
∼|(L (B(2))) ≃ Ind(S̃;B

B
(1)
H
,B(2)). (8)

Since the left side of (8) is the integrated form of a ∗-representation of B(2), then

so is Ind(S̃;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2)). (7) is readily derived from (8).

2.2 Bridge Lemma: Path II

Definition 2.4. Let Z be a Hilbert bundle over G/H with the bundle space Z and
fibers {Zα}α∈G/H . Letθ is a ∗-representation of B on the Hilbert space L2(Z ). We
assume that for any a ∈ B there is a map θ′a : Z → Z satisfying

(i) θa(f)(α) = θ′a(f(π(a)
−1α)) for a ∈ B, f ∈ L (Z ) and α ∈ G/H . In particular,

θ′a(Zα) ⊂ Zπ(a)α (a ∈ B;α ∈ G/H).
(ii) For any x ∈ G the closure of the linear span of {θ′a(ξ) : a ∈ BxH , ξ ∈ ZH} is

ZxH, and θ
′
a|Zα is a bounded linear operator from Zα into Zπ(a)α.

(iii) a 7→ θ′a(ξ) is a continuous map from B into Z for any fixed ξ ∈ Z.
We say that θ is an integrated representation of B on Z ; and we say that θ′

is the derivative of θ.

Lemma 2.5. Suppose that θ is an integrated representation of B on the Hilbert
bundle Z = {Zα}α∈G/H over G/H with the derivative θ′. By (i) of Definition 2.5
θ′a(ZH) ⊂ ZH for a ∈ BH ; so we can define a map on BH into O(ZH), which we
denote by ZH(θ′|BH). Then

ZH(θ′|BH) is a B(2)-positive ∗-representation of BH . Let
Y be the Hilbert bundle over G/H induced from ZH (θ|BH); then there is a unique
unitary map Ψ : Y → Z satisfying

Ψ : κπ(a)(a⊗ ξ) 7→ ρ(π(a))−1θ′a(ξ) (a ∈ B; ξ ∈ ZH);

and Ψ implements the unitary equivalence of θ and IndBH↑B(
ZH (θ′|BH)).

Proof. (ii) and (iii) of Definition 2.5 imply that θ′|BH is a ∗-representation of BH

on ZH .
For each α ∈ G/H , let ( , )α be the map defined on L (Lα) as in Construction

1.11. Then for any a, b ∈ Bα and ξ, η ∈ ZH , I have

(a⊗ ξ, b⊗ η)α = (θ′b∗a(ξ), η)ZH

= (θ′a(ξ), θ
′
b(η))Zα

.
(9)

Then it is easy to see that ( , )α is positive; and so ZH(θ′|BH) is B(2)-positive. The
other parts may be verified by trivial computations.
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In the rest of this section, we fix a non degenerate B(1)-positive ∗-repre-
esentation S of B

(1)
H , and write X for X(S).

Construction 2.6. Our first goal is to construct from S a Hilbert bundle Z over
G/H . To this end the first step is to construct a Hilbert space Zα for each coset
α ∈ G/H . Let x ∈ α ∈ G/H . We form the algebraic tensor product L (Lα) ⊗ X ,
and introduce into it the conjugate-bilinear form ( , )α given by

(r⊗ ξ, s⊗ η)α =

∫

H

∫

H

(ρ(xh)ρ(xk))−1/2(S[s(xk),r(xh))]
B(1)

ξ, η)dvhdvk (10)

(r, s ∈ L (Lα); ξ, η ∈ X).

Lemma. ( , )α is positive.

Proof. For any f, g ∈ L (L), we have

(f⊗̃ξ, g⊗̃η)X(Ind(S;B))

= (S[g,f]
L (B(1))

ξ, η)X

=

∫

G/H

dρ♯(xH)

∫

H

∫

H

(ρ(xh))ρ(xk))−1/2(S[g(xh),f(xk)]
B(1)

ξ, η)dvhdvk.

(11)

Let r, s ∈ L (Lα). By [6, II.14.8], there are f, g ∈ L (L) such that f|α = r and
g|α = s. Let φi ∈ L (G/H) be an approximate unit of G/H around α, by (11) we
have

(r⊗ ξ, s⊗ η)α = limi→∞((φif)⊗̃ξ, (φig)⊗̃η)X(Ind(S;B)). (12)

Combining (12), (11) and Proposition 2.3, it is easy to see that ( , )α is positive.

