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Abstract

Hilbert bimodules are morphisms between C*-algebraic models of quantum systems, while

symplectic dual pairs are morphisms between Poisson geometric models of classical systems.
Both of these morphisms preserve representation-theoretic structures of the relevant types of

models. Previously, it has been shown that one can functorially associate certain symplectic

dual pairs to Hilbert bimodules through strict deformation quantization. We show that, in the
inverse direction, strict deformation quantization also allows one to functorially take the classical

limit of a Hilbert bimodule to reconstruct a symplectic dual pair.

1 Introduction

It is well known that many quantum and classical systems can be associated with a Lie group,
whose representations—understood differently relative to the classical or quantum context—capture
the structure of conserved quantities of the physical system. The current paper investigates the
relationship between the classical and quantum structures captured by the representations of such a
group. We prove that there is a structural correspondence between a quantum system with conserved
quantities and a classical system with conserved quantities constructed through the classical limit.
We make this structural correspondence precise in the form of a functor representing the classical
limit that maps between suitable categories of models of quantum and classical physics. In both
categories, the morphisms can be understood as relations between models that preserve the group
representation structure, where those representations are defined appropriate to the quantum or
classical nature of the model.

On the quantum side, the models we consider are formulated in terms of collections of observables
that form C*-algebras. The morphisms between such models are Hilbert bimodules, which provide a
procedure for inducing Hilbert space representations of one model from another [10, 28, 34, 32, 16].
On the classical side, the models we consider are formulated in terms of phase spaces that are Poisson
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manifolds. The morphisms between such models are symplectic dual pairs, which provide a procedure
for inducing symplectic representations or realizations of one model from another [29, 41, 43, 44, 45].

The classical and quantum models are related by strict deformation quantization [35, 36, 19,
27, 2]. This implies that one can form a continuous bundle of C*-algebras [14] over a base space
consisting of values of Planck’s constant ~. In this setting, at values ~ > 0, the fiber C*-algebra
is the quantum model given by operators on a Hilbert space. And at the value ~ = 0, the fiber
C*-algebra is an algebra of continuous functions on the phase space of the classical model. In
the opposite direction of quantization, the classical limit can be understood as an operation that
generates the C*-algebra of quantities of a classical system from such a continuous bundle [37].

Beyond this relationship between classical and quantum models, Landsman [18, 23, 26, 25] pro-
vides a relationship between classical and quantum morphisms. This is given by a quantization map
that assigns each suitable classical morphism in the form of a symplectic dual pair to a correspond-
ing quantum morphism in the form of a Hilbert bimodule. The result is that quantization may be
understood as a functor.

In the current paper, we establish a relationship in the opposite direction between quantum and
classical morphisms according to the classical ~→ 0 limit. We provide a limiting map that assigns
each suitable quantum morphism in the form of a Hilbert bimodule to a corresponding classical
morphism in the form of a symplectic dual pair. We show that this map is likewise a classical limit
functor. Indeed, we conjecture that the classical limit functor is almost inverse to the quantization
functor [8].

The goal of the current paper is to provide a two-step procedure for constructing a symplectic
dual pair as the classical limit of a Hilbert bimodule between C*-algebras of quantum observables.
In the first step, we follow the strategy of Steeger and Feintzeig [37], who understand classical limits
of continuous bundles of C*-algebras as commutative C*-algebras given by a quotient construction;
we construct Hilbert bimodules between such commutative C*-algebras via an analogous quotient
procedure. In the second step, we extend the well known Gelfand duality [13, §4.4] to construct
a topological space from our Hilbert bimodule between commutative C*-algebras. To form a sym-
plectic dual pair, we need to endow this topological space with the canonical structure of a smooth
manifold and a symplectic form. In the literature, Nestruev [30] already provides necessary and
sufficient conditions for a commutative algebra to be dual to a smooth manifold. Since algebraic
conditions for the construction of a smooth structure are already known, we will take these condi-
tions as assumptions, and thus our goal is to focus on the definition of a symplectic form on this
space. Throughout, our primary aim is to establish functoriality of the construction by showing that
it respects the composition of Hilbert bimodules and symplectic dual pairs via their corresponding
tensor products.

We leave a number of open questions for future research. For example, we rely on some assump-
tions about the Hilbert bimodule at ~ = 0 in order to guarantee that the dual space carries the
structure of a smooth manifold. It would be interesting to search for further useful conditions on the
Hilbert bimodules at ~ > 0 that would guarantee our construction yields a smooth manifold. Like-
wise, we are so far able to establish that the construction applies only to a limited class of Hilbert
bimodules. It would be interesting to show that the construction applies to other types of Hilbert
bimodules, which might require some generalization beyond the results of this paper. The current
paper thus provides only the first steps in the analysis of classical limits of Hilbert bimodules.

The paper is organized as follows. In §2, we provide background on strict quantization, Hilbert
bimodules, and symplectic dual pairs. The remainder of the paper provides the two-step procedure
to construct a symplectic dual pair as the classical limit of a Hilbert bimodule satisfying certain
conditions. First, in §3 we prove that one can perform a quotient construction on a Hilbert bimodule
between C*-algebras of quantum observables to obtain a Hilbert bimodule between commutative
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C*-algebras of classical observables. Second, in §4 we construct a symplectic manifold that is, in a
certain sense, dual to this Hilbert bimodule between commutative C*-algebras when the appropriate
conditions are satisfied. Finally, §5 concludes with a discussion and future directions.

2 Background

2.1 Strict Deformation Quantization

We will use the tools of strict deformation quantization to relate mathematical models of classical and
quantum systems. We begin by reviewing definitions of the structures involved [35, 36, 19, 27, 2, 9].
Throughout, when X is a topological space, we let C0(X) denote the collection of continuous
functions vanishing at infinity, and we let Cb(X) denote the collection of continuous and bounded
functions. Further, if X is a metric space, then we let UCb(X) denote the collection of uniformly
continuous and bounded functions on X. First, we shall need the notion of a strict deformation
quantization [19, p. 108, Def. 1.1.1].

Definition 2.1. Given a Poisson manifold M , a strict quantization of a Poisson algebra P ⊆ Cb(M)
consists in

• a locally compact set I ⊆ R called the base space, containing 0 as an acccumulation point;

• a family of C*-algebras (A~)~∈I called the fibers, with norms denoted by ‖·‖~; and

• a family of linear, *-preserving quantization maps (Q~ : P → A~)~∈I , with
Q0 : P →֒ Cb(M) the identity and Q~(P) dense in A~ for each ~ ∈ I.

Together, these structures are required to satisfy the following conditions for every f, g ∈ P

1. (von Neumann’s condition) lim~→0‖Q~(f)Q~(g)−Q~(fg)‖~ = 0;

2. (Dirac’s condition) lim~→0‖
i
~
[Q~(f),Q~(g)] −Q~({f, g})‖~ = 0;

3. (Rieffel’s condition) the map ~ 7→ ‖Q~(f)‖~ is in C0(I).

A strict quantization is called a deformation quantization if, moreover, each quantization map Q~

is injective and Q~(P) is closed under the product.

In the definition of strict quantization, P may be any Poisson subalgebra of Cb(M). Note that
we only consider bounded functions in the domain of our quantization maps.

Example 2.1. Consider the Poisson manifold R
2n with the standard Poisson bracket and the Pois-

son algebra P = C∞
c (R2n). Consider the C*-algebra A0 = C0(R

2n) of continuous functions vanishing
at infinity and the C*-algebra A~ = K(L2(Rn)) of compact operators for ~ > 0. Define the maps
Q~ : P → A~ for ~ > 0 by

(Q~(f)ψ)(x) =

∫

R2n

dnp dnq

(2π~)n
eip(x−q)/~f(p,

1

2
(x+ q))ψ(q) (1)

for all ψ ∈ L2(Rn) and f ∈ P. These maps (Q~)~∈[0,1] define a strict deformation quantization
known as Weyl quantization [9, p. 377, Ex. 23].
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The Weyl quantization maps can be extended to a wider class of Poisson manifolds associated
with Lie groups and Lie groupoids (see [35, 21, 2]). We recall two examples. The first concerns the
quantization of a symmetry group associated with a physical system.

Example 2.2. Let G be a connected compact Lie group and consider the Poisson manifold g∗ given
by the dual of the Lie algebra g of G. The Poisson algebra P = C∞

PW (g∗) is the collection of Paley-
Weiner functions, i.e., whose Fourier transform is smooth and compactly supported. The C*-algebras
are A0 = C0(g

∗) and A~ = C∗(G) (the group C*-algebra of G) for ~ > 0. Landsman [20, p. 184,
Thm. 1] defines quantization maps Q~ : P → A~ for ~ > 0 and proves that they define a strict
deformation quantization.

Our next example corresponds to a physical system given by a particle moving in an external
Yang-Mills field. The classical phase space of such a system is discussed by Sternberg [39] and
Weinstein [42].

Example 2.3. Let P → Q be a principal bundle, where the total space P is a Riemannian manifold,
with typical fiber given by a connected compact Lie group G. Consider the Poisson manifold (T ∗P )/G.
The Poisson algebra P = C∞

PW ((T ∗P )/G) is the collection of Paley-Weiner functions, i.e., whose
fiberwise Fourier transform is smooth and compactly supported. Consider the C*-algebra A0 =
C0((T

∗P )/G) and the C*-algebra A~ = K(L2(Q))⊗C∗(G), for ~ > 0. Landsman [17, p. 105, Thm.
1] defines quantization maps Q~ : P → A~ for ~ > 0 and proves that they define a strict deformation
quantization.

Recent work has also extended the Weyl quantization maps to different C*-algebras, including
the almost periodic functions on the dual of a symplectic vector space [3, 11, 12] and the resolvent
algebras [40]. Moreover, the Weyl quantization maps are not unique; on some spaces, one can define
a distinct strict deformation quantization known as Berezin quantization [19, p. 137, Thm. 2.4.1]
(see also [1, 5]). Since there can be distinct quantization maps on the same space, one can look for
common structure underlying strict quantizations.

Two strict quantizations (Q~)~∈I and (Q′
~
)~∈I of a Poisson algebra P with the same fiber C*-

algebras are called equivalent if for every f ∈ P, the map

~ ∈ I 7→ ‖Q~(f)−Q
′
~(f)‖~ (2)

is continuous [19, p. 109]. For example, it is known that Weyl quantization and Berezin quantization
on R

2n are equivalent [19, p. 144, Prop. 2.6.3].
Equivalent quantizations share a common underlying structure called a bundle of C*-algebras

[14, p. 677, Def. 1.1]. While it is more common in quantization theory to employ bundles of
C*-algebras satisfying relatively weak continuity constraints [19, p. 110, Def. 1.2.1], we will use
stronger constraints by requiring uniform continuity in the bundles considered here [37, p. 6, Def.
3.1].

Definition 2.2. A uniformly continuous bundle of C*-algebras consists in

• a locally compact metric space I called the base space;

• a family of C*-algebras (A~)~∈I called the fibers, with norms denoted by ‖·‖~;

• a C*-algebra A called the algebra of uniformly continuous sections; and
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• a family of surjective *-homomorphisms (φ~ : A→ A~) called the evaluation maps.

Together, these structures are required to satisfy the following conditions for every a ∈ A:

1. ‖a‖ = sup~∈I‖φ~(a)‖~;

2. for each f ∈ UCb(I), there is a continuous section fa ∈ A satisfying φ~(fa) = f(~)φ~(a) for
each ~ ∈ I;

3. the map ~ 7→ ‖φ~(a)‖~ is in UCb(I).

The usual definition of a continuous bundle of C*-algebras is as above, but replaces each of
the appearances of UCb(I) with C0(I). Hence, the only difference in our definition of a uniformly
continuous bundle of C*-algebras is that it employs a metric on the base space and requires uniform
continuity of the sections. For more on the comparison of different continuity constraints for bundles
of C*-algebras, see Steeger and Feintzeig [37, p. 26, Appendix B].

A strict quantization determines a continuous bundle of C*-algebras as long as it satisfies mild
technical conditions. The following construction produces a continuous bundle of C*-algebras just
in case for every polynomial P of the maps [~ 7→ Q~(f)] for f ∈ P, the map

~ 7→ ‖P‖~ (3)

is continuous [3, p. 332]. One generates a *-algebra Ã ⊆
∏

~∈I A~ of sections by taking pointwise
products and sums of maps of the form

[~ 7→ Q~(f)] (4)

for f ∈ P. One defines a C*-algebra of continuous sections by

A =
{

a ∈
∏

~∈I

A~ | the map [~ 7→ ‖a(~)− ã(~)‖~] is in C0(I) for each ã ∈ Ã
}

. (5)

With the evaluation maps given by

φ~(a) = a(~) (6)

for each a ∈ A and ~ ∈ I, this structure becomes a continuous bundle of C*-algebras. Indeed,
one can show that equivalent quantizations determine the same algebra of continuous sections, and
hence the same continuous bundle of C*-algebras [19, p. 111, Thm. 1.2.4].

We are primarily interested in the case where one has a strict quantization over the base space
[0, 1], which determines a continuous bundle of C*-algebras over [0, 1]. Then the restriction of
a continuous bundle over the closed interval [0, 1] to the half open interval (0, 1] is a uniformly
continuous bundle of C*-algebras. We understand a uniformly continuous bundle of C*-algebras over
(0, 1] to encode information about the algebras of quantum observables and their scaling properties
for values ~ > 0. This will be our starting point in the remainder of the paper.

We consider the classical ~ → 0 limit as the “inverse" process to quantization. As a prototype
for the ~ → 0 limit, we consider the extension of a uniformly continuous bundle of C*-algebras
over a base space given by the half-open interval (0, 1] to the closed interval [0, 1], which includes
the value ~ = 0. Since [0, 1] is the one-point compactification of the half-open interval (0, 1], we
treat the ~→ 0 limit as a particular instance of the extension of a uniformly continuous bundle of
C*-algebras over a locally compact base space to the one-point compactification of that base space.
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More precisely, suppose one is given a uniformly continuous bundle of C*-algebras over a locally
compact metric space I with the algebra of uniformly continuous sections A, fibers (A~)~∈I and eval-
uation maps (φ~)~∈I . Now, consider the enlarged base space given by the one-point compactification
İ = I ∪ {0I} where we denote the point at infinity by 0I . We likewise assume that İ is a metric
space. Steeger and Feintzeig [37, p. 9, Thm. 4.1 and p. 11, Thm. 4.2] show that if the inclusion
I →֒ İ is isometric, then this bundle can be uniquely extended to the one-point compactification İ .
The fiber algebra A~ at any ~ ∈ İ (including the limit point 0I) is determined by

A~ = A/K~ (7)

where one takes the quotient by the closed two-sided ideal

K~ = {a ∈ A | lim
~′→~

‖φ~′(a)‖~′ = 0}. (8)

In particular, one has the unique limiting fiber algebra A0I = A/K0I .
When the uniformly continuous bundle is determined by a strict deformation quantization of

a Poisson algebra, with the base space I = (0, 1], we have that A1 represents the fully quantum
theory and 0I = 0 so that A0 represents the classical theory. Indeed, in this case where the
uniformly continuous bundle A is generated by a strict deformation quantization of the Poisson
algebra P = C∞

c (M) on a Poisson manifold M , the following statements are guaranteed to hold
concerning the classical limit:

• The classical limit algebra A0 is abelian.

