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Abstract. In this paper, we give a complete, two-way characterization, of when
a noncommutative crossed product A ⋊λ G is simple, in the case of G being an
FC-hypercentral group. This is a large class of amenable groups that contains all
virtually nilpotent groups, and in the finitely-generated setting, coincides with
the set of groups which have polynomial growth. We further completely char-
acterize the ideal intersection property under the assumption that the group is
FC, meaning that every element has a finite conjugacy class. Finally, for min-
imal actions of arbitrary discrete groups on unital C*-algebras, we are able to
characterize when the crossed product A ⋊λ G is prime.
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1. Introduction

The last several years have seen tremendous progress in problems related to C*-
algebras generated by groups and their dynamical systems. In particular, the prob-
lem of determining when the reduced group C*-algebra C∗

λ(G) is simple, which has
its origin in Powers’ work from 1975 [Pow75], was completely solved by Breuil-
lard, Kalantar, Kennedy, and Ozawa in [KK17], [BKKO17], and [Ken20] (see also
[Haa16]), using new refreshing ideas. This theory was shortly after generalized
to the case of reduced crossed products C(X) ⋊λ G involving commutative C*-
algebras, by Kawabe in [Kaw17]. Somewhat more recently, the corresponding result
for étale groupoid C*-algebras was obtained in collaborated work of the second
author [KKL+21]. This last result is still in essence a result about dynamics on
commutative C*-algebras, with the C*-algebra C0(G(0)) (where G(0) ⊆ G is the unit
space) admitting a partial action of the inverse semigroup of open bisections, in the
appropriate sense.

Noncommutative C*-dynamical systems G↷ A and their corresponding crossed
products A ⋊λ G had always been more mysterious, and before going into more
detail, we would like to briefly describe the context and scope of our paper here.
Our flagship result, Theorem B, fully characterizes simplicity of the noncommutative
crossed product A⋊λG in the case of FC-hypercentral groups G, a very large class of
amenable groups that includes, for example, all virtually nilpotent groups. Related
results are Theorem A, dealing with a related property called the ideal intersec-
tion property in the non-minimal setting, and Theorem C characterizing primality
of the crossed product with no assumptions on the group whatsoever - only mini-
mality of the action. Our results are the first true if and only if characterizations
in such a general setting, and present substantial progress in our understanding of
the ideal structure of noncommutative crossed products. The main existing results
before our work include the work of Elliott [Ell80], Kishimoto [Kis82], Olesen and
Pedersen [OP78, OP80, OP82], and Archbold and Spielberg [AS94] that give the
sufficient (but far from necessary) conditions of the action being properly outer or
topologically free. Olesen and Pedersen also give conditions for simplicity/primality
of the crossed product in the case of abelian groups, using a somewhat complicated
tool called the Connes spectrum of the action. Our characterizations are far easier
and can be completely described directly in terms of the dynamics of G on either
A itself or the injective envelope I(A). Likewise, Rieffel [Rie80] gives further char-
acterizations in the case of finite groups, but these are also indirect and written in
terms of certain subalgebras C ⊆ A ⋊λ G. Somewhat more distant (but extremely
important) are the results of Echterhoff [Ech90a] which give conditions on prime
ideals in A⋊λ G being maximal, particularly useful (especially for us!) in the case
of G being FC-hypercentral. Finally, there was the recent work of Kennedy and
Schafhauser in [KS19], which obtains intrinsic sufficient conditions that are weaker
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than proper outerness, but are still far from necessary in general, with the converse
holding under a strong untwisting condition that they call vanishing obstruction.
This extra assumption is known to not hold even in certain actions of finite G on
finite-dimensional A.

Now we go back into somewhat more detail. As mentioned previously, the problem
of determining when a reduced crossed product A ⋊λ G, where A is now noncom-
mutative, is simple (or more generally, has the intersection property) was addressed
already in the classical work of Archbold and Spielberg [AS94]. They show that
A ⋊λ G is simple under minimality and a (noncommutative) topological freeness
assumption on the action. While minimality is necessary for simplicity, topological
freeness is known to be only a sufficient condition. Similarly, if G is a countable
amenable group acting on a separable C*-algebra, such that the induced action of
G on the primitive ideal space of A is free, it is known that A⋊λ G is simple if and
only if the induced action on Prim(A) is minimal (see, for example, [Wil07, Theo-
rem 8.20 and Theorem 8.21]). However, such forms of freeness are rarely satisfied
(see for instance Example 9.4). This leaves the question of a necessary and sufficient
condition for simplicity in the noncommutative setting open and mysterious. Note
that if A is commutative and the group G is amenable (or acts amenably on A),
then it is shown in [KT90, Theorem 4.1] (see also [AS94, Theorem 2]) that A⋊λ G
is simple if and only if the action is minimal and topologically free.

A seemingly weaker condition of noncommutative topological freeness, which
nowadays is considered to be “the right condition”, is called proper outerness and it
was introduced by Kishimoto in [Kis82] (under the original name of freely acting).
A different version of this property was introduced a few years prior by Elliott in
[Ell80], and the two notions are known to coincide when the underlying C*-algebra
is separable. The first general result on proper outerness (together with minimality
of the action and separability of the base algebra) implying simplicity of a reduced
crossed product can be found in a paper by Olesen and Pedersen [OP82, Theo-
rem 7.2] (see also [Sie10, Remark 2.23]), generalizing older results of Elliott and
Kishimoto in special cases.

Using the powerful tools developed for the theory of C*-simplicity, Kennedy and
Schafhauser [KS19] obtain sufficient conditions for the action that are weaker than
proper outerness in general, but still imply simplicity in the minimal setting. More-
over, under an “untwisting” assumption which they call vanishing obstruction, they
also manage to obtain converse results. For amenable groups, everything again sim-
plifies: if G is amenable and the action G↷ A has vanishing obstruction, then sim-
plicity of A⋊λG is equivalent to proper outerness and minimality of the action [KS19,
Corollary 9.7]. However, vanishing obstruction is a strong condition, which can fail
even in the setting of finite abelian groups acting on finite-dimensional C*-algebras.
See [KS19, Example 5.6] for a counterexample of the form M2 ⋊λ (Z/2Z × Z/2Z)
(also analyzed in our paper in Section 9.2 using our new tools).

Also worth mentioning are the works of Olesen and Pedersen [OP78] and [OP80],
where they fully characterize when a crossed product is prime, or has the intersection
property, in the case of locally compact abelian groups. Their characterizations are
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in terms of the Connes spectrum Γ(α) of the homomorphism α : G → Aut(A),
which is a certain subgroup of the dual group Ĝ. The precise definition of the
Connes spectrum, found in [Ole75, Section 1], is a fairly complicated construction
that involves considering all possible G-invariant hereditary C*-subalgebras B ⊆ A,
and the L1(G)-action on each of these algebras.

In addition, there is also the work of Rieffel in [Rie80], where he considers char-
acterizing simplicity and primality of crossed products in the case of finite groups,
using quite similar notions of partly inner and purely outer automorphisms. How-
ever, these results are written in terms of a suitable subalgebra C ⊆ A ⋊λ G that
is in principle easier to understand, but more intrinsic characterizations in terms of
the dynamical system (A,G) are not given.

We now begin describing the results in this article, and the main ideas surrounding
them. First of all, we would like to mention that, as in all recent results concerning
C*-simplicity and ideal structure for crossed products, we will heavily use the theory
of injective envelopes developed by Hamana. More precisely, for a C*-dynamical
system (A,G), we will frequently consider the two additional induced dynamical
systems: (I(A), G) and (IG(A), G), where I(A), the injective envelope of A, denotes
the minimal injective C*-algebra containing A, and IG(A) denotes its equivariant
version. The existence of these objects was proven by Hamana in [Ham79a, Ham85].
We refer the reader to Section 2.2 for more details.

We also mention that we obtain different results based on different end goals (ob-
taining the intersection property, obtaining simplicity, ...) and different assumptions
(FC groups, FC-hypercentral groups, ...). At the end of the day, all of these results
use the exact same underlying characterizations, which are cumbersome to write
out each time. As such, we split off the characterizations here. We also warn the
reader that these are characterizations for the negations of the properties that we
are interested, simply due to them being much easier to write out and work with
this way.

Notation. Let G be a discrete group acting on a C*-algebra A by *-automorphisms.
Denote the set of elements of G whose conjugacy class is finite by FC(G). We
say that the action has characterization (C1) if there exist if there exists some
r ∈ FC(G) \ {e}, a non-zero r-invariant central projection p ∈ I(A), and a unitary
u ∈ U(I(A)p) such that

(1) r acts by Adu on I(A)p;
(2) s · p = p and s · u = u for all s ∈ CG(r) := {g ∈ G | gr = rg}.

We say that the action has characterization (C2) if there exists some r ∈ FC(G)\
{e}, a non-zero r-invariant ideal J ⊆ A, and a unitary u in the multiplier algebra
M(J) such that:

(1) J ∩ s · J is essential in both J and s · J , for all s ∈ CG(r). In particular,
M(J) and M(s · J) both canonically embed into M(J ∩ s · J);

(2) Letting ε1 = ∥αr|J − (Adu)|J∥ and ε2 = sups∈CG(r) ∥s · u− u∥, we have

2
√

2 −
√

4 − ε2
1 + ε2 <

√
2.
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In Section 4, we consider the case of FC-groups, which are groups where every
conjugacy class is finite. Recall that a C*-dynamical system (A,G) is said to have the
intersection property if any non-zero ideal of A⋊λ G has non-zero intersection with
A. It is clear that for minimal actions, this is equivalent to simplicity of A ⋊λ G.
Again, We write down all of our main results in terms of the negations of these
properties, as this makes the statements of the characterizations less cumbersome.
Theorem A (Theorem 4.7 and Theorem 7.15, together with Proposition 8.2 and
Proposition 8.3 for the non-unital case). Let G be an FC-group acting on a C*-
algebra A, not necessarily unital. Then the crossed product A⋊λG does not have the
intersection property if and only if the action has characterization (C1) involving
I(A). If the C*-algebra A is separable, then this is furthermore equivalent to the
action having characterization (C2) involving A itself.

In certain special cases, we obtain significantly nicer characterizations. For ex-
ample, in the setting of simple C*-algebras, Corollary 9.2 can reduce condition
(C1) from I(A) to M(A) directly. Likewise, in the case of G = Z and square-free
G = Z/nZ, Corollary 9.6 shows that the intersection property turns out to be com-
pletely equivalent to the usual notion of proper outerness, even in the setting of
non-separable A.

Similar methods to what are used to prove Theorem A allow us to also characterize
when a crossed product A ⋊λ G is prime - see Theorem 4.8. This generalizes a
characterization by Hamana, which was obtained in the setting of finite groups, see
[Ham85, Theorem 10.1].

The first step in our argument is that if the crossed product A ⋊λ G does not
have the intersection property, then through the machinery of Section 3, we are
fairly easily able to obtain an element u ∈ IG(A) with the above requirements.
However, in Theorem A we want u to rather belong to I(A). A general theme in
all of the modern C*-simplicity results is to take any results on IG(A), which is
an extremely mysterious and poorly-understood space, and try to push them down
onto a more tractable space, such as I(A) or A itself. In the commutative case, this
ends up being relatively straightforward, given that we have dual maps between the
spectra of all of these spaces. In the noncommutative case, this is not nearly as
straightforward, and we end up developing a far more roundabout argument.

Finally, after we have our unitary u ∈ U(I(A)p) as in the statement of Theorem A,
we may instead convert this to a more tractable property involving A instead. Ob-
serve that if we removed the statements “s · p = p and s · u = u for all s ∈ CG(r)”
from the requirements in the theorem, then the characterization would essentially
be asking whether or not the action of G on I(A) is properly outer, which is well-
known to coincide with an appropriate analogue on A (with a little bit of work,
this follows from [Ham85, Theorem 7.4]). In the separable setting at least, the sim-
plest characterization of proper outerness is that of Elliott [Ell80]. A brief overview
of these classical notions is given in Section 2.3. The equivariant version of this
characterization is developed in Section 7. This turns out to be substantially more
difficult than one would expect, and is the most involved part of our paper. Another
glance at the second half of Theorem A will lead to the observation that there is
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no CG(r)-invariance on any of the constituent components, but rather an “almost
invariance” in all of the appropriate senses. The proof of the equivalence is also far
from being a straightforward generalization of the classical case, and requires the
application of new ideas and techniques along every step of the way.

In Section 5, we upgrade these results to the setting of FC-hypercentral groups.
A brief review of FC-hypercentral groups can be found in Section 2.4. This is a
much larger class of groups, which, in the finitely generated setting, coincides with
the set of groups with polynomial growth. Denoting by FC(G) the FC-center of a
a group G (that is, the subset of elements which have finite conjugacy class), the
main theorem reads as follows:

Theorem B (Theorem 5.5 and Theorem 7.15). Let G be an FC-hypercentral group
acting minimally on a unital C*-algebra A. Then A ⋊λ G is not simple if and
only if the action has characterization (C1) involving I(A). If the C*-algebra A is
separable, then this is furthermore equivalent to the action having characterization
(C2) involving A itself.

The proof of this theorem is inspired by the work of Bédos and Omland [BO16],
where they characterize when twisted reduced group C*-algebras C∗

λ(G, σ) involving
FC-hypercentral groups are simple, or have a unique trace. In their work, as well
as in ours, the characterization reduces down to the FC-center of the group G, via
a technical lemma that allows working up the entire FC-central series. Note that in
our proof, we really do need minimality for one very essential part of our argument,
and we do not see an easy way to work around it to obtain a characterization of the
intersection property (or primality) like in the previous setting of FC-groups.

Before proceeding further, we would like to take a small detour and point out
an interesting observation. It is well known that every FC-hypercentral group is
amenable. It is moreover known that, for every amenable group G, any injective
von Neumann algebra is automatically G-injective. It is therefore natural to ask
if any injective C*-algebra is G-injective for any amenable group G (equivalently,
I(A) = IG(A) for any C*-algebra A and any amenable group G), which would
significantly simplify the arguments mentioned above for both FC-groups and FC-
hypercentral groups. In fact, we strongly recommend that the reader keeps this
question in mind while reading through the rest of the paper. To our knowledge,
this problem is open, and we do not see an easy argument for proving it is true, nor
for constructing a counterexample. We give a slightly more detailed discussion on
this matter in Section 2.2.

Our final main result stems from the observation that most of the arguments
presented in the proofs of the previous two theorems can be modified to prove, in
full generality, when a crossed product A ⋊λ G is prime, as long as the action is
minimal (see Section 6). Again, minimality is very crucial for a specific part of the
argument, and we do not see an easy way to reduce it down to just assuming that
A is G-prime.
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Theorem C (Theorem 6.2 and Theorem 7.15). Let G be any discrete group acting
minimally on a unital C*-algebra A. Then A⋊λG is not prime if and only if the ac-
tion has characterization (C1) involving I(A). If the C*-algebra A is separable, then
this is furthermore equivalent to the action having characterization (C2) involving
A itself.

If the group G is amenable, then the proof of Theorem C is not difficult. How-
ever, the non-amenable setting makes use of a highly non-trivial technical lemma,
Lemma 6.1, which was not needed for the previous results due to FC-groups and
FC-hypercentral groups always being amenable.

We remark that Theorem B follows from Theorem C and the fact that for FC-
hypercentral groups acting minimally on a unital C*-algebra, the attached crossed
product is simple if and only if it is prime. Nevertheless, we keep the proofs of
Theorem B and Theorem C separate, as the FC-hypercentral case is more direct. In
addition, it is worth noting that the equivalence between simplicity and primality
in the FC-hypercentral setting was originally proven by Echterhoff in much greater
generality in [Ech90a, Theorem 3.1] (see also [Ech90b, Satz 5.3.1] in his thesis).
This is something that we initially overlooked and gave a different proof of, based
on techniques introduced by Bédos and Omland in [BO16]. We still keep the proof
in Section 5 as-is, as we consider the underlying details interesting on their own.
See the introductory paragraph in that section for more details.

Finally, we obtain an immediate corollary to Theorem C, one which is perhaps a
bit surprising at first. It is reminiscent of a likely well-known but somewhat folklore
analogue in the theory of tracial von Neumann algebras. Consider an ICC group G
acting on a tracial von Neumann algebra (M, τ), and assume that both the action
on M is trace-preserving and the action on Z(M) is ergodic. In this case, the von
Neumann crossed product M⋊G is a factor. For group C*-algebras, we also have
the equally folklore result that C∗

λ(G) is prime if (and only if) G is ICC [Mur03,
Proposition 2.3]. The C*-crossed product version is the following:

Corollary D (Corollary 6.4). If G is a discrete ICC group acting minimally on a
unital C*-algebra A, then the reduced crossed product A⋊λ G is prime.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Monotone complete C*-algebras. As made abundantly clear in the intro-
duction, the injective envelopes I(A) and IG(A) (reviewed in Section 2.2) played a
crucial role in all recent ideal-structure results for A⋊λ G. One of the most impor-
tant facts about injective algebras that make them especially convenient to work
with is that they are what is known as monotone complete. This means that every
bounded increasing net of self-adjoint elements admits a supremum.

Every von Neumann algebra is monotone complete, and while the converse is
false, such algebras will still in many ways behave as if they were von Neumann
algebras. Quite important to us is the fact that polar decompositions still work
inside monotone complete C*-algebras (for a more general version, we refer to [Ber72,
Section 21]).
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Proposition 2.1 ([Yen55, Lemma 2.1] and [Sas55, Lemma 4.2]). Let A be a mono-
tone complete C*-algebra, and let a ∈ A. There exists a unique projection p ∈ A,
called the right projection of a, such that ap = a, and ab = 0 if and only if pb = 0,
for every b ∈ A. This projection is denoted by RP(a). The left projection of a
is defined similarly, and is denoted by LP(a). Moreover, there is a unique partial
isometry u ∈ A with the property that a = u |a| and u∗u = RP(a).

It is important to recognize a subtle point, and that is that the left and right
projections LP(a) and RP(a) were defined intrinsically in terms of the monotone
complete C*-algebra A, and not in terms of any representation A ⊆ B(H). In the
setting of von Neumann algebras M ⊆ B(H), the polar decomposition x = u |x| of
an element x ∈ M is typically done with requiring that the support projection of u
is the projection onto ran |x|. In this setting, this projection lies in M and coincides
with RP(x), but in the general monotone complete setting, there is no reason to
expect them to coincide.

Also worth mentioning is the fact that, just like von Neumann algebras canonically
admit a weak*-topology, monotone complete C*-algebras admit notions of order
convergence, with the one of interest to us given by Hamana in [Ham82b, Section 1].
Note that Hamana defines a notion of convergence for nets, without necessarily
showing that it arises out of a topology. While we will not actually need to use
this notion of convergence most of the time, it is still worth keeping its existence
in mind, as in particular it is a very necessary part of the definition of Hamana’s
monotone complete crossed product, which we make heavy use of.

Definition 2.2. Let A be a monotone complete C*-algebra. We say that a net (xα)α

in A order-converges to x ∈ A, and write O − lim xα = x, if for every k = 0, 1, 2, 3,
there are bounded nets (y(k)

α )α and (z(k)
α )α of self-adjoint elements in A, and self-

adjoint elements y(k) ∈ A, such that the following hold:
• 0 ≤ y

(k)
α − y(k) ≤ z

(k)
α ;

• The net (z(k)
α )α is decreasing and has infimum zero;

•
∑3

k=0 i
ky

(k)
α = xα and

∑3
k=0 i

ky(k) = x.

Many times, certain properties of a non-monotone complete C*-algebra can be
studied more easily by embedding it into a certain monotone completion. This is
done, for example, in [Ham81], where the regular monotone completion A of A is
constructed. This object admits nice abstract properties that describe it uniquely,
but is perhaps a bit difficult to get a concrete handle on. If we instead consider a
crossed product C*-algebra A⋊λG, then, under certain conditions, there is another
monotone complete C*-algebra that it embeds into, and is far easier to explicitly
write down. In [Ham82c, Section 3], the monotone complete crossed product is
defined as follows:

Assume G is a discrete group acting on a unital C*-algebra A ⊆ B(H), and
recall that a reduced crossed product A ⋊λ G can be viewed as bounded operators
acting on the Hilbert space H ⊗ ℓ2(G). One may concretely view every operator
T ∈ B(H ⊗ ℓ2(G)) as a matrix T = [Tr,s]r,s∈G over B(H). With respect to this
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representation, every finitely supported element
∑

t∈G atλt ∈ A⋊λ G embeds as the
matrix [r−1 · ars−1 ]r,s∈G. Using the fact that such symmetry is still present after
taking limits, every element a ∈ A⋊λ G can be written as a formal sum

∑
t∈G atλt,

in a unique way. However, there is nothing stopping us from instead considering the
following, perfectly valid, operator subsystem of B(H ⊗ ℓ2(G)).

M(A,G) :=
{∑

t∈G

atλt (formal sum)
∣∣∣∣∣ [r−1 · ars−1 ]r,s∈G ∈ B(H ⊗ ℓ2(G))

}
.