Notation. For each α ∈ G/H , let Zα be the Hilbert space resulting by quotient
and completion from L (Zα)⊗X ; and we use the symbol ια to denote the quotient
map from L (Zα)⊗X into Zα. Let Z be the disjoint union of the Zα(α ∈ G/H).

Proposition. There is a unique topology for Z making Z = 〈Z, {Zα}〉 a Hilbert
bundle over G/H, which we denote by Z , such that for each f in L (L) and ξ in X
the cross-section

α 7→ ια((f|α)⊗ ξ)

of Z is continuous.

Proposition 2.7. The induced representation Ind(S;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2)) (acting on L (L)⊗S

X(S)) exists; and there is a unique unitary map E : L (L) ⊗S X(S) → L2(Z )
satisfying

f⊗̃ξ 7→ (α 7→ ια((f|α)⊗ ξ) (f ∈ L (Z )).

In particular, we can define a ∗-representation T of B(2) on L2(Z ) satisfying

Ta(α 7→ ια((f|α)⊗ ξ)) = α 7→ ια((af)|α⊗ ξ); (13)

T and Ind(S;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2)) are unitarily equivalent implemented by E.

9



Proof. Since S is B(1)-positive, then by Proposition 2.3 Ind(S;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2)) exists. By

(11) and the construction of Z , for any f, g ∈ L (L) and ξ, η ∈ X we have

(f⊗̃ξ, g⊗̃η)X(Ind(S;B)) = (α 7→ ια(f|α⊗ ξ), α 7→ ια(g|α⊗ η))L2(Z ).

Therefore the linear map f⊗̃ξ 7→ (α 7→ ια((f|α) ⊗ ξ) can be extended to a unitary
map E from L (L)⊗S X(S) into L2(Z ); and by [6, II.14.6] this map is surjective;
and it is easy to verify that

EInd(S;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2))aE

∗(α 7→ ια((f|α)⊗ ξ)) = α 7→ ια(((af)|α)⊗ ξ) (a ∈ B(2)).

So we can define Ta = EInd(S;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2))aE

∗ for each a ∈ B(2). Then a 7→ Ta is

a ∗-representation of B(2) satisfying (13); and T and Ind(S;B
B

(1)
H
,B(2)) are unitarily

equivalent implemented by E.

Definition 2.8. We say that the Hilbert bundle constructed in Construction 2.6
the Hilbert bundle induced from S via B

B
(1)
H
,B(2).

Notation 2.9. Let F be a norm space; P ⊂ F . We use the symbol ⌈P ⌋ to denote
the closure of the linear span of P .

Definition 2.10. We say that L is B(2)-full over G/H if for each x ∈ G and
α ∈ G/H we have

p{ar : r ∈ Ly, y ∈ α, a ∈ Bx}y = Lxα.

By routine computations we can prove the following useful lemma:

Lemma 2.11. The map ΨH : L (LH)⊗X(S) → L (LH)⊗S X(S) defined by

ΨH(r⊗ ξ) = ρ(e)−1r′⊗̃ξ (r ∈ L (LH); ξ ∈ X(S)),

where r′ ∈ L (LH) is defined by r′(h) = ∆(h)1/2δ(h)−1/2r(h), can be extended to a
unitary map from ZH onto L (LH) ⊗S X(S). We denote this unitary map still by
ΨH .

Theorem 2.12. (Bridge Lemma II) If L is B(2)-full over G/H, then the ∗-representat-
ion T defined in Construction 2.7 on L2(Z ) is an integrated representation of B(2);
and Ind(S;L (LH)) exists and is B(2)-positive; and we have

Ind
B

(2)
H

↑B(2)(Ind(S;L (LH))) ≃ Ind(S;B
B

(1)
H
,B(1)). (14)

Proof. For each a ∈ B(2) and α ∈ G/H , we define tαa : L (Lα)⊗X → L (Lπ(a)α)⊗X
by

tαa (r⊗ ξ) = ar⊗ ξ (r ∈ L (Lα), ξ ∈ X),

where ar ∈ L (Lπ(a)α) is defined by

(ar)(π(a)x) = ar(x) (x ∈ α).