The uniqueness of the classical limit [37, p. 11, Thm. 4.2] implies that A0 is *-isomorphic to
the abelian algebra C0(M) and hence, the classical limit algebra A0 is abelian. In this case, we
have the identification of M with the pure state space P(A0) as topological spaces by Gelfand
duality. Another way to see this is to note that von Neumann’s condition in Def. 2.1 implies
that in any uniformly continuous bundle generated by a strict quantization, the commutators
of all uniformly continuous sections vanish in norm in the limit ~ → 0, which again implies
that the classical limit algebra A0 is abelian, and hence is an algebra of continuous functions
on a topological space.

• The classical limit space M ∼= P(A0) carries the structure of a smooth manifold.

It follows from Steeger and Feintzeig [37, p. 22, Prop. 5.5] that C∞
c (M) ∼= Q(P)/K0 (Here

Q is the global quantization map, which takes each function f ∈ P to its corresponding
continuous section in A determined by φ~(Q(f)) = Q~(f)). The algebra C∞

c (M) is known to
determine the smooth structure on M by the construction of Nestruev [30], which we describe
briefly here. Following Nestruev [30, p. 34-35], we define the smooth envelope of an algebra
P of functions on a space X as the algebra of all functions on the same space of the form

g(f1, ..., fn)(x) = g(f1(x), ..., fn(x)) (9)

for all x ∈ X, where f1, ..., fn ∈ P and g ∈ C∞(Rn). We denote the smooth envelope of P
by P . Then for the smooth manifold M , we have C∞

c (M) ∼= C∞(M). Likewise, we have
that the isomorphic algebra determined by the classical limit satisfies Q(P)/K0

∼= C∞(M).
The latter algebra C∞(M) (and hence, all algebras isomorphic to it) satisfies the conditions
provided by Nestruev of being smooth [30, p. 37], geometric [30, p. 23], and complete [30,
p. 31]. Nestruev shows that these are necessary and sufficient conditions to guarantee that
M ∼= P(A0) is a smooth manifold [30, p. 77, Thm. 7.2 and p. 79, Thm. 7.7]. To save space,
we omit further discussion of Nestruev’s conditions and direct the reader to the reference for
a detailed exposition.
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• The classical limit space M ∼= P(A0) carries the structure of a Poisson bracket.

The ~ → 0 classical limit of the commutator in the fiber C*-algebras (A~)~∈I determines a
Poisson bracket on M according to the definition given in Steeger and Feintzeig [37, p. 20, Eq.
(5.9)]. Hence, the structure of M as a Poisson manifold is determined by the classical ~→ 0
limit.

Thus, the classical limit of a uniformly continuous bundle generated by a strict deformation quantiza-
tion allows one to recover the geometric structures of the original space one quantized, as determined
by structures at ~ > 0.

2.2 Morphisms

Strict quantization relates the Poisson manifolds used in classical physics to the C*-algebras used
in quantum physics. We will understand these Poisson manifolds and C*-algebras as objects in
suitable categories. Strict quantization can be understood to provide a map between objects that
forms a part of a quantization functor [25, p. 18, Thm. 1]. We now define the kinds of morphisms
we will consider in our categories.

On the classical side, morphisms are given by symplectic dual pairs. (We primarily follow [41, p.
542] and [24, p. 168, Def. 5.1], but see also [43, 44, 45, 24, 25]).

Definition 2.3. A symplectic dual pair M ← S → N between Poisson manifolds M and N consists
in a symplectic manifold S and smooth Poisson maps JM : S → M and JN : S → N , where N is
given minus the Poisson bracket. Together, they must satisfy for every f ∈ C∞(M) and g ∈ C∞(N)

{J∗
Mf, J

∗
Ng} = 0, (10)

where the Poisson bracket is determined by the symplectic form on S.

In the definition of a symplectic dual pair, no further conditions on the Poisson or symplectic
manifolds are required, although in order to guarantee the existence of symplectic dual pairs that
can serve as identity morphisms from an object to itself, one restricts to integrable Poisson manifolds
[24, p. 172, Lemma 5.12] (See also [6]). We will sometimes focus on particular dual pairs in order
to define a notion of composition. We call a symplectic dual pair weakly regular if the maps JM
and JN are complete, and JN is a surjective submersion [24, cf. p. 171, Def. 5.10]. Here, we say
JM is complete if whenever f ∈ C∞(M) has complete Hamiltonian flow, then J∗

Mf has complete
Hamiltonian flow on S, and likewise for JN [19, p. 67]. We call another dual pair M ← S̃ → N
with maps J̃M : S̃ →M and J̃N : S̃ → N isomorphic to the dual pair M ← S → N denoted above
when there is a symplectomorphism u : S → S̃ such that J̃M ◦u = JM and J̃N ◦u = JN . Sometimes
we will refer to a symplectic dual pair by its middle space S, leaving the relevant mappings implied.

Symplectic dual pairs are used to analyze symplectic realizations of Poisson manifolds. A sym-
plectic realization of a Poisson manifold P is a symplectic manifold S with a smooth Poisson map
J : S → P . It is well known that a symplectic dual pair allows one to induce symplectic realizations
of N from those of M [18, p. 292, Thm. 2].

Example 2.4. Suppose J : N → M is a smooth, injective Poisson immersion from a connected,
simply connected symplectic manifold N to a Poisson manifold M . In this case, J defines a sym-
plectomorphism between N and J(N). Then for S = J(N)×N (where the second space N is given
minus the Poisson bracket) the map J defines a symplectic dual pair

M ← J(N)×N → N (11)
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where JM = prM and JN = prN are the projection maps. Thus, every smooth, injective Poisson
immersion between connected, simply connected symplectic manifolds corresponds to a symplectic
dual pair. (See also Bursztyn and Weinstein [4, p. 50, Remark 4.1] or Landsman [22, p. 285,
Remark 8.9] for a general construction of a dual pair for any smooth Poisson map.)

Example 2.5. Let P → Q be a principal bundle, where P is a Riemannian manifold, with typical
fiber given by a connected compact Lie group G. Consider the Poisson manifolds (T ∗P )/G and g∗.
Landsman [18, p. 312] constructs a symplectic dual pair

(T ∗P )/G← T ∗P → g∗. (12)

This dual pair establishes a bijective correspondence between symplectic leaves in (T ∗P )/G and
symplectic leaves in g∗, the latter of which are given by coadjoint orbits.

Symplectic dual pairs that are weakly regular can be composed by a kind of tensor product as
follows [24, p. 159, Lemma 5.3]. Consider two symplectic dual pairs

M ← S1 → N with maps
1
JM : S1 → M and

1
JN : S1 → N , and N ← S2 → P with maps

2
JN : S2 → N and

2
JP : S2 → P . Let

S1 ×N S2 =
{

(s1, s2) ∈ S1 × S2 |
1
JN (s1) =

2
JN (s2)

}

. (13)

Since S1 × S2 carries the product symplectic structure determined by S1 and S2, we can consider
the null distribution NS1×NS2 of vectors in T (S1 ×N S2) that are null relative to the symplectic
form. Then define S1 ⊚N S2 = (S1 ×N S2)/NS1×NS2 . This is a symplectic manifold that defines a
symplectic dual pair M ← S1 ⊚N S2 → P , which we consider the composition of the previous two
morphisms [25, p. 6].

On the quantum side, morphisms are given by Hilbert bimodules (We primarily follow [24, p.
144, Def. 3.1], but see also [32, 34, 16, 31, 23]).

Definition 2.4. A Hilbert bimodule A  E  B between C*-algebras A and B consists in a
vector space E carrying a B-valued positive definite inner product 〈·, ·〉B that is antilinear in the
first argument and linear in the second. Further, E has a right action of B and a left action of
A by adjointable operators (Here, a linear operator a on E is called adjointable [16, p. 8] if there
is a linear operator a∗ such that 〈e1, ae2〉B = 〈a∗e1, e2〉B for all e1, e2 ∈ E .) The inner product is
required to satisfy

〈e1, e2b〉B = 〈e1, e2〉B · b (14)

for all e1, e2 ∈ E and b ∈ B. The space E is required to be complete in the norm

‖e‖2 = ‖〈e, e〉B‖, (15)

where the right hand side uses the C*-norm in B. Finally, the A-action is required to be nondegen-
erate in the sense that AE is dense in E .

We do not require that Hilbert bimodules be full, in the sense that we do not require the ideal
{〈e1, e2〉B | e1, e2 ∈ E} be dense in B. We call another Hilbert bimodule A  Ẽ  B unitarily
equivalent to the Hilbert bimodule A  E  B denoted above when there is a unitary map
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U : E → Ẽ intertwining both the left A-actions and the right B-actions. Sometimes we will refer to
a Hilbert bimodule by its carrying space E , leaving the relevant actions and inner product implied.
It is well known that a Hilbert bimodule allows one to induce Hilbert space representations of B
from those of A [18, p. 299] (See also [34, 33, 32]).

Example 2.6. Suppose β : A → B is a *-homomorphism between C*-algebras A and B that is
non-degenerate, i.e., β(A)B is dense in B. Then with E = B, the map β defines a Hilbert bimodule

A  B  B, (16)

where B acts on the right on itself by right multiplication, A acts on the left on B by ab = β(a)b
for every a ∈ A and b ∈ B, and the B-valued inner product is given by 〈b1, b2〉B = b∗1b2 for all
b1, b2 ∈ B. Thus, every non-degenerate *-homomorphism corresponds to a Hilbert bimodule.

Example 2.7. Let P → Q be a principal bundle, where P is a Riemannian manifold, with typical
fiber given by a connected compact Lie group G. Consider the C*-algebras K(L2(Q)) ⊗ C∗(G) and
C∗(G) as determined by strict quantization in Ex. 2.2 and 2.3. Landsman [18, p. 313] constructs
a Hilbert bimodule

K(L2(Q))⊗ C∗(G)  L2(P )  C∗(G). (17)

This bimodule establishes a bijective correspondence between irreducible representations of K(L2(Q))⊗
C∗(G) and irreducible representations of C∗(G), the latter of which are given by unitary represen-
tations of G.

We establish some notation for dealing with a Hilbert bimodule E . We denote the set of ad-
jointable operators on E by L(E). Consider also the specific adjointable operators Θϕ,η on E for
ϕ, η ∈ E defined by

Θϕ,η(ξ) = η · 〈ϕ, ξ〉B (18)

for all ξ ∈ E . The closed linear subspace of L(E) spanned by the operators of the form Θϕ,η is called
the compact operators and denoted by K(E).

Hilbert bimodules can also be composed by a tensor product as follows. Consider two Hilbert
bimodules A  E  B and B  F  C. Let NB denote the subspace of the algebraic tensor
product E⊗F spanned by {eb⊗f−e⊗bf |e ∈ E , f ∈ F , b ∈ B}. Then define E⊗̇BF = (E ⊗F)/NB.
This vector space carries a natural left A-action and right C-action, as well as a C-valued inner
product determined by

〈e1 ⊗ f1, e2 ⊗ f2〉C = 〈f1, 〈e1, e2〉Bf2〉C (19)

for e1, e2 ∈ E and f1, f2 ∈ F . We denote the completion of E⊗̇BF by E ⊗B F , which thus defines
a Hilbert bimodule A  E ⊗B F  C called the interior tensor product, which we consider the
composition of the previous two morphisms [24, p. 145].

Landsman [18, 23, 26, 25] shows that one can associate certain symplectic dual pairs between clas-
sical Poisson manifolds with Hilbert bimodules between their corresponding quantum C*-algebras.
As a particular case, his construction associates to each dual pair

(T ∗P )/G← T ∗P → g∗ (20)
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from the construction in Ex. 2.5 [23, p. 110, Lemma 3] a corresponding Hilbert bimodule

K(L2(Q))⊗ C∗(G)  L2(P )  C∗(G) (21)

from the construction in Ex. 2.7 [23, p. 106, Lemma 1]. This quantization of morphisms respects
composition of dual pairs [23, p. 111, Thm. 3] and Hilbert bimodules [23, p. 106, Thm. 2], so that
quantization may be understood as a functor between suitable categories [25, p.18, Thm. 1]. We
now turn to an investigation of the correspondence in the opposite direction through the classical
limit. We will establish that the classical limit can be understood as a functor for these same objects
and morphisms.

3 Classical Limit of a Hilbert Bimodule

We now consider the classical limit as the “inverse" process of quantization, which we will use to
define a functor. We have already seen that the classical limit provides a map from quantum to
classical objects. We now show that, under suitable conditions, one can also take the classical limit
of a quantum morphism in the form of a Hilbert bimodule to obtain a classical morphism in the
form of a symplectic dual pair.

We proceed in this section by dealing with the general case where we have two continuous
bundles of C*-algebras ((A~, φ~)~∈I ,A) and ((B~, ψ~)~∈J ,B) over locally compact metric spaces I
and J . We consider extending to the one-point compactifications İ = I ∪ {0I} and J̇ = I ∪ {0J},
which we assume are both metric spaces, and we assume that the inclusions I →֒ İ and J →֒ J̇ are
isometric. Recall that to take the classical limit of objects, we extend these bundles to the base
spaces İ and J̇ , setting

K0I = {a ∈ A | lim
~→0I
‖φ~(a)‖~ = 0} (22)

K0J = {b ∈ B | lim
~→0J

‖ψ~(b)‖~ = 0}, (23)

and defining A0I = A/K0I and B0J = B/K0J .
Suppose now that we have a continuous proper map α : I → J , and for some ~1 ∈ I, we have a

Hilbert bimodule

A~1  E~1  Bα(~1) (24)

between the corresponding fiber algebras. To take the classical limit of the morphism given by E~1 ,
we will first lift it to obtain a morphism between the algebras of uniformly continuous sections A and
B and then factor through the quotient to obtain a morphism between the limiting fiber algebras
A0I and B0J . With that classical Hilbert bimodule in hand, we will proceed in the next section to
construct a symplectic dual pair between the Gelfand dual spaces of those classical algebras.