It is immediate that the coefficients (at)t∈G uniquely determine the elements of
M(A,G). What is not immediately clear is why M(A,G) is, in any way, closed
under multiplication. We summarize below results from [Ham82b, Section 6] and
[Ham82c, Section 3] (see also [Ham85, Section 3]), which show that things mostly
still behave how one would expect, as long as we specify the correct multiplication
structure to use.

Proposition 2.3. Let G be a discrete group acting on a monotone complete C*-
algebra A. Then M(A,G) is a C*-algebra, when inheriting the involution and Ba-
nach space structure from B(H ⊗ ℓ2(G)), but equipped with the new multiplication

[xr,s]r,s∈G · [yr,s]r,s∈G :=
[
O −

∑
t∈G

xr,tyt,s

]
r,s∈G

where [xr,s]r,s∈G and [yr,s]r,s∈G are the matrix representations with respect to the
Hilbert space H ⊗ ℓ2(G), and O −

∑
t∈G xr,tyt,s denotes the order-limit in A of the

finite sums. The multiplication of the formal sums is reflected in the following way:∑
g∈G

agλg

 ·

∑
g∈G

bgλg

 =
∑
g∈G

(
O −

∑
t∈G

at−1(t−1 · btg)
)
λg.

Moreover, M(A,G) is monotone complete.

Remark 2.4. As remarked in [Ham85, Section 3], the above multiplication does
not necessarily coincide with the usual multiplication in B(H ⊗ ℓ2(G)), due to the
fact that we are taking an order-limit in A instead of, say, a strong limit in B(H).

Most of the time, we will not be multiplying arbitrary elements in M(A,G) to-
gether, and thus the reader should not worry too much about order-convergent sums.
However, one fact that we absolutely will be making heavy use of is the fact that
M(A,G) is itself monotone complete, whenever A is.

Remark 2.5. Just as for reduced crossed products, there is an equivariant faith-
ful conditional expectation E : M(A,G) → A, extending the canonical conditional
expectation on A ⋊λ G. Every x ∈ M(A,G) is given by the formal sum x =∑

g∈GE(xλ∗
g)λg.

Moving back to the more basic theory of monotone complete C*-algebras, they
admit fairly canonical monotone complete subalgebras. The following are two results
along these lines.
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Proposition 2.6. Let G be a discrete group acting on a monotone complete C*-
algebra A by *-automorphisms. The fixed point algebra

AG := {a ∈ A | g · a = a for all g ∈ G}
is itself monotone complete.
Proof. In general, it is clear that if (xλ)λ is a bounded increasing net of self-adjoint
elements in A, and α : A → B is a *-isomorphism between two monotone complete
C*-algebras, then (α(xλ))λ is a bounded increasing net of self-adjoint elements in
B, and sup

λ

Bα(xλ) = α(sup
λ

Axλ).

If (xλ)λ is such a net in AG, then we know that the supremum in A exists. Using
the above observation, given any g ∈ G, we have

g · (sup
λ

Axλ) = sup
λ

A(g · xλ) = sup
λ

Axλ.

In other words, sup
λ

Axλ ∈ AG. Given, however, that this was a supremum in the

larger C*-algebra A, then it automatically serves as a supremum in the smaller
algebra AG. ■

Proposition 2.7. Let A be a monotone complete C*-algebra. Then the center Z(A),
is automatically monotone complete.
Proof. This follows from applying Proposition 2.6 to A and the group of unitaries
U(A) acting on A by conjugation. ■

We will often be interested with working more hands-on with the center of a
monotone complete C*-algebra. It is a well-known result (we include a more mod-
ern citation) that, in the commutative setting, monotone complete C*-algebras are
determined by a topological condition on their spectra.
Theorem 2.8 ([SW15, Theorem 2.3.7]). Let X be a compact Hausdorff space. The
C*-algebra C(X) is monotone complete if and only if X is extremally disconnected,
i.e. the closure of any open set U ⊆ X is in fact clopen.
2.2. Injective envelopes. The theory of injective envelopes of C*-algebras was in-
troduced by Hamana in the 1970s and 1980s, originally in [Ham79a] and [Ham79b],
along with an equivariant version in [Ham85]. When dealing with Hamana’s the-
ory, the right category to work in is the category of G-operator systems. That
is, the category where objects are operator systems with an action of a discrete
group G by unital complete order isomorphisms (these automatically become *-
isomorphisms whenever the operator system G is acting upon is a C*-algebra). The
non-equivariant version can be obtained by letting G = {e}. However, the objects
we deal with in this paper will always end up being C*-algebras. Therefore, for
convenience, we recall some of Hamana’s theory here in a way that requires only
very basic theory of operator systems (see [Pau03] for an extensive introduction).
Definition 2.9. Let S and T be operator systems. We say that ϕ : S → T is a
complete order isomorphism if ϕ is a unital completely positive linear isomorphism
with completely positive inverse.
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When two operators systems S and T are equipped with an action of a discrete
group G by complete order isomorphisms, we say that S embeds equivariantly into
T , and write (S,G) ⊆ (T,G), if there is a G-equivariant unital completely positive
map ϕ : S → T which is a complete order isomorphism onto its range. Such a map
is called an equivariant embedding.
Theorem 2.10. Let G be a discrete group acting on a unital C*-algebra A. Then
there exists a unique G-C*-algebra, denoted IG(A), with the following properties:

(1) (A,G) ⊆ (IG(A), G) (inclusion of C*-algebras).
(2) Let S and T be G-operator systems such that (S,G) ⊆ (T,G). Then every

unital G-equivariant completely positive map ϕ : S → IG(A) extends to a
unital G-equivariant completely positive map ϕ̃ : T → IG(A).

(3) Let S be a G-operator system and assume that ϕ : IG(A) → S is a G-
equivariant unital completely positive map which restricts to an embedding
on A. Then ϕ is an embedding.

When G = {e}, one obtains the injective envelope of A, which is denoted by I(A).
Definition 2.11. Property (2) expresses the fact that IG(A) is a G-injective object
in the category of G-operator systems. Property (3) is known as G-essentiality of
the inclusion A ⊆ IG(A). Moreover, the inclusion A ⊆ IG(A) is G-rigid. Namely,
the identity map on IG(A) is the only G-equivariant unital completely positive
map ϕ : IG(A) → IG(A) which restricts to the identity map on A (see [Ham85,
Lemma 2.4]). If we set G = {e}, we obtain the non-equivariant versions of these
properties, and we simply call them injectivity, essentiality, and rigidity.

Very importantly, we may apply all of our theory of monotone complete C*-
algebras to the theory of injective envelopes, as the following proposition shows
(though well-known, we include a quick argument for convenience).
Proposition 2.12. An injective C*-algebra is automatically monotone complete,
and in particular this applies to I(A) for any unital C*-algebra A. Moreover, a G-
injective C*-algebra is automatically injective, and is therefore monotone complete
as well. In particular, this applies to IG(A) for any unital C*-algebra A.
Proof. It suffices to show that any G-injective C*-algebra B is injective and mono-
tone complete. We claim that there is an equivariant embedding of B into some
B(H) equipped with a G-action. To see this, consider the reduced crossed product
B ⋊λ G and faithfully represent it on some Hilbert space, so that B ⋊λ G ⊆ B(H).
This embedding is equivariant with respect to the action of conjugation by the
unitaries λg in both algebras. By G-injectivity, there is now a G-equivariant unital
completely positive map ϕ : B(H) → B that restricts to the identity map on B. It is
well-known that B(H) is both injective (in the non-equivariant sense) and monotone
complete, and moreover that these properties necessarily will pass to B. For the
specific details, the fact that B is injective can be found in [Pau03, Proposition 15.1],
and the fact that B is monotone complete can be found in [SW15, Section 8.1.1].
Letting G = {e} also shows that injective C*-algebras are monotone complete in
general. ■
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As remarked in [Ham85, Remark 2.3], IG(A) is always an injective C*-algebra.
However, as I(A) is an essential extension of A, it is not hard to construct the
following chain of inclusions, where the embeddings are operator system embeddings:

A ⊆ I(A) ⊆ IG(A).
The next proposition shows that we may in fact obtain such inclusions in a G-C*-
algebra sense.
Proposition 2.13 ([Ham85, Section 3]). Let G be a discrete group acting on a
unital C*-algebra A. The action of G on A extends uniquely to an action of G on
I(A), and there is a G-equivariant injective *-homomorphism from I(A) to IG(A)
restricting to the identity map on A. In other words, we may view

(A,G) ⊆ (I(A), G) ⊆ (IG(A), G).
It is also convenient to have the above inclusions on the respective centers.

Proposition 2.14 ([Ham79a, Corollary 4.3] and [Ham85, Lemma 6.2]). Let G be
a discrete group acting on a unital C*-algebra A. The inclusions A ⊆ I(A) ⊆
IG(A) from Proposition 2.13 automatically restrict to inclusions on the center of
each algebra. That is,

(Z(A), G) ⊆ (Z(I(A)), G) ⊆ (Z(IG(A)), G).
A slightly surprising version of Proposition 2.13 for crossed products is the fol-

lowing theorem by Hamana, which will be instrumental in passing from IG(A) to
I(A).
Theorem 2.15 ([Ham85, Theorem 3.4]). Let G be a discrete group acting on a
unital C*-algebra A. We have a *-homomorphic embedding IG(A)⋊λG ↪→ I(A⋊λG)
that restricts to the identity on the copy of A⋊λ G in both algebras. Consequently,
we may view

A⋊λ G ⊆ I(A) ⋊λ G ⊆ IG(A) ⋊λ G ⊆ I(A⋊λ G).
Keeping the above in mind, the following result is a very easy but very important

observation, which follows from the uniqueness of the injective envelope. It will let
us transfer properties between A⋊λ G, I(A) ⋊λ G, and IG(A) ⋊λ G.
Proposition 2.16. Let A and B be unital C*-algebras such that A ⊆ B ⊆ I(A).
Then there is a *-isomorphism I(B) ∼= I(A) which restricts to the identity on B.

Hamana proves in [Ham81, Theorem 7.1] the equivalence between a C*-algebra
B being prime, and the regular monotone completion B being a factor. This is
also true when considering the injective envelope I(B) instead, which can be proven
using the exact same proof, or the fact that Z(B) = Z(I(B)) (see [Ham81, Theo-
rem 6.3]). Together with Theorem 2.15 and Proposition 2.16, we obtain the following
proposition:
Proposition 2.17. Let B be a unital C*-algebra. Then B is prime if and only if
I(B) is a factor. In particular, for a discrete group G acting on a unital C*-algebra
A, the following are equivalent:
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(1) A⋊λ G is prime.
(2) I(A) ⋊λ G is prime.
(3) IG(A) ⋊λ G is prime.

Although I(A) ⋊λ G and IG(A) ⋊λ G embed into the monotone complete C*-
algebra I(A⋊λ G), which is also their common injective envelope, we may alterna-
tively consider the embeddings of I(A) ⋊λ G and IG(A) ⋊λ G into the monotone
complete C*-algebras M(I(A), G) and M(IG(A), G), respectively. This is usually
more helpful, because it allows us to work with elements that still admit well-behaved
series x =

∑
t∈G xtλt, with xt inside I(A) or IG(A).

We will also need the following easy observation.

Proposition 2.18. Let G be a discrete group acting minimally on a unital C*-
algebra A. The induced actions on the C*-algebras I(A), IG(A), Z(A), Z(I(A)),
and Z(IG(A)) are all minimal as well.

Proof. Assume that J ⊆ IG(A) is a non-trivial G-invariant ideal of IG(A). The
quotient map q : IG(A) → IG(A)/J is necessarily injective on A by minimality, but
is not injective on IG(A). This contradicts G-essentiality of the inclusion A ⊆ IG(A).

The exact same proof will work for I(A), since the inclusion A ⊆ I(A) is essential
and, in particular, G-essential.

Since A was arbitrary, if we show that (Z(A), G) is minimal, this will automat-
ically hold for I(A) and IG(A) as well. To see this, identify Z(A) with C(X), for
some compact space X, and assume that U ⊆ X is a non-zero proper invariant open
subset for the induced action on X.

Choose x ∈ X\U , and extend the evaluation map δx : Z(A) → C to a state ρ : A →
C. Then ρ vanishes on the ideal generated by C0(U) in A, namely span(C0(U) ·A),
since Z(A) lies in the multiplicative domain (see [BO08, Proposition 1.5.7] and
[BO08, Definition 1.5.8]) of ρ. (As a side note, the ideal span(C0(U) · A) is just
C0(U) · A by the Cohen-Hewitt factorization theorem). In any case, as ρ is non-
trivial, this ideal (which is clearly G-invariant and non-zero) cannot be all of A,
contradicting minimality of the action. ■

We also briefly mentioned in the introduction of this paper that a large part of
the difficulty in characterizing simplicity of A⋊λ G is the difficulty in passing from
results on IG(A) to results on I(A). The following proposition, which we prove here
for convenience, was observed by Hamana in [Ham85, Remark 3.8].

Proposition 2.19. Let G be a discrete amenable group and let M be an injective
von Neumann algebra. Then M is automatically G-injective.

Proof. Consider an inclusion (S,G) ⊆ (T,G) of G-operator systems, and assume
ϕ : S → M is a G-equivariant unital completely positive map. We know that there is
at least one extension ψ : T → M which is not necessarily equivariant, by injectivity.
Hence, the following set is nonempty:

{ψ : T → M | ψ is a unital completely positive map extending ϕ} .
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Observe that this set admits a compact Hausdorff topology under the point-weak*
topology, due to the fact that M is a von Neumann algebra. It also canonically has
a convex structure. Finally, it admits a G-action given by ψ 7→ gψg−1, and this is an
action by affine homeomorphisms. By Day’s fixed fixed point theorem, this action
admits a fixed point, and in this setting, a fixed point is a G-equivariant unital and
completely positive map ψ : T → M extending ϕ : S → M . ■

This proof is highly contingent on M being a von Neumann algebra, thus having
the unit ball be compact under a nice topology. In general, I(A) is only monotone
complete, and thus the closest analogue is a notion of order convergence. See, for
example, the discussion near the start of [Ham82b, Section 1]. It is unlikely that the
unit ball of I(A) is compact under any order topology, and thus this crucial piece of
the puzzle is missing in the above proof. In other words, one expects IG(A) ̸= I(A).

With that being said, this does not rule out the existence of some other deep
reason for the equality IG(A) = I(A) to still hold, and such a result would indeed
trivialize half of our work. Evidence for it being true is that they are completely
indistinguishable when G is amenable and acts minimally on a commutative C*-
algebra C(X). In this setting, [Kaw17, Theorem 3.4] says that the crossed product
C(X) ⋊λ G will be simple if and only if the action on the spectrum of IG(C(X)) is
free. On the other hand, by [KT90, Theorem 4.1] (or [AS94, Theorem 2]), simplicity
will be equivalent to topological freeness of the action on X, which in turn is known
to be equivalent to freeness of the action on the spectrum of I(C(X)).

2.3. Properly outer automorphisms. This subsection serves two purposes. The
first is simply for intuition on the statements of the main theorems (Theorem A,
Theorem B, and Theorem C), as all of them characterize simplicity (or primality)
using an equivariant version of proper outerness, or the lack thereof. However,
observe that in each theorem, two characterizations are given. One is a more elegant,
but perhaps more intractable characterization involving the somewhat mysterious
injective envelope I(A). The other is a characterization involving the ideals of A
(and their multiplier algebras), and it is more down-to-earth and understandable,
even if it is more technically cumbersome. These are both based off of two equivalent
characterizations for what is known as proper outerness of an action of G on a C*-
algebra A.

Our story begins with von Neumann algebras. Recall that an automorphism α
of a measure space (X,µ) is said to be essentially free if the set of fixed points
of α has measure zero, and this notion is very important when studying actions
on abelian von Neumann algebras L∞(X,µ). In [Kal69], Kallman generalizes this
notion to the noncommutative setting, and introduces the notion of a freely acting
automorphism of a von Neumann algebra. However, it was observed by Hamana
in [Ham82b, Proposition 5.1] that because monotone complete C*-algebras in many
ways behave like von Neumann algebras, in particular with being able to take polar
decompositions, all of Kallman’s results work exactly the same in this more general
setting. The following series of results are those originally observed by Kallman and
Hamana:
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Definition 2.20. Let A be a monotone complete C*-algebra. We say that a *-
automorphism α ∈ Aut(A) is freely acting if whenever x ∈ A satisfies xy = α(y)x
for all y ∈ A, we have x = 0. We say that α is properly outer if there is no non-zero
α-invariant central projection p ∈ A with α|Ap inner.

The following result shows that in the setting of monotone complete C*-algebras,
there is no difference between the notions defined above. Actually, there is a bit of
a subtle point in the statement of the theorem. Namely, in the definition of proper
outerness, one can ask whether α|pAp is ever inner for p not necessarily central, but
this does not actually change the definition.

Theorem 2.21 ([Ham82b, Proposition 5.1]). Let A be a monotone complete C*-
algebra, and let α ∈ Aut(A). There is a largest α-invariant projection p ∈ A such
that α|pAp is inner. Moreover, p is central and α|A(1−p) is freely acting. In fact, this
decomposition of A ∼= Ap⊕A(1 − p) into inner and freely acting parts is unique.

For the proof of Theorem 2.21, Hamana uses the following theorem, which we
explicitly state below as we will make use of it as well. We provide the proof for
convenience, but we closely follow the proof given by Kallman in [Kal69, Theo-
rem 1.1], in the setting of von Neumann algebras.

Theorem 2.22. Let A be a monotone complete C*-algebra, let α ∈ Aut(A), and
assume that x ∈ A implements the automorphism in the sense that xy = α(y)x for
all y ∈ A. Let x = u |x| be the polar decomposition of the element x, and let p = u∗u
be the domain projection of the partial isometry u. We have:

(1) The projection p is an α-invariant central projection in A;
(2) The partial isometry u is a unitary in U(Ap), and α|Ap = Adu.

Proof. We claim that x∗x ∈ Z(A). To see this, first note that, by taking adjoints in
the equality xy = α(y)x, for all y ∈ A, we have that x∗α(y) = yx∗, for all y ∈ A.
Consequently,

x∗xy = x∗α(y)x = yx∗x.

Therefore, x∗x ∈ Z(A), and so RP(x∗x) ∈ Z(A) (see for example [Ber72, Chapter 1,
Section 3, Corollary 1]). It is easy to verify that RP(x) = RP(x∗x). Thus, the
projection p = RP(x) in the statement of the theorem is indeed central.

Observe that xx∗ RP(x) = xRP(x)x∗ = xx∗, using centrality of RP(x). Therefore
xx∗(1 − RP(x)) = 0, which implies that RP(xx∗)(1 − RP(x)) = 0, by definition of
polar decomposition (see Proposition 2.1). In other words, we have that RP(x∗) =
RP(xx∗) ≤ RP(x). A similar computation shows that RP(x) ≤ RP(x∗). Hence,
uu∗ = RP(x∗) = RP(x) = u∗u.

We now wish to show that α(p) = p. To this end, note that because p and
therefore α(p) is central, we have xα(p) = α(p)x = xp = x, which implies that
x(1 − α(p)) = 0, and so p(1 − α(p)) = 0, by definition of polar decomposition.
Therefore, p ≤ α(p). For the reverse inequality, we have

α(x)p = α(xα−1(p)) = α(px) = α(xp) = α(x),
which implies that α(p) ≤ p using the fact that α(p) = RP(α(x)).
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Finally, we prove that the automorphism α is implemented by u on the corner
Ap. Let y ∈ A be given. Keeping in mind that |x| is central, we have

|x|uy = u |x| y = xy = α(y)x = α(y)u |x| = |x|α(y)u.

Thus, |x| (uy − α(u)y) = 0, and we conclude that RP(|x|)(uy − α(y)u) = 0. It is
again easy to verify that RP(|x|) = RP(x∗x), and so we have p(uy−α(y)u) = 0. As
p ∈ Z(A) and up = u, we see that uy = α(y)u. Observe that, because u is a unitary
in the α-invariant corner Ap, if y ∈ Ap, then in fact α(y) = uyu∗. ■

We state the following corollary (which we mentioned earlier) to Theorem 2.21.

Corollary 2.23. Given a *-automorphism α ∈ Aut(A) on a monotone complete
C*-algebra A, it is freely acting if and only if it is properly outer.

Everything that was done above shows that proper outerness is a very intuitive
and well-behaved property in the setting of monotone complete C*-algebras. Our
discussion now takes a turn towards the setting of general C*-algebras, given that
an equivariant version of proper outerness forms the second half of each of Theo-
rem A, Theorem B, and Theorem C. As mentioned in the introduction, such notions
(in their non-equivariant versions) have played an important role in studying the
simplicity of reduced crossed products A ⋊λ G. Multiple generalizations of proper
outerness to automorphisms on arbitrary C*-algebras were given by various authors,
and they generally all coincide when the underlying C*-algebra is separable. In par-
ticular, consider the properties listed in Theorem 2.25 below. The proofs of these
implications are somewhat subtle and trace back through several papers (with cita-
tions in the proof of Theorem 2.25). In the interest of the reader’s experience, we
will note ahead of time that:

• These are already somewhat well-known results, and the proof is given just
in the interest of gathering everything in one convenient place.

• The Borchers spectrum ΓB(·) is used in one of the equivalences. A precise
definition of this spectrum is given below, but we will not make use of it
anywhere else in our paper.