10



Let ψw : G/H → R be a net of approximation unit of G/H around α. For
∑n

i=1 ari⊗
ξi ∈ L (Lα)⊗X , let fi ∈ L (L) such that fi|α = ri; we have

‖

n∑

i=1

ari ⊗ ξi‖
2
Yπ(a)α

=
n∑

i,j=1

∫

H

∫

H

(ρ(π(a)xh)ρ(π(a)xk))−1/2(S[(ari)(π(a)xk),(arj )(π(a)xh))]ξj, ξi)dvhdvk

=

n∑

i,j=1

∫

H

∫

H

(ρ(π(a)xh)ρ(π(a)xk))−1/2(S[(a·fi)(π(a)xk),(a·fj )(π(a)xh))]ξj, ξi)dvhdvk

= limw→∞(
n∑

i,j=1

∫

G/H

dρ♯(π(a)xH)

∫

H

∫

H

(ρ(π(a)xh)ρ(π(a)xk))−1/2(S[(a·ψwfi)(π(a)xk),(a·ψw fj)(π(a)xh))]ξj, ξi)

dvhdvk)

= limw→∞‖Ta(
n∑

i=1

ψwfi ⊗ ξi)‖
2
Yα

≤ limw→∞‖

n∑

i=1

ψwfi ⊗ ξi‖
2
Yα

= limw→∞(
n∑

i,j=1

∫

G/H

dρ♯(xH)

∫

H

∫

H

(ρ(xh)ρ(xk))−1/2(S[(ψwfi)(xk),(ψwfj)(xh))]ξj, ξi)dvhdvk)

=

∫

H

∫

H

(ρ(xh)ρ(xk))−1/2(S[fi(xk),fj(xh))]ξj , ξi)dvhdvk

= ‖
n∑

i=1

ri ⊗ ξi‖
2
Yα.

Therefore, tαa can be extended to a bounded linear operator from Zα into Zπ(a)α.
Since L is B(2)-full over G/H , it is easy to prove that the linear span of {tαa (f) : a ∈

B
(2)
xH , f ∈ Zα} is dense in Zxα by the aid of [6, II.14.1]. Let ta : Z → Z be the unique

map satisfying ta|Zα = tαa for any α ∈ G/H . Then t satisfies (ii) of Definition 2.5.
For each f ∈ L (L), let fξ be the cross-section of L (Z ) defined by α 7→ f|α⊗ ξ; we
have

Ta(f
ξ)(α) = ta(f

ξ(π(a)−1α)) (a ∈ B(2); α ∈ G/H); (15)

but since the linear span of {fξ : f ∈ L (L), ξ ∈ X} is dense in the induct limit
topology of L (Z ), hence for any f ∈ L (Z ) we have

Ta(f)(α) = ta(f(π(a)
−1α)) (a ∈ B(2); α ∈ G/H).

So (i) of Definition 2.5 is fulfilled. (iii) of Definition 2.5 is an easy consequence of
the continuity of the action of B(2) on L and the definition of the topology of the

11



Hilbert bundle Z . Therefore, T is an integrated representation of B(2) on Z with
the derivative t.

For each a ∈ B
(2)
H let S ′

a be the bounded operator ta|ZH : ZH → ZH ; then it is

easy to verify that a 7→ S ′
a is a ∗-representation of B

(2)
H on the Hilbert space ZH .

Let ΨH be the unitary map defined as in Lemma 2.11, we have

ΨHS
′
aΨ

−1
H (r⊗̃ξ) = ar⊗̃ξ (a ∈ B

(2)
H ; r ∈ L (LH); ξ ∈ X(S)).

Therefore, Ind(S;L (LH)) exists and is unitarily equivalent to S ′; and by Lemma
2.5 Ind(S;L (LH)) is B(2)-positive. By Proposition 2.7 and Lemma 2.5 we have
(14). Our proof is complete.

2.3 Bridge Lemma: Path III

The following theorem is our main result of this section, which is a combination of
Proposition 2.3 and Theorem 2.12.

Theorem 2.13. Suppose L is B(2)-full over G/H. If S is a B(1)-positive non-

degenerate ∗-representation of B
(1)
H , then Ind(S;L (LH)) exists and is B(2)-positive;

and we have

Ind(Ind
B

(1)
H

↑B(1)(S);L (L)) ≃ Ind
B

(2)
H

↑B(2)(Ind(S;L (LH))).

3 Application: An Investigation on the Fell-Doran

Imprimitivity Theorem

3.1 A Remark

In order to apply Theorem 2.13, we need to know the conditions which imply that
L is B(2)-full over G/H .