Here, we first describe the process of lifting the morphism given by E~1 to a morphism that is a
Hilbert bimodule between the algebras of uniformly continuous sections A and B:

• In the case where the continuous bundles of C*-algebras are generated by strict deformation
quantizations, one can take a single Hilbert bimodule E~1 and use the quantization maps to
generate a family of Hilbert bimodules (E~)~∈I as follows. We associate with each strict defor-
mation quantization (Q~)~∈I on a domain P a collection of rescaling maps RQ

~→~′
: Q~(P)→

Q~′(P) defined by

RQ
~→~′

= Q~′ ◦ (Q~)
−1 (25)
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for any ~, ~′ ∈ I. Suppose one has two strict deformation quantizations (A~,Q~)~∈I and
(B~,Q

′
~
)~∈J generating the uniformly continuous bundles A and B. For arbitrary ~ ∈ I,

consider the vector space Ẽ~ = E~1 with the left A~-action and right Bα(~)-action on Ẽ~ given
by

a~ · ϕ = RQ
~→~1

(a~) · ϕ

ϕ · bα(~) = ϕ · RQ′

α(~)→α(~1)
(bα(~)) (26)

for all a~ ∈ A~, bα(~) ∈ Bα(~), and ϕ ∈ Ẽ~. If the function 〈·, ·〉Bα(~)
on Ẽ~ given by

〈ϕ, η〉Bα(~)
= RQ′

α(~1)→α(~)

(

〈ϕ, η〉Bα(~1)

)

(27)

for all ϕ, η ∈ Ẽ~ defines a Bα(~)-valued inner product, and if with E~ = Ẽ~ the norm completion

of Ẽ~ one has that the structure defined for each ~ ∈ I by

A~  E~  Bα(~) (28)

is a Hilbert bimodule, then we say that the original Hilbert bimodule E~1 is scaling.

• Suppose now that one has a continuous field of Banach spaces (E~)~∈I , where each E~ is as in
Eq. (28) and with a space of continuous vector fields given by a subspace Γ ⊆

∏

~∈I E~ (cf.
[7, p. 211, Def. 10.1.2]). Define the vector space E as the collection of vector fields ϕ ∈ Γ
satisfying

[~ 7→ 〈ϕ(~), ϕ(~)〉Bα(~)
] ∈ B. (29)

and

[~ 7→ 〈φ~(a) · ϕ(~), φ~(a) · ϕ(~)〉Bα(~)
] ∈ B (30)

for all a ∈ A. In this case, one has a left A-action and a right B-action on E given by

(a · ϕ)(~) = φ~(a) · ϕ(~)

(ϕ · b)(~) = ϕ(~) · ψα(~)(b) (31)

for all a ∈ A, b ∈ B, ϕ ∈ E , and ~ ∈ I. If the function 〈·, ·〉B on E given by

ψ~

(

〈ϕ, η〉B
)

= 〈ϕ(~), η(~)〉Bα(~)
(32)

defines a B-valued inner product for all ϕ, η ∈ E so that

A  E  B (33)

forms a Hilbert bimodule, then we say E is a lift of the family (E~)~∈I to a morphism between
the algebras of uniformly continuous sections A and B. Note that a lift is taken relative to
the continuous field of Banach spaces Γ. In concrete examples, an appropriate collection of
continuous vector fields Γ may be defined based on the context.

• Finally, we say that the original Hilbert bimodule E~1 is continuously scaling if E~1 is scaling,
so that it defines a family of Hilbert bimodules (E~)~∈I as in Eq. (28), and if this family of
bimodules furthermore has a lift to a Hilbert bimodule E between A and B as in Eq. (33).
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Example 3.1. Suppose β : A → B is a *-homomorphism between the C*-algebras of uniformly
continuous sections that is non-degenerate in the sense that β(A)B is dense in B, and also satisfies
β(K~) ⊆ Kα(~) for each ~ ∈ I. It follows [38, p. 11, Lemma 4.3] that for each ~ ∈ I, there is a
unique non-degenerate *-homomorphism β~ : A~ → Bα(~) satisfying β~ ◦ φ~ = ψα(~) ◦ β. At any
~ ∈ I, consider the Hilbert bimodule

A~  Bα(~)  Bα(~) (34)

associated with β~ from Ex. 2.6. The Hilbert bimodule in Eq. (34) is scaling: it associates to each
~
′ 6= ~ ∈ I the Hilbert bimodule

A~′  Bα(~′)  Bα(~′) (35)

corresponding to β~′ through the construction in Ex. 2.6. With Γ = B the space of continuous vector
fields, the collection of vector spaces (Bα(~))~∈I forms a continuous field of Banach spaces. Relative
to this choice of Γ, the family of Hilbert bimodules in Eq. (35) has a lift to the Hilbert bimodule

A  B  B (36)

associated with the original *-homomorphism β through the construction in Ex. 2.6. Hence, the
Hilbert bimodule in Eq. (34) is continuously scaling.

Next, we show that whenever one has a Hilbert bimodule A  E  B between the algebras of
uniformly continuous sections satisfying suitable conditions, it induces a Hilbert bimodule A0I 

E0I  B0J between the fiber algebras at ~ = 0I and ~ = 0J , which can be understood as the
classical limit of the Hilbert bimodule. We subsequently show that this Hilbert bimodule can be
used to construct a symplectic dual pair.

3.1 Quotient of a Hilbert Bimodule

In this section, we follow the strategy given in Raeburn and Williams [31, Prop. 3.25, p. 55] to
construct a Hilbert bimodule at ~ = 0I via a quotient. We again consider the situation where we
have two uniformly continuous bundles of C*-algebras ((A~, φ~)~∈I ,A) and ((B~, ψ~)~∈J ,B) over
locally compact metric spaces I and J , whose one-point compactifications İ and J̇ are likewise
metric spaces with isometric inclusions I →֒ İ and J →֒ J̇ . We will refer to the following ideals in
A by

K~ = {a ∈ A | lim
~′→~

‖φ~′(a)‖~′ = 0} (37)

for each ~ ∈ İ, including the point at infinity ~ = 0I . Likewise, we will refer to the corresponding
ideals in B by

K~ = {b ∈ B | lim
~′→~

‖ψ~′(b)‖~′ = 0} (38)

for each ~ ∈ J̇ , including the point at infinity ~ = 0J . We assume the ambient C*-algebra for each
ideal—either A or B—will be clear from context. We denote the canonical quotient mappings by

φ0I : A→ A0I

ψ0J : B→ B0J (39)

with A0I = A/K0I and B0J = B/K0J .
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Definition 3.1. Suppose that α : I → J is a continuous proper map and A  E  B is a Hilbert
bimodule. We say that E is strongly non-degenerate for α at ~ ∈ İ if we have K~ · E ⊆ E ·Kα(~).
In the special case where I = J and α is the identity map, we say E is strongly non-degenerate at
~ ∈ İ.

Given a continuous proper map α : I → J and a strongly non-degenerate Hilbert bimodule
A  E  B for α at ~ ∈ İ, we define:

• a complex vector space

E~ = E/E ·Kα(~) (40)

with the canonical quotient map

γ : E → E~. (41)

• a left A~-action given by

φ~(a)γ(ϕ) = γ(a · ϕ) (42)

for all a ∈ A and ϕ ∈ E .

• a right Bα(~)-action given by

γ(ϕ) · ψα(~)(b) = γ(ϕ · b) (43)

for all b ∈ B and ϕ ∈ E .

• a bilinear Bα(~)-valued function given by

〈γ(ϕ), γ(η)〉Bα(~)
= ψα(~)

(

〈ϕ, η〉B
)

(44)

for all ϕ, η ∈ E .

Theorem 3.1. If α : I → J is a continuous proper map and A  E  B is a strongly non-
degenerate Hilbert bimodule for α at ~ ∈ İ, then the structure

A~  E~  Bα(~) (45)

defined in Eqs. (40)-(44) is a Hilbert bimodule. In the case of ~ = 0I , we refer to E0I defined as
above as the (Hilbert) classical limit of E.

Proof. 1. First, we establish that the left action of A~ given in Eq. (42) is well-defined.

Suppose that ϕ,ϕ′ ∈ E are such that γ(ϕ) = γ(ϕ′) so that ϕ − ϕ′ ∈ E ·Kα(~). Then for any

a ∈ A, it follows from the fact that the A- and B-actions commute that aϕ− aϕ′ ∈ E ·Kα(~)

so that γ(aϕ) = γ(aϕ′).

Likewise, suppose that a, a′ ∈ A are such that φ~(a) = φ~(a
′) so that a−a′ ∈ K~. Then strong

non-degeneracy implies that aϕ− a′ϕ = (a− a′)ϕ ∈ E ·Kα(~). It follows that γ(aϕ) = γ(a′ϕ).
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2. Second, we establish that the right action of Bα(~) given in Eq. (43) is well-defined.

Suppose that ϕ,ϕ′ ∈ E are such that γ(ϕ) = γ(ϕ′) so that ϕ − ϕ′ ∈ E ·Kα(~). Then for any

b ∈ B, it follows from the fact that Kα(~) is an ideal that ϕ · b − ϕ′ · b ∈ E ·Kα(~) so that
γ(ϕ · b) = γ(ϕ′ · b).

Likewise, suppose that b, b′ ∈ B are such that ψα(~)(b) = ψα(~)(b
′) so that b−b′ ∈ Kα(~). Then

we have ϕ · b− ϕ · b′ = ϕ · (b− b′) ∈ E ·Kα(~). It follows that γ(ϕ · b) = γ(ϕ · b′).

3. Third, we establish that the bilinear map given in Eq. (44) is well-defined.

Suppose that ϕ,ϕ′ ∈ E are such that γ(ϕ) = γ(ϕ′) so that ϕ − ϕ′ ∈ E ·Kα(~). Then since
Kα(~) is an ideal, we have 〈ϕ− ϕ′, ξ〉B ∈ Kα(~) and 〈ξ, ϕ− ϕ′〉B ∈ Kα(~) for any ξ ∈ E . Thus,
we have

〈γ(ϕ), γ(ξ)〉Bα(~)
− 〈γ(ϕ′), γ(ξ)〉Bα(~)

= ψα(~)

(

〈ϕ, ξ〉B
)

− ψα(~)

(

〈ϕ′, ξ〉B
)

= ψα(~)

(

〈ϕ− ϕ′, ξ〉B
)

= 0 (46)

so that 〈γ(ϕ), γ(ξ)〉Bα(~)
= 〈γ(ϕ′), γ(ξ)〉Bα(~)

. Likewise, we have

〈γ(ξ), γ(ϕ)〉Bα(~)
− 〈γ(ξ), (γ(ϕ′)〉Bα(~)

= ψα(~)

(

〈ξ, ϕ〉B
)

− ψα(~)

(

〈ξ, ϕ′〉B
)

= ψα(~)

(

〈ξ, ϕ− ϕ′〉B
)

= 0 (47)

so that 〈γ(ξ), γ(ϕ)〉Bα(~)
= 〈γ(ξ), (γ(ϕ′)〉Bα(~)

.

4. Fourth, we establish that the bilinear map given in Eq. (44) is a positive semi-definite inner
product.

Suppose ϕ, ξ ∈ E . Then

〈γ(ϕ), γ(ξ)〉∗Bα(~)
= ψα(~)

(

〈ϕ, ξ〉B
)∗

= ψα(~)

(

〈ξ, ϕ〉B
)

= 〈γ(ξ), γ(ϕ)〉Bα(~)
, (48)

so the inner product is Hermitian. For any b ∈ B, we have

〈γ(ϕ), γ(ξ) · ψα(~)(b)〉Bα(~)
= ψα(~)

(

〈ϕ, ξ · b〉B
)

= ψα(~)

(

〈ϕ, ξ〉B · b
)

= 〈γ(ϕ), γ(ξ)〉 · ψα(~)(b),

(49)

so the inner product is compatible with the right Bα(~)-action. And finally, we have

〈γ(ϕ), γ(ϕ)〉Bα(~)
= ψα(~)

(

〈ϕ,ϕ〉B
)

≥ 0, (50)

so the inner product is positive semi-definite.

5. Fifth, we establish that the vector space E~ is complete in the norm induced by the inner
product, and that the inner product is positive definite.

Our strategy is to show that the norm induced by the inner product coincides with the quotient
norm on E~, in which the space is already complete and which is known to be positive definite.
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We employ results about the linking algebra L and its two-sided ideal D established in Ap-
pendix A. We have that for any ϕ ∈ E ,

‖γ(ϕ)‖Bα(~)
=

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 γ(ϕ)
0 0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

L/D

= inf
D∈D

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 ϕ
0 0

)

+D

∥

∥

∥

∥

= inf
ξ∈E·Kα(~)

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 ϕ
0 0

)

+

(

0 ξ
0 0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= inf
ξ∈E·Kα(~)

‖ϕ+ ξ‖ . (51)

The first, third, and fourth equalities follow from the bounds established in Lemma A.1. Since
the last line is the canonical quotient norm on the vector space E~, which is positive definite,
and since the space E~ is complete relative to this norm, this completes the proof.

Thus, we have shown that from a continuous proper map α : I → J and a Hilbert bimodule
A  E  B between the algebras of uniformly continuous sections of the bundles that is strongly
non-degenerate for α at ~ = 0I , one can naturally define a Hilbert bimodule between the fibers at
~ = 0I and ~ = 0J given by the Hilbert classical limit

A0I  E0I  B0J . (52)

It may be helpful to illustrate the Hilbert classical limit with our running example.