• Derivations are used in the proof. They will not be used anywhere else in
this paper.

• This proof makes brief use of the theory of injective envelopes of non-unital
C*-algebras, discussed in Section 7. Non-unital C*-algebras and their basic
injective envelope theory will not be used anywhere else in the paper, except
of course in that specific section.

The precise definition of the Borchers spectrum itself can be found, for example,
in [Ped79, Section 8.8] (alternatively, see [OP82, Section 3] or [Kis82, Section 1]),
along with [Ole75, Section 1] for the Arveson spectrum component. We repeat the
full definition here, for convenience:

Definition 2.24. Assume α : G → Aut(A) is an action of a discrete abelian group
G on a not necessarily unital C*-algebra A. (This definition can be modified to
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work in the locally compact setting). The Borchers spectrum is defined as

ΓB(α) :=
⋂

B∈Hα
B(A)

Sp(α|B),

where Hα
B(A) is the set of α-invariant hereditary C*-algebras B ⊆ A generating an

essential ideal in A, and Sp(β) of an action β : G → Aut(B) is the Arveson spectrum,
given by

Sp(β) =
{
γ ∈ Ĝ

∣∣∣ f̂(γ) = 0 for all f ∈ Iβ
B

}
,

where

Iβ
B =

f ∈ ℓ1(G)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
g∈G

f(g)βg(x) = 0 for all x ∈ B

 ,
and

f̂(γ) =
∑
g∈G

f(g)γ(g).

The Borchers spectrum of a single automorphism α ∈ Aut(A) is defined as the
Borchers spectrum for the corresponding Z-action on A, where n ∈ Z acts by αn.

Theorem 2.25. Let A be a unital C*-algebra, and let α ∈ Aut(A), with its unique
extension to I(A) also denoted by α. Consider the following conditions:

(1) There is a non-zero α-invariant ideal J ⊆ A such that ΓB(α|J) = {e}.
(2) There is a non-zero α-invariant central projection p ∈ I(A), and a unitary

u ∈ U(I(A)p) such that α acts by Adu on I(A)p.
(3) There is a non-zero α-invariant ideal J ⊆ A and a unitary u ∈ M(J), such

that ∥α|J − (Adu)|J∥ < 2.
(4) Given any ε ∈ (0, 2), there exists a non-zero α-invariant ideal J ⊆ A and a

unitary u ∈ M(J) such that ∥α|J − (Adu)|J∥ < ε.
We have that (1) and (2) are equivalent, and both are implied by (3) and (4). If A
is separable, all four are equivalent.

Proof. It is clear that (4) =⇒ (3). Now assume that (3) holds, with J ⊆ A and u ∈
M(I) so that ∥α|J − (Adu)|J∥ < 2. The following argument is based on what is ob-
served in [Ell80, Remark 2.2]. Our inequality is equivalent to ∥(Adu∗ ◦ α)|J − id |J∥ <
2. However, automorphisms that are “close” to the identity have very special struc-
ture, and in particular, a result of Kadison and Ringrose (specifically [KR67, The-
orem 7]) tells us that such automorphisms lie on a norm-continuous one-parameter
subgroup of Aut(J) (automorphisms lying in the image of a continuous homomor-
phism from R to Aut(J)). It is implicitly recognized in the proof of [KR67, Lemma 2]
(using an even more classical result) that such automorphisms are of the form exp δ
for a derivation δ : J → J satisfying δ(x∗) = δ(x)∗. Consequently, we have that

α|J = (Adu ◦ exp δ)|J .
Consider J on its own as a C*-algebra, one that is not necessarily unital, and let
J+ be J if it is coincidentally unital (with respect to its own unit, and not the one
in A), and the unitization if it is not. Observe that the canonical extension of α|J
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to J+ is also of the form Adu ◦ exp δ, where we are also extending δ canonically to
J+. (Because all of the extensions we are dealing with are canonical or unique, we
will avoid re-labeling our maps.) By [HOS82, Theorem 2.1], there exists a unique
extension of δ to a derivation on the injective envelope I(J+), and furthermore, it
is of the form Adx for some x ∈ I(J+). The same theorem tells us that, because δ
is self-adjoint on J+ (equivalently, iδ is skew-adjoint), then its unique extension to
I(J+) is also self-adjoint. It is not hard to check that this implies Rex ∈ Z(I(A)),
and so replacing x by x − Rex, we may assume without loss of generality that
x∗ = −x. Thus, the exponential exp δ is also inner and given by Ad ex, where ex

is unitary. By realizing M(J) as the idealizer of J in I(J+) (see also [Ham82a,
Section 1] or Proposition 7.3), we have M(J) ⊆ I(J+), and so the unique extension
of α|J to I(J+) is inner and of the form Ad(uex).

In summary, (3) implies that α|J is inner on the injective envelope I(J+). Apply-
ing [Ham85, Theorem 7.3] (while keeping in mind that the Borchers spectrum in this
case is that of the corresponding Z-action of α), this is equivalent to ΓB(α|J+) = {e}.
It is quite possible that Hamana’s result was stated in the context of not necessarily
unital C*-algebras, but in the interest of avoiding figuring that out, we just remark
that ΓB(α|J+) = ΓB(α|J). Thus, (3) =⇒ (1).

To show that (1) and (2) are equivalent, first assume (1), and again note that
ΓB(α|J+) = ΓB(α|J). Now, ΓB(α|J+) is a subgroup of the dual group Ẑ, and
so ΓB(α|J+) = {e} if and only if 1 ∈ ΓB(α|J+)⊥, which according to [Ham85,
Theorem 7.3] is equivalent to α acting inner on I(J+). Because of the correspondence
given in [Ham82a, Lemma 1.1] (alternatively, see Proposition 7.2) between ideals
J ⊆ A and corners I(A)p ⊆ A generated by central projections in A, we get that
(1) is equivalent to (2).

Finally, the implication (2) =⇒ (4) in the separable setting is given in one of
the many equivalences listed in [OP82, Theorem 6.6]. Specifically, it follows from
the equivalence between (viii) and (iii), or more specifically their negations. ■

In all of the above properties, the intuition behind them is that the automorphism
α ∈ Aut(A) is “almost inner” on an ideal J ⊆ A. Given that proper outerness is
supposed to mean “not inner on any piece of the C*-algebra”, the following definition
makes sense.

Definition 2.26. Let A be a unital C*-algebra. A *-automorphism α ∈ Aut(A)
is said to be properly outer in the sense of Kishimoto if it satisfies the negation of
condition (1) in Theorem 7.15 (originally introduced in [Kis82] as “freely acting”),
and hence equivalently the negation of condition (2) in that theorem. It is called
properly outer in the sense of Elliott if it satisfies the negation of condition (3) in
Theorem 7.15. Typically, “properly outer” on its own means properly outer in the
sense of Kishimoto.

An action α : G → Aut(A) of a discrete group G on the C*-algebra A is said to
be properly outer if each αt corresponding to t ∈ G \ {e} is properly outer.

Recall that I(A) is in many ways small enough to still remember many of the basic
properties of A. Thus, given that in the monotone complete setting, it is clear what
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the “correct” definition of proper outerness is (recall Definition 2.20), the “correct”
definition for an automorphism α ∈ Aut(A) on a general C*-algebra A should be the
one that always coincides with the (unique) extension of α to I(A) being properly
outer. Hence, Kishimoto’s definition is in some sense preferable to Elliott’s definition
(which only coincides with being properly outer on I(A) in the separable setting).
However, in the separable setting, where all of these definitions coincide, Elliott’s
definition is likely the more easy of the two to verify. Kishimoto’s definition involves
the use of the Borchers spectrum, and a quick glance at Definition 2.24 will reveal
that this spectrum has several quite cumbersome components to deal with, including

• Considering hereditary C*-subalgebras, as opposed to just ideals.
• Considering the ℓ1(Z)-action of an automorphism, and its kernel.

2.4. FC-hypercentral groups. The center of a group G can be phrased as the
set of elements having a conjugacy class of size 1. The FC-center FC(G) is a slight
generalization of this concept, where we instead consider the set of elements ad-
mitting conjugacy classes of finite size. It is not hard to check that this is indeed
a normal subgroup of G. This concept can once again be taken further. Consider
now the quotient G/FC(G). There is no guarantee that there are no non-trivial
elements of finite conjugacy class in this new quotient. That is, it may be the case
that FC(G/FC(G)) is again non-trivial, and so we may quotient by it again.

The FC-central series is what is obtained after performing the above process
ordinal-many times. Start with F1 = FC(G), and define the sets Fα for the ordinal
numbers α as follows:

(1) For successor ordinals α+1, define Fα+1 as the (necessarily normal) subgroup
of G satisfying Fα+1/Fα = FC(G/Fα), that is, Fα+1 is the preimage of
FC(G/Fα) under the quotient map G↠ G/Fα.

(2) For limit ordinals β, define Fβ =
⋃

α<β Fα (again, necessarily normal in G).

Definition 2.27. The FC-hypercenter of G, denoted FCH(G), is the union of all of
the Fα above. We say that G is FC-hypercentral if FCH(G) = G. We say that G is
an FC-group if FC(G) = G.

Recall that a group G is called ICC if every g ∈ G \ {e} has infinite conjugacy
class. FC-hypercentral groups are precisely the class of groups which have no non-
trivial ICC quotients. This class contains all virtually nilpotent groups, and, in
the finitely generated setting, coincides with the class of virtually nilpotent groups,
and thus, also with the class of polynomial growth groups by Gromov’s Theorem
(see [McL56, Theorem 2] and [DM56, Theorem 2]). In recent breakthrough results,
the class of countable (not necessarily finitely generated) FC-hypercentral groups
was identified with the class of strongly amenable groups [FTVF19] and with the
class of groups which satisfy the Choquet-Deny property, by [Jaw04, Theorem 4.8]
and [FHTVF19]. We refer the reader to [Fri21] for a smooth introduction to these
exciting results.
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3. Pseudo-expectations and central elements

Recall that there is always a canonical conditional expectation E : A⋊λ G → A,
determined by mapping a finitely supported element

∑
t∈G xtλt ∈ A⋊λG to xe. All

of the existing ideal structure results for crossed products from the last few years
pass through the machinery of what are known as pseudo-expectations, which is an
analogue obtained by expanding the codomain to the G-injective envelope IG(A).
We recall the precise definition below.

Definition 3.1 ([KS19, Definition 6.1]). An equivariant pseudo-expectation for a
reduced crossed product A ⋊λ G is a G-equivariant unital and completely positive
map F : A⋊λ G → IG(A), such that F |A = idA.

Pseudo-expectations were first introduced in the non-equivariant setting by Pitts
in [Pit17], and even in that setting were found to be helpful for understanding
the ideal structure of A ⋊λ G (see [Zar19]). However, we will focus on equivariant
pseudo-expectations, following the work of Kennedy and Schafhauser [KS19].

Before we proceed further, the following was not explicitly mentioned in [KS19],
but is a very convenient result that is used implicitly. We prove it for convenience,
and will certainly make use of it as well.

Proposition 3.2. Equivariant conditional expectations F ′ : IG(A) ⋊λ G → IG(A)
are in canonical bijection (given by restriction) with equivariant pseudo-expectations
F : A⋊λ G → IG(A).

Proof. It is clear that equivariant conditional expectations on IG(A)⋊λG restrict to
pseudo-expectations on A⋊λG. The map F ′ 7→ F ′|A⋊λG is injective, since IG(A) lies
in the multiplicative domain of F ′, and so F ′ is uniquely determined by the values
it takes on the unitaries {λt}t∈G. The restriction map is also surjective, as every
equivariant pseudo-expectation F : A⋊λ G → IG(A) extends to some G-equivariant
completely positive map F ′ : IG(A)⋊λG → IG(A), thanks to G-injectivity of IG(A).
This extension, being the identity on A, is necessarily the identity on IG(A) by G-
rigidity (see Definition 2.11). ■

There are many reasons why pseudo-expectations are useful for studying simplic-
ity of A ⋊λ G. One evidence is the following proposition, which directly charac-
terizes simplicity, or more generally the intersection property, in terms of pseudo-
expectations.

Proposition 3.3 ([KS19, Theorem 6.6]). Let G be a discrete group acting on a
unital C*-algebra A. Then A⋊λ G has the intersection property if and only if every
equivariant pseudo-expectation F : A⋊λ G → IG(A) is faithful.

This requirement that every equivariant pseudo-expectation be faithful is perhaps
a bit mysterious. If A is commutative, it follows from a combination of Proposi-
tion 3.3, [Kaw17, Theorem 3.4] and [KS19, Theorem 6.4] that this is in fact equiva-
lent to having a unique equivariant pseudo-expectation, namely the canonical condi-
tional expectation. (See also [PZ15, Theorem 4.6] for the non-equivariant setting.)
In the noncommutative setting, it is not known whether they are equivalent. This
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is one of the obstructions to obtaining a nice characterization of simplicity in the
noncommutative case, as precisely what makes a pseudo-expectation non-faithful
is poorly understood, while in contrast we have a better idea of what arbitrary
pseudo-expectations look like. Proposition 3.4 paints a picture on the latter (see
also [Urs21], where similar ideas are used by the second coauthor in the context
of traces on crossed products). We would also like to remark that in an unpub-
lished work of Zarikian it was proven that, in the non-equivariant setting, having all
pseudo-expectations A⋊λ G → I(A) faithful implies that there is a unique pseudo-
expectation.

Proposition 3.4. Let G be a discrete group acting on a unital C*-algebra A and
let F : A ⋊λ G → IG(A) be an equivariant pseudo-expectation. Then F is uniquely
determined by the “coefficients” xt := F (λt), which satisfy the following properties:

(1) xe = 1;
(2) xty = (t · y)xt, for all t ∈ G and all y ∈ IG(A);
(3) s · xt = xsts−1, for all s, t ∈ G;
(4) The matrices [xst−1 ]s,t∈F are positive for every finite set F ⊆ G.

Proof. By Proposition 3.2, we may transfer the discussion to equivariant conditional
expectations F : IG(A) ⋊λ G → IG(A). These are uniquely determined by the coef-
ficients (xt)t∈G since IG(A) lies in the multiplicative domain of F .

We now turn to proving each individual property of the coefficients. It is clear
that xe = 1. Now let y ∈ IG(A) and t ∈ G be given, and using multiplicative domain
again, observe that:

xty = F (λt)y = F (λty) = F ((t · y)λt) = (t · y)F (λt) = (t · y)xt.

Furthermore, s·xt = xsts−1 is due to G-equivariance of F . Finally, the last positivity
condition is due to the fact that

F (n)


λs1

...
λsn


λs1

...
λsn


∗ =

[
xsis

−1
j

]
i,j=1,...,n

.

■

Remark 3.5. It is not immediately obvious, but it can actually be shown that every
time one has such coefficients (xt)t∈G as above, this will define a pseudo-expectation
F : A ⋊λ G → IG(A) through F (aλt) := axt. This is essentially what is proven, in
a very special case, in [KS19, Lemma 9.1]. However, we will not make use of this
converse, and will not make use of the positive-definiteness requirement either.

The following highlights another, seemingly unrelated, area in which such coef-
ficients (xt)t∈G show up. This will be crucial for us when constructing non-trivial
central elements.

Proposition 3.6. Let G be a discrete group acting on a unital C*-algebra A, and
consider an element x :=

∑
t∈G x

∗
tλt ∈ A ⋊λ G. (The stars on xt are intentional).

Then, x ∈ Z(A⋊λ G) if and only if
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(1) xty = (t · y)xt, for all t ∈ G and all y ∈ A;
(2) s · xt = xsts−1, for all s, t ∈ G.

Proof. Given a ∈ A, it is not hard to verify that
a · x =

∑
t∈G

ax∗
tλt and x · a =

∑
t∈G

x∗
t (t · a)λt.

Using the fact that elements in A⋊λG are uniquely determined by their coefficients,
we see that x commutes with the copy of A inside A⋊λG if and only if condition (1)
of the proposition is satisfied.

Now given g ∈ G, we also have
λs · x =

∑
t∈G

(s · x∗
s−1t)λt and x · λs =

∑
t∈G

x∗
ts−1λt.

Comparing coefficients, we see that x commutes with the set of unitaries {λs | s ∈ G}
if and only if condition (2) of the proposition is satisfied. The result then follows. ■

The following closely related proposition was proven by Hamana.

Proposition 3.7 ([Ham85, Lemma 10.3]). Let G be a discrete group acting on a
monotone complete C*-algebra A, and let x :=

∑
t∈G x

∗
tλt ∈ M(A,G) be given. The

following conditions are equivalent.
(1) x ∈ Z(M(A,G));
(2) x ∈ (A⋊λ G)′ ∩M(A,G);
(3) (a) xty = (t · y)xt, for all t ∈ G and all y ∈ A;

(b) s · xt = xsts−1, for all s, t ∈ G.

The equivalence between properties (2) and (3) will be the one which is relevant
for us, and its proof is similar to the proof of Proposition 3.6. The equivalence to
condition (1) will not be used later, but it is interesting nonetheless.

Proposition 3.8. Let G be a discrete group acting on a monotone complete C*-
algebra A. Assume that (xt)t∈G are elements of A satisfying the following properties

(1) xty = (t · y)xt, for all t ∈ G and all y ∈ A;
(2) s · xt = xsts−1, for all s, t ∈ G.

Let xt = ut |xt| be the polar decomposition of xt, with pt = u∗
tut being the domain

projection of ut. Then the following relations hold:
(1) The projection pt is a t-invariant central projection in A, the partial isometry

ut is a unitary in U(Apt), and t acts by Adut on the corner Apt;
(2) s · ut = usts−1, for all s, t ∈ G.

Proof. The first condition is an immediate application of Theorem 2.22. For the
second condition, first note that if α : A → B is a *-isomorphism between mono-
tone complete C*-algebras, and x ∈ A admits polar decomposition x = u |x|, then
α(x) admits polar decomposition α(u) |α(x)|. In particular, applying this to the
*-automorphism of s ∈ G tells us that the element xsts−1 = s · xt admits the polar
decomposition (s · ut) |s · xt|. Uniqueness of polar decomposition then tells us that
s · ut = usts−1 . ■
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For convenience, we will sometimes want to go from a subset of pairs (pt, ut)t∈C

indexed over a conjugacy class C ⊆ G, and satisfying the conditions above, to a
single pair (p, u), and vice versa.

Proposition 3.9. Let G be a discrete group acting on a unital C*-algebra A, and
let C ⊆ G be the conjugacy class of a fixed element r ∈ C. The following are in
canonical bijection with each other:

(1) Sets of pairs {(pt, ut)}t∈C , where pt is a t-invariant central projection in A,
ut ∈ U(Apt) is a unitary such that t acts by Adut on the corner Apt, and
moreover s · ut = usts−1, for all s ∈ G and t ∈ C.

(2) A single r-invariant central projection p in A and a unitary u ∈ U(Ap)
such that r acts by Adu on the corner Ap, and moreover s · u = u, for all
s ∈ CG(r).

The map from the first setting to the second setting is given by p = pr and u = ur.

Proof. Since we are dealing with a conjugacy class, the pairs {(pt, ut)}t∈C , are
uniquely determined by the values of pr and ur, due to the fact that psrs−1 = s · pr

and usrs−1 = s · ur. Thus, the map between the two settings mentioned above is
injective.

To show that this map is surjective, we need to check that the elements psrs−1 :=
s·p and usrs−1 := s·u, for s ∈ G, are well-defined and satisfy the required properties.
Assume that s1rs

−1
1 = s2rs

−1
2 , for some s1, s2 ∈ G. This is equivalent to the

requirement that s−1
2 s1 belongs to CG(r), and so s−1

2 s1 · u = u, or, in other words,
s1 · u = s2 · u. Thus, the aforementioned elements give rise to well-defined pairs
{(pt, ut)}t∈C . Observe that we indeed have pr = p and ur = u. It is straightforward
to verify that each pt is a t-invariant central projection in A, that ut ∈ U(Apt), and
that s · ut = usts−1 , for all s ∈ G and all t ∈ C. Finally, we check that the action
of t is given by Adut on the corner Apt, for every t ∈ C. Given srs−1 ∈ C and
x ∈ Apsrs−1 we have that s−1x ∈ Ap, and so

srs−1 · x = sr · (s−1 · x) = s · (u(s−1 · x)u∗) = (s · u)x(s · u)∗ = usrs−1xu∗
srs−1 .

■

4. The intersection property for crossed products by FC-groups

The goal of this section is to prove the first half of Theorem A, which characterizes
the intersection property for the crossed product A⋊λ G in terms of the dynamics
of G on I(A). Specifically, the lack of the intersection property is equivalent to the
existence of a triple (p, u, r), where

• r ∈ G \ {e};
• p is an r-invariant central projection in I(A);
• u is a unitary in I(A)p such that r acts by Adu on I(A)p;
• u is CG(r)-invariant.
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We would first like to give some brief intuition and sketch the proof of this theorem
in the minimal setting. The setting of the intersection property relies on some tech-
nical results that make perhaps not as much intuitive sense without the appropriate
context.