Definition 3.1. We say that B is H-saturated if for each x ∈ G we have

Be ⊂ ⌈BxHB
∗
xH⌋.

Lemma 3.2. For any x ∈ G, we have ⌈B
(2)
e LxH⌋ = LxH .

Proof. In the following we use the symbol [ , ] instead of B(2) [ , ]. Let S be a faithful

∗-representation of B
(2)
e . Let {ai}i∈I be an approximation identity of B

(2)
e ; then for

any r ∈ LxH we have

‖air − r‖2 = ‖[air − r, air − r]‖

= S[air−r,air−r]

= Sa2i [r,r]−a∗i [r,r]−ai[r,r]+[r,r];

hence if i→ ∞, then ‖air− r‖ → 0. Therefore the linear span of {ar : a ∈ B
(2)
e , r ∈

Lxh} is dense in Lxh for any h ∈ H . Our proof is complete.

12



Lemma 3.3. If B(2) is H-saturated, then L is B(2)-full over G/H.

Proof. It is sufficient to prove that ⌈B
(2)
xHLH⌋ = LxH for any x ∈ G. We have

LxH = ⌈B(2)
e LxH⌋ ⊂ ⌈B

(2)
xHB

(2)∗
xH LxH⌋ = ⌈B

(2)
xH(B

(2)∗
xH LxH)⌋ ⊂ ⌈B

(2)
xHLH⌋.

On the other hand, it is easy to see that ⌈B
(2)
xHLH⌋ ⊂ LxH . Our proof is complete.

Lemma 3.4. If B(1) and B(2) are strongly equivalent implemented by L, then L is
B(2)-full over G/H.

Proof. It is sufficient to prove that ⌈B
(2)
xHLH⌋ = LxH for any x ∈ G. By Lemma 3.2

we have
⌈B

(2)
xHLH⌋ ⊃ ⌈B(2) [LxH , LH ]LH⌋ = ⌈LxH [LH , LH ]B(1)⌋; (16)

but since B(1) and B(2) are strongly equivalent, hence we have

⌈[LH , LH ]B(1)⌋ ⊃ ⌈B(1)B(1)∗
e ⌋ ⊃ B(1)

e . (17)

Combining (16) and (17) we conclude that

⌈B
(2)
xHLH⌋ ⊃ LxH . (18)

(18) and ⌈B
(2)
xHLH⌋ ⊂ LxH completes our proof.

3.2 Application I: The Positivity of Representation

Lemma 3.5. Suppose B(1) and B(2) are strongly equivalent implemented by L. If S
is a non-degenerate ∗-representation of B

(1)
H which is B(1)-positive, then Ind(S;LH)

is B(2)-positive.

Proof. This is an easy consequence of Lemma 3.4 and Theorem 2.13.

Theorem 3.6. Let B be a Fell bundle over G. Any non-degenerate ∗-representation
of BH is B-positive.

Proof. If B is a semi-direct product bundle, then apply [7, XI.8.9] it is easy to verify
that any ∗-representation of BH is B-positive.

Now we drop the assumption that B is a semi-direct product bundle. Let B =
B(2); and let B(1) be a semi-direct product bundle which is strongly equivalent to
B = B(2) implemented by L. Then C∗(B

(1)
H ) and C∗(B

(2)
H ) are Morita equivalent

implemented by L (LH). Hence there is a non-degenerate ∗-representation S ′ of

B
(1)
H such that Ind(S ′;L (LH)) = S. We have known that S ′ is B(1)-positive; by

Lemma 3.5 S is B(2)-positive. Our proof is complete.
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3.3 Application II: Fell-Doran’s Imprimitivity Theorem and

Conjugation of Representations

3.3.1 Background

We review the notions from [7] which we need in our sequential discussions.

Definition 3.7. A system of imprimitivity (for B over G/H) is a pair 〈T, P 〉,
where T is a non-degenerate ∗-representation of B and P a regular projection-valued
measure of G/H on O(X(T )) satisfying

Tb(P (W )) = P (π(b)W )Tb

for all b ∈ B and Borel subsets W of G/H .

Construction 3.8. For each x ∈ G we let Dx = C0(G/H,Bx) (the space of con-
tinuous functions from G/H into Bx vanishing at the infinity point). Let D be
the disjoint union of {Dx}x∈G. By [7, §VIII.7] D is a Fell bundle over G with the
multiplication and involution defined by

ψφ(m) = ψ(m)φ(x−1m), ψ∗(m) = (ψ(xm))∗

(x, y ∈ G; ψ ∈ Dx, φ ∈ Dy;m ∈ G/H). We call this Fell bundle, which we denote
by D , the G,G/H transformation bundle derived from B.