Example 3.2. Suppose again we are in the situation of Ex. 3.1. That is, suppose β : A→ B is a
non-degenerate *-homomorphism between the C*-algebras of uniformly continuous sections satisfying
β(K~) ⊆ Kα(~) for each ~ ∈ I. One can take the classical limit of a *-homomorphism directly by
the construction of Steeger and Feintzeig [37, p. 14, Prop. 5.2] by factoring through the quotients
on A0I = A/K0I and B0J = B/K0J to obtain the unique non-degenerate *-homomorphism β0I :
A0I → B0J satisfying β0I ◦ φ0I = ψ0I ◦ β. Hence, β0I is associated with a Hilbert bimodule

A0I  B0J  B0J (53)

by the construction in Ex. 2.6.
On the other hand, we have that β is directly associated with a Hilbert bimodule

A  B  B, (54)

by the construction in Ex. 2.6. This Hilbert bimodule is strongly non-degenerate at ~ = 0I ∈ İ, so
it has a Hilbert classical limit as determined in Thm. 3.1. Since B/B ·Kα(~) = B/Kα(~) = Bα(~)

for each ~ ∈ İ, we have that the Hilbert classical limit at ~ = 0I is the bimodule

A0I  B0J  B0J , (55)

which is equivalent to the bimodule in Eq. (53).
Hence, the classical limit of a Hilbert bimodule determined by a *-homomorphism agrees with the

Hilbert bimodule determined by the classical limit of a *-homomorphism. Thus, the Hilbert classical
limit of Hilbert bimodules we have defined provides an extension of the previous notion of the classical
limit of a *-homomorphism from Steeger and Feintzeig [37, p. 14, Lemma 4.3].
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3.2 Functoriality of the Quotient Bimodule

Next, we will next establish that the correspondence given by the classical limit is functorial in
the sense that it respects composition of bimodules by the tensor product. As in Thm. 3.1 of
the previous section, we suppose A and B are the algebras of uniformly continuous sections of
uniformly continuous bundles of C*-algebras, and we suppose A  E  B is a strongly non-
degenerate Hilbert bimodule for α at 0I ∈ I. This implies that E has a Hilbert classical limit, which
we denote A0I  E0I  B0J .

Moreover, we suppose now that ((C~, ζ~)~∈L,C) is a further uniformly continuous bundle of C*-
algebras over a locally compact metric space L, whose one-point compactification L̇ = L ∪ {0L} is
likewise a metric space with isometric inclusion L →֒ L̇. We use the notation

K0L = {c ∈ C | lim
~→0L

‖ζ~(c)‖ = 0} (56)

and we denote the canonical quotient mapping by

ζ0L : C→ C0L (57)

with C0L = C/K0L . We now denote the map α : I → J from the previous section by αIJ . We
suppose further that αJL : J → L is a continuous proper map and B  F  C is a strongly
non-degenerate Hilbert bimodule for αJL at ~ = 0J . We consider the bimodule

A0I  (E ⊗B F)/E ⊗B F ·K0L  C0L (58)

which is obtained by first taking the interior tensor product of the bimodules and afterwards taking
the Hilbert classical limit. We must compare this to the bimodule

A0I  (E/E ·K0J )⊗B0J
(F/F ·K0L)  C0L , (59)

which is obtained by first taking the Hilbert classical limit of the bimodules and afterward taking
the interior tensor product. We will now show that these bimodules are unitarily equivalent.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that αIJ : I → J and αJL : J → L are continuous proper maps, and that
A  E  B and B  F  C are strongly non-degenerate Hilbert bimodules for α and β at ~ = 0I
and ~ = 0J . Then the bimodules

A0I  (E ⊗B F)/E ⊗B F ·K0L  C0L , (60)

and

A0I  (E/E ·K0J )⊗B0J
(F/F ·K0L)  C0L , (61)

are unitarily equivalent.

Proof. We will explicitly define unitary maps

U : (E ⊗B F)/E ⊗B F ·K0L → (E/E ·K0J )⊗B0J
(F/F ·K0L)

U∗ : (E/E ·K0J )⊗B0J
(F/F ·K0L)→ (E ⊗B F)/E ⊗B F ·K0L . (62)

by the continuous linear extension of the assignments

U
(

ϕ⊗B ψ + E ⊗B F ·K0L

)

= (ϕ+ E ·K0J )⊗B0J
(ψ + F ·K0L)

U∗
(

(ϕ+ E ·K0J )⊗B0J
(ψ + F ·K0L)

)

= ϕ⊗B ψ + E ⊗B F ·K0L (63)
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for all ϕ ∈ E and ψ ∈ F .
First, note that these maps are well-defined. Suppose we have ϕ,ϕ′ ∈ E with ϕ−ϕ′ =

∑

i ξi · bi
for some bi ∈ K0J and ξi ∈ E . Suppose also we have ψ,ψ′ ∈ F with ψ − ψ′ =

∑

j ηj · cj for some
cj ∈ K0L and ηj ∈ F . It follows from strong non-degeneracy that

∑

i biψ
′ =

∑

k χkc
′
k for some

χk ∈ F and c′k ∈ K0L . Hence,

ϕ⊗B0J
ψ =

(

ϕ′ +
∑

i

ξi · bi

)

⊗B0J



ψ′ +
∑

j

ηj · cj





= ϕ′ ⊗B0J
ψ′ +

(

ϕ′ +
∑

i

ξi · bi

)

⊗B0J





∑

j

ηj · cj



+

(

∑

i

ξi · bi

)

⊗B0J
ψ′

= ϕ′ ⊗B0J
ψ′ +

(

ϕ′ +
∑

i

ξi · bi

)

⊗B0J





∑

j

ηj · cj



+
∑

i

ξi ⊗B0J

(

bi · ψ
′
)

= ϕ′ ⊗B0J
ψ′ +

(

ϕ′ +
∑

i

ξi · bi

)

⊗B0J





∑

j

ηj · cj



+
∑

i

ξi ⊗B0J

(

∑

k

χk · c
′
k

)

. (64)

Note that

(

ϕ′ +
∑

i

ξi · bi

)

⊗B0J





∑

j

ηj · cj



 = 0

∑

i

ξi ⊗B0J

(

∑

k

χk · c
′
k

)

= 0 (65)

in (E/E ·K0J )⊗B0J
(F/F ·K0L) so that

U
(

ϕ⊗B ψ + E ⊗B F ·K0L

)

= U
(

ϕ′ ⊗B ψ′ + E ⊗B F ·K0L

)

U∗
(

(ϕ+ E ·K0J )⊗B0J
(ψ + F ·K0L)

)

= U∗
(

(ϕ′ + E ·K0J )⊗B0J
(ψ′ + F ·K0L)

)

. (66)

Next, we show that U and U∗ are unitary. We denote the quotient maps for the vector spaces
by

γI : E → E/E ·K0J

γJ : F → F/F ·K0L

γIJ : E ⊗B F → (E ⊗B F)/E ⊗B F ·K0L . (67)

Clearly, from what has already been shown, we have that for any ϕ ∈ E and ψ ∈ F that U
(

γIJ(ϕ⊗B

ψ)
)

= γI(ϕ)⊗B0J
γJ(ψ).

17



Then for any ϕ,ϕ′ ∈ E and ψ,ψ′ ∈ F , we have
〈

U(γIJ(ϕ⊗B ψ), U(γIJ (ϕ
′ ⊗B ψ′))

〉

C0L
=
〈

γJ(ψ), 〈γI (ϕ), γI (ϕ
′)〉B0J

· γJ(ψ
′)
〉

C0L

=
〈

γJ(ψ), ψ0J

(

〈ϕ,ϕ′〉B
)

· γJ(ψ
′)
〉

C0L

=
〈

γJ(ψ), γJ
(

〈ϕ,ϕ′〉B · ψ
′
)〉

C0L

= ζ0L

(

〈

ψ, 〈ϕ,ϕ′〉B · ψ
′
〉

C

)

= ζ0L

(

〈ϕ⊗B ψ,ϕ′ ⊗B ψ′〉C
)

=
〈

γIJ(ϕ⊗B ψ), γIJ (ϕ
′ ⊗B ψ′)

〉

C0L
(68)

and
〈

U∗
(

γI(ϕ)⊗B0J
γJ(ψ)

)

, U∗
(

γI(ϕ
′)⊗B0J

γJ(ψ
′)
)

〉

C0L

=
〈

γIJ(ϕ⊗B ψ), γIJ (ϕ
′ ⊗B ψ′)

〉

C0L

= ζ0L

(

〈

ϕ⊗B ψ,ϕ
′ ⊗B ψ′

〉

C

)

= ζ0L

(

〈

ψ, 〈ϕ,ϕ′〉B · ψ
′
〉

C

)

=
〈

γJ(ψ), γJ
(

〈ϕ,ϕ′〉B · ψ
′
)〉

C0L

=
〈

γJ(ψ), ψ0J

(

〈ϕ,ϕ′〉B
)

· γJ(ψ
′)
〉

C0L

=
〈

γJ(ψ), 〈γI (ϕ), γI(ϕ
′)〉B0J

· γJ(ψ
′)
〉

C0L

=
〈

γI(ϕ)⊗B0J
γJ(ψ), γI (ϕ

′)⊗B0J
γJ(ψ

′)
〉

C0L

.

(69)

Moreover, U and U∗ are clearly inverses, which completes the proof.

This establishes the functoriality of the classical limit Hilbert bimodule. Next, we show that
once one has a classical limit Hilbert bimodule, one can construct a corresponding symplectic dual
pair.

4 Symplectic Dual Pair of a Classical Hilbert Bimodule

We now fix the base space for simplicity by supposing that I = J = (0, 1]. Suppose that we have two
strict deformation quantizations of Poisson manifolds M and N . We will denote by (A~,Q~)~∈(0,1]
the strict deformation quantization of PM = C∞

c (M), and we denote by (B~,Q
′
~
)~∈(0,1] the strict

deformation quantization of PN = C∞
c (N). We suppose that each of these strict deformation quanti-

zations generates a corresponding uniformly continuous bundle of C*-algebras, denoted respectively
by ((A~, φ~)~∈(0,1],A) and ((B~, ψ~)~∈(0,1],B). Suppose further that we are given a Hilbert bimodule

A  E  B (70)

that is strongly non-degenerate at every ~ ∈ [0, 1]. Then Thm. 3.1 establishes that E has a Hilbert
classical limit, which we denote by

A0  E0  B0. (71)

We now proceed to construct a symplectic dual pair from this Hilbert bimodule E0 between the
abelian C*-algebras A0 and B0.
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4.1 Construction of a Symplectic Space

We begin with a few preliminaries. Recall that since E is assumed to be strongly non-degenerate
at each ~ ∈ [0, 1], it determines through Thm. 3.1 not only a Hilbert classical limit E0, but also
a Hilbert bimodule E~ between the fiber C*-algebras A~ and B~ at each value ~ ∈ [0, 1]. It will
be useful for us to rewrite the left A~-action and right B~-action on E~ in terms of representations
πE~A~

: A~ → B(E~) and πE~B~
: B~ → B(E~) as bounded operators on the Banach space E~ defined by

πE~A~
(a)ϕ = a · ϕ

πE~B~
(b)ϕ = ϕ · b (72)

for all a ∈ A~, b ∈ B~, and ϕ ∈ E~. The representations πE~A~
and πE~B~

are clearly defined for every
value ~ ∈ [0, 1]. Now, consider the tensor product C*-algebra A~ ⊗B~, defined as the completion
of the algebraic tensor product in the maximal C*-norm. (In what follows, we always employ the
maximal C*-norm for tensor product C*-algebras.) The fact that πE~A~

(A~) commutes with πE~B~
(B~)

ensures that the representation πE~A~
⊗πE~B~

of the tensor product algebra A~⊗B~ is a *-homomorphism.
The tensor product algebra and this tensor product representation will be important in what follows.

Further, we denote the Gelfand duals (i.e., pure state spaces) of A and B by

M ∼= P(A0)

N ∼= P(B0). (73)

The Gelfand dual of the C*-tensor product A0 ⊗B0 is the product space

P(A0 ⊗B0) ∼=M ×N. (74)

This is well known when A0 and B0 are unital C*-algebras, but it also generalizes to non-unital
C*-algebras, as established in Appendix B.

Recall again from §2 that following Nestruev [30, p. 34-35], we define the smooth envelope of an
algebra P of functions on a space X as the algebra of all functions on the same space of the form

g(f1, ..., fn)(x) = g(f1(x), ..., fn(x)) (75)

for all x ∈ X, where f1, ..., fn ∈ P and g ∈ C∞(Rn). We denote the smooth envelope of P by P .
Then for the smooth manifolds M and N , we have C∞

c (M) ∼= C∞(M) and C∞
c (N) ∼= C∞(N).

This allows us to define the following structures:

• Define the C*-algebra

A0 ⊛E B0 = (A0 ⊗B0)/ ker(π
E0
A0
⊗ πE0B0

) (76)

with canonical quotient map

ρ : A0 ⊗B0 → A0 ⊛E B0. (77)

We define a topological space S as the Gelfand dual

S = P
(

A0 ⊛E B0

)

(78)

with the weak* topology. Hence, we also have a continuous dual map

ρ̂ : S →M ×N. (79)

Since ρ is a surjection, it follows that ρ̂ is an injection.
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• Define the algebra

PS = ρ̂∗
[

PM ⊗ PN
]

. (80)

Note that this is well-defined because PM ⊗ PN ∼= C∞(M ×N) [30, Prop. 4.29, p. 49].

In what follows, we suppose that PS satisfies the known conditions provided by Nestruev of
being smooth [30, p. 37], geometric [30, p. 23], and complete [30, p. 31]. As mentioned in
§2, Nestruev shows that these are necessary and sufficient conditions to guarantee that S is
a smooth manifold [30, p. 77, Thm. 7.2 and p. 79, Thm. 7.7]. By construction, ρ̂ is then a
smooth map between manifolds.

• We define maps JM : S →M and JN : S → N given by

JM (s)(a) = lim
δ
(s ◦ ρ)(a⊗ IBδ )

JN (s)(b) = lim
δ
(s ◦ ρ)(IAδ ⊗ b) (81)

for all s ∈ S, a ∈ A, and b ∈ B, where (IAδ )δ∈∆ and (IBδ )δ∈∆′ are approximate identities
for A0 and B0, respectively. Denoting the smooth projections of the product manifold by
prM : M × N → M and prN : M × N → N , we have JM = prM ◦ ρ̂ and JN = prN ◦ ρ̂. It
follows that JM and JN are smooth maps.

• The Poisson bracket on PS is defined in three steps. Recall that the Poisson brackets on each
of PM and PN , denoted by {·, ·}M and {·, ·}N , respectively, are determined from the strict
quantization by Dirac’s condition in Def. 2.1.

We proceed from this starting point.