Assume that the action of G on A is minimal, and assume that A ⋊λ G is not
simple. Through the technology of pseudo-expectations (see Section 3), it is possible
to write down a non-trivial element of Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G), which in particular implies
that IG(A) ⋊λ G is not prime, and, by Proposition 2.17, neither is I(A) ⋊λ G.
From here, letting I and J be two non-trivial ideals of I(A) ⋊λ G with I · J = 0,
we may take a supremum of the positive elements x ∈ I with ∥x∥ < 1 inside of
the monotone complete crossed product M(I(A), G). Denote this supremum by
q. We will see in Proposition 4.1 that this element must commute with the copy
of I(A) ⋊λ G, and it cannot be a scalar (since it must still be orthogonal to J
- see Proposition 4.3). By Proposition 3.7, the coefficients of q =

∑
r∈G xrλr ∈

M(I(A), G) satisfy certain properties that we are after, and moreover, there is at
least one r ∈ G\{e} for which xr ̸= 0 (otherwise, q would be a non-trivial element of
Z(I(A))G, and this is impossible due to minimality - see Proposition 2.18). Following
the procedure carried out in Proposition 3.8 and Proposition 3.9, we deduce that
the polar decomposition of xr inside I(A) gives rise to a triple (p, u, r) that has the
desired properties.

In order to deal with the general case, we will at some point need to define a
suitable variant of being prime (see Lemma 4.5), one that is appropriate for dealing
with the intersection property when the action is not minimal.

We would now like to also motivate the converse direction of the Theorem, rel-
ative to the ideas of Kennedy and Schafhauser in [KS19] (specifically for the case
of amenable groups, which slightly simplifies their proof). The existence of a triple
(p, u, r) as in the theorem is clearly stronger than requiring the action on I(A)
(equivalently, on A) to be non properly outer. However, in [KS19, Theorem 9.5],
it is instead assumed that the action on A is not properly outer and that the sys-
tem (A,G) has vanishing obstruction. We now briefly explain what this means and
how they use it in order to prove the existence of a non-faithful pseudo-expectation
on A ⋊λ G (which then violates the intersection property for (A,G), by Proposi-
tion 3.3). Let ut ∈ U(I(A)pt) be the unitaries arising out of the decompositions
I(A) = I(A)pt ⊕ I(A)(1 − pt) into inner and properly outer parts, as described in
Theorem 2.21. If it were possible to “untwist” these unitaries in such a way so that
the map t 7→ ut behaves essentially like a group homomorphism (or, more precisely,
if this map is a partial representation of G, see [Exe17, Definition 9.1] or [KS19, Def-
inition 8.2]), then the proofs in the commutative case can be mimicked, and a new
non-faithful equivariant pseudo-expectation F ′ : A⋊λ G → IG(A) can be defined by
F ′(aλt) = aut. (One can also start with proper outerness on IG(A), and untwist-
ing the resulting unitaries from the decomposition of IG(A) instead. In the case of
non-amenable groups, doing this becomes mandatory, due to coefficients from I(A)
only defining pseudo-expectations on the universal crossed product A⋊G, and not
the reduced A⋊λ G. See the proof of [KS19, Theorem 9.1].) This ability to untwist
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the unitaries (vanishing obstruction) trivially holds when A is commutative, but as
mentioned before is a very strong property that frequently fails in the noncommu-
tative case. Likewise, even if these unitaries ut arise out of the polar decomposition
of elements xt ∈ IG(A) satisfying the positive-definiteness condition mentioned in
Proposition 3.4 (i.e. [xst−1 ]s,t∈F ≥ 0 for all finite subsets F ⊆ G), there is no guar-
antee that the matrices [ust−1 ]s,t∈F are positive, a necessary condition for defining
the aforementioned pseudo-expectation.

Let us now explain the different route taken in our proof: Starting with a triple
(p, u, r) as in the theorem, we obtain a set of pairs {(pt, ut)}t∈C as in Proposition 3.9,
where C denotes the (finite) conjugacy class of r. These do not necessarily allow
us to construct a non-faithful pseudo-expectation for A ⋊λ G, as explained above
and done in [KS19]. However, a direct application of Proposition 3.6 shows that the
element

∑
t∈C u

∗
tλt lies in the center of I(A)⋊λG, but does not belong to the copy of

I(A). Using this fact, we then prove that I(A)⋊λG is not prime in a strong way (see
Lemma 4.5 for the precise statement), which allows to deduce that (I(A), G) does
not have the intersection property, and so neither does (A,G) [Bry22, Theorem 3.2].

We now start building up the technical results that are necessary in order to give
a complete proof. The following proposition is very similar to [Ham82a, Lemma 1.1]
(see also the proof of [Ham81, Theorem 7.1]), which is done in the context of having
B below being either A, Hamana’s regular monotone completion, or I(A). For our
purposes, we will usually consider A⋊λ G and M(A,G) as the monotone complete
algebra, which is in general neither isomorphic to A⋊λ G nor to I(A⋊λ G) (this is
easy to see in the case of A = C and G abelian).

Proposition 4.1. Let A ⊆ B be an inclusion of unital C*-algebras, and assume that
B is monotone complete. If I ⊆ A is any ideal of A, we let I+

1 := {x ∈ I | ∥x∥ < 1}.
Recalling that this is an upwards-directed set, we have that supB I+

1 is a projection
in A′ ∩B, which acts on I like a unit.

Proof. For convenience, we will denote supB I+
1 by p. First, we show that it com-

mutes with all of A. To see this, note that any *-isomorphism α : B → C between
monotone complete C*-algebras will preserve supremums. In other words, if (bλ)λ

is a bounded increasing net of self-adjoint elements in B, then (α(bλ))λ is such a net
in C, and

sup
λ
α(bλ) = α(sup

λ
bλ).

In particular, if we let u ∈ U(A) be any unitary element, then the *-automorphism
α = Adu will also preserve the supremum of I+

1 . However, x 7→ uxu∗ is a bijection
on this set. Thus,

upu∗ = u(sup BI+
1 )u∗ = sup B(uI+

1 u
∗) = sup BI+

1 = p.

Since U(A) spans A, we conclude that p ∈ A′ ∩B.
To see that p is a projection, note that for any x ∈ I+

1 , we have that x1/2 ∈ I+
1 as

well, and so p ≥ x1/2. Since p and x commute, we also have p2 ≥ x. In other words,
p2 is an upper bound to I+

1 . But since p ≤ 1, we have that p2 ≤ p. Given that p
was the least upper bound, it follows that p2 = p.
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Finally, we show that p acts on I like a unit. Let j ∈ I1
+. Since j ≤ p, we have

(1 − p)j(1 − p) ≤ (1 − p)p(1 − p) = 0.
This implies (1 − p)j = 0. Since I+

1 spans I, we have pj = j, for every j ∈ I. ■

It is interesting to note that in [Ham81, Theorem 7.1], Hamana does not take
a supremum of I+

1 directly, but rather a supremum of the left projections of the
elements in this set. It is possible that he wished for the result to be a projection,
but at least in this earlier paper, overlooked the fact that sup I+

1 is itself always a
projection. In [Ham82a, Lemma 1.1], approximate units are used directly.

Lemma 4.2 ([Ham81, Lemma 1.9 and Corollary 4.10]). Let B be any C*-algebra,
and let F ⊆ B be a bounded set of self-adjoint elements that admits a supremum.
Then, for every b ∈ B, sup(bFb∗) exists, and

b(sup F)b∗ = sup(bFb∗).

Proposition 4.3. Let A ⊆ B be an inclusion of unital C*-algebras, where B is
monotone complete. Let I, J ⊆ A be non-trivial ideals of A with I · J = 0. Let
p := supB I+

1 and q := supB J+
1 . Then pq = 0. Moreover, p · J = 0 and q · I = 0.

Proof. Let j ∈ J be any positive element. Using Lemma 4.2 and the fact that p is
a projection that commutes with A (see Proposition 4.1), we have that

jp = j1/2pj1/2 = j1/2(sup BI+
1 )j1/2 = sup B(j1/2I+

1 j
1/2) = 0.

Since positive elements span a C*-algebra, we have that p·J = 0. Similarly, q ·I = 0.
Applying Lemma 4.2 once again, we have

pqp = p(sup BJ+
1 )p = sup B(pJ+

1 p) = 0,
and thus pq = 0. ■

One of Hamana’s goals with these sorts of results was to prove the equivalence
between a C*-algebra B being prime, and the regular monotone completion B being
a factor, although the same proof directly works with the injective envelope I(B)
instead. One direction is clear from the above result. Orthogonal ideals I and J in
B give orthogonal projections in I(B) that commute with B, and therefore lie in
Z(I(B)) (see [Ham79a, Corollary 4.3]).

We will also need the following concrete computation that shows we may move
back and forth between projections in I(B) and ideals in B, in a certain sense. This
is essentially just part of [Ham82a, Lemma 1.3(i)], but Hamana phrases it in terms
of injective envelopes of non-unital C*-algebras. To avoid referencing this theory
just yet (and leave it contained to Section 7), we give a short re-proof here.

Proposition 4.4. Let B be a unital C*-algebra and let r ∈ Z(I(B)) be a projection.
Then, for J := r · I(B) ∩B, one has supI(B) J+

1 = r.

Proof. Denote p = supI(B) J+
1 . By Proposition 4.1 and [Ham79a, Corollary 4.3], we

have that p ∈ I(B) ∩ B′ = Z(I(B)). In addition, given that every x ∈ J+
1 satisfies

x ≤ r, we have p ≤ r. On the other hand, since (r − p) · I(B) ∩ B ⊆ J and p acts
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on J like a unit (see Proposition 4.1), it follows that p acts on (r − p) · I(B) ∩B as
a unit. Since p ⊥ (r − p), we conclude that (r − p) · I(B) ∩ B = 0, and therefore
also (r − p) · I(B) = 0 by essentiality of the inclusion B ⊆ I(B). This finishes the
proof. ■

As mentioned in the beginning of this section, in the minimal setting, the proof
of the main theorem of this section (Theorem 4.7) involves showing that IG(A)⋊λG
is not prime and conclude that I(A) ⋊λ G is not prime, since they share the same
injective envelope. In the context of the intersection property, we need a stronger
notion of “not prime” that plays well relative to the subalgebras A, I(A), and IG(A).
Lemma 4.5. Let G be a discrete group acting on a unital C*-algebra A. Assume
that the canonical inclusion Z(IG(A))G ⊆ Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G) is proper. Then there
exist non-trivial ideals J,K ⊆ I(A) ⋊λ G with the following properties:

(1) J ·K = 0;
(2) If J · a = 0 for some a ∈ I(A), then a = 0.

Proof. View the commutative C*-algebras Z(IG(A))G and Z(IG(A)⋊λ G) as C(X)
and C(Y ), respectively. The inclusion C(X) ⫋ C(Y ) is dual to a surjective, non-
injective, continuous map q : Y → X. Choose distinct elements y1, y2 in Y mapping
to the same point x ∈ X under q, i.e. x = q(y1) = q(y2). Let U1, U2 ⊆ Y be open
disjoint neighborhoods of y1 and y2, respectively, and let z1, z2 ∈ C(Y ) be positive
contractions such that zi is supported on Ui and zi(yi) = 1, for i = 1, 2. Clearly,
z1z2 = 0. Moreover, we claim that zi /∈ C(X), for i = 1, 2. Indeed, the inclusion
C(X) ⊆ C(Y ) is given by viewing a function f ∈ C(X) as a function of C(Y ) which
is constant (and equal to f(x)) on the fiber q−1({x}), for every x ∈ X. However,
the functions zi ∈ C(Y ), i = 1, 2, are clearly not constant along the fiber q−1({x}),
and therefore do not belong to the copy of C(X).

Note that E(z1) ∈ C(X), since the canonical conditional expectation E : IG(A)⋊λ

G → IG(A) maps Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G) onto Z(IG(A))G. Moreover, Z(IG(A))G is a
monotone complete C*-algebra, and so X is an extremally disconnected space (see
the discussion at the end of Section 2.1). This implies that

supp(E(z1)) = {x ∈ X | E(z1)(x) ̸= 0}
is a clopen subset of X. Let p1 ∈ C(X) be the characteristic function of supp(E(z1))
(in other words, p1 is the support projection of E(z1)). Set w1 := (1 − p1) + z1 and
w2 := z2p1. We will show the following properties:

(1) w1, w2 ∈ Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G) are non-zero orthogonal positive contractions.
(2) If w1a = 0 for some a ∈ IG(A), then a = 0.

It is immediate that w1, w2 ∈ Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G) are positive contractions and that
w1 ̸= 0. We have to show that w2 ̸= 0. For this, we first observe that p1z1 = z1.
This is due the fact that E((1 − p1)z1) = (1 − p1)E(z1) = 0, and since E is faithful,
we get (1−p1)z1 = 0. By definition, we have that z1(y1) = 1, and thus we must have
that p1(y1) = 1. As p1 ∈ C(X) and q(y1) = q(y2), we see that p1(y1) = p1(y2) = 1
under the embedding C(X) ⊆ C(Y ). Now, w2(y2) = z2(y2)p1(y2) = 1, so w2 ̸= 0.
Orthogonality of w1 and w2 follows from orthogonality of z1 and z2.
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Finally, consider the set

I = {a ∈ IG(A) | w1a = 0} .

Using that w1 ∈ Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G), it is easy to check that I is a closed two-sided
G-invariant ideal of IG(A). Let q = supIG(A) I+

1 . By Proposition 4.1, we know that
q is a projection inside Z(IG(A)), which is also G-invariant since

g · q = g · (sup I+
1 ) = sup(g · I+

1 ) = sup I+
1 = q.

By Lemma 4.2, we have w1qw1 = w1(sup I+
1 )w1 = sup(w1I

+
1 w1) = 0. Thus w1q = 0.

This in turn implies that E(w1q) = 0, or, equivalently, E(w1)q = 0, which means
that ((1 − p1) + E(z1))q = 0 inside Z(IG(A))G = C(X). However, by definition of
p1, we see that the function (1 − p1) + E(z1) is non-vanishing on

supp(E(z1)) ∪ (X \ supp(E(z1))),

which is a dense subset of X. This forces q to be the zero element, and consequently,
I = 0 as required.

Next, recalling that I(IG(A) ⋊λ G) = I(A ⋊λ G) (see Theorem 2.15 and Propo-
sition 2.16) and that Z(B) ⊆ Z(I(B)) for every unital C*-algebra B [Ham79a,
Corollary 4.3], we have that Z(IG(A)⋊λG) ⊆ Z(I(A⋊λG)). This allows us to view
w1, w2 as elements of Z(I(A ⋊λ G)), which is again monotone complete. Denote
by r1 and r2 the right (or equivalently left) projections of w1 and w2, respectively,
inside of this commutative and monotone complete C*-algebra (recall the definition
of these projections from Proposition 2.1). The following properties hold:

(1) r1, r2 ∈ Z(I(A⋊λ G)) are non-zero orthogonal projections.
(2) If r1a = 0 for some a ∈ I(A) ⊆ I(A⋊λ G), then a = 0.

The first property follows from the fact that, because w1w2 = 0, then w1r2 = 0,
and so r1r2 = 0 as well. The second property is also not hard to see, as if r1a = 0
for some a ∈ I(A), then

a∗w∗
1w1a ≤ a∗r1a = 0,

and so w1a = 0, which in turn we know implies a = 0.
Now we may finally construct the ideals that we are after. Define

J := (r1 · I(A⋊λ G)) ∩ (I(A) ⋊λ G),
K := (r2 · I(A⋊λ G)) ∩ (I(A) ⋊λ G).

By essentiality of the inclusion I(A) ⋊λ G ⊆ I(A ⋊λ G), it follows that J and K
are non-zero ideals inside I(A) ⋊λ G, and they are clearly orthogonal as well. Let
a ∈ I(A) be given, and assume that ja = 0 for every j ∈ J . By Proposition 4.4,
we have that supI(A⋊λG) J+

1 = r1, and so a∗r1a = 0 by Lemma 4.2, and so r1a = 0.
Due to condition (2) above, we obtain a = 0. In summary, if J · a = 0 for some
a ∈ I(A), then a = 0. ■

Remark 4.6. Consider the statement of Lemma 4.5, and assume that instead of
requiring the inclusion Z(IG(A))G ⊆ Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G) to be proper, we required
Z(I(A))G ⊆ Z(I(A) ⋊λ G) to be proper. This would automatically imply that the



SIMPLICITY OF CROSSED PRODUCTS BY FCH GROUPS 29

former inclusion is proper as well. Indeed, assume x ∈ Z(I(A)⋊λG) \Z(I(A))G. It
is clear that x /∈ Z(IG(A))G. Moreover, if we consider the inclusions

A⋊λ G ⊆ I(A) ⋊λ G ⊆ IG(A) ⋊λ G ⊆ I(A⋊λ G)
from Theorem 2.15, then we see that any element of Z(I(A)⋊λG) in particular com-
mutes with A⋊λG, and therefore with all of I(A⋊λG) by [Ham79a, Corollary 4.3].
Hence, it must lie in Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G).

Theorem 4.7. Let G be an FC-group acting on a unital C*-algebra A. Then (A,G)
does not have the intersection property if and only if there exist r ∈ G \ {e}, a non-
zero r-invariant central projection p ∈ I(A) and a unitary u ∈ U(I(A)p) such that

(1) r acts by Adu on I(A)p;
(2) s · p = p and s · u = u for all s ∈ CG(r).

Proof. First, assume that there exists a triple (p, u, r) satisfying properties (1) and
(2). By Proposition 3.9, we obtain well-defined pairs of elements {(pt, ut)}t∈C , where
C =

{
grg−1 ∣∣ g ∈ G

}
denotes the conjugacy class of r, each pt is a t-invariant central

projection in I(A), each ut ∈ I(A) is a unitary element in the corner I(A)pt such
that t acts by Adut on this corner, and moreover s · ut = usts−1 for all s ∈ G and
t ∈ C.

Letting ug = 0 for every g ∈ G \ C, we check that the elements (ug)g∈G satisfy
the conditions stated in Proposition 3.6. Indeed, for every g ∈ G \ C and every
y ∈ I(A), it is clear that ugy = (g · y)ug. However, if g ∈ C, we have that

ugy = ugpgy = (ug(pgy)u∗
g)ug = (g · (pgy))ug = pg(g · y)ug = (g · y)ug,

and so condition (1) of Proposition 3.6 is satisfied, and condition (2) is immediate
by construction. Therefore,

z :=
∑
c∈C

u∗
cλc ∈ Z(I(A) ⋊λ G).

However, z /∈ Z(I(A))G, since ur = u and r ̸= e. Hence, Z(I(A))G ⊆ Z(I(A) ⋊λ G)
is a proper inclusion and we can apply Lemma 4.5 together with Remark 4.6 in
order to obtain non-trivial orthogonal ideals J,K ⊆ I(A) ⋊λ G with the property
that J⊥ ∩ I(A) = {0}. In particular, K is a non-trivial ideal of I(A) ⋊λ G which
intersects I(A) trivially. This violates the intersection property for (I(A), G), and
thus for (A,G) as well by [Bry22, Theorem 3.2].

Conversely, assume that (A,G) does not have the intersection property, and let
F : A⋊λG → IG(A) be a non-canonical pseudo expectation, which exists by Propo-
sition 3.3. The map F gives us non-trivial coefficients (xt)t∈G in IG(A) by letting
xt := F (λt), for every t ∈ G. These satisfy the properties listed in Proposition 3.4.
Let r ∈ G \ {e} be such that xr ̸= 0 and denote by C ⊆ G its conjugacy class. We
obtain that

∑
t∈C x

∗
tλt lies in Z(IG(A)⋊λG) by Proposition 3.6, and so we conclude

that the canonical inclusion
Z(IG(A))G ⊆ Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G)

is proper.
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Applying Lemma 4.5, we obtain non-trivial orthogonal ideals J,K ⊆ I(A) ⋊λ G
with the property that whenever J · a = 0, for some a ∈ I(A), then a = 0. Denote
q := supM(I(A),G)K+

1 . By Proposition 4.1, we have that q is a non-zero projection
which commutes with the copy of I(A)⋊λG ⊆ M(I(A), G). Moreover, J · q = 0, by
Proposition 4.3, which implies that q /∈ I(A).

Let (qt)t∈G denote the coefficients in I(A) of q =
∑

t∈G qtλt ∈ M(I(A), G), and
let zt := q∗

t , for every t ∈ G. By Proposition 3.7, we have that zty = (t · y)zt, for all
t ∈ G and all y ∈ I(A), and moreover that s · zt = zsts−1 , for all s, t ∈ G.

Given that q /∈ I(A), at least one coefficient zr is non-zero for some r ∈ G \ {e}.
Letting zr = u |zr| be the polar decomposition of this element, and p = u∗u, we
conclude by Proposition 3.8 and Proposition 3.9 that the triple (p, u, r) satisfies the
desired properties. ■

Since, under minimality of the action of G on A, the intersection property is
equivalent to simplicity of the associated crossed product, the theorem above also
gives a characterization of simplicity of crossed products by FC-groups. Moreover,
in general (not assuming the action is minimal), we almost immediately obtain a
characterization for when crossed products by FC-groups are prime, and we state
it separately below. This is in slight contrast to what is done in Section 6, which
characterizes exactly when a crossed product A⋊λ G is prime regardless of what G
is, but assuming the action is minimal.

Recall that a C*-algebra A equipped with a G-action is called G-prime if whenever
I, J ⊆ A are non-trivial G-invariant ideals in A, their product I · J is non-trivial.