For f ∈ L (B) and r ∈ C0(G/H), we use the symbol fr to denote the the map
fr : G → D defined by fr(x)(m) = f(x)r(m) (x ∈ G, m ∈ G/H), and the linear
span of {fr : x ∈ G, f ∈ L (B), r ∈ C0(G/H,Bx)} by ΓD . By [7, VIII.18.17], ΓD

is a ∗-algebra dense in L (D) in the inductive limit topology.
By [7, §VIII.18] any non-degenerate ∗-representation of D can be identified with

a unique system of imprimitivity 〈T, P 〉; and by [7, VIII.18.17], under this identifi-
cation we have

〈T, P 〉(fr) = P (r)T (f) (r ∈ C0(G/H); f ∈ L (B)). (19)

Construction 3.9. Let L (D)[ , ] : L (B)× L (B) → L (D) be defined by

L (D)[f, g](x, yH) =

∫

H

f(yh)g∗(h−1y−1x)dvh (x, y ∈ G).

Recall from Construction 1.12 the definition of [ , ]L (BH ). By [7, §XI.14] we know
that 〈L (B),L (D) [ , ], [ , ]L (BH ))〉 is a L (D), L (BH) imprimitivity bimodule. Let
FD = {L (D)[f, g] : f, g ∈ L (B)}.

Let S be a non-degenerate ∗-representation of BH ; and let Y be the Hilbert
bundle over G/H induced from S. For each Borel subset W ⊂ G/H , we define a
projection P (W ) by

P (W )f(x) = χW (m)f(m) (f ∈ L2(Y ); m ∈ G/H)

for all f ∈ L (B) and r ∈ C0(G/H). Then 〈IndBH↑B(S), P 〉 is a system of imprim-
itivity; and we have

〈IndBH↑B(S), P 〉 ≃ Ind(S; 〈L (B), [ , ]L (BH ), L (D)[ , ]〉).
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Definition 3.10. We say that 〈IndBH↑B(S), P 〉 is induced from S.

Construction 3.11. Let S be a non-degenerate ∗-representation of BH . Let Y be
the Hilbert bundle over G/H induced from S (See Construction 1.11). Let x ∈ G.
For each c ∈ BxHx−1, we define S ′

c : YxH → YxH by

S ′
c(xξ) = δ(h)(1/2)∆(−1/2)τc(xξ) (xξ ∈ YxH).

Then S ′
c is a bounded operator on YxH, and c 7→ S ′

c is a ∗-representation of BxHx−1

which we denote by xS; and we say that xS is the x-conjugate of S.
By [7, XI.16.11], for each x ∈ G there is a L (BH), L (BxHx−1) imprimitivity

bimodule 〈L (BxH),L (B
xHx−1 ) [ , ], [ , ]L (BH )〉 such that

xS ≃ Ind(S; 〈L (BxH),L (B
xHx−1) [ , ], [ , ]L (BH )〉). (20)

We omit the details of the structures of this imprimitivity bimodule because we do
not need them in this work.

3.3.2 The Results

Lemma 3.12. Let F be a ∗-ideal of L (B); and for each x ∈ G let Jx be the closure
of {f(x) : f ∈ F}. For each y, z ∈ G, we have

ByJz ⊂ Jyz; JzBy ⊂ Jzy; J
∗
y ⊂ Jy−1 .

Proof. Let a ∈ By and b ∈ {f(z) : f ∈ F}. Let g ∈ L (B) such that g(y) = a; and
we take a f ∈ F satisfying f(z) = b. Let {ψi}i∈I be an approximation unit of G
around y; we have

ab = limi→∞

∫

G

(ψi(x)g(x))f(x
−1yz))dx = ((ψg) ∗ f)(yz) ∈ Jyz.

Since {f(z) : f ∈ F} is dense in Jz, hence we conclude that ByJz ⊂ Jyz. By the
same argument we can prove that JzBy ⊂ Jzy and J∗

y ⊂ Jy−1 .

Lemma 3.13. We keep the notations of Lemma 3.12. If Je 6= Be, then there is
a non-degenerate ∗-representation T of B such that T 6= 0 and T (f) = 0 for all
f ∈ F .