1. First, we define Poisson brackets on each of PM and PN by extending the Poisson brackets
locally on each of M and N . Suppose we are given arbitrary ã1, ã2 ∈ PM = C∞(M) and
b̃1, b̃2 ∈ PN = C∞(N). Then for any points m ∈M and n ∈ N , we know that there are
neighborhoods U of m and V of n and compactly supported functions ai ∈ PM = C∞

c (M)
and bj ∈ PN = C∞

c (N) such that (ãi)|U = (ai)|U and (b̃j)|V = (bj)|V . So we can define

{ã1, ã2}M (m) = {a1, a2}M (m)

{b̃1, b̃2}N (n) = {b1, b2}N (n). (82)

2. Second, we define a bracket on PM ⊗ PN by the standard construction of a product
Poisson structure. For any a1, a2 ∈ PM and b1, b2 ∈ PN , we define the Poisson bracket
as the linear extension of the assignment

{

a1 ⊗ b1, a2 ⊗ b2
}

M×N
= {a1, a2}M ⊗ b1b2 + a1a2 ⊗ {b1, b2}N . (83)

3. Third, we extend the Poisson bracket to the smooth envelope PM ⊗ PN ∼= C∞(M ×N)
so that the Poisson bracket on PS may be defined by the pull-back via ρ̂. Consider any
two functions

f = g(f1, ..., fk) f ′ = g′(f ′1, ...f
′
k′) (84)
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in the smooth envelope PM ⊗ PN , i.e., we have f1, ..., fk, f
′
1, ..., f

′
k′ ∈ PM ⊗ PN , g ∈

C∞(Rk), and g′ ∈ C∞(Rk′). Now, we can use the chain rule as a stipulation that fully
defines the Poisson bracket of f and f ′. Define for each x ∈M ×N ,

{f, f ′}M×N (x) =

k
∑

i=1

k′
∑

j=1

∂g

∂xi |(f1(x),...,fk(x))

∂g′

∂xj |(f ′

1(x),...,f
′

k′
(x))

{fi, f
′
j}M×N (x). (85)

It is straightforward to check that this extension of the Poisson bracket is anti-symmetric
and bi-linear, and that it satisfies the Leibniz rule and the Jacobi identity. Finally, we
define the Poisson bracket on S by

{f ◦ ρ̂, f ′ ◦ ρ̂}S = {f, f ′}M×N ◦ ρ̂ (86)

for all f, f ′ ∈ C∞(M ×N)

We will need one further condition to ensure that S becomes a symplectic manifold with the
Poisson structure just defined. In order to state the condition, we extend the evaluation maps of the
uniformly continuous bundles of C*-algebras to the C*-tensor product by defining Φ~ : A ⊗B →
A~ ⊗B~ as the continuous linear extension of

Φ~ = φ~ ⊗ ψ~ (87)

for all a ∈ A and b ∈ B at each ~ ∈ [0, 1]. We similarly define a representation of the C*-tensor
product πE~A~⊗B~

: A~ ⊗B~ → B(E~) given by the continuous linear extension of

πE~A~⊗B~
= πE~A~

⊗ πE~B~
(88)

at each ~ ∈ [0, 1].

Definition 4.1. Suppose A  E  B is a strongly non-degenerate Hilbert bimodule at each
~ ∈ [0, 1].

• An element c ∈ A⊗B is in the asymptotic center relative to E if for all c′ ∈ A⊗B,

lim
~→0

∥

∥

∥

∥

i

~

[

πE~A~⊗B~

(

Φ~(c)
)

, πE~A~⊗B~

(

Φ~(c
′)
)

]

∥

∥

∥

∥

~

= 0, (89)

where the norm on operators on E~ is the operator norm on B(E~), taken relative to the
B~-valued inner product on E~.

• The Hilbert bimodule E is asymptotically irreducible if whenever c ∈ A⊗B is in the asymptotic
center relative to E , it follows that πE0A0⊗B0

(Φ0(c)) is a scalar multiple of the identity.

Now we prove our general result that under suitable conditions, the classical limit of a Hilbert
bimodule is a symplectic dual pair. Recall that we assume the situation where we begin with two
uniformly continuous bundles of C*-algebras generated by strict deformation quantizations. We
take as given a strongly non-degenerate Hilbert bimodule between the C*-algebras of uniformly
continuous sections. We further assume that the commutative algebra PS defined in Eq. (80) from
the Hilbert classical limit satisfies the known conditions provided by Nestruev of being smooth [30,
p. 37], geometric [30, p. 23], and complete [30, p. 31], which is equivalent to S being a smooth
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manifold [30, p. 77, Thm. 7.2 and p. 79, Thm. 7.7]. What remains is to establish that the
Poisson structure on S comes from a symplectic form. We now show that when such a strongly
non-degenerate Hilbert bimodule is asymptotically irreducible, the induced Poisson bracket comes
from a symplectic form, which implies S forms the middle space of a symplectic dual pair.

We note that it would be interesting to search for further conditions on the Hilbert bimodules
at values ~ > 0 that might imply S is a smooth manifold. For example, one might hope to find
analogues to Nestruev’s conditions of being smooth [30, p. 37], geometric [30, p. 23], and complete
[30, p. 31] that apply for non-commutative algebras at ~ > 0 yet guarantee these conditions are
satisfied in the classical ~ → 0 limit. We lack the space here to undertake this investigation of
induced smooth structure from properties at ~ > 0. We aim here only to prove that if S has an
appropriate smooth manifold structure induced from the algebra PS , then asymptotic irreducibility
guarantees this manifold is canonically a symplectic manifold.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose A  E  B is a strongly non-degenerate Hilbert bimodule at each ~ ∈ [0, 1].
The Hilbert classical limit of E is the Hilbert bimodule denoted by A0  E0  B0. Suppose further
that:

(i) PS as defined in Eq. (80) is a smooth, geometric, and complete algebra; and

(ii) the Hilbert bimodule E is asymptotically irreducible.

Then the structure

M ← S → N (90)

defined in Eqs. (73)-(81) is a symplectic dual pair. In this case, we refer to S as the (symplectic)
classical limit of E.

Proof. 1. First, we establish that S is symplectic with respect to the Poisson bracket defined in
Eqs. (82)-(86). Suppose f = fM ⊗ fN ∈ PM ⊗ PN is such that

{f ◦ ρ̂, g}S = 0 (91)

for all g ∈ PS . Define the map Q̃~ : A0 ⊗B0 → A~ ⊗B~ by

Q̃~ = Q~ ⊗Q
′
~ (92)

Then for every g = gM ⊗ gN ∈ PM ⊗ PN , we know that

lim
~→0

∥

∥

∥

∥

i

~

[

πE~A~⊗B~
(Q̃~(f)), π

E~
A~⊗B~

(Q̃~(g))
]

∥

∥

∥

∥

~

= 0. (93)

Hence, since Q̃~[PM ⊗PN ] is dense in A~ ⊗B~, we have that for all c ∈ A~ ⊗B~,

lim
~→0

∥

∥

∥

∥

i

~

[

πE~A~⊗B~
(Q̃~(f)), π

E~
A~⊗B~

(c)
]

∥

∥

∥

∥

~

= 0. (94)

Since E is asymptotically irreducible, it follows that πE0A0⊗B0
(f) = f ◦ ρ̂ = αI for α ∈ C.

Now, we reformulate what we have just shown in terms of the Poisson bivector B defined by

B(dh1 ∧ dh2) = {h1, h2}S (95)
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for all h1, h2 ∈ PS . We have established that for any f ∈ PM ⊗ PN , whenever

B(d(f ◦ ρ̂) ∧ η) = 0 (96)

for all covector fields η on S, it follows that f ◦ ρ̂ is a constant scalar field on S, and hence,
d(f ◦ ρ̂) = 0. Since this equation is local, we have that at any point s ∈ S, if

B|s(d(f ◦ ρ̂)|s ∧ η|s) = 0 (97)

for all covectors η|s at s, then d(f ◦ ρ̂)|s = 0.

Similarly, if f̃ ∈ PM ⊗ PN , then at each point s ∈ S, there is some neighborhood U of s and
some f ∈ PM ⊗ PN such that (f̃ ◦ ρ̂)|U = (f ◦ ρ̂)|U . Hence, d(f ◦ ρ̂)|s = d(f̃ ◦ ρ̂)|s. It follows
that if

B|s(d(f̃ ◦ ρ̂)|s ∧ η|s) = B|s(d(f ◦ ρ̂)|s ∧ η|s) = 0 (98)

for all covectors η|s at s ∈ S, then d(f̃ ◦ ρ̂)|s = d(f ◦ ρ̂)|s = 0.

Finally, we must consider the case of f ∈ PM ⊗ PN . Then f = g(f1, ..., fk) for some f1, ..., fk ∈
PM ⊗ PN , and so for any f ′ ∈ PS , we have

B|s(d(f ◦ ρ̂)|s ∧ df
′
|s) = {f ◦ ρ̂, f

′}S(s) =
k
∑

i=1

∂g

∂xi |(f1(s),...,fk(s))
{fi, f

′}M×N (s)

=
k
∑

i=1

∂g

∂xi |(f1(s),...,fk(s))
B|s(d(fi ◦ ρ̂)|s ∧ df

′
|s) (99)

at each s ∈ S. Since ∂g
∂xi

is independent of f ′, it follows that whenever

B|s(d(f ◦ ρ̂)|s ∧ η|s) = 0 (100)

for all covectors η|s at s ∈ S, we have

B|s(d(fi ◦ ρ̂)|s ∧ η|s) = 0 (101)

for all i = 1, ..., k, which implies d(fi ◦ ρ̂)|s = 0 for all i = 1, ..., k and thus, d(f ◦ ρ̂)|s = 0.

We conclude that B|s is non-degenerate for each s ∈ S, and hence S is symplectic.

2. Second, we establish the compatibility conditon for smooth functions on M and N by the
pull-back to S.

Consider a ∈ PM and b ∈ PN . We have

{J∗
M (a), J∗

N (b)}S = {(a⊗ IN ), (IM ⊗ b)}M×N = {a, IM}M ⊗ b+ a⊗ {IN , b} = 0, (102)

where IM and IN are the constant identity functions on M and N , respectively.

Since the Poisson bracket is local, it follows that for any a ∈ PM and b ∈ PN ,

{J∗
M (a), J∗

N (b)}S = 0. (103)

23



Corollary 4.1. Suppose that M ← S → N is the symplectic classical limit of the Hilbert bimodule
A  E  B. Suppose further that:

(i) the maps JM and JN defined in Eqs. (81) are complete relative to the Poisson bracket; and

(ii) the map JN is a surjective submersion.

Then S is a weakly regular symplectic dual pair.

Thus, we have shown that if one has a Hilbert bimodule A0  E0  B0 between the fibers
at ~ = 0 that is the classical limit of a Hilbert bimodule between bundles generated by strict
deformation quantizations, then under the conditions of Thm. 4.1, one can naturally define a
symplectic dual pair

M ← S → N (104)

that is the symplectic classical limit of the Hilbert bimodule. It may be helpful to illustrate the
symplectic classical limit with our running example.

Example 4.1. Suppose β0 : A0 → B0 is a non-degenerate *-homomorphism satisfying β(PM ) ⊆ PN
and preserving the Poisson bracket when restricted to a map from PM to PN . (This map β0 may
arise as the classical limit of what Steeger and Feintzeig [37, p. 18, Def. 5.8] call a smooth,
second-order morphism of post-quantization bundles.) It follows that the dual map β̂0 : N → M
defined by β0(f)(n) = f(β̂0(n)) for each f ∈ PM and n ∈ N is a smooth Poisson map between the
Poisson manifolds N and M . Suppose further that N is a symplectic manifold and β̂0 is an injective
immersion. Then the construction in Ex. 2.4 yields from β̂0 an associated symplectic dual pair

M ← β̂0(N)×N → N. (105)

On the other hand, the construction in Ex. 2.6 yields from β0 an associated Hilbert bimodule

A0  B0  B0 (106)

with πB0
A0

(a)(b) = β0(a)b and πB0
B0

(b′)b = bb′ for all a ∈ A0 and b, b′ ∈ B0. We have the canonical
*-isomorphism A0 ⊗ B0

∼= C0(M × N). Furthermore, one can check that under this canonical
*-isomorphism, we have

ker(πB0
A0
⊗ πB0

B0
) ∼=

{

f ∈ C0(M ×N) | f(p) = 0 for all p ∈ β̂0(N)×N
}

, (107)

which implies

(A0 ⊗B0)/ ker(π
B0
A0
⊗ πB0

B0
) ∼= C0

(

β̂0(N)×N)
)

. (108)

It now follows according to Eqs. (76)-(78), as in Thm. 4.1, that the Hilbert bimodule in Eq. (106)
is associated with the symplectic dual pair

M ← β̂0(N)×N → N, (109)

which is equivalent to the symplectic dual pair in Eq. (105).
Hence, if a Hilbert bimodule is determined by a *-homomorphism whose classical limit corre-

sponds to a smooth, injective Poisson immersion between symplectic manifolds, then the symplectic
classical limit of that Hilbert bimodule agrees with the symplectic dual pair determined by that smooth,
Poisson map. Thus, the symplectic classical limit of Hilbert bimodules we have defined is an exten-
sion of the classical limit of *-homomorphisms from Steeger and Feintzeig [37, p. 19, Prop. 5.5].
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4.2 Functoriality of the Dual Symplectic Space

Next, we must establish that this correspondence is functorial in the sense that it respects com-
position of symplectic dual pairs by the tensor product. Again, we suppose as in Thm. 3.1 that
A and B are the algebras of uniformly continuous sections of uniformly continuous bundles of C*-
algebras over [0, 1], and we suppose A  E  B is a strongly non-degenerate Hilbert bimodule for
α at 0 ∈ [0, 1]. We suppose further that the conditions of Thm. 4.1 are satisfied so that E has a
symplectic classical limit M ← S → N .

We will need to consider a further symplectic dual pair, so we now use the notation S1 = S for

the middle space of the symplectic dual pair between M and N with projection maps
1
JM = JM

and
1
JN = JN . So we will from now on denote this dual pair by

M ← S1 → N. (110)

We will next consider a further symplectic dual pair that it can be composed with.
Suppose now that P is a further Poisson manifold with a strict deformation quantization

(C~,Q
′′
~
)~∈(0,1] of PP = C∞

c (P ), which generates a uniformly continuous bundle of C*-algebras
((C~, ζ~)~∈(0,1],C). Suppose further that we have a Hilbert bimodule

B  F  C (111)

that satisfies the assumptions of Thm. 4.1, so that it has a Hilbert classical limit and a corresponding
symplectic classical limit. We denote the Hilbert classical limit of F by

B0  F0  C0, (112)

and we denote the symplectic classical limit of F by

N ← S2 → P (113)

with projection maps
2
JN and

2
JP . We shall further suppose that the assumptions of Cor. 4.1 are

satisfied by E and F , so that S1 and S2 are each weakly regular. This ensures that their composition
S1 ⊚ S2 is well-defined.

We consider the symplectic dual pair

M ← P(A0 ⊛E⊗BF C0)→ P, (114)

which is obtained by first taking the tensor product of the Hilbert bimodules and afterwards taking
the symplectic classical limit. We must compare this to the symplectic dual pair

M ← S1 ⊚N S2 → P, (115)

which is obtained by first taking the symplectic classical limit of the bimodules and afterward taking
the tensor product. We will now show that these dual pairs are isomorphic. We will need a number
of preliminary lemmas.