Theorem 4.8. Let G be an FC-group acting on a unital, G-prime C*-algebra A.
Then A⋊λG is not prime if and only if there exist r ∈ G\{e}, a non-zero r-invariant
central projection p ∈ I(A) and a unitary u ∈ U(I(A)p) such that

(1) r acts by Adu on I(A)p;
(2) s · p = p and s · u = u, for all s ∈ CG(r).

Proof. Assume that there is a triple (p, u, r) satisfying the properties listed in the
Theorem. Exactly as in the proof of Theorem 4.7, the triple gives rise to a central
element of I(A)⋊λG which does not lie in Z(I(A))G. In particular, such an element
is non-scalar, and so I(A) ⋊λ G is not prime. By Proposition 2.17, A ⋊λ G is not
prime either.

Conversely, assume that A ⋊λ G is not prime. We claim that the intersection
property for (A,G) cannot hold. Indeed, since A⋊λG is not prime, we can find two
non-trivial orthogonal ideals J,K ⊆ A ⋊λ G. As J ∩ A and K ∩ A are G-invariant
orthogonal ideals in A, and A is G-prime, we have that at least one of them must
be the zero ideal. In other words, at least one of J or K violates the intersection
property for (A,G). By Theorem 4.7, we obtain a triple (p, u, r) which satisfies the
desired properties. ■

Remark 4.9. Theorem 4.8 had already been proven in [Ham85, Theorem 10.1] in
the special case of finite groups.
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5. Simplicity for crossed products by FC-hypercentral groups

This section aims to take the ideas from Section 4, and show that at least in
the minimal setting, they can be generalized to the case of FC-hypercentral groups.
After the first public release of this preprint, Siegfried Echterhoff kindly pointed out
to us that the main theorem of this section (Theorem 5.5) follows from a combination
of the main result of his paper [Ech90a] with our main result of Section 6 (we will
comment about it further in Remark 6.3). In particular, in this section, we reproduce
a special case of Echterhoff’s result [Ech90a, Theorem 3.1], which was also obtained
in his thesis [Ech90b, Satz 5.3.1], and implies that a crossed product by an FC-
hypercentral group is prime if and only if it is simple (see Lemma 5.4). Our proof
uses different techniques, motivated by [BO16], which reveal interesting information
about the structure of pseudo-expectations of crossed products by FC-hypercentral
groups. As such, we still find it worthwhile to keep this alternate proof.

Assume that the crossed product A⋊λG does not have the intersection property.
We know from Propositions 3.2 that there exists a non-canonical equivariant pseudo-
expectation F : A ⋊λ G → IG(A). This was used in Section 4 to define a certain
non-trivial element of the center of IG(A) ⋊λ G, taking advantage of the fact that
we may sum over a finite conjugacy class.

We claim that the same thing can be done in the setting of FC-hypercentral
groups. Specifically, we will show that, at least in the minimal setting, every
non-canonical equivariant pseudo-expectation F : A ⋊λ G → IG(A) necessarily has
F (λt) ̸= 0, for some t ∈ FC(G) \ {e}. From there, we may proceed as before. An
analogous result was observed by Bédos and Omland in the context of traces on
twisted group C*-algebras C∗

λ(G, σ) associated to FC-hypercentral groups, where
they wished to characterize when such C*-algebras are simple, or have unique trace.
The following lemma is in particular adapted from [BO16, Lemma 2.1], and allows
us to work our way up the entire FC-central series of G.

Lemma 5.1. Let G be an amenable group acting minimally on a unital C*-algebra
A. Assume that N and M are two normal subgroups of G with FC(G) ≤ N ≤ M ≤
G, and moreover that M/N ⊆ FC(G/N). If F : A⋊λ G → IG(A) is an equivariant
pseudo-expectation that restricts to the canonical conditional expectation on A⋊λN ,
then it necessarily restricts to the canonical conditional expectation on A⋊λ M .

Proof. Before we begin, we recall that such a map extends uniquely to a an equi-
variant conditional expectation F : IG(A) ⋊λ G → IG(A) by Proposition 3.2. There
is no problem with denoting this by the same letter.

Let h ∈ M by given. We must show that F (λh) = 0. Given that F is canonical
on IG(A) ⋊λ N , and N contains FC(G), we necessarily have that h has infinitely
many G-conjugates. However, in the quotient M/N , it has only finitely many G-
conjugates, by assumption. Thus, by the pigeonhole principle, we may choose infin-
itely many (gi)∞

i=1 such that hi := gihg
−1
i are all distinct, but hiN are all the same

coset. Observe that, in particular, if i ̸= j, then hih
−1
j lies in N \ {e}.
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Now let ai := F (λhi
) ∈ IG(A), for every i ∈ N, and for each k ∈ N, consider the

element

xk = 1 −
k∑

i=1
a∗

iλhi
∈ IG(A) ⋊λ G

We have that

xkx
∗
k = 1 −

k∑
i=1

a∗
iλhi

−
k∑

j=1
λ∗

hj
aj +

k∑
i=1

k∑
j=1

a∗
iλhih

−1
j
aj .

However, observe that when computing F (xkx
∗
k), most of the terms in the double

sum at the end will disappear, as if i ̸= j, we have
F (a∗

iλhih
−1
j
aj) = a∗

iF (λhih
−1
j

)aj = 0,

given that hih
−1
j ∈ N \ {e}. Hence, F (xkx

∗
k) simplifies greatly as

F (xkx
∗
k) = 1 − 2 ·

k∑
i=1

a∗
i ai = 1 − 2 ·

k∑
i=1

gi · (F (λh)∗F (λh)),

using equivariance of F in the last equality. In particular, we must have that
k∑

i=1
gi · (F (λh)∗F (λh)) ≤ 1

2 ,

no matter what k ∈ N was chosen to be. Observe that F (λh)∗F (λh) necessarily lies
in Z(IG(A)), as using Proposition 3.4, we get for any y ∈ IG(A) that

F (λh)∗F (λh)y = F (λh)∗(h · y)F (λh) = yF (λh)∗F (λh).
However, we also know by Proposition 2.18 that the induced action on Z(IG(A)) is
minimal. Given that G is amenable, it must be the case that Z(IG(A)) admits a
G-invariant state ω, which is necessarily faithful by minimality. Consequently, for a
large enough value of k,

ω

(
k∑

i=1
gi · (F (λh)∗F (λh))

)
= k · ω(F (λh)∗F (λh))

cannot be bounded above by 1
2 if F (λh) ̸= 0. This forces F (λh) = 0. ■

Remark 5.2. It is worth noting that the above lemma needs that G is amenable
only to obtain a G-invariant state on Z(IG(A)). This can moreover be bypassed
altogether and be made to work for arbitrary discrete groups, using Lemma 6.1.

Corollary 5.3. Let G be an FC-hypercentral group acting minimally on a unital C*-
algebra A. If F : A⋊λG → IG(A) is a non-canonical equivariant pseudo-expectation,
there is necessarily some t ∈ FC(G) \ {e} for which F (λt) ̸= 0.

Proof. Recall from Section 2.4 that the FC-central series of G is a series of normal
subgroups (Fα)α indexed by the ordinal numbers, which is given by:

(1) F1 = FC(G);
(2) Fα+1/Fα = FC(G/Fα);
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(3) Fβ = ∪α<βFα for any limit ordinal β.
We prove the desired result by proving the contrapositive. Assume that F (λt) = 0

for all t ∈ FC(G) \ {e}. By multiplicative domain considerations, this means that
F is canonical on A⋊λ F1. Furthermore, Lemma 5.1 tells us that if F is trivial on
A⋊λ Fα, then it is necessarily trivial on A⋊λ Fα+1. Finally, it is clear that if β is
a successor ordinal, and F is trivial on A ⋊λ Fα for all α < β, then F is trivial on
A⋊λ Fβ. By transfinite induction, F is trivial on all of A⋊λ G. ■

From here, the proof of the main result proceeds as in Section 4, except much
more easily thanks to minimality, due to only needing to construct non-trivial central
elements in the appropriate algebra with no additional special properties. We first
need the following lemma, which, as explained in the beginning of this section, was
proven in much greater generality in [Ech90a].

Lemma 5.4. Let G be an FC-hypercentral group acting minimally on a unital C*-
algebra A. Then A⋊λ G is simple if and only if A⋊λ G is prime.

Proof. We prove the non-trivial direction. Assume that A⋊λG is not simple. Then,
by Proposition 3.3, there exists a non-canonical equivariant pseudo-expectation
F : A⋊λG → IG(A). Moreover, Corollary 5.3 guarantees there exists s ∈ FC(G)\{e}
for which F (λs) ̸= 0. Let C denote the conjugacy class of s. Using Proposition 3.4,
the coefficients (xt)t∈G given by xt := F (λt) for t ∈ C, and xt = 0 for t ∈ G \ C,
satisfy the properties listed in Proposition 3.6, and so∑

c∈C

x∗
cλc ∈ Z(IG(A) ⋊λ G).

This means that IG(A)⋊λG has non-trivial center, and in particular, it is not prime.
Proposition 2.17 then implies that A⋊λ G is not prime. ■

Theorem 5.5. Let G be an FC-hypercentral group acting minimally on a unital
C*-algebra A. Then A⋊λG is not simple if and only if there exist r ∈ FC(G) \ {e},
a non-zero r-invariant central projection p ∈ I(A), and a unitary u ∈ U(I(A)p)
such that

(1) r acts by Adu on I(A)p;
(2) s · p = p and s · u = u for all s ∈ CG(r).

Proof. The proof of Theorem 4.7 works verbatim for showing that a triple (p, u, r),
with properties as listed in the theorem, gives rise to a non-trivial central element
of I(A) ⋊λ G. This means that I(A) ⋊λ G is not prime, and therefore neither is
A⋊λ G by Proposition 2.17. Clearly, this means that A⋊λ G is not simple either.

Conversely, assume that A ⋊λ G is not simple. By Lemma 5.4, A ⋊λ G is not
prime, and hence neither is I(A) ⋊λ G (by Proposition 2.17 again).

Choose non-trivial orthogonal ideals J,K ⊆ I(A) ⋊λ G, and let

q := sup M(I(A),G)K+
1 .

By Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.3, we have that q is a non-zero projection
which commutes with the copy of I(A) ⋊λ G ⊆ M(I(A), G), and satisfies J · q = 0.
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Moreover, q /∈ I(A), as otherwise q would be an element of Z(I(A))G. This is
impossible, since the induced system (Z(I(A)), G) is minimal (see Proposition 2.18),
and so Z(I(A))G = C.

View q =
∑

t∈G qtλt inside of M(I(A), G). If we could find t ∈ FC(G) \ {e} such
that qt ̸= 0, the proof is essentially done, as we may proceed exactly as was done
in the proof of Theorem 4.7. However, so far, we only know that there exists some
t ∈ G \ {e} for which qt ̸= 0.

Let us remark that one can show that the coefficients of q must actually be
supported on elements with finite conjugacy class, so that t must belong to FC(G).
This will be shown in the proof of Theorem C, using a fairly non-trivial technical
lemma (Lemma 6.1). However, in the case of FC-hypercentral groups, we can use
more direct methods in order to show that there exists at least one r ∈ FC(G) \ {e}
for which qr ̸= 0, which will be sufficient for our purposes.

Let E : M(I(A), G) → I(A) be the canonical conditional expectation (see Re-
mark 2.5), and consider qe = E(q). Note that qe ∈ Z(I(A))G (it is therefore just a
complex number), and that 0 ≤ qe ≤ 1, since E is contractive. Consequently, the
element

w := (1 − qe) + q ∈ M(I(A), G)
is positive, commutes with I(A) ⋊λ G, and satisfies E(w) = 1. The non-trivial
coefficients of w =

∑
t∈Gwtλt are identical to those of q. That is, wt = qt for t ̸= e.

From here, we may define a map F : I(A) ⋊λ G → I(A), by

F (x) := E(wx) = E(w1/2xw1/2),

for every x ∈ I(A) ⋊λ G, where the product wx = w1/2xw1/2 takes place in
M(I(A), G). It is immediate to verify that F is an equivariant conditional ex-
pectation. Moreover F (λ∗

t ) = wt is non-zero for at least one t ̸= e, and so F is
non-canonical. Viewing the codomain of F as IG(A) and restricting to A⋊λG in the
domain, we obtain that F induces a non-canonical equivariant pseudo-expectation
on A⋊λ G.

Corollary 5.3 now tells us that there exists r ∈ FC(G) \ {e} such that F (λ∗
r) ̸= 0,

which is exactly the same as saying that qr ̸= 0. As explained above, the proof
now proceeds exactly as in Theorem 4.7. More precisely, if q∗

r = u |q∗
r | is the polar

decomposition of q∗
r , with p = u∗u, then the triple (p, u, r) has the desired properties.

■

6. Primality for crossed products of minimal actions by discrete
groups

This section is essentially an observation that most of the arguments in the pre-
vious sections, which deal with characterizing when a reduced crossed product is
simple, actually also apply in the context of characterizing when a reduced crossed
product is prime, for all minimal actions of any discrete groups.

First, we require a seemingly arbitrary lemma with quite a convoluted proof,
and it will have its usefulness become clear near the end of the proof of the main
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theorem. The proof of the lemma makes use of the basic properties of the Fursten-
berg boundary ∂FG. This was originally introduced by Furstenberg several decades
ago in [Fur73] (see also [Fur63]), as a topological boundary to be used largely in
the study of Lie groups. It was more recently studied in the C*-simplicity results
[KK17] and [BKKO17], where in particular it was observed that for discrete groups,
IG(C) ∼= C(∂FG) as G-C*-algebras. If G is a discrete group, the Furstenberg bound-
ary ∂FG is the universal compact Hausdorff G-space with the following properties:

(1) It is minimal.
(2) It is strongly proximal, in the sense that for any probability measure ν ∈

P (∂FG), there is a net of group elements (gλ)λ such that limλ gλν = δx, for
some x ∈ X.

As noted in Proposition 2.12, IG(C) is monotone complete, and hence ∂FG is an
extremally disconnected space (see, for example, [SW15, Theorem 2.3.7]).

Before we proceed with the proof of the lemma, it might also interest the reader
to realize that in the case of amenable groups, we are guaranteed the existence of
an invariant state on any unital C*-algebra, and the proof of the lemma becomes
extremely easy. The significant difficulty in the non-amenable case is that now, we
are only guaranteed the existence of G-equivariant unital completely positive maps
into IG(C).

Lemma 6.1. Let G be a discrete group acting minimally on a compact Hausdorff
space X, and let f ∈ C(X) be a non-zero positive function. Consider the set

{g · f | g ∈ G} ,
without counting repetition among the elements. If this set is infinite, then the sum
of its elements cannot be uniformly bounded from above, in the sense that there
cannot exist some scalar k ≥ 0 such that every sum of finitely many elements is
bounded by k from above.

Proof. This proof will, somewhat interestingly, first assume that G is countable, and
from there deduce the case of uncountable groups.

For convenience, let W ⊆ G be a choice of elements of G so that
{g · f | g ∈ W} = {g · f | g ∈ G} ,

and g·f are distinct for distinct values of g ∈ W . We will do a proof by contradiction,
and start with the assumption that

∑
g∈W g · f is uniformly bounded.

Since IG(C) is G-injective and isomorphic to C(∂FG), we know that there is at
least one G-equivariant unital completely positive map ϕ : C(X) → C(∂FG). We
also know that the left-ideal

{h ∈ C(X) | ϕ(h∗h) = 0}
is a two-sided G-invariant ideal in C(X). Since 1 does not lie in this ideal, by
minimality, this ideal must necessarily be zero. In other words, the map ϕ is faithful.

We know that ϕ(f) ̸= 0, by faithfulness. We now divide the proof into two cases:
If it were the case that ϕ(f) ≥ δ for some δ > 0, then the sum

∑
g∈W g · f could

not be bounded, as neither could
∑

g∈W ϕ(g · f).
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Assume therefore that ϕ(f) is not bounded from below. From here, choose some
fixed δ > 0 so that ϕ(f)(y) > δ for some y ∈ ∂FG. Let U := ϕ(f)−1(δ,∞).
Given that ∂FG is extremally disconnected, we have that U is a clopen subset, and
ϕ(f)(z) ≥ δ for every z ∈ U , while ϕ(f)(z) ≤ δ for every z ∈ ∂FG \ U . Note that,
by assumption of ϕ(f) not being bounded below by any strictly positive scalar, we
have U ̸= ∂FG. For convenience, we will also let p ∈ C(∂FG) be the non-trivial
projection coming from this clopen subset, so that ϕ(f) ≥ δ · p.

Another observation we make is that if g1 ·p ̸= g2 ·p, this implies that g1U ̸= g2U ,
which are exactly the set of points on which g1 ·ϕ(f) and g2 ·ϕ(f) are strictly greater
than δ, respectively. Consequently, it must be the case that g1 · ϕ(f) ̸= g2 · ϕ(f). In
other words, distinct translates of p give rise to distinct translates of ϕ(f). Thus,
if we show that the sum of the distinct translates of p is unbounded, then, since
ϕ(f) ≥ δ · p, this will automatically imply the same for the distinct translates of
ϕ(f).

Since G is countable, the Furstenberg boundary ∂FG is separable. This is a direct
consequence of minimality of the space. Let (yn)∞

n=1 be a dense subset of this space.
Observe that there cannot exist any g ∈ G with the property that g · yn ∈ U for all
n ∈ N. Otherwise, we would have yn ∈ g−1U for all n ∈ N, implying g−1U = ∂FG
by density. This is impossible, since we have already shown U ̸= ∂FG.

Thus, if we construct a probability measure ω ∈ P (∂FG) by ω =
∑∞

n=1
1

2n δyn

(which we will also view as a state on C(∂FG)), the previous paragraph essentially
tells us that (g · ω)(p) is never exactly equal to 1 for any g ∈ G. However, choosing
any z ∈ U , we know that since ∂FG is a strongly proximal, there is a net (gλ)λ in G
such that limλ gλ ·ω = δz. In other words, even though (g ·ω)(p) ̸= 1 for any g ∈ G,
we can still find infinitely many elements g ∈ G for which (g · ω)(p) = ω(g−1 · p) is
arbitrarily close to 1 and, say, greater than 1

2 . Thus, we have infinitely many g ∈ G

for which g−1p are distinct, and ω(g−1 · p) ≥ 1
2 .

Consequently, the sum of the distinct translates of p cannot be bounded. By
what was mentioned earlier, the same must be true for the corresponding distinct
translates of ϕ(f), and thus the distinct translates of f ∈ C(X).

The case of uncountable groups is not that hard to deduce from the countable
case. Assume G is uncountable, and consider our starting function f ∈ C(X). Let
U ⊆ X be a nonempty open set such that f(x) > 0 for all x ∈ U . As ∪g∈Gg · U
is an open invariant set, it must cover X by minimality. Compactness then tells us
that there is a finite collection g1U, . . . , gnU covering X. In terms of our function
translates, this tells us that g1 · f, . . . , gn · f have the property that for any x ∈ X,
there is some i ∈ {1, . . . , n} with (gi · f)(x) > 0.

By assumption, we may also choose countably many distinct group elements
(ki)∞

i=1 such that the translates ki · f are all distinct. Now let H be the necessarily
countable subgroup ofG generated by g1, . . . , gn and (ki)∞

i=1. Although the restricted
action of H on X is not necessarily minimal, we can pass to a minimal H-subsystem
Y ⊆ X by Zorn’s lemma. Consider the restriction map π : C(X) → C(Y ). The
function π(f) is non-zero, by construction.
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If the set {h · π(f) | h ∈ H} is finite, then by the pigeonhole principle, because
{h · f | h ∈ H} is infinite, there are infinitely many distinct translates h ·f mapping
to h0 ·π(f), for some h0 ∈ H. Thus, the sum of the distinct translates h ·f mapping
to this value is unbounded, as under the image of π, the sum of infinitely many
copies of h0 · π(f) is certainly unbounded.

If the set {h · π(f) | h ∈ H} is infinite, then we may simply apply the lemma we
have already proven in the countable setting to deduce that the sum of the infinitely
many distinct translates h · π(f) in C(Y ) is unbounded. Thus, the sum of the
infinitely many distinct translates in the original space C(X), i.e. the sum of the
distinct h · f , is certainly unbounded as well. ■

Theorem 6.2. Let G be a discrete group acting minimally on a unital C*-algebra
A. Then A⋊λ G is not prime if and only if there exist r ∈ FC(G) \ {e}, a non-zero
r-invariant central projection p ∈ I(A), and a unitary u ∈ U(I(A)p) such that

(1) r acts by Adu on I(A)p;
(2) s · p = p and s · u = u for all s ∈ CG(r).

Proof. First, if there is a triple (p, u, r) satisfying the properties listed above, then
exactly as in the proof of Theorem 4.8 (see also Theorem 4.7), we conclude that
A⋊λ G is not prime.

Conversely, assume that A⋊λ G is not prime. Arguing the same as in the proof
of Theorem 5.5, leads to a projection q ∈ M(I(A), G), which commutes with the
copy of I(A) ⋊λ G, but does not lie in the copy of I(A).