Proof. By [6, II.13.18] we can define a topology on the disjoint union of Bx/Jx
making {Bx/Jx}x∈G a Fell bundle over G such that x 7→ f(x) + Jx is a continuous
cross-section for each f ∈ L (B). We denote this Fell bundle by B/J ; since Je 6= Be,
hence B/J is non-zero. By the aid of [6, II.13.3] it is easy to see that the map
̥ : B → B/J defined by a 7→ a + Jπ(a) is continuous. Let S be a faithful ∗-
representation of B/J ; then we take T = S ◦ ̥. T is a ∗-representation of B

satisfying T (f) = 0 for all f ∈ F ; and since B/J is non-zero, hence S 6= 0 and so
T 6= 0.

Lemma 3.14. If B is saturated, then any non-degenerate ∗-representation of D is
induced from a non-degenerate ∗-representation of DH .
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Proof. Let 〈T, P 〉 be a non-degenerate ∗-representation of D . Let D ′ be the G,G/H
transformation bundle derived from D . Then 〈〈T, P 〉, P 〉 is a system of imprimitivity
for D ′ over G/H . Since B is saturated, hence D is saturated; by [7, XI.14.18] 〈T, P 〉
is induced from a ∗-representation of DH . Our proof is complete.

Lemma 3.15. Let 〈T, P 〉 be a non-degenerate ∗-representation of D. If 〈T, P 〉 is
induced from a ∗-representation of DH , then it is induced from a ∗-representation
of BH (see Definition 3.10).

Proof. Since 〈T, P 〉 is induced from a ∗-representation of DH , hence there is a pro-
jection valued measure Q on G/H such that 〈〈T, P 〉, Q〉 is a system of imprimitivity
for D over G/H . Let D ′ be the G,G/H transformation bundle derived from D .
By [7, XI.14.17] 〈〈T, S〉, Q〉|FD ′ (see Construction 3.9) is non-degenerate; hence the
restriction of 〈〈T, P 〉, Q〉 on the linear span of {L (D ′)[fr, gs] : f, g ∈ L (B), r, s ∈
C0(G/H)} is non-degenerate because this set is dense in FD ′ in the inductive limit
topology. But we have

L (D ′)[fr, gs](x, yH) =

∫

G

fr(yh)(gs)∗(h−1y−1x)dvh

=

∫

G

f(yh)g∗(h−1y−1x)dvh r(yH)s∗(yH)

(21)

(x, y ∈ G); then by (19)

〈〈T, S〉, Q〉(L (D ′)[fr, gs]) = Q(rs∗)〈T, S〉(L (D)[f, g]),

we conclude that 〈T, S〉|FD is non-degenerate. By [7, XI.14.17], 〈T, S〉 is induced
from a ∗-representation of BH .

Construction 3.16. For each x ∈ G we let Ex = C0(G/H,Dx) (the space of
continuous functions from G/H into Dx vanishing at the infinity point). Let E be
the disjoint union of {Ex}x∈G. By [6, II.13.18] there is a unique topology making
E a Banach bundle over G such that for each f ∈ L (L) and r ∈ L0(G/H) the
cross-section fr defined by

fr(x)(m) = f(x)r(m) (x ∈ G;m ∈ G/H)

is continuous. We denote this Banach bundle by E .
For each pair of u ∈ Ex, v ∈ Ey, we define D(2) [ , ] : E × E → D (2) and

[ , ]D(1) : E × E → D (1) by

D(2) [u, v](m) =B(2) [u(m), v(yx−1m)]; [u, v]D(1)(m) = [u(xm), v(xm)]B(1)

(m ∈ G/H).
We define right action of D (2) on E by

(ψu)(m) = ψ(m)u(z−1m) (m ∈ G/H)

(ψ ∈ D
(2)
z ) and left action D (1) on E by

(vφ)(m) = v(m)φ(y−1m) (m ∈ G/H)
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(φ ∈ Dz).
It is routing to verify that we have made E a D (2)-D (1) equivalence bundle; and

if B(1) and B(2) are strongly equivalent, then D (1) and D (2) are strongly equivalent
implemented by E .

Theorem 3.17. C∗(BH) and C∗(D) are Morita equivalent implemented by the
imprimitivity bimodule 〈L (B),L (D) [ , ], [ , ]L (BH ))〉 if and only if B is H-saturated.