First, we establish that on the algebraic side, the construction of the tensor product Hilbert
bimodule arises essentially in three steps: taking the tensor product algebra, quotienting by an
ideal, and then considering a subalgebra of the resulting quotient algebra.
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Lemma 4.1. Let Ḃ0 = B0 ⊕ CIB0 denote the unitization of B0. Each representation of B0 has a
unique linear extension to the unitization Ḃ0, which we employ without change of notation. Denote

D0 = (A0 ⊛E Ḃ0)⊗ (Ḃ0 ⊛F C0). (116)

Define LB0 = span
{

(a⊗ b1)⊗ (b2 ⊗ c) ∈ D0 | b1 ⊗ b2 ∈ ker(πE0B0
⊗ πF0

B0
)
}

and

DB
0 = span

{

(a⊗ b1)⊗ (b2 ⊗ c) + LB0 ∈ D0/LB0 | (b1 ⊗ b2 − IB0 ⊗ IB0) ∈ ker(πE0B0
⊗ πF0

B0
)
}

.

(117)

Then

A0 ⊛E⊗BF C0
∼= DB

0 . (118)

Proof. Let K = ker(π
E0⊗B0

F0

A0
⊗π

E0⊗B0
F0

C0
). Define a map τ1 : A0⊛E⊗BF C0 → DB

0 by the continuous
linear extension of the assignment

τ1(a⊗ c+K) = (a⊗ IB0)⊗ (IB0 ⊗ c) + LB0 . (119)

for all a ∈ A0 and c ∈ C0. First, we must show this map is well-defined. Consider a⊗ c ∈ K. Then
clearly

(a⊗ IB0)⊗ (IB0 ⊗ c) ∈ ker
(

(π
E0⊗B0

F0

A0
⊗ π

E0⊗B0
F0

B0
)⊗ (π

E0⊗B0
F0

B0
⊗ π

E0⊗B0
F0

C0
)
)

. (120)

Hence, τ1(a⊗ c) ∈ LB0 .
Notice further that τ1 is clearly a *-homomorphism.
Second, we show that τ1 is injective. Suppose that τ1(

∑

i ai ⊗ ci) = 0. Then, since IB0 ⊗ IB0 /∈
ker(πE0B0

⊗ πF0
B0

), we must have

∑

i

(ai ⊗ IB0)⊗ (IB0 ⊗ ci) ∈ ker
(

(π
E0⊗B0

F0

A0
⊗ π

E0⊗B0
F0

B0
)⊗ (π

E0⊗B0
F0

B0
⊗ π

E0⊗B0
F0

C0
)
)

. (121)

It follows from this and the definition of E ⊗B0 F0 that
∑

i ai ⊗ ci ∈ K.
Finally, we show that τ1 is surjective. Consider an arbitrary (a⊗ b1) ⊗ (b2 ⊗ c) ∈ DB

0 . Then it
follows that

(a⊗ b1)⊗ (b2 ⊗ c)− (a⊗ IB0)⊗ (IB0 ⊗ c) ∈ LB. (122)

Hence τ1(a⊗ c+K) = (a⊗ b1)⊗ (b2 ⊗ c).
We conclude that τ1 is a *-isomorphism.

Next, we establish that the steps outlined in the previous lemma for the algebraic construction
of the tensor product Hilbert bimodule have analog or dual steps in the geometric construction of a
tensor product dual pair. In particular, we know first of all that taking the tensor product algebra
corresponds to taking a Cartesian product S1 × S2. The following lemma shows that the next step
of quotienting by an ideal corresponds to looking at the subset S1 ×N S2 of the Cartesian product
space S1 × S2.

Lemma 4.2. Let LN =
{

f ∈ C0(S1 × S2) | f(s1, s2) = 0 whenever
1
JN (s1) =

2
JN (s2)

}

. Then

C0(S1 ×N S2) ∼= C0(S1 × S2)/LN . (123)
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Proof. Let ιS1×NS2 be the identical embedding of S1 ×N S2 in S1 × S2. Define a map τ2 : C0(S1 ×
S2)/LN → C0(S1 ×N S2) by

τ2(f + LN ) = f ◦ ιS1×NS2 (124)

for all f ∈ C0(S1 ×N S2). Note that τ2 is well-defined. If f + LN = g + LN for f, g ∈ C0(S1 × S2),
then (f − g)(s) = 0 for all s ∈ S1 ×N S2, and hence f ◦ ιS1×NS2 = g ◦ ιS1×NS2 . Moreover, clearly τ2
is a *-homomorphism.

Similarly, τ2 is injective, for whenever τ2(f + LN ) = f ◦ ιS1×NS2 = 0, it follows that f ∈ LN so
f + LN = 0 + LN .

To see that τ2 is surjective, consider an arbitrary f ∈ C0(S1×N S2). Since S1×N S2 is closed in
S1 × S2, the Tietze extension theorem implies that there is a function f̃ ∈ C0(S1 × S2) such that
f̃ ◦ ιS1×NS2 = f , and hence τ2(f̃ + LN ) = f .

We conclude that τ2 is a *-isomorphism.

The following lemma shows that in the final step, considering a certain subalgebra of functions
on S1×N S2 corresponds to taking a quotient of the space S1×N S2 by looking at the space of leaves
S1 ⊚ S2 of the foliation by NS1×NS2 .

Lemma 4.3.

C0(S1 ⊚N S2) ∼=
{

f ∈ C0(S1 ×N S2) | ξ(f) = 0 whenever ξ ∈ NS1×NS2

}

. (125)

Proof. Let qNS1×NS2
: S1×NS2 → S1⊚NS2 denote the map that sends each point (s1, s2) ∈ S1×NS2

to the leaf [(s1, s2)] of the foliation by NS1×NS2 that it belongs to. Define a map τ3 : C0(S1⊚N S2)→
C0(S1 ×N S2) by

τ3(f) = f ◦ qNS1×NS2
(126)

for all f ∈ C0(S1 ⊚N S2). Clearly, τ3 is a *-homomorphism. Moreover, if f ∈ C0(S1 ⊚N S2), then
τ3(f) is constant on leaves of the foliation by NS1×NS2 , so that ξ(τ3(f)) = 0 for all ξ ∈ NS1×NS2 ,
which implies τ3 has the appropriate range.

The map τ3 is injective because τ3(f) = 0 on S1 ×N S2 implies that f vanishes on each leaf,
which means that f = 0.

Finally, τ3 is surjective because whenever f ∈ C0(S1 ×N S2) satisfies ξ(f) = 0 for all ξ ∈
NS1×NS2 , it follows that f is constant on each leaf of the foliation by NS1×NS2 . Hence, the function
f̃ ∈ C0(S1 ⊚N S2) given by f̃([(s1, s2)]) = f(s1, s2) is well-defined and satisfies τ3(f̃) = f .

We conclude that τ3 is a *-isomorphism.

We will also need the following result characterizing the leaves of S1 ×N S2.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose γ is a smooth curve in S1 ×N S2. The tangent vectors to γ lie in NS1×NS2

if and only if for any two points γ(t1) = (s1, s2) and γ(t2) = (s′1, s
′
2), we have

1
JM (s1) =

1
JM (s′1)

2
JP (s2) =

2
JP (s

′
2). (127)

Hence, the leaves of the foliation determined by NS1×NS2 have the form

Om,p =
{

(s1, s2) ∈ S1 ×N S2 |
1
JM (s1) = m,

2
JP (s2) = p

}

(128)

for some fixed m ∈M and p ∈ P .
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Proof. We begin with some preliminaries. Denote the projections prS1 : S1 ×N S2 → S1 and
prS2 : S1 ×N S2 → S2. Suppose γ is a smooth curve in S1 ×N S2 and denote the tangent vector at
γ(t) by ~γ|t.

The definition of S1 ×N S2 yields

(
1
JN ◦ prS1)(s) = (

2
JN ◦ prS2)(s) (129)

for all s ∈ S1 ×N S2, so that for any vector ξ ∈ T (S1 ×N S2) at γ(t) and any f ∈ C∞(N), we have

(
1
JN ◦ prS1)∗(ξ)(f) = ξ(f ◦

1
JN ◦ prS1) = ξ(f ◦

2
JN ◦ prS2) = (

2
JN ◦ prS2)∗(ξ)(f). (130)

Hence, denoting by ω1 and ω2 the symplectic forms of S1 and S2 at s1 = prS1(γ(t)) and
s2 = prS2(γ(t)), respectively, we have from the definition of the product symplectic form that

(ω1 ⊕ ω2)(~γ|t, ξ) = pr∗S1
(ω1)(~γ|t, ξ) + pr∗S2

(ω2)(~γ|t, ξ)

= ω1

(

(prS1)∗~γ|t, (prS1)∗ξ
)

+ ω2

(

(prS2)∗~γ|t, (prS2)∗ξ
)

. (131)

We also know that ω1 is a restriction of the Poisson structure on M ×N and ω2 is a restriction of
the Poisson structure on N × P . We use the isomorphisms

Ts1S1
∼= (

1
JM )∗(Ts1S1)⊕ TnN Ts2S2

∼= (
2
JN )∗(Ts2S2)⊕ TpP, (132)

where n =
1
JN (s1) and p =

2
JP (s2). Since JM -fibers and JN -fibers are symplectically orthogonal in

S1, it follows that

ω1

(

(prS1)∗~γ|t, (prS1)∗ξ
)

= ω1

(

(
1
JM ◦ prS1)∗~γ|t, (

1
JM ◦ prS1)∗ξ

)

+ ω1

(

(
1
JN ◦ prS1)∗~γ|t, (

1
JN ◦ prS1)∗ξ

)

. (133)

Similarly, since
2
JN -fibers and

2
JP -fibers are symplectically orthogonal in S2, it follows that

ω2

(

(prS2)∗~γ|t, (prS2)∗ξ
)

= ω2

(

(
2
JN ◦ prS2)∗~γ|t, (

2
JN ◦ prS2)∗ξ

)

+ ω2

(

(
2
JP ◦ prS2)∗~γ|t, (

2
JP ◦ prS2)∗ξ

)

. (134)

Now, denote the Poisson bivectors associated with ω1 and ω2 by
1
B and

2
B, respectively. Since

ω1 and ω2 are symplectic, we have associated isomorphisms

1
B# : TS1 → T ∗S1
2
B# : TS2 → T ∗S2. (135)

Denoting by
M
B,

N
B, and

P
B the Poisson bivectors on M , N , and P , respectively, we have

1
B =

M
B −

N
B

2
B =

N
B −

P
B. (136)
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Hence, it follows from Eq. (133) that

ω1((prS1)∗~γ|t, (prS1)∗ξ)

=
1
B
( 1
B#((

1
JM ◦ prS1)∗~γ|t),

1
B#((

1
JM ◦ prS1)∗ξ)

)

+
1
B
( 1
B#((

1
JN ◦ prS1)∗~γ|t),

1
B#((

1
JN ◦ prS1)∗ξ)

)

=
M
B
( 1
B#((

1
JM ◦ prS1)∗~γ|t),

1
B#((

1
JM ◦ prS1)∗ξ)

)

−
N
B
( 1
B#((

1
JN ◦ prS1)∗~γ|t),

1
B#((

1
JN ◦ prS1)∗ξ)

)

(137)

and it follows from Eq. (134) that

ω2((prS2)∗~γ|t, (prS2)∗ξ)

=
2
B
( 2
B#((

2
JN ◦ prS2)∗~γ|t),

2
B#((

2
JN ◦ prS2)∗ξ)

)

+
2
B
( 2
B#((

2
JP ◦ prS2)∗~γ|t),

2
B#((

2
JP ◦ prS2)∗ξ)

)

=
N
B
( 2
B#((

2
JN ◦ prS2)∗~γ|t),

2
B#((

2
JN ◦ prS2)∗ξ)

)

−
P
B
( 2
B#((

2
JP ◦ prS2)∗~γ|t),

2
B#((

2
JP ◦ prS2)∗ξ)

)

.

(138)

Therefore, it follows from Eqs. (131) and (137)-(138) that

(ω1 ⊕ ω2)(~γ|t, ξ) =
M
B
( 1
B#((

1
JM ◦ prS1)∗~γ|t),

1
B#((

1
JM ◦ prS1)∗ξ)

)

−
P
B
( 2
B#((

2
JP ◦ prS2)∗~γ|t),

2
B#((

2
JP ◦ prS2)∗ξ)

)

. (139)

Now, the constraint that for any two points γ(t1) = (s1, s2) and γ(t2) = (s′1, s
′
2),

1
JM (s1) =

1
JM (s′1)

2
JP (s2) =

2
JP (s

′
2) (140)

holds if and only if for all h ∈ C∞(M) and g ∈ C∞(P ), we have

(
1
JM ◦ prS1)∗(~γ|t)(h) = ~γ|t(h ◦

1
JM ◦ prS1) = 0

(
2
JP ◦ prS2)∗(~γ|t)(g) = ~γ|t(g ◦

2
JP ◦ prS2) = 0, (141)

or equivalently, (
1
JM ◦ prS1)∗(~γ|t) = 0 and (

2
JP ◦ prS2)∗(~γ|t) = 0. It follows from Eq. (139) that this

constraint holds if and only if for all ξ ∈ T (S1 ×N S2),

(ω1 ⊕ ω2)(~γ|t, ξ) = 0, (142)

which by definition holds if and only if ~γ|t ∈ NS1×NS2 .

We can now use the understanding provided by Lemma 4.1 of the construction of a tensor product
Hilbert bimodule and the understanding provided by Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 of the construction of
the tensor product dual pair to prove that the classical limit of a Hilbert bimodule is functorial.
Essentially, we show that the three step procedures for constructing the tensor product Hilbert
bimodule and the tensor product dual pair correspond with each other.
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Theorem 4.2. Suppose S1 and S2 are weakly regular symplectic dual pairs determined by the sym-
plectic classical limit of Hilbert bimodules A  E  B and B  F  C, respectively. Then the
symplectic dual pairs

M ← P(A0 ⊛E⊗BF C0)→ P, (143)

and

M ← S1 ⊚N S2 → P, (144)

are isomorphic.