Letting (qt)t∈G by the coefficients of q as an element of M(I(A), G), i.e. q =∑
t∈G qtλt, and let zt := q∗

t , for every t ∈ G. We know that there exists r ∈ G \ {e}
so that qr ̸= 0. We will show that r must have finite conjugacy class. Note that this
is stronger than what is shown in Theorem 5.5, and therefore would again lead to
the desired triple (p, u, r).

To see this, observe that qe = E(q) = E(qq∗) is given by

O −
∑
t∈G

z∗
t zt,

so that the net of finite sums is order-convergent to a concrete element in I(A). The
precise details of order convergence are not important. What is important is that
this in particular implies that ∑

t∈F
z∗

t zt ≤ E(q),

for every finite subset F ⊆ G (see [Ham82b, Lemma 1.2.(iv)]).
We recall from Proposition 3.7 that zty = (t ·y)zt, for all y ∈ I(A). Consequently,

z∗
t zty = z∗

t (t · y)xt = yz∗
t zt,

for all y ∈ I(A), or, in other words, z∗
t zt lies in Z(I(A)). Proposition 3.7 also tells

us that s · zt = zsts−1 , and so s · (z∗
t zt) = z∗

sts−1zsts−1 for all s, t ∈ G.
Let us restrict our attention to an infinite conjugacy class C ⊆ G, and show that

the coefficients zc must be zero for every c ∈ C. Assume otherwise, so that one,
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hence all, of these coefficients are non-zero. If {z∗
c zc | c ∈ C} is a finite set, then

by the pigeonhole principle, there are infinitely many c ∈ C for which z∗
c zc are all

the same value. Given that z∗
c zc ̸= 0, this clearly contradicts the assumption that

the sum
∑

t∈G z
∗
t zt is uniformly bounded above. Hence, we are left to conclude that

{z∗
c zc | c ∈ C} is an infinite set. Equivalently, if we choose a fixed c0 ∈ C, the set{

g · (z∗
c0zc0)

∣∣ g ∈ G
}

has infinitely many distinct elements in Z(I(A)). By Lemma 6.1, these once again
cannot have a bounded sum, as Z(I(A)) is minimal by Proposition 2.18. Therefore
zc = 0. As we had zr = q∗

r ̸= 0, we conclude that r ∈ FC(G). ■

Remark 6.3. Note that Theorem 5.5 follows from a combination of Theorem 6.2
and of the fact that in the FC-hypercentral case, A ⋊λ G is simple if and only if
it is prime (this follows from [Ech90a, Theorem 3.1], or alternatively Lemma 5.4).
Despite this fact, we keep Section 5 separate, given that the full proof of Theorem 6.2
(which in particular relies upon Lemma 6.1) is substantially more difficult in the
setting of non-amenable groups.

Finally, we state the following immediate, and somewhat surprising, corollary to
Theorem 6.2.

Corollary 6.4. If G is a discrete ICC group acting minimally on a unital C*-algebra
A, then the reduced crossed product A⋊λ G is prime.

We remark that the hypotheses that the action is minimal and G is ICC are far
from being necessary. For example, by [MR15, Proposition 2.8], the action of Z on
its one-point compactification gives rise to a prime crossed product.

7. From the injective envelope to the original C*-algebra

The first dynamical characterizations of simplicity and primality that we obtain
in our paper are initially written in terms of the dynamics of G on I(A), the injective
envelope of A. While this gives the most elegant characterizations from a theory
perspective, the injective envelope is still a somewhat mysterious object that is
not that easy to describe concretely in many cases. Strictly speaking, it was also
possible in all of our results to simply use Hamana’s regular monotone completion
A, which is significantly smaller in many cases, but at the end of the day it suffers
from the same problem of still being relatively difficult to write down concretely. It
would be desirable to have results which relate back to the dynamics on the original
C*-algebra A.

It was mentioned in the introduction that the notion of a properly outer automor-
phism plays an important role in the study of simplicity of crossed products, and
indeed, our results are an equivariant version of this notion. Recall the classical,
non-equivariant notion first, which was discussed in Section 2.3 (especially Theo-
rem 2.25, which we state again for convenience). Let A be a unital C*-algebra, and
let α ∈ Aut(A), with its unique extension to I(A) also denoted by α. Consider the
following conditions:
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(1) There is a non-zero α-invariant ideal J ⊆ A such that ΓB(α|J) = {e}.
(2) There is a non-zero α-invariant central projection p ∈ I(A), and a unitary

u ∈ U(I(A)p) such that α acts by Adu on I(A)p.
(3) There is a non-zero α-invariant ideal J ⊆ A and a unitary u ∈ M(J), such

that ∥α|J − (Adu)|J∥ < 2.
(4) Given any ε ∈ (0, 2), there exists a non-zero α-invariant ideal J ⊆ A and a

unitary u ∈ M(J) such that ∥α|J − (Adu)|J∥ < ε.

We have that (1) and (2) are equivalent, and both are implied by (3) and (4). If A
is separable, all four are equivalent.

We will ultimately require some notion of invariance when it comes to all of
the pieces involved in the above theorem. In particular, our characterization of
simplicity, or lack thereof, is a modified version of condition (2), where we require
the unitary u corresponding to some automorphism αr (where r ∈ FC(G) \ {e}) to
be CG(r)-invariant. Note that this is in contrast to the usual definition of proper
outerness, where the automorphisms are considered individually without any regard
to the rest of the group action.

Let us briefly investigate the feasibility and outcome of generalizing each char-
acterization of proper outerness on the original C*-algebra A. First, consider (1).
The Borchers spectrum is normally defined for actions of abelian groups (and for
single automorphisms α, it secretly considers the corresponding Z-action). In the
setting of abelian groups, [Ham85, Theorem 7.3] essentially gives us the exact result
we are after, and makes use of the Borchers spectrum for the action of the entire
group (as opposed to a single automorphism). Note, however, that the definition
of the Borchers spectrum involves the dual group Ĝ. This strongly hints to the
fact that any invariant Borchers-type characterization that is meant to work in the
non-abelian setting will involve the use of the non-abelian dual group. Such an item
is borderline impossible to get a concrete handle on, in practice, for most infinite
groups. Moreover, the definition of the Borchers spectrum also involves considering
all possible hereditary C*-subalgebras, and these are already non-trivial enough in
general as-is. Thus, while it could in theory be possible to obtain an appropriate
generalization, we highly doubt it would be one that people would wish to use in
practice.

We also mention that [OP82, Theorem 6.6] contains several other characteriza-
tions of proper outerness. However, the vast majority (with a couple of exceptions)
also involve considering either all possible hereditary C*-subalgebras of A, or at
least the invariant ones. Again, this would make for conditions that are perhaps
mysterious and hard to check in practice, and so we choose to also skip those. It
is worth noting though that all of these conditions are very likely still possible to
generalize.

The obvious characterization remaining is Elliott’s characterization, i.e. condi-
tion (3). While it requires separability of the underlying C*-algebra A to be a true
characterization, most C*-algebras that people are interested in end up being sep-
arable anyways. Moreover, it is only necessary to consider the space of invariant
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ideals of A, as opposed to the set of all invariant hereditary subalgebras. Thus, in
our opinion, it is the most worthwhile characterization to generalize.

We would like to first give an initial and incorrect guess as to how the gener-
alization would proceed. One might guess that “invariant” proper outerness of αt

would mean that for any CG(t)-invariant ideal I ⊆ A, and any CG(t)-invariant uni-
tary u ∈ M(I), we have ∥α|I − (Adu)|I∥ = 2. However, this turns out to be just
slightly too weak of a notion, as there is simply no reason to expect enough suitable
invariant ideals I ⊆ A and invariant unitaries u ∈ M(I) for approximating the
automorphism. As it turns out, the correct notion to use is approximately invariant
ideals and unitaries, in the appropriate sense.

Before proceeding further, we remark that all of the theory of injective envelopes
that we use was in the setting of unital C*-algebras. In [Ham82b, Section 6], Hamana
defines the injective envelope of a non-unital C*-algebra as follows (and studies it
further in [Ham82a]):

Definition 7.1. Let A be a C*-algebra, not necessarily unital. We define A+ to just
be A if A is already unital, and the unitization otherwise. In particular, if J ⊆ A
is an ideal, the unitization J+ will still be J if, coincidentally, J has its own unit.
The injective envelope of A is defined as I(A) := I(A+).

We also state the following result of Hamana, which gives a correspondence be-
tween ideals of a C*-algebra A and central projections in I(A). This, and other
results, usually work in the setting of A being non-unital, but to avoid unnecessary
subtleties, we will just stick with the unital setting unless necessary.

Proposition 7.2. Let J be an ideal of a unital C*-algebra A. Let p = supI(A) J+
1 .

Then
(1) p is a central projection in I(A);
(2) I(A)p ∼= I(J).

Conversely, if we start with some central projection p ∈ I(A) and define an ideal
J ⊆ A as J = I(A)p ∩A, then I(J) ∼= I(A)p.

Proof. The forward direction was proven in [Ham82a, Lemma 1.1], in the more
general setting of hereditary subalgebras of A. For the converse direction, note
that if J = I(A)p ∩ A for a central projection p ∈ I(A), then supI(A) J+

1 = p by
Proposition 4.4. ■

This now hints at how the proof of the aforementioned equivalences would work
in general. Any automorphism α ∈ Aut(A) that is “close enough” to being inner
on an α-invariant ideal J ⊆ A will give something that is genuinely inner on I(J),
which is a central corner of I(A).

We may also realize the multiplier algebra of a C*-algebra A as an idealizer of A
inside its injective envelope I(A).

Proposition 7.3 ([Ham82a, Section 1]). Assume A is a not necessarily unital C*-
algebra, and denote by M(A) its multiplier algebra. We have

M(A) = {x ∈ I(A) | xa ∈ A and ax ∈ A for all a ∈ A} .
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Recall that an ideal K is a C*-algebra A is essential if and only if whenever
K · a = 0 for some a ∈ A (which is equivalent to a · K = 0), then a = 0. As
mentioned earlier, we will also be dealing with ideals that are “almost invariant” in
the appropriate sense. The following observation allows us to establish what this
means rigorously.

Proposition 7.4. Let A be a unital C*-algebra, and let J,K ⊆ A be ideals with
J ⊆ K. Then

(1) Assume that J is essential in K. Then recalling Proposition 7.2, I(J) and
I(K) both share the same central support projection p ∈ I(A), so that we
canonically have I(J) ∼= I(K) ∼= I(A)p.

(2) If supI(A) J+
1 = supI(A)K+

1 , then J is essential in K.

Proof. Let p = supI(A) J+
1 and q = supI(A)K+

1 . Since J ⊆ K, we have that p ≤ q.
We need to show that q ≤ p. Let I = I(A)(q − p) ∩ A. Observe that I is an ideal
in A which has trivial intersection with J . On the other hand, since J is essential
in K, I must have trivial intersection with the ideal K as well. This implies that
I ·K = 0, and by Proposition 4.3 we obtain that q(q − p) = 0, and so q ≤ p.

For the second statement, assume that p = supI(A) J+
1 = supI(A)K+

1 and let
k ∈ K be an element which is orthogonal to J . Then kp = 0 by Proposition 4.2.
However, by Proposition 4.1, p acts as the identity on K, and we conclude that
k = 0, as desired. ■

The following two observations are well-known, but we recall them nevertheless.

Remark 7.5. Let A be a unital C*-algebra, and let J,K ⊆ A be ideals with J ⊆ K,
and such that J is essential in K. Then M(K) ⊆ M(J) as a unital inclusion of the
multiplier algebras.

Proof. Note that since J is an essential ideal in K and K is an essential ideal in
M(K), then J is an essential ideal in M(K). As M(J) is the maximal C*-algebra
which contains J as an essential ideal (see [Lan95, Theorem 2.2]), we conclude that
M(K) ⊆ M(J), canonically. ■

Remark 7.6. Assume A is a C*-algebra, not necessarily unital, and assume that I
and J are two essential ideals of A. Then I ∩ J is also essential in A.

Proof. Let I and J be as in the statement of the lemma, and assume there is some
a ∈ A orthogonal to the intersection. We have axy = 0, for all x ∈ I and y ∈ J .
Because J is essential, this implies that for any x ∈ I, we have ax = 0. Because I
is essential, this now implies a = 0. ■

Before proceeding, we mention what our suitable replacement for having an ideal
J ⊆ A invariant on the nose. Such an ideal will be considered “almost invariant”
with respect to an action of a group H on A if, while we do not necessarily have
h · J = J , we at least have that J ∩ h · J is essential in both J and h · J .

We will also require a stronger version of Elliott’s proper outerness character-
ization than the one presented in Theorem 2.25. There, it can be observed that
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if α is an automorphism of a (not necessarily unital) separable C*-algebra A such
that α extends to an inner automorphism on all of I(A) (such automorphisms are
called quasi-inner), then given any ε > 0, there is some ideal J ⊆ A and unitary
u ∈ M(J) such that ∥α|J − (Adu)|J∥ < ε. However, [OP82, Corollary 6.7] more
or less observes that in the case of quasi-inner automorphisms, the ideal J can be
required to be essential. Proposition 7.9 uses essentially the same argument, but we
recall two lemmas before proving it.

Lemma 7.7 ([Ham82a, Lemma 3.1]). Let (Aλ)λ∈Λ be a family of C*-algebras, not
necessarily unital. Consider the c0-direct sum ⊕λAλ. The injective envelope of this
direct sum is the ℓ∞-direct sum

∏
λ I(Aλ), while the multiplier algebra is

∏
λM(Aλ).

Proof. The first statement is proven in [Ham82a, Lemma 3.1]. The claim about the
multiplier algebra is well-known, but also follows from the first statement and the
identification given in Proposition 7.3. ■

Lemma 7.8. Assume (Jλ)λ∈Λ is a family of pairwise orthogonal ideals in a (not
necessarily unital) C*-algebra A. The ideal generated by this family is J = spanJλ,
which is canonically isomorphic to the c0-direct sum ⊕λJλ.

Proof. If we instead consider c00 −⊕λJλ, i.e. the elements in ⊕λJλ that are non-zero
on only finitely many coordinates, then we canonically obtain a map

c00 − ⊕λJλ → span Jλ,

given by mapping xλ ∈ Jλ ⊆ c00−⊕λJλ to itself in Jλ ⊆ A. This map is well-defined,
bijective, and a *-homomorphism on the incomplete domain. Importantly, it is also
isometric, simply due to being an injective *-homomorphism on every C*-subalgebra
⊕λ∈FJλ, where F ⊆ Λ ranges over the finite subsets. Thus, the map extends to a
*-isomorphism

⊕λJλ → spanJλ.

■

Proposition 7.9. Let α ∈ Aut(A) be an automorphism on a separable, not neces-
sarily unital, C*-algebra A. If α is quasi-inner, i.e. inner on I(A), then for every
ε > 0, there exists an essential α-invariant ideal J ⊆ A and a unitary u ∈ M(J)
with the property that ∥α|J − (Adu)|J∥ < ε.

Proof. Fix ε > 0. By Zorn’s lemma, there is a maximal family of pairs (Jλ, uλ)λ∈Λ
with the property that Jλ is a non-zero α-invariant ideal of A, uλ is a unitary in
M(Jλ) with the property that ∥α|Jλ

− (Aduλ)|Jλ
∥ < ε, and (Jλ)λ∈Λ are all pairwise

orthogonal.
Observe that J := spanJλ is a new α-invariant ideal in A, which is isomorphic to

⊕λJλ by Lemma 7.8. We then know by Lemma 7.7 that its multiplier algebra is the
ℓ∞-direct sum

∏
λM(Jλ). In particular, we are free to set the individual coordinates

to anything bounded with no other restriction, and so we have that u := (uλ)λ∈Λ is
an element of the multiplier algebra M(J) satisfying

∥α|J − (Adu)|J∥ ≤ ε.
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Maximality of the family (Jλ, uλ)λ∈Λ gives us the final result we are after, namely
that J above is essential. If it were not, then J⊥ would be α-invariant and orthogonal
to every Jλ. Moreover, using the fact that I(J⊥) is a corner of I(A) by Proposi-
tion 7.2, we have that α is inner on I(J⊥). Applying Theorem 2.25 to the unitization
(J⊥)+, there at least exists some non-trivial α-invariant ideal L ⊆ (J⊥)+ (and L∩J+

is a non-trivial α-invariant ideal of A), and some unitary v ∈ M(L) ⊆ M(L ∩ J+)
with the property that ∥α|L − (Ad v)|L∥ < ε. The pair (L ∩ J+, v) could then be
added to our maximal family from before, contradicting the fact that it is actually
maximal. ■

Unlike the proof of the equivalence between Elliott’s characterization of proper
outerness (condition (3) in Theorem 2.25) and the injective envelope version (condi-
tion (2) in Theorem 2.25), our approach will completely avoid the theory of deriva-
tions, and instead take a different path (one which genuinely appears to be necessary
for the equivalence between the equivariant notions of proper outerness). Essentially,
what was shown above in the proof of Theorem 7.15 is that if ∥β − id∥ < 2 on an
ideal J ⊆ A for some automorphism β ∈ Aut(J), then we have that β extends to an
inner automorphism on I(J). What we need is some control over the unitary itself,
in I(J). Intuitively, if β is “close” to the identity, then the resulting unitary should
be “close” to 1. In the context of von Neumann algebras at least, this intuition is
indeed true, and the following lemma can be found in an important paper of Kadison
and Ringrose.

Lemma 7.10 ([KR67, Lemma 5]). Let α ∈ Aut(M) be an automorphism of a von
Neumann algebra M such that ∥α− id∥ < 2. Then there is a unitary u ∈ M such
that α = Adu, and moreover u has the following restriction on its spectrum:

σ(u) ⊆
{
z ∈ T

∣∣∣∣ Re z ≥ 1
2

√
4 − ∥α− id∥2

}
.

Note that we indeed have that if ∥α− id∥ gets closer to zero, then ∥u− 1∥ indeed
gets closer to zero as well. We suspect that the above lemma might work for general
monotone complete C*-algebras. However, we work around this in a sneaky manner
and can derive the result on just injective envelopes quite easily. For the proof, we
will need the following lemma. We would also like to apologize to Zarikian, as when
we had originally released the first preprint of our paper, we did not notice that this
same exact result could be found in [Zar19, Lemma 2.2]. Our proof is somewhat
different, and we keep it here for the reader’s convenience.

Lemma 7.11. Let A be a unital C*-algebra and let α ∈ Aut(A), with its unique
extension to an automorphism of I(A) also denoted by α. Assume that x ∈ I(A) is
such that xy = α(y)x for every y ∈ A. Then xy = α(y)x for every y ∈ I(A).

Proof. Our first observation is that the proof of Kallman’s result, Theorem 2.22,
essentially still works if we implement some modifications. Let x = u |x| be the
polar decomposition of x in I(A), with p = u∗u being the domain projection of
u. First, observe that both x∗x and xx∗ lie in A′ ∩ I(A). However, by [Ham79a,
Corollary 4.3], this in fact implies that x∗x and xx∗ lie in Z(I(A)). The first two
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paragraphs of the proof of Theorem 2.22 now work without any more modifications
to show that p ∈ Z(I(A)) and u∗u = uu∗ = p.

We skip the part of Theorem 2.22 which shows that p is moreover α-invariant.
This is not as straightforward to show in our new context, simply because we do not
have p ∈ A. Rather, we move on to showing that u “implements” the automorphism.
Just like in the fourth paragraph of the proof of Theorem 2.22, we may show (using
centrality of |x|) that for any y ∈ A, we have |x| (uy − α(y)u) = 0, and from here,
it follows that p(uy − α(y)u) = 0. However, p is central and up = u, and so we
conclude that uy = α(y)u. Multiplying by u∗ on the right gives us

uyu∗ = α(y)p = pα(y)p,
for any y ∈ A. Let J = I(A)p∩A, and let (jλ)λ be the increasing net of positive ele-
ments in J with ∥jλ∥ < 1. We know from Proposition 4.4 that supI(A) jλ = p. More-
over, as α ∈ Aut(I(A)) is an automorphism of a monotone complete C*-algebra,
we automatically have that supI(A) α(jλ) exists and is equal to α(p). Applying
Lemma 4.2, we obtain

upu∗ = pα(p)p,
or more simply p = α(p)p. It follows that p ≤ α(p). The reverse inequality is also
not hard to obtain. Again looking back at the equality uy = α(y)u for y ∈ A, we
have uα−1(y) = yu for all y ∈ A. This can be rewritten as

uα−1(y)u∗ = yp = pyp,

and it follows from the same results as before that
uα−1(p)u∗ = ppp,

or more simply α−1(p)p = p. This gives us the inequality p ≤ α−1(p), or equivalently,
α(p) ≤ p.

In summary, we have shown that
• p is an α-invariant central projection in I(A);
• u is a unitary in I(A)p;
• α acts by Adu on J = I(A)p∩A. In fact, α acts by Adu on J+ = C∗(J, p).

We may use Proposition 7.2 to rephrase the above slightly. Namely, I(J) = I(J+) =
I(A)p, and α|J+ coincides with (Adu)|J+ , where u ∈ U(I(J)). However, an auto-
morphism on a unital C*-algebra always has a unique extension to an automorphism
on the injective envelope, and so it follows that α|I(A)p is truly Adu on this entire
corner.