Proof. Suppose B isH-saturated. We denote B by B(2); and let B(1) be a saturated
Fell bundle over G weakly equivalent to B(1) implemented by a bundle L. Let
E be the bundle implementing the weak equivalence of D (1) and D (2) = D . By
[7, XI.14.17] and Theorem 2.13 each ∗-represntation of BH is inducible to a non-
degenerate ∗-representation of D ; hence, in order to prove that BH and D are
Morita equivalent, by Lemma 1.9 it is sufficient to prove that any non-degenerate
∗-representation of D is induced from a non-degenerate ∗-representation of BH .

Let R be a non-degenerate ∗-representation of D (2). Since D (2) is H-saturated,
hence by Lemma 3.3 D is D (2)-full for G/H . By Theorem 2.13 R is induced from

a non-degenerate ∗-representation of D
(2)
H ; and by Lemma 3.15 R is induced from a

∗-representation of B
(2)
H . The ‘if’ part is proved.

Conversely, let us suppose that B is not H-saturated. Then by Lemma 3.13
and Construction 3.9, the linear span of {L (D)[f, g] : f, g ∈ L (B)} is not dense in
C∗(D), so BH and D cannot be Morita equivalent implemented by L (B).

Theorem 3.18. The following conditions are equivalent:
(i) B is H-saturated;
(ii) BH and D are Morita equivalent implemented by L (B);
(iii) BH and BxHx−1 are Morita equivalent implemented by L (BxH) for all

x ∈ G.

Proof. (i) ⇔ (ii) is proved in Proposition 3.17. We just need to prove (i) ⇔ (iii).
(i) ⇒ (iii): By Lemma 1.9, it is sufficient to prove that if S is a non-degenerate

∗-representation of BH , then Ind(S;L (BxH)) exists and is non-zero. But Theorem
3.6 and (20) Ind(S;L (BxH)) exists as a representation of BxHx−1 on the Hilbert
space YxH ; since B is H-saturated, it is routine to verify that YxH is a non-zero
Hilbert space, hence Ind(S;L (BxH)) is nonzero.

(iii) ⇒ (i) : This may be proved by the same argument of the proof of (ii) ⇒ (i)
by the aid of Lemma 3.13.
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[5] Abadie, Fernando and Mart́ı Pérez, Laura, On the amenability of partial and enveloping

actions, Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society. 137 (2009), 3689–3693.

[6] Fell, J. M. G. and Doran, R. S., Representations of ∗-algebras, locally compact groups,

and Banach ∗-algebraic bundles. Vol. 1 , Academic Press, Inc., Boston, MA, 1988.

[7] Fell, J. M. G. and Doran, R. S., Representations of ∗-algebras, locally compact groups,

and Banach ∗-algebraic bundles. Vol. 2 , Academic Press, Inc., Boston, MA, 1988.

[8] Ferraro, Damián, Induction and absorption of representations and amenability of Banach
∗-algebraic, arXiv:2009.01064 (2020).

[9] Muhly, Paul S. and Williams, Dana P., Equivalence and disintegration theorems for Fell

bundles and their C∗-algebras, Dissertationes Math. 456 (2008), 1-57.

[10] Kaliszewski, S. and Muhly, Paul S. and Quigg, John and Williams, Dana P., Fell
bundles and imprimitivity theorems: Mansfield’s and Fell’s theorems, Journal of the Australian
Mathematical Society. 95 (2013), 68–75.

[11] Raeburn, Iain and Williams, Dana P., Morita equivalence and continuous-trace C∗-

algebras, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI (1998).

[12] Sims, Aidan and Williams, Dana P., An equivalence theorem for reduced Fell bundle

C∗-algebras, New York Journal of Mathematics. 19 (2013), 159-178.

18

http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.01064

	1 Preliminaries
	1.1 Induced Representation and Morita Equivalence: Abstract Version
	1.2 Induced Representations and Morita Equivalence: Examples of Fell Bundles
	1.3 Equivalence of Fell Bundles

	2 The Bridge Lemmas
	2.1 Bridge Lemma: Path I
	2.2 Bridge Lemma: Path II
	2.3 Bridge Lemma: Path III

	3 Application: An Investigation on the Fell-Doran Imprimitivity Theorem
	3.1 A Remark
	3.2 Application I: The Positivity of Representation
	3.3 Application II: Fell-Doran's Imprimitivity Theorem and Conjugation of Representations
	3.3.1 Background
	3.3.2 The Results



