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ARVESON’S HYPERRIGIDITY CONJECTURE

IS FALSE

BORIS BILICH AND ADAM DOR-ON

Abstract. Arveson’s hyperrigidity conjecture predicts that if the
non-commutative Choquet boundary of a separable operator sys-
tem S is the entire spectrum of its generated C*-algebra B then S

is hyperrigid in B. We provide a counterexample to the conjecture
with a C*-algebra B of type I generated by a single operator.

1. Introduction

Arveson’s hyperrigidity conjecture is the last major open conjecture
in non-commutative boundary theory left by Arveson, following his
foundational work on the subject [2, 3, 5, 7]. It lies at the epicenter of
several advancements in non-commutative analysis [17, 11, 19, 27, 20],
and is intimately related to the Arveson-Douglas essential normality
conjecture [6, 22, 26, 13, 15]. Many authors have attempted to prove the
hyperrigidity conjecture, for instance when the generated C*-algebra
is of type I [29], or when it is commutative [18]. Arveson himself pro-
vided a local version of the conjecture when the generated C*-algebra
is commutative [8, Theorem 11.1], which was later generalized in [11,
Theorem 1.4]. Despite significant progress made towards establishing
the conjecture [21, 12, 28, 14, 35], it remained open until now even for
type I C*-algebras and continues to be a source of perplexity when the
C*-algebra is commutative.
Let G be a separable subset of bounded operators on Hilbert space

generating a norm-closed self-adjoint unital subspace S, which in turn
generates a C*-algebra B. Arveson’s hyperrigidity conjecture [8, Con-
jecture 4.3] states that if the restriction to S of all irreducible ˚-
representations of B have unique completely positive extensions to B,
then G is hyperrigid in the sense that for every faithful ˚-representation
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on Hilbert space B Ď BpHq, and a sequence tφnunPN of unital com-
pletely positive maps on BpHq we have,

φnpgq Ñ g, @g P G ùñ φnpbq Ñ b, @b P B.

In this paper we disprove Arveson’s hyperrigidity conjecture. Al-
though the conjecture was made in terms of operator systems, we may
restrict our attention to unital operator algebras (see Section 2).

Theorem 1.1. There is an operator T on Hilbert space such that the

the unital operator algebra A generated by T is not hyperrigid in B “
C˚pAq, while the restriction to A of all irreducible ˚-representations
of B have unique completely positive extensions to B. In fact, T is

a rank-one perturbation of a unitary, so that with G “ A we get a

counterexample to Arveson’s hyperrigidity conjecture with B of type I.

Hyperrigidity was first defined by Arveson in [8] as a non-commuta-
tive analogue of a rigidity of approximations in classical approximation
theory [30, 34, 10] (see [18, Definition 5.2]). In [8, Theorem 2.1] Arve-
son showed that a unital operator algebra A is hyperrigid in B if and
only if every ˚-representation π of the generated C*-algebra B has a
unique completely positive extension when restricted to A. Irreducible
˚-representations π for which π|A has this property are called boundary

representations, and together they form the non-commutative Choquet

boundary. The non-commutative Choquet boundary is a generalization
of classical Choquet boundary of a uniform algebra, defined as the set
of points with unique representing measures (see for instance [24]).
Hence, an obstruction to hyperrigidity occurs if non-commutative

Choquet boundary is properly contained in the spectrum of B. This
obstruction is a non-commutative analogue of a complete obstruction to
rigidity of approximations in the classical setting due to Šaškin [34] (see
[18, Theorem 5.3] for an extended version), which roughly states that
rigidity of approximations holds if and only if the Choquet boundary is
the whole space. By analogy, Arveson conjectured [8, Conjecture 4.3]
that the above obstruction to hyperrigidity is the only obstruction.
Theorem 1.1 illustrates that in order to obtain