From here, recalling that both p and |x| are central, given any y ∈ I(A), we have
xy = u |x| y = up |x| y = u(py) |x| = α(py)u |x|

= pα(y)u |x| = α(y)up |x| = α(y)u |x| = α(y)x.
■

Lemma 7.12. Let α ∈ Aut(A) be an automorphism of a not necessarily unital
C*-algebra A, such that ∥α− id∥ < 2. Then the unique extension of α to I(A)
(obtained by first extending canonically to A+) is inner and of the form Adu, where
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u is a unitary in I(A) which can be required to satisfy the following restriction on
its spectrum:

σ(u) ⊆
{
z ∈ T

∣∣∣∣ Re z ≥ 1
2

√
4 − ∥α− id∥2

}
.

Proof. We already know that such a result holds on von Neumann algebras. Let M
be a von Neumann algebra containing A as a weak*-dense subalgebra, and more-
over having the property that the automorphism α ∈ Aut(A) extends (necessarily
uniquely) to an automorphism α̃ ∈ Aut(M). It does not appear that any sort of
separability is required for M in either the statement or the proof of Lemma 7.10
of Kadison and Ringrose (so in particular, one could take M = A∗∗). However,
just for peace of mind of the reader, it is observed in that same paper that any
automorphism α ∈ Aut(A) with ∥α− id∥ < 2 automatically extends to any such
enveloping von Neumann algebra M . See [KR67, Theorem 7], along with the defini-
tion of permanently weakly inner or π-weakly inner in [KR67, Page 35]. It appears
that Kadison and Ringrose deal with unital C*-algebras in their paper, but this
is not a problem. The canonical extension of α to A+ (call it α+) also satisfies∥∥α+ − idA+

∥∥ < 2. Hence, if A is separable, one can easily take any faithful non-
degenerate representation A ⊆ B(H) where H is separable, and then let M = A′′.

In any case, let M and α̃ ∈ Aut(M) be as above, and observe that ∥α̃− idM ∥ =
∥α− idA∥, via a straightforward application of weak*-continuity of α̃ and Kaplan-
sky’s density theorem. Let u ∈ M be a unitary obtained from Lemma 7.10. In other
words, α̃ = Adu, and

σ(u) ⊆
{
z ∈ T

∣∣∣∣ Re z ≥ 1
2

√
4 − ∥α− id∥2

}
.

For convenience, denote the bound 1
2

√
4 − ∥α− id∥2 by r. We have Reσ(u) ⊆ [r, 1],

and so by the continuous functional calculus, we genuinely have Reu ≥ r, where
Reu = 1

2(u+ u∗).
We proceed to construct a similar element in I(A) using the only method we

know. We know that A+ ⊆ M , and by injectivity, there is a unital and completely
positive map E : M → I(A) such that it is the identity map on A+. Observe that,
because Reu ≥ r with r > 0, we have that

ReE(u) = E(Reu) ≥ E(r) = r.

In particular, we have that E(u) is non-zero. Moreover, observe that for any b ∈ A+

(which lies in the multiplicative domain of E), we have
E(u)b = E(ub) = E(α(b)u) = α(b)E(u).

By Proposition 7.11 this automatically implies that E(u)z = α(z)E(u) for all z ∈
I(A).

For convenience, write y = E(u). We have no reason to expect that y is in any
way a unitary element. However, this is not too hard to patch up. Let y = v |y| be
the polar decomposition of y in I(A), with p = v∗v being the support projection of
v. Recall from Theorem 2.22 that

• p is an α-invariant central projection in I(A).
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Figure 1. Estimate of ∥u− 1∥ based on estimate of Reσ(u).

• v is a unitary in I(A)p, and on this corner, we in fact have α|I(A)p = Ad v.
It was also shown in the proof of Theorem 2.22 that y∗y (and therefore also |y|) will
always lie in the center of I(A). Given that v is a unitary on its respective corner,
it follows that C∗(1, v, |y|) is a commutative C*-algebra of the form C(X).

Writing y = v |y| inside of C(X), and using that Re y ≥ r for r > 0, we note
that y is invertible in C(X). Consequently, so is |y|, and it follows that the support
projection p of v was in fact 1. In other words, v is a unitary in I(A) implementing
α. Finally, given any x ∈ X, we have Re y(x) ≥ r, and 0 < |y| (x) ≤ 1 (which
follows from ∥y∥ = ∥E(u)∥ ≤ 1). Thus, v(x) = y(x)

|y|(x) also satisfies Re v(x) ≥ r for
all x ∈ X. As the spectrum of v as an element of C(X) is given by {v(x) | x ∈ X},
and coincides with its spectrum as an element of A, this finishes the proof. ■

Clearly, if u is a unitary in any unital C*-algebra with Reσ(u) ⊆ [r, 1] for r close
to 1, then it is the case that u is close to 1 as well by the continuous functional
calculus. The following lemma establishes the precise norm estimate:

Lemma 7.13. Let k ∈ [0, 2], and let u ∈ U(A) be a unitary in a unital C*-algebra
A with Reσ(u) ⊆ [1

2
√

4 − k2, 1]. Then we have

∥u− 1∥ ≤
√

2 −
√

4 − k2.

Proof. This is essentially an exercise in Euclidean geometry. Consider Figure 1. It
depicts the unit circle T, and the spectrum of u lies on the arc of the circle that is
to the right of the dotted line. Some unknown side lengths are labeled as x, y, and
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Figure 2. Estimate of ∥u− 1∥ based on Reσ(u) > 0 and vice versa.

z. It is clear that x = 1 − 1
2
√

4 − k2, and by the Pythagorean theorem that y = 1
2k.

One more application of the Pythagorean theorem gives us that

z =
√

2 −
√

4 − k2.

The value of z represents the maximum distance of any given point in σ(u) from 1,
and so by the continuous functional calculus, it must be the case that ∥u− 1∥ ≤ z,
our desired result. ■

A similar and even easier estimate characterizes when σ(u) has a positive lower
bound as well:

Lemma 7.14. Let u ∈ U(A) be a unitary in some unital C*-algebra A. Then there
exists an r > 0 with Reσ(u) ⊆ [r, 1] if and only if ∥u− 1∥ <

√
2.

Proof. Again, we perform basic Euclidean geometry. In Figure 2, we again need σ(u)
to lie strictly to the right of the dotted line, which is equivalent to any point in the
spectrum being distance strictly less than distance

√
2 away from 1. By continuous

functional calculus, this is equivalent to ∥u− 1∥ <
√

2. ■

Now we are ready to state the main result.

Theorem 7.15. Let α : G → Aut(A) be a group action on a unital C*-algebra A,
such that we are in one of the following situations:

• G is an FC-group.
• G is an arbitrary discrete and α is a minimal action.
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The following are equivalent:
(1) There exists an r ∈ FC(G) \ {e}, a non-zero CG(r)-invariant central projec-

tion p ∈ I(A), and a CG(r)-invariant unitary u ∈ U(I(A)p) such that r acts
by Adu on I(A)p.

(2) There exists an r ∈ FC(G) \ {e}, a non-zero r-invariant ideal J ⊆ A with
the property that J ∩ h · J is essential in both J and h · J for all h ∈ CG(r),
and a unitary u ∈ M(J), such that, if we let k = ∥αr|J − (Adu)|J∥ and
t = suph∈CG(r) ∥h · u− u∥, we have 2

√
2 −

√
4 − k2 + t <

√
2.

Note that the r ∈ FC(G) \ {e} and p ∈ Z(I(A)) in one equivalence do not in any
way need to correspond to the same r or J in the other equivalence! Moreover, note
that in the second equivalence, we canonically have M(J) and h ·M(J) ∼= M(h · J)
contained in M(J ∩ h · J), for every h ∈ CG(r), by Remark 7.5, and so the norm
difference ∥h · u− u∥ makes sense.

Proof. First, we prove (2) =⇒ (1). To give some intuition first on what is about
to happen, all of the estimates that we gave are for the express purpose of being
able to write (the unique extension of) αr as some inner automorphism Adw on
I(J), with respect to a unitary w that is almost CG(r)-invariant. Our aim is then
to “average” the translates h · w (h ∈ CG(r)) of this unitary to get something that
is truly invariant (and importantly, non-zero, which is what the almost invariance is
for). It is, of course, not immediately obvious how to do this, given that the group
CG(r) is not amenable in general, nor does I(A) have any nice compact topology
on the unit ball. The techniques developed in the rest of the paper, however, will
show that neither are necessary.

Let us also remark that, by Proposition 7.4, all of the translates h · J (for h ∈
CG(r)) share the same injective envelope. Specifically, they all share the same
support projection p ∈ Z(I(A)) and I(h · J) (for h ∈ CG(r)) are all canonically
isomorphic to I(A)p. Observe that this central projection p is also necessarily CG(r)-
invariant. Moreover, the norm difference suph∈CG(r) ∥h · u− u∥ from the statement
of the theorem makes sense as a difference of unitaries in this corner, but it can also
be viewed in significantly smaller C*-algebras by the fact that Remark 7.5 also tells
us M(J), M(h · J) ⊆ M(J ∩ h · J), for all h ∈ CG(r).

Right off the bat, we notice that k < 2, and so ∥(Adu∗ ◦ αr)|J − id |J∥ < 2.
Let α̃r ∈ Aut(I(A)) denote the unique extension of αr to an automorphism on
I(A), and observe that α̃r|I(J) is also the unique extension of α̃r|J+ to I(J), where
J+ = C∗(J, p). By Lemma 7.12, we have that (Adu∗ ◦ α̃r)|I(J) = (Ad v)|I(J) for
some unitary v ∈ I(J) with Reσ(v) ⊆ [1

2
√

4 − k2, 1]. Using Lemma 7.13, we have
that

∥v − p∥ ≤
√

2 −
√

4 − k2,

from which we also obtain the fact that for any h ∈ CG(r), we have

∥h · v − v∥ ≤ ∥h · v − p∥ + ∥v − p∥ = 2 ∥v − p∥ ≤ 2
√

2 −
√

4 − k2.
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Also for convenience, we will let w := uv ∈ U(I(J)), so that in particular, α̃r|I(J) =
(Adw)|I(J). Finally, we obtain an estimate on ∥h · w − w∥ for h ∈ CG(t):

∥h · w − w∥ ≤ ∥h · u− u∥ ∥h · v∥ + ∥u∥ ∥h · v − v∥ ≤ 2
√

2 −
√

4 − k2 + t.

The above norm estimate ends up being good enough for our purposes, namely to
be able to “average” the translates and obtain something non-zero. Now we describe
the averaging process itself. Consider the C*-algebra ℓ∞(G, I(A)). It is equipped
with a diagonal G-action given by (s · f)(g) = s · f(s−1g), for s, g ∈ G. Moreover,
the embedding of I(A) ↪→ ℓ∞(G, I(A)) given by sending y ∈ I(A) to the constant
function fy(g) = y, for all g ∈ G, is a G-equivariant *-homomorphic embedding.

To construct a CG(r)-invariant “average” of w, we proceed as follows. Let T ⊆ G
be a transversal of the space of right coset space CG(r)\G. That is, every g1 ∈ G
can be written uniquely as g1 = hg2 for some h ∈ CG(r) and g2 ∈ T . Set W ∈
ℓ∞(G, I(A)) by W (hg2) = h · w for every h ∈ CG(r) and g2 ∈ T . It is not hard
to check that W is CG(r)-invariant. Moreover, as α̃r|I(J) = (Adw)|I(J), and this
automorphism is CG(r)-invariant, it follows that AdW also implements the diagonal
automorphism induced by r on I(J) ⊆ I(A) ⊆ ℓ∞(G, I(A)).

Now we wish to push W back to I(A). We could use an expectation back down
onto this C*-algebra, but this would lose us CG(r)-invariance. Instead, we push it
down onto the larger algebra IG(A), and use the far more roundabout techniques
developed in the rest of the paper, where we are still able to obtain an element
in I(A) satisfying the same properties. Let E : ℓ∞(G, I(A)) → IG(A) be a G-
equivariant unital completely positive map that is the identity map on I(A). Given
any y ∈ I(J), we have

E(W )y = E(Wy) = E(α̃r(y)W ) = α̃r(y)E(W ),
where we use the fact that I(J) lies in the multiplicative domain of E. Moreover,
by G-equivariance of E, we still have that E(W ) is CG(r)-invariant.

It is important to verify that the element E(W ) that we obtain in IG(A) is
sufficiently non-trivial for our purposes. Since p ∈ Z(I(A)), by Proposition 2.14, we
have p ∈ Z(IG(A)) as well. We aim to prove the following observation: E(W ) is a
non-zero element in IG(A)p.

To see that E(W ) ∈ IG(A)p, we remark that p lies in the multiplicative domain
of E and W lies entirely in ℓ∞(G, I(A))p. Thus,

E(W ) = E(Wp) = E(W )p ∈ IG(A)p.
It remains to show that E(W ) ̸= 0. Recalling that W was constructed as having
some translates h · w (for h ∈ CG(t)) in every coordinate, and w was a unitary in
the corner I(J) = I(A)p, it follows that W is a unitary in the corner ℓ∞(G, I(A))p.
Moreover, on this corner, we have

∥W − w∥ = sup
h∈CG(r)

∥h · w − w∥ ≤ 2
√

2 −
√

4 − k2 + t <
√

2.

Equivalently, ∥w∗W − p∥ <
√

2. But by Lemma 7.14, we have that Reσ(w∗W ) ⊆
[ε, 1] for some ε > 0, where the spectrum is considered inside of the C*-algebra
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ℓ∞(G, I(A))p and not all of ℓ∞(G, I(A)). By the continuous functional calculus,
this is equivalent to having Re(w∗W ) ≥ ε · p for this same value of ε. Thus, keeping
in mind that w lies in the multiplicative domain of E, we have

0 < ε · p ≤ E(Re(w∗W )) = ReE(w∗W ) = Re(w∗E(W )),

which immediately implies E(W ) ̸= 0.
To summarize, E(W ) was some non-zero element in IG(A)p implementing the

action α̃r on I(J) = I(A)p. That is, given any y ∈ I(J), we have

E(W )y = α̃r(y)E(W ).

The importance having E(W ) in the corner IG(A)p is reflected in the fact that, if
y ∈ I(A)(1 − p), then E(W )y = 0 and α̃r(y)E(W ) = 0. In other words, we may
conclude that for any y ∈ I(A), and not just y ∈ I(J), we have

E(W )y = α̃r(y)E(W ).

Our setup is now beginning to look quite similar to the proofs of the previous
major theorems in this paper. For convenience, we will significantly simplify notation
by letting xr := E(W ) and simply writing r · y instead of α̃r(y). In this language,
we have an element xr ∈ IG(A) with the property that for any y ∈ I(A) we have

xry = (r · y)xr.

Recall Proposition 3.9. There is nothing special, per se, about the element xr

needing to be unitary, and the same proof will show that, because s · xr = xr

for all s ∈ CG(r), then defining xsrs−1 := s · xr, for all s ∈ G gives well-defined
elements (xc)c∈C , where C denotes the conjugacy class of r. Moreover, given any
c ∈ C, we have s · xc = xscs−1 , for all s ∈ G. A very similar proof to what is
done in Proposition 3.9 will also show that each element xsrs−1 implements the
automorphism corresponding to srs−1, for s ∈ G. For completeness, we verify the
details here. Given any y ∈ I(A) and s ∈ G, we have

xsrs−1y = (s · xr)y = s · (xr(s−1y))
= s · ((rs−1 · y)xr) = (srs−1 · y)(s · xr) = (srs−1 · y)xsrs−1 .

Consequently, we have that∑
c∈C

x∗
cλc ∈ (I(A) ⋊λ G)′ ∩ IG(A) ⋊λ G.

The proof of the above fact is straightforward, and if you wish, it is essentially
identical to the proof of Proposition 3.6. We claim that this element in fact lies in
the center of IG(A) ⋊λ G. To see this, recall from Theorem 2.15 the inclusions

A⋊λ G ⊆ I(A) ⋊λ G ⊆ IG(A) ⋊λ G ⊆ I(A⋊λ G).

The element
∑

c∈C x
∗
cλc in particular commutes with all of A ⋊λ G. However, this

automatically implies that the element lies in the center of I(A⋊λG) (see [Ham79a,
Corollary 4.3]), and so in particular it lies in Z(IG(A)⋊λG). Clearly, because r was
non-trivial, this element does not lie in IG(A).
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Now is when we split the proof of this direction into the two cases of when the
group G is an FC group, and when the action of G on A is minimal.

The easier case is the minimal case. Given that the element
∑

c∈C x
∗
cλc is a non-

trivial element lying in the center of IG(A) ⋊λ G, we have that IG(A) ⋊λ G is not
prime, and we know that this is equivalent to A⋊λG is not prime by Proposition 2.17.
This is a case that we have already completely solved in Section 6. In particular,
we automatically get by Theorem 6.2 that there exists some r2 ∈ FC(G) \ {e},
some CG(r2)-invariant central projection p2 ∈ Z(I(A)), and some CG(r2)-invariant
unitary u2 ∈ I(A)p2 with the property that r2 acts by Adu2 on I(A)p2. Again, we
emphasize that there is no reason to expect these elements, in particular r2 and p2,
to have anything to do with the elements r and p from before.

Next, consider the case where G is an FC-group. Our aim is again to reduce
it down to the results which we have already proven in Section 4. The element∑

c∈C x
∗
cλc that we have constructed above shows that the inclusion Z(IG(A))G ⊆

Z(IG(A)⋊λ G) is proper. Exactly as explained in the proof of Theorem 4.7, we can
apply Lemma 4.5 and conclude that (A,G) does not have the intersection property.

By Theorem 4.7, we have that there exists some r2 ∈ G \ {e} = FC(G) \ {e},
some CG(r2)-invariant central projection p2 ∈ Z(I(A)), and some CG(r2)-invariant
unitary u2 ∈ I(A)p2 with the property that r2 acts by u2 on I(A)p2. Once again,
these could be completely unrelated to the previous r and p.

Now we prove (1) =⇒ (2). Let r ∈ FC(G), let p be a CG(r)-invariant central
projection in I(A), and let u a CG(r)-invariant unitary in I(A)p such that r acts by
Adu on I(A)p. By Proposition 7.2, K = A∩ I(A)p is an r-invariant ideal of A with
the property that I(K) = I(A)p.

Now we show that, from K, we may obtain a smaller ideal that satisfies all of the
properties, and importantly all of the norm estimates, that we want. We will start
with some ε > 0, and occasionally at certain steps of the proof, mention that it can
be made small enough to satisfy the properties that we want.

Let ε > 0. We know by Proposition 7.9 that there exists an essential r-invariant
ideal J ⊆ K and a unitary v ∈ M(J) with the property that ∥αr|J − (Ad v)|J∥ ≤ ε.
Equivalently, we have

∥(Ad v∗ ◦ αr)|J − idJ∥ ≤ ε.

We may stick with ε < 2, so that by Lemma 7.12 combined with Lemma 7.13,
there is a unitary w ∈ I(J) with the property that Ad v∗ ◦ α̃r = Adw on I(J) and
∥w − p∥ < δ(ε), where δ(ε) → 0 as ε → 0. Again, the precise estimate is not that
relevant for our purposes.

Given that J was essential in K, we have by Proposition 7.3 and Proposi-
tion 7.4 that M(J) ⊆ I(J) = I(K). Hence, we may rewrite the above equality
as Adu = Ad(vw) on I(J). In other words, u = γvw for some γ ∈ Z(I(K)), and
so v = γ∗uw∗. Our end goal is to show that, while v itself might not be anywhere
close to being CG(r)-invariant, we may “correct” it by multiplying it with an ap-
propriate central element (in some potentially smaller, but still essential, ideal of
K). We already know that w is close in norm to p, and is therefore approximately
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CG(r)-invariant. Moreover, u was CG(r)-invariant by assumption. Thus, the only
problematic element to deal with is γ.

To this end, recall that γ ∈ Z(I(K)), and thus there is no reason to expect that γ
lies in M(J). However, we claim that we can approximate it by something that does
lie in some potentially different multiplier algebra. Write Z(I(K)) as C(X). Given
that I(K) is monotone complete, so is C(X), and thus X is extremally disconnected
(see the end of Section 2.1).

Using compactness of X, we can find a finite collection of pairs (pn, βn)N
n=1, where

each pn is a non-zero projection in C(X), and each βn ∈ T is a unimodular constant
so that

∑N
n=1 pn = 1C(X) = p and ∥γpn − βnpn∥ ≤ ε for all n.

For every n ∈ N, let Ln = A ∩ I(A)pn. It is clear that the ideals (Ln)N
n=1 are

pairwise orthogonal. Letting L be the ideal generated by all of them, we have
L = spanLn and L ∼= ⊕N

n=1Ln. It is a subtle, but very important, point that all
Ln and therefore L as well are r-invariant, due to the fact that α̃r was inner on
I(K), and therefore acts trivially on Z(I(K)) = C(X). Note that L ⊆ K, as we
had K = A ∩ I(A)p. Moreover, letting q be the support projection of L in I(A),
we have q ≤ p, and also q ≥ pn for all n. It follows that q = p. Equivalently, L is
essential in K by Proposition 7.4, and so I(L) = I(K) = I(A)p.