Proof. We will show that for the tensor product dual pair S1 ⊚N S2, we have an isomorphism

C0(S1 ⊚N S2) ∼= A0 ⊛E⊗BF C0. (145)

Hence, Gelfand duality implies

S1 ⊚N S2 ∼= P(A0 ⊛E⊗BF C0). (146)

We once again denote K = ker
(

π
E0⊗B0

F0

A0
⊗ π

E0⊗B0
F0

C0

)

, as above. Now we explicitly define an
isomorphism u : A0 ⊛E⊗BF C0 → C0(S1 ⊚N S2) by

u(a⊗ c+K)
(

[(s1, s2)]
)

= a
(
1
JM (s1)

)

· c
(
2
JP (s2)

)

(147)

for any a ∈ A0 = C0(M) and c ∈ C0 = C0(P ) at all points s1 ∈ S1 and s2 ∈ S2. Here, [(s1, s2)] is
the leaf of the foliation by NS1×NS2 through the point (s1, s2) ∈ S1 ×N S2.

We must first show u is well-defined. Notice that it follows from Lemma 4.4 that the right hand
side is indeed constant on symplectic leaves. Also, consider a ⊗ c ∈ K. Then it follows from Eq.
(119) that τ1(a⊗ c) ∈ LB. It follows that

(a⊗ IB0)(s1) · (IB0 ⊗ c)(s2) = 0

for all s1 ∈ S1 and s2 ∈ S2. This implies u(a⊗ c+K) = 0. This establishes that u is well-defined,
and clearly u is a *-homomorphism.

Next, we show u is injective. If u(a ⊗ c +K) = 0, then it follows that τ1(a ⊗ c) ∈ LB, so the
injectivity of τ1 implies a⊗ c ∈ K.

Finally, we show that u is surjective. Consider an arbitrary f ∈ C0(S1 ⊚N S2). Then, according
to Eqs. (124) and (126), we have τ3(f) = τ2(f̃ +LN ) for some f̃ ∈ C0(S1×S2) since τ2 is surjective.
But we know C0(S1 × S2) ∼= C0(S1) ⊗ C0(S2), so there are sequences an ∈ A0, bm, bj ∈ B0 and
ck ∈ C0 such that

f̃(s1, s2) = lim
n,m,j,k

(

∑

n,m

πE0A0
(an)⊗ π

E0
B0

(bm)
)

(s1)⊗
(

∑

j,k

πF0
B0

(bj)⊗ π
F0
C0

(ck)(s2)
)

= lim
n,m,j,k

(

∑

n,m

an
(
1
JM (s1)

)

· bm
(
1
JN (s1)

)

)

⊗
(

∑

j,k

bj
(
2
JN (s2)

)

· ck
(
2
JP (s2)

)

)

= C lim
n,k

∑

n,k

an
(
1
JM (s1)

)

· ck
(
2
JP (s2)

)

, (148)
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where C =
∑

m,j bm
(
1
JN (s1)

)

· bj
(
2
JN (s2)

)

is constant since τ3(f) is constant on leaves. Now, we
have

u
(

C lim
n,k

∑

n,k

(an ⊗ ck) +K
)

(

[(s1, s2)]
)

= C lim
n,k

∑

n,k

an
(
1
JM (s1)

)

· ck
(
2
JP (s2)

)

= f̃(s1, s2)

= τ2(f̃ + LN )(s1, s2)

= τ3(f)(s1, s2)

= f
(

[(s1, s2)]
)

. (149)

This establishes that u is surjective, and hence a *-isomorphism.
It is now straightforward to see that by construction, the Gelfand dual û : S1 ⊚N S2 →

P
(

A0 ⊛E⊗BF C0

)

preserves the Poisson bracket, and hence the symplectic form, as well as the
projection maps. It follows that û realizes an isomorphism of symplectic dual pairs.

This establishes the functoriality of the symplectic classical limit.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have provided a two-step procedure for taking the classical limit of a Hilbert
bimodule, understood as a morphism between C*-algebras representing quantum theories in the
framework of strict deformation quantization. One starts with a Hilbert bimodule between algebras
of uniformly continuous sections of uniformly continuous bundles of C*-algebras, whenever the
Hilbert bimodule satisfies the condition of continuous scaling. In the first step of our procedure, we
constructed a quotient Hilbert bimodule that serves as a morphism between the abelian C*-algebras
that are the classical limit of the non-commutative algebras. In the second step of the procedure,
we constructed a symplectic space that is dual to that quotient Hilbert bimodule, which serves as a
symplectic dual pair between the corresponding classical Poisson manifolds. We showed that each
of these steps is functorial. In the first step, we showed that composition of Hilbert bimodules
between the typically non-commutative C*-algebras at ~ > 0 is preserved as composition of Hilbert
bimodules between commutative C*-algebras at ~ = 0 through the classical limit. In the second
step, we showed that composition of Hilbert bimodules between commutative C*-algebras at ~ = 0
is preserved as composition of symplectic dual pairs between classical Poisson manifolds whenever
those dual pairs are weakly regular so that their composition is defined. Putting this together, we
have shown that the classical limit is functorial for Hilbert bimodules and symplectic dual pairs,
when composition is understood via the appropriate tensor product in each case.

We must make a remark concerning the second step of our procedure in which one employs
Gelfand duality to construct the middle space of a symplectic dual pair from a Hilbert bimodule.
The assumption we made to guarantee that this space is a symplectic manifold—in particular, the
hypothesis of asymptotic irreducibility—is quite strong. The condition of asymptotic irreducibility
certainly holds in the simplest case when the resulting dual pair arises from a symplectomorphism
as in Ex. 2.4. In more general cases, the assumption of asymptotic irreducibility may fail and one
may require a more general construction to obtain a symplectic manifold to serve as the middle
space of a dual pair. In such a case, we conjecture that one might search for a larger C*-algebra of
operators on the Hilbert bimodule that retains the analogous property of asymptotic irreducibility.
We leave this as a topic for future work to study and perhaps generalize our construction to a larger
class of Hilbert bimodules.
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Among the Hilbert bimodules we would like to consider are the ones constructed by Landsman
[23, p. 106, Lemma 1] between Lie groupoid C*-algebras, as in Ex. 2.7. Indeed, Landsman [25]
shows that these arise as the quantization of certain symplectic dual pairs between the duals of
Lie algebroids as in Ex. 2.5. Moreover, this quantization is functorial. In future work, we hope to
apply the tools presented here to analyze the classical limits of those Hilbert bimodules between Lie
groupoid C*-algebras. Indeed, we conjecture that our classical limit functor is almost inverse to the
quantization functor defined by Landsman in the sense that the classical limit should reconstruct
the symplectic dual pairs betweem duals of Lie algebroids that he quantizes.
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A The Linking Algebra

In this appendix, we establish some technical lemmas necessary for the proof of Thm. 3.1. To do
so, we construct a linking algebra analogous to that discussed in Raeburn and Williams [31, p. 50].
As in Thm. 3.1, we suppose A and B are the total spaces of continuous bundles of C*-algebras
over base spaces given by locally compact metric spaces I and J , respectively. We suppose that
α : I → J is a continuous proper map so that we have corresponding ideals K~ in A and Kα(~) in B

defined in Eqs. (37)-(38). With this in place, we suppose A  E  B is a strongly non-degenerate
Hilbert bimodule for α at ~ ∈ I.

The results we need involve a so-called linking algebra L, which we define as follows. For ϕ ∈ E ,
define the map ♭ϕ : E → B by

♭ϕ(η) = 〈ϕ, η〉B (150)

for all η ∈ E . Then for R ∈ K(E), ϕ, η ∈ E , and b ∈ B, consider the matrix

L(R,ϕ, η, b) =

(

R η
♭ϕ b

)

(151)

understood as a linear operator on E ⊕B acting by
(

R η
♭ϕ b

)(

ξ
b′

)

=

(

Rξ + η · b′

〈ϕ, ξ〉B + bb′

)

(152)

for all ξ ∈ E and b′ ∈ B. Let L denote the set of all operators of the form L(R,ϕ, η, b) for some
R ∈ K(E), ϕ, η ∈ E , and b ∈ B. Finally, notice that E ⊕B carries a B-valued inner product given
by

〈ϕ⊕ b, η ⊕ b′〉B = 〈ϕ, η〉B + b∗b′ (153)

for all ϕ, η ∈ E and b, b′ ∈ B. Then we have the following result.
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Lemma A.1. L is a C*-subalgebra of L(E ⊕B), and

max
{

‖R‖, ‖ϕ‖B, ‖η‖B, ‖b‖
}

≤ ‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖ ≤ ‖R‖+ ‖ϕ‖B + ‖η‖B + ‖b‖. (154)

Proof. First, note that each operator L(R,ϕ, η, b) is indeed adjointable with adjoint L(R∗, η, ϕ, b∗).
Clearly, L is closed under addition and scalar multiplication. Moreover, for another operator of the
form L(R′, ϕ′, η′, b′), we have

L(R,ϕ, η, b)L(R′, ϕ′, η′, b′) =

(

R η
♭ϕ b

)(

R′ η′

♭ϕ′ b′

)

=

(

RR′ + η♭ϕ′ Rη′ + η · b′

♭ϕR
′ + b♭ϕ′ 〈ϕ, η〉B + bb′

)

. (155)

Now, RR′ ∈ K(E) and η♭ϕ′ ∈ K(E) so that (RR′ + η♭ϕ′) ∈ K(E). Likewise, (Rη′ + η · b) ∈ E .
Moreover, ♭ϕR

′ + b♭ϕ′ = ♭R′∗ϕ+ϕ′·b∗ . Finally, (〈ϕ, η〉B + bb′) ∈ B. Hence, we have

L(R,ϕ, η, b)L(R′, ϕ′, η′, b′) = L
(

RR′ + η♭ϕ′ , R′∗ϕ+ ϕ · b∗, Rη′ + η · b, 〈ϕ, η〉B + bb′
)

∈ L (156)

and so L is closed under multiplication.
Now, we prove the rightmost inequality in Eq. (154). Note that

L(R,ϕ, η, b) =

(

R 0
0 0

)

+

(

0 η
0 0

)

+

(

0 0
♭ϕ 0

)

+

(

0 0
0 b

)

(157)

so that we can treat each summand separately.
For the first summand, we have

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

R 0
0 0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖(ξ,b′)‖≤1

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

R 0
0 0

)(

ξ
b′

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖(ξ,b′)‖≤1

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

Rξ
0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖ξ‖B≤1

‖Rξ‖B = ‖R‖. (158)

For the second summand, we have
∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 η
0 0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖(ξ,b′)‖≤1

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 η
0 0

)(

ξ
b′

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖(ξ,b′)‖≤1

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

η · b′

0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖b′‖≤1

‖η · b′‖B ≤ ‖η‖B. (159)

For the third summand, we have from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality [16, p. 3, Prop. 1.1] that

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 0
♭ϕ 0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖(ξ,b′)‖≤1

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 0
♭ϕ 0

)(

ξ
b′

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖(ξ,b′)‖≤1

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0
〈ϕ, ξ〉B

)∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ sup
‖ξ‖B≤1

‖〈ϕ, ξ〉B‖ ≤ ‖ϕ‖B. (160)

For the fourth summand, we have
∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 0
0 b

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖(ξ,b′)‖≤1

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 0
0 b

)(

ξ
b′

)∥

∥

∥

∥

= sup
‖ξ,b′‖≤1

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0
bb′

)∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ sup
‖b′‖≤1

‖bb′‖ ≤ ‖b‖. (161)
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Hence, the rightmost inequality in Eq. (154) is implied by the triangle inequality.
For the leftmost inequality in Eq. (154), we consider each term.
First, since we have

(

R 0
0 0

)

= L(R,ϕ, η, b) −

(

0 η
0 0

)

−

(

0 0
♭ϕ 0

)

−

(

0 0
0 b

)

, (162)

it follows from Eq. (158) and the triangle inequality that ‖R‖ ≤ ‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖.
Second, note that it follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that

〈(

η
0

)

, L(R,ϕ, η, b)

(

0
〈η, η〉B

)〉∗

B

〈(

η
0

)

, L(R,ϕ, η, b)

(

0
〈η, η〉B

)〉

B

≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

L(R,ϕ, η, b)

(

0
〈η, η〉B

)∥

∥

∥

∥

2

B

〈(

η
0

)

,

(

η
0

)〉

B

≤ ‖η‖4B‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖
2〈η, η〉B. (163)

Hence, we have

‖η‖4B = ‖〈η, η〉B‖
2 =

∥

∥

∥

∥

〈(

η
0

)

, L(R,ϕ, η, b)

(

0
〈η, η〉B

)〉

B

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ ‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖‖η‖3B , (164)

which implies ‖η‖B ≤ ‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖.
Third, we do a similar calculation to show
〈(

0
〈ϕ,ϕ〉B

)

, L(R,ϕ, η, b)

(

ϕ
0

)〉∗

B

〈(

0
〈ϕ,ϕ〉B

)

, L(R,ϕ, η, b)

(

ϕ
0

)〉

B

≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

L(R,ϕ, η, b)

(

ϕ
0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

2

B

〈(

0
〈ϕ,ϕ〉B

)

,

(

0
〈ϕ,ϕ〉B

)〉

B

≤ ‖ϕ‖2B‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖
2〈ϕ,ϕ〉2B. (165)

Hence, we have

‖ϕ‖4B = ‖〈ϕ,ϕ〉B‖
2 =

∥

∥

∥

∥

〈(

0
〈ϕ,ϕ〉B

)

, L(R,ϕ, η, b)

(

ϕ
0

)〉

B

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ ‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖‖ϕ‖3B , (166)

which implies ‖ϕ‖B ≤ ‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖.
Fourth, since we have

‖b‖3 =

∥

∥

∥

∥

〈(

0
b

)

, L(R,ϕ, η, b)

(

0
b

)〉

B

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ ‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖‖b‖2 , (167)

it follows that ‖b‖ ≤ ‖L(R,ϕ, η, b)‖.
Thus, we have established both inequalities in Eq. (154). Now it follows that L is norm closed

as well because K(E), E , B, and the space of operators of the form ♭ϕ are all closed. Thus, L is a
C*-algebra.

Next, we define a subalgebra of L. We will consider the collection of compact operators R on E
whose image is contained in E ·Kα(~) in the sense that for all ψ ∈ E , Rψ ∈ E ·Kα(~). As shorthand

for this property, we will say R ∈ K(E , E ·Kα(~)) when R ∈ K(E) and R(E) ⊆ E ·Kα(~). Now we
define

D =
{

L(R,ϕ, η, b) | R ∈ K(E , E ·Kα(~)); b ∈ Kα(~); ϕ, η ∈ E ·Kα(~)

}

. (168)
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Lemma A.2. D is a closed two-sided ideal of L.