Note that pn ∈ M(Ln) ⊆ I(Ln) for every n, and moreover M(L) ∼=
∏N

n=1M(Ln)
by Lemma 7.7. In fact, viewing M(L) ⊆ I(A)p, this isomorphism maps each copy
of M(Ln) to its canonical copy in I(A)p as well. Thus,

f =
N∑

n=1
βnpn

is a unitary in M(L). By construction, we have f ∈ Z(I(K)) and ∥f − γ∥ ≤ ε.
It is perhaps worthwhile to take a small break and to summarize the important

points of our current setup. We have:
• K ⊆ A was a CG(r)-invariant ideal, with r acting by Adu on I(K), and u

being CG(r)-invariant as well.
• J ⊆ K was an r-invariant ideal that is essential in K, and v ∈ M(J) ⊆ I(K)

was a unitary with ∥αr|J − (Ad v)|J∥ ≤ ε.
• w ∈ I(K) was a unitary element with ∥w − p∥ ≤ δ(ε).
• γ ∈ Z(I(K)) was a central unitary element so that v = γ∗uw∗.
• L ⊆ K was another r-invariant ideal, also essential in K, and f ∈ M(L) ⊆
I(K) was a unitary element with ∥f − γ∥ ≤ ε. Moreover, f ∈ Z(I(K)).

With the above in hand, we are now ready to construct our approximately in-
variant ideal I ⊆ A, and approximately invariant unitary in M(I). Let I = J ∩ L
(and note that I is in particular an ideal of A). This is r-invariant, as both J and L
are r-invariant. Moreover, given that J and L were both essential in K, we have by
Remark 7.6 that I is also essential in K. However, K was CG(r)-invariant, and thus
h · I is still essential in K, for every h ∈ CG(r). Applying Remark 7.6 again, we see
that I ∩ h · I is essential in K for every h ∈ CG(r). In particular, this intersection
must be essential in the smaller ideals I and h · I as well.
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Now consider the equality v = γ∗uw∗. Our “correction factor” that we con-
structed for I was the element f ∈ M(L), which also belongs to M(I) (applying
Remark 7.5 and noting that I is essential in K and is therefore essential in L).
Consider the new equality

fv = fγ∗uw∗.

We have ∥fγ∗ − p∥ ≤ ε, ∥w − p∥ ≤ δ(ε), and u was completely CG(r)-invariant to
begin with. It follows that there is some new bound δ2(ε) such that

sup
h∈CG(r)

∥h · (fv) − fv∥ ≤ δ2(ε),

where, while the precise bound δ2(ε) is not important, what is important is that as
ε → 0, we also have δ2(ε) → 0.

Given that f ∈ Z(I(K)), we have that fv is a unitary element of M(I) with the
property that Ad(fv) and Ad v implement the same automorphism on I(K). The
inequality ∥αr|J − (Ad v)|J∥ ≤ ε therefore implies that

∥αr|I − (Ad(fv))|I∥ ≤ ε.

In summary, letting ε be small enough, we have that

k = ∥αr|I − (Ad(fv))|I∥ and t = sup
h∈CG(r)

∥h · (fv) − fv∥

are sufficiently small in order to satisfy 2
√

2 −
√

4 − k2 + t <
√

2. ■

8. The non-unital case

All of our previous results were obtained in the case of reduced crossed products
A ⋊λ G where the underlying C*-algebra A is unital. Certain results (simplicity
in the case of FC-hypercentral groups in Section 5 and primality in the case of
arbitrary groups in Section 6) genuinely made use of the fact that we were dealing
with a minimal action on a unital C*-algebra. However, the results in Section 4
that characterize the intersection property in the case of FC-groups had no such
assumption.

As such, one might ask whether it is relatively straightforward to bootstrap these
results to the non-unital case, perhaps by considering the corresponding action of
G on the unitization A+. As a reminder, our convention is that A+ = A if A is
already unital. Note that if A is genuinely non-unital, then the action on A+ is never
minimal, even if it is on A. Our aim is to show that we may still, however, relate
intersection property results. Similar observations are made in [KS22, Section 6],
which among other things studies the intersection property for crossed products of
the form C0(X) ⋊λ G.

Lemma 8.1. Assume A is a non-unital C*-algebra, and G is a discrete group acting
on A by *-automorphisms. Let A+ denote the unitization of A. We have that A⋊λG
is an essential ideal in (A+) ⋊λ G.
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Proof. We may verify this directly by computing (A⋊λ G)⊥. Indeed, if x ∼
∑
bgλg

is the Fourier series of some element x ∈ (A+) ⋊λ G, then for a ∈ A ⊆ A⋊λ G the
Fourier series of the element ax is

∑
(abg)λg. In other words, ax = 0 tells us that

abg = 0 for all g ∈ G by uniqueness of Fourier series. But A is an essential ideal in
A+, and so this just says that bg = 0 for all g ∈ G, or in other words, x = 0. ■

From here, it is quite straightforward to transfer the intersection property between
the two algebras.

Proposition 8.2. Assume A is a non-unital C*-algebra, and G is a discrete group
acting on A by *-automorphisms. Let A+ denote the unitization of A. The reduced
crossed product A⋊λ G has the intersection property if and only if (A+)⋊λ G does.

Proof. First, assume that A ⋊λ G does not have the intersection property, so that
there is some nontrivial ideal J ◁A⋊λG with J ∩A = 0. Since A⋊λG is an ideal of
(A+) ⋊λ G, we have that J is in fact an ideal of (A+) ⋊λ G as well. To check that
it still has trivial intersection with A+ is straightforward:

J ∩A+ = (J ∩A⋊λ G) ∩A+ = J ∩ (A⋊λ G ∩A+) = J ∩A = 0.

Conversely, assume thatK is now a nontrivial ideal of (A+)⋊λG with the property
thatK∩A+ = 0. By Lemma 8.1, the intersection J = K∩(A⋊λG) is still a nontrivial
ideal of A⋊λ G. Moreover, it is also clear that

J ∩A ⊆ K ∩A+ = 0.

■

It remains to check that our two main characterizations (C1) and (C2) listed in
Section 1 actually are equivalent when interpreted on A and A+. We will not repeat
these characterizations again here, as they are quite cumbersome, but rather just
remark the key parts in the proof below.

Proposition 8.3. Consider from Section 1 the two characterizations (C1) and (C2)
for an action of a discrete group on a C*-algebra. Assume A is a non-unital C*-
algebra on which G acts by *-automorphisms, and denote its unitization by A+. We
have that

(1) The action G↷ A has characterization (C1) if and only if G↷ A+ does.
(2) The action G↷ A has characterization (C2) if and only if G↷ A+ does.

Proof. First, it is clear that characterization (C1), which is based purely in terms
of the injective envelope, is equivalent for G ↷ A and G ↷ A+, as I(A) = I(A+)
by definition (recall from Definition 7.1, for example).

For characterization (C2), which is written in terms of ideals of the original C*-
algebra, it is clear that if J ◁A is a nontrivial ideal satisfying the required properties
(together with some r ∈ FC(G) \ {e}, etc...), then it is also an ideal of A+ with the
same properties as well.

Conversely, if K ◁ A+ is a nontrivial ideal with the required properties, then by
essentiality of A in A+ we have that J = K ∩A is a nontrivial ideal of A. Note that
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we still have that J ∩ sJ is essential in J for the appropriate group elements, as
J ∩ sJ = (K ∩A) ∩ (sK ∩A) = (K ∩ sK) ∩A,

and we leave it as an exercise to the reader that because K ∩ sK is essential in K,
then (K ∩ sK) ∩A is essential in K ∩A. Moreover, by similar logic, we have that J
is essential in K, and so our unitary u ∈ M(K) also lies in M(J), as we canonically
have M(K) ⊆ M(J). The rest of the required properties are immediate. ■

9. Examples, applications, and special cases

This section collects several basic examples and special cases. Some of these were
already known, sometimes with additional assumptions (for example, separability),
but we believe that re-proving them via our machinery highlights the power of these
results.

9.1. The case of simple C*-algebras. The conditions of the main theorems sim-
plify considerably when working with actions on simple C*-algebras. This is due to
the following well-known result relating inner actions on I(A) to inner actions on A.

Proposition 9.1. Assume A is a simple C*-algebra, not necessarily unital, and let
α ∈ Aut(A) be an automorphism of A. Denote the multiplier algebra of A by M(A).
If the unique extension of α to I(A) is given by Adu for some unitary u ∈ I(A),
then we in fact have u ∈ M(A).

Proof. First, let us quickly recall that for non-unital C*-algebras A with unitization
A+, we have the inclusions:

A ⊆ A+ ⊆ M(A) ⊆ I(A) = I(A+)
It is known that for simple C*-algebras A, any automorphism is inner on M(A) if
and only if it is inner on I(A) - see [Ham85, Corollary 7.8]. Thus, αr ∈ Aut(A)
satisfies αr = Ad v for some v ∈ U(M(A)), and by uniqueness of extensions of
automorphisms to the injective envelope, we have that the extension α̃r ∈ Aut(I(A))
also satisfies α̃r = Ad v.

Since A is simple, we have that I(A) is a factor. Indeed, if we were to have a
nontrivial central projection p, the ideal I(A)p ∩ A+ would be a nonzero ideal of
A+, and thus by essentiality would have to intersect A nontrivially as well. But A
is simple, and so reinterpreting this statement, we have that ap = a for all a ∈ A.
In other words, the quotient map I(A) → I(A)p would have to be an injective
*-homomorphism on A+, violating essentiality of A+ ⊆ I(A).

Thus, Adu = Ad v on I(A) just says that u = γv for some scalar γ ∈ T, which
immediately implies that u was an element of M(A) to begin with. ■

Now, Theorem A and Theorem B can be reinterpreted as the following two corol-
laries, respectively:

Corollary 9.2. Let G be an FC-group acting on a simple C*-algebra A, not neces-
sarily unital. Then A ⋊λ G is not simple if and only if there exist an r ∈ G \ {e}
and a unitary u ∈ U(M(A)) such that
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(1) r acts by Adu on A;
(2) s · u = u, for all s ∈ CG(r).

Corollary 9.3. Let G be an FC-hypercentral group acting on a unital simple C*-
algebra A. Then A⋊λ G is not simple if and only if there exist an r ∈ FC(G) \ {e}
and a unitary u ∈ U(A) such that

(1) r acts by Adu on A;
(2) s · u = u, for all s ∈ CG(r).

9.2. A finite-dimensional example. The following example is taken from [KS19,
Example 5.6] (see also [Urs21, Example 5.1]). In [KS19, Example 5.6], it is given as
an example for which the methods presented in [KS19] for determining simplicity of
crossed products, do not apply.

Example 9.4. Consider the unitaries

U =
[
0 1
1 0

]
and V =

[
1 0
0 −1

]
,

and from here let α : (Z/2Z)2 → Aut(M2) be the action determined by the auto-
morphisms:

α(1,0) = AdU and α(0,1) = AdV.
Given any automorphism β = AdW ∈ Aut(M2), the choice of unitary W is unique
up to scalar multiplication. Together with the fact that the unitaries U and V
themselves do not commute, but instead satisfy UV = −V U , it is quite easy to
check that no matter which r ∈ (Z/2Z)2 and which unitary W ∈ U(M2) satisfying
αr = AdW we choose, the unitary W does not satisfy s·W = W for all s ∈ (Z/2Z)2.
By Theorem B, using the fact that I(A) = A in this case, the crossed product
M2 ⋊ (Z/2Z)2 is simple. Indeed, it is also quite easy to verify by hand that it is a
16-dimensional C*-algebra with trivial center, and thus isomorphic to M4.

9.3. The case of cyclic groups. One of the first cases of interest in crossed prod-
ucts were actions by a single automorphism, and the corresponding crossed products
of A ⋊λ Z or A ⋊λ Z/nZ. For example, [OP80, Theorem 2.5] characterizes the in-
tersection property of A ⋊λ G for arbitrary abelian groups in terms of the Connes
spectrum of the action, while [OP82, Theorem 10.4] gives several equivalent condi-
tions in the case of Z-actions, at least in the separable setting.

More recent results, such as [KM18, Theorem 2.5], remove any separability as-
sumptions in the minimal setting and are able to characterize simplicity entirely
based on if the action of Z or (certain) Z/nZ is outer on M(A). However, in
the non-minimal setting, the same paper characterizes the intersection property in
[KM18, Theorem 9.12] (for Fell bundle C*-algebras in fact, via a Morita equivalence
to a crossed product) only under some additional assumptions, such as containing
a separable essential ideal. See also [KM22] for a subsequent paper studying im-
plications among various related properties for inclusions of A into A ⋊λ G and
other crossed-product-like constructions, again with many converses still requiring
additional mild assumptions. It is worth noting that in these two (and previous
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works), they mostly use aperiodicity instead of proper outerness (a condition which
is equivalent for automorphisms and group actions), and say that an inclusion de-
tects ideals rather than saying it has the intersection property (two synonyms for
the same concept).

Here, we show that our results can bypass any sort of separability (or similar)
requirement. In other words, we show that for Z and (certain) Z/nZ actions, the
intersection property corresponds to proper outerness. See Theorem 2.25 and Def-
inition 2.26 to recall the notion of an automorphism/group action being properly
outer (in the sense of Kishimoto) on a C*-algebra A, which is equivalent to proper
outerness of the unique extension to I(A).

Since our main characterization, Theorem A, requires an invariance condition on
any unitary u ∈ I(A)p realizing a non-properly outer automorphism αg (g ∈ G),
the following lemma can be found quite useful. Similar techniques have been used
several times in the literature, for example, in the proof of [OP80, Theorem 4.6].

Lemma 9.5. Assume α ∈ Aut(B) is an automorphism on a monotone complete
C*-algebra B. Assume moreover that there is some n ∈ N with the property that αn

is not properly outer on B. Let p be the largest αn-invariant central projection on
which αn|Bp is inner. Then we have:

(1) p is α-invariant.
(2) αn2 is also inner on Bp, and more importantly, we may choose a unitary

v ∈ Bp with the property that αn2 |Bp = Ad v and α(v) = v.

Proof. First, we claim that αn is also inner on Bα(p). Let u ∈ U(Bp) be a unitary
implementing αn on Bp, and observe that

α(u)(xα(p))α(u)∗ = α(uα−1(x)pu∗) = α(αn(α−1(x)p)) = αn(xα(p)).
In other words, αn is implemented by α(u) on Bα(p). But p was the largest αn-
invariant central projection on which αn was inner, and so α(p) ≤ p. Chaining
together enough inequalities, we get:

p = αn(p) ≤ αn−1(p) ≤ · · · ≤ α(p) ≤ p,

which proves that α(p) = p.
There is no reason to believe that α(u) = u, or that we may even perturb u so

that this is true. However, we may build a unitary v ∈ U(Bp) implementing αn2

such that α(v) = v as follows. Let

v = uα(u) . . . αn−1(u).
We have shown previously that if αn = Adu on Bp, then αn = Adα(u) on Bα(p) =
Bp. Consequently, we have αn = Adαk(u) on Bp for any k ≥ 0. This actually
shows that Ad v = αn2 on Bp.

To see α-invariance of v, note that if Adw1 = Adw2 on some C*-algebra, then w1
and w2 commute. In other words, all the terms u, α(u), α2(u), . . ., in the expression
of v commute. Thus, we may simply evaluate

α(v) = α(u)α2(u) . . . αn(u),
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where the last term αn(u) is just u again, as αn = Adu on Bp. In other words,
α(v) = v. ■

Corollary 9.6. Assume G = Z or G = Z/nZ with n being square-free (i.e. no
nontrivial perfect square divides n). Assume that G acts on some C*-algebra A,
not necessarily unital. Then A⋊λ G has the intersection property if and only if the
action is properly outer.

Proof. Again, the characterization of proper outerness in terms of I(A) is the most
convenient for our purposes. By Theorem A, if the action is properly outer, the
crossed product has the intersection property. Conversely, if the action is not prop-
erly outer, there is some nonzero k ∈ Z or k ∈ Z/nZ = {0, . . . , n− 1} and a largest
nonzero k-invariant central projection p ∈ I(A) with the property that k = Adu
for some u ∈ U(I(A)p). By Lemma 9.5, this implies that p is α-invariant, and
k2 = Ad v for some other unitary v ∈ U(I(A)p) with the additional property that
α(v) = v. Importantly, if we are dealing with G = Z, then clearly k2 ̸= 0 as well. If
we are dealing with Z/nZ for a square-free n, then the same conclusion that k2 ̸= 0
also holds. In either case, by Theorem A, the crossed product does not have the
intersection property. ■

This extra requirement that Z/nZ should be restricted to the square-free case
is quite necessary (with the reason being evident when reading through the above
proof). We now construct counterexamples in the non-square free case.

Proposition 9.7. Assume n ∈ N is not square-free. That is, n is divisible by some
nontrivial perfect square. Then there is an action of Z/nZ on some unital, separable,
and simple C*-algebra A that is not properly outer (at least one nontrivial group
element acts by an inner automorphism), but with the crossed product A ⋊λ Z/nZ
still being simple.

Proof. We actually argue as in [Urs21, Section 5.2], where we use the fact that the
automorphisms of the hyperfinite II1 factor R are quite well-understood, and pro-
vide a plentiful source of automorphisms that are strange enough for our purposes.
Connes’ work, specifically [Con77, Proposition 1.6], tells us the following. Let p ∈ N,
let γ be a p-th root of unity, and viewing R = ⊗∞

n=1Mp, define a unitary u ∈ R as

u =


γ

γ2

. . .
γp

⊗ (⊗∞
n=2I).

There is an automorphism α ∈ Aut(R) with the following properties:
(1) p is the smallest positive integer with αp inner
(2) αp = Adu
(3) α(u) = γu

In the context of our counterexample, write the non-square-free number as
n = p1 . . . pkq

n1
1 . . . qnl

l ,
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where ni ≥ 2 for all i, and let
m = p1 . . . pkq

n1−1
1 . . . qnl−1

l−1 .

Now let p = m and γ be a primitive n/m-th root of unity (observe that n/m divides
m, and so γ is also an m-th root of unity). Let our automorphism α ∈ Aut(R)
be as before. Furthermore, by construction, it is clear that un/m = 1, and so
αn = (αm)n/m = id. In other words, we obtain a Z/nZ-action on R via this
automorphism.

We first quickly note that, other than the fact that R is not norm-separable,
this action satisfies the remaining required properties. Indeed, R is simple as a
C*-algebra - this is an easy exercise using the Dixmier averaging property, which in
this context says that

τ(x) ∈ conv∥·∥ {uxu∗ | u ∈ R} ,
where τ(x) is the (unique) faithful normal tracial state. Furthermore, we are in a
position to apply Theorem A. The only k ∈ Z/nZ that admit an inner automorphism
are k = ml for l ∈ Z, and they are always of the form Adul, where α(ul) = γlul.
Hence, ul can only be invariant if l is a multiple of n/m, or equivalently, if k = 0 in
Z/nZ. Note that the choice of unitary implementing some αml is not truly unique,
but because Z(R) = C, it is unique up to scalar multiplication by a unimodular
constant. Hence, the same result of α(v) ̸= v holds regardless of what unitary v we
choose instead of ul. By Theorem A, the crossed product R⋊λ Z/nZ must have the
intersection property.

Dropping to a separable C*-subalgebra with the same properties is not too dif-
ficult. For convenience, Blackadar’s notion of separably inheritable [Bla06, Defini-
tion II.8.5.1] will keep track of things more easily. A property (P) of C*-algebras is
said to be separably inheritable if

(1) Whenever A has property (P) and B ⊆ A is a separable subalgebra, then
there is an intermediate separable subalgebra B ⊆ C ⊆ A such that C also
has property (P).

(2) Property (P) is closed under countable inductive limits A1 ⊆ A2 ⊆ . . . , i.e.
taking A = ∪nAn.

For our purposes, we observe that the following are separably inheritable properties
for subalgebras of R:

(1) Being simple [Bla06, Theorem II.8.5.6].
(2) Being α-invariant (easy exercise).

By taking inductive limits in the appropriate way, it is possible to show that “being
simple and α-invariant” (in general, the combination of finite or even countably many
separably inheritable properties) as a single property is itself separably inheritable
[Bla06, Proposition II.8.5.3].

Thus, if we start with a unital, norm-separable, weak*-dense C*-subalgebra of R
that contains u, then it is contained in such a subalgebra with the additional two
properties of being simple and α-invariant. Call it A. We claim that this is the
subalgebra that we are looking for.
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Clearly, because u ∈ A, the action of Z/nZ on A is not properly outer. We
claim that, just like for R ⋊λ Z/nZ, the crossed product A ⋊λ Z/nZ also has the
intersection property. Assume otherwise, and let k ∈ Z/nZ be a nonzero element
such that k = Ad v for some v ∈ U(I(A)) and α(v) = v (obtained from Theorem A
again). By Proposition 9.1, because A is simple, the unitary v in fact lies in A ⊆ R.
However, because αk ∈ Aut(R) is necessarily normal, and A ⊆ R is weak*-dense,
this just says that αk = Ad v on all of R. This contradicts what we observed before,
namely that such an automorphism cannot have α(v) = v. Consequently, A⋊λZ/nZ
must have the intersection property. ■
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