Proof. Consider L = L(R,ϕ, η, b) ∈ L and L′ = L(R′, ϕ′, η′, b′) ∈ D. We have

LL′ =

(

R η
♭ϕ b

)(

R′ η′

♭ϕ′ b′

)

=

(

RR′ + η♭ϕ′ Rη′ + ηb′

♭ϕR
′ + b♭ϕ′ 〈ϕ, η′〉B + bb′

)

(169)

and similarly

L′L =

(

R′R+ η′♭ϕ R′η + η′b
♭ϕ′R+ b′♭ϕ 〈ϕ′, η〉B + b′b

)

. (170)

We consider each matrix element in turn and show that it belongs to the appropriate domain.

1. RR′ + η♭ϕ′ ∈ K(E , E ·Kα(~)) and R′R+ η′♭ϕ ∈ (K(E , E ·Kα(~)).

Clearly, each of the operators in each of these sums is compact. We must show that their
images are contained in K(E , E ·Kα(~)).

Since R′ ∈ K(E , E ·Kα(~)), we have that for any ψ ∈ E , R′ψ = limi
∑

i ξibi for some bi ∈ Kα(~)

and ξi ∈ E . This implies immediately that R′Rψ ∈ E ·Kα(~). Moreover, since the right
B-action commutes with all compact operators, we have that RR′ψ = limi

∑

iR(ξibi) =
limi

∑

iRξi · bi ∈ E ·Kα(~). Hence, we have that RR′, R′R ∈ K(E , E ·Kα(~)).

Next, since ϕ′ ∈ E ·Kα(~), we have that ϕ′ = limi
∑

i ξibi for some bi ∈ Kα(~) and ξi ∈ E . So
for any ψ ∈ E , we have

η♭ϕ′(ψ) = η〈ϕ′, ψ〉B = lim
i

∑

i

η〈ξibi, ψ〉B = lim
i

∑

i

ηb∗i 〈ξi, ψ〉B, (171)

and since Kα(~) is an ideal, we have η♭ϕ′(ψ) ∈ E ·Kα(~).

Similarly, since η′ ∈ E ·Kα(~), we have that η′ = limi
∑

i ξibi for some bi ∈ Kα(~) and ξi ∈ E .
So for any ψ ∈ E , we have

η′♭ϕ(ψ) = η′〈ϕ,ψ〉B = lim
i

∑

i

ξibi〈ϕ,ψ〉B, (172)

and since Kα(~) is an ideal, we have η′♭ϕ(ψ) ∈ E ·Kα(~).

Since K(E , E ·Kα(~)) is a linear subspace of L(E), this establishes that the first matrix element

of each of LL′ and L′L belongs to K(E , E ·Kα(~)).

2. Rη′ + ηb′ ∈ E ·Kα(~) and R′η + η′b ∈ E ·Kα(~).

Since η′ ∈ E ·Kα(~), we have η′ = limi
∑

i ξibi for some ξi ∈ E and bi ∈ Kα(~). Since the
right B-action commutes with all compact operators, we have that Rη′ = limi

∑

iR(ξibi) =
limi

∑

iRξi · bi. Thus, Rη′ ∈ E ·Kα(~). And since E ·Kα(~) is a linear subspace, we have

Rη′ + ηb′ ∈ E ·Kα(~).

On the other hand, since R′ ∈ K(E , E ·Kα(~)), we have R′η ∈ E ·Kα(~). And likewise, since

Kα(~) is an ideal, we have η′b ∈ E ·Kα(~), which implies further that R′η + η′b ∈ E ·Kα(~).
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3. ♭ϕR
′ + b♭ϕ′ = ♭ξ and ♭ϕ′R+ b′♭ϕ = ♭ξ′ for some ξ, ξ′ ∈ E ·Kα(~).

Define ξ = R′∗ϕ+ ϕ′ · b∗. It follows that for any ψ ∈ E ,

♭ξψ = 〈R′∗ϕ,ψ〉B + 〈ϕ′ · b∗, ψ〉B

= 〈ϕ,R′ψ〉B + b〈ϕ′, ψ〉B

= ♭ϕR
′ψ + b♭ϕ′ψ. (173)

Moreover, since R′ ∈ K(E , E ·Kα(~)), it follows that R′∗ ∈ K(E , E ·Kα(~)), so R′∗ϕ ∈ E ·Kα(~).

Similarly, since Kα(~) is an ideal, we have ϕ′ · b∗ ∈ E ·Kα(~). Hence, ξ ∈ E ·Kα(~).

Similarly, define ξ′ = R∗ϕ′ + ϕ · b′∗. It follows that for any ψ ∈ E ,

♭ξ′ψ = 〈R∗ϕ′, ψ〉B + 〈ϕ · b′∗, ψ〉B

= 〈ϕ′, Rψ〉B + b′ · 〈ϕ,ψ〉B

= ♭ϕ′Rψ + b′♭ϕψ. (174)

Moreover, since R∗ is a compact operator and the right B-action commutes with compact
operators, we have R∗ϕ′ ∈ E ·Kα(~). Further, we have ϕ ·b′∗ ∈ E ·Kα(~). Hence, ξ′ ∈ E ·Kα(~).

4. 〈ϕ, η′〉B + bb′ ∈ Kα(~) and 〈ϕ′, η〉B + b′b ∈ Kα(~)

The fact that Kα(~) is an ideal implies that both 〈ϕ, η′〉B + bb′ ∈ Kα(~) and 〈ϕ′, η〉B + b′b ∈
Kα(~).

The fact that D is closed is implied by the bounds in Lemma A.1 along with the fact that each of
the sets K(E , E ·Kα(~)), Kα(~), and E ·Kα(~) is closed.

Since D is a closed two-sided ideal in L, the quotient C*-algebra L/D is well-defined with the
canonical quotient norm

‖L+D‖L/D = inf
D∈D
‖L+D‖ (175)

for all L ∈ L.

B Tensor Products of Non-Unital Commutative C*-algebras

In this appendix we establish a technical lemma about tensor products of non-unital commutative
C*-algebras. It is well known that the tensor product of unital commutative C*-algebras corresponds
to the Cartesian product of their state spaces [13, p. 849]. We extend this result to non-unital
commutative C*-algebras.

So suppose, as above, that A0 and B0 are non-unital commutative C*-algebras and their unique
C*-tensor product [13, Lemma 11.3.5, p. 854] is denoted A0 ⊗ B0. Gelfand duality implies that
A0
∼= C0(M) and B0

∼= C0(N) for some locally compact spaces M and N . We will show that the
pure state space P of A0 ⊗B0 is homeomorphic to M ×N .

To that end, let {1A0
λ }λ∈Λ and {1B0

λ′ }λ′∈Λ′ denote approximate units of A0 and B0, respectively.
Then define maps prM : P →M and prN : P → N by

prM(p)(a) = lim
λ′

p
(

a⊗ 1B0
λ′

)

prN (p)(b) = lim
λ
p
(

1A0
λ ⊗ b

)

(176)
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for all p ∈ P , a ∈ A0, and b ∈ B0. Each limit converges [15, Thm. 2.3, p. 162], and the limit is
independent of the chosen approximate unit. We need to show that when p is a pure state, so are
prM (p) and prN (p).

Proposition B.1. If p ∈ P , then prM (p) ∈ P(A0) and prN (p) ∈ P(B0).

Proof. Suppose p is a pure state. First we confirm that prM (p) and prN (p) are both states. They
are clearly linear functionals. To see that they are each positive, note that for a ∈ A0 and b ∈ B0,
we have that a∗a⊗ 1B0

λ′ and 1A0
λ ⊗ b

∗b are both positive in A0 ⊗B0 [13, Thm. 4.2.2(iv)]. Hence,

prM (p)(a∗a) = lim
λ′

p
(

a∗a⊗ 1B0
λ′

)

≥ 0

prN (p)(b∗b) = lim
λ
p
(

1A0
λ ⊗ b

∗b
)

≥ 0. (177)

To see that prM (p) and prN (p) are both normalized, note that {1A0
λ ⊗ 1B0

λ′ }(λ,λ′)∈Λ×Λ′ is an approx-
imate identity for A0 ⊗B0 [15, Lemma 2.1, p. 161]. Hence,

1 = ‖p‖ = lim
(λ,λ′)

p
(

1A0
λ ⊗ 1B0

λ′

)

(178)

and so it follows that

‖prM (p)‖ = lim
λ′

prM (p)
(

1A0
λ

)

= lim
λ

lim
λ′

p
(

1A0
λ ⊗ 1B0

λ′

)

= 1

‖prN (p)‖ = lim
λ
prN (p)

(

1B0
λ′

)

= lim
λ′

lim
λ
p
(

1A0
λ ⊗ 1B0

λ′

)

= 1. (179)

Thus, prM (p) and prN (p) are both states.
We now need to show that each state is pure. Consider a1, a2 ∈ A0 and b1, b2 ∈ B0. Note that

{(1A0
λ )2}λ∈Λ and {(1B0

λ′ )2}λ′∈Λ′ are both also approximate units, so we have

prM (p)(a1a2) = lim
λ′

p
(

a1a2 ⊗ (1B0
λ′ )

2
)

= lim
λ′

p
(

(a1 ⊗ 1B0
λ′ ) · (a2 ⊗ 1B0

λ′ )
)

= lim
λ′

p
(

a1 ⊗ 1B0
λ′

)

· p
(

a2 ⊗ 1B0
λ′

)

= prM (p)(a1) · prM (p)(a2) (180)

and

prN (p)(b1b2) = lim
λ′

p
(

(1A0
λ )2 ⊗ b1b2

)

= lim
λ′

p
(

(1A0
λ ⊗ b1) · (1

A0
λ ⊗ b2)

)

= lim
λ′

p
(

1A0
λ ⊗ b1

)

· p
(

1A0
λ ⊗ b2

)

= prN (p)(b1) · prN (p)(b2). (181)

Hence, prM (p) and prN (p) are each multiplicative, and therefore, pure [13, Prop. 4.4.1, p. 269]
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So we now have a map (prM , prN ) : P → M × N . We proceed to define an inverse map
(prM , prN )−1 :M ×N → P by the continuous linear extension of

(prM , prN )−1(m,n)(a⊗ b) = m(a)n(b) (182)

for all a ∈ A0 and b ∈ B0. Again, we must show that when m and n are pure states on A0 and B0,
then (prM , prN )−1(m,n) is a pure state on A0 ⊗B0.

Proposition B.2. If m ∈ P(A0) and n ∈ P(B0), then (prM , prN )−1(m,n) ∈ P .

Proof. In what follows, we let Ȧ0 = A0⊕C and Ḃ0 = B0⊕C denote the unitzations of A0 and B0,
respectively. We know that m has a unique extension to a pure state ṁ on Ȧ0 and n has a unique
extension to a pure state ṅ on Ḃ0 satisfying

ṁ(a+ αI) = m(a) + α

ṅ(b+ αI) = n(b) + α (183)

for α ∈ C, a ∈ A0, and b ∈ B0. Hence, there is a unique state ṁ⊗ ṅ on Ȧ0 ⊗ Ḃ0 such that

(ṁ⊗ ṅ)
(

(a+ αI)⊗ (b+ α′I)
)

= ṁ(a+ αI) · ṅ(b+ α′I) (184)

for all α,α′ ∈ C, a ∈ A0, and b ∈ B0 [13, Prop. 11.1.1, p. 802]. Since m and n are pure states, so
are ṁ and ṅ, and it follows that ṁ⊗ ṅ is a pure state as well [13, Prop. 11.3.2(ii), p. 848].

Now consider the states at infinity ιM ∈ P(Ȧ0) and ιN ∈ P(Ḃ0) defined by

ιM (a+ αI) = α

ιN (b+ αI) = α (185)

for all α ∈ C, a ∈ A0, and b ∈ B0. Similarly, define ιM×N = ιM ⊗ ιN ∈ P(Ȧ0 ⊗ Ḃ0). By Thm. 2.3
of Lance [15, p. 163], every state on Ȧ0 ⊗ Ḃ0 is a convex combination

α1 · f + α2 · (ṁ
′ ⊗ ιN ) + α3 · (ιM ⊗ ṅ

′) + α4 · ιM×N (186)

for some states ṁ′ on A0, ṅ
′ on B0, and f on A0 ⊗B0. Since ṁ ⊗ ṅ is pure, it must be equal to

exactly one component of such a convex sum. However, states of the latter three forms annihilate
all operators of the form a⊗ b for a ∈ A0 and b ∈ B0, while ṁ⊗ ṅ does not. Hence, ṁ⊗ ṅ is the
unique extension of the state (prM , prN )−1(m,n) on A0 ⊗B0, which therefore must be pure.

Proposition B.3. The map (prM , prN )−1 is an inverse to (prM , prN ) in the sense that for any
p ∈ P , we have

(prM , prN )−1(prM (p), prN (p)) = p, (187)

and for any m ∈M and n ∈ N , we have

prM ◦ (prM , prN )−1(m,n) = m

prN ◦ (prM , prN )−1(m,n) = n. (188)
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Proof. For any a ∈ A0 and b ∈ B0, we have

(prM , prN )−1(prM (p), prN (p))
(

a⊗ b
)

= lim
λ′

p
(

a⊗ 1B0
λ′

)

· lim
λ
p(1A0

λ ⊗ b
)

= lim
λ′

lim
λ
p
(

(a⊗ b) · (1A0
λ · 1

B0
λ′ )
)

= p
(

a⊗ b
)

. (189)

Similarly, we have

prM ◦ (prM , prN )−1(m,n)(a) = lim
λ′

m(a) · n(1B0
λ′ ) = m(a)

prN ◦ (prM , prN )−1(m,n)(b) = lim
λ
m(1A0

λ ) · n(b) = n(b). (190)

Proposition B.4. The maps prM , prN and (prM , prN )−1 are all continuous in the weak* topologies.

Proof. Suppose that we have a net {pα} in P with pα → p in the weak* topology. Then for every
a ∈ A0 and b ∈ B0, we have pα(a⊗ b)→ p(a⊗ b). Hence,

prM(pα)(a) = lim
λ′

pα(a⊗ 1B0
λ′ )→ lim

λ′

p(a⊗ 1B0
λ′ ) = prM (p)(a) (191)

and

prN (pα)(b) = lim
λ
pα(1

A0
λ ⊗ b)→ lim

λ
p(1A0

λ ⊗ b) = prN (p)(b). (192)

Similarly, suppose we have a net {mα} in M with mα → m and a net {nα′} in N with nα′ → N .
Then for every a ∈ A0, we have mα(a)→ m(a) and for every b ∈ B0, we have nα′(b)→ n(b). Hence,

(prM , prN )−1(mα, nα′)(a⊗ b) = mα(a) · nα′(b)

→ m(a) · n(b) = (prM , prN )−1(m,n)(a⊗ b). (193)

Hence, we have established that P is homeomorphic to M ×N .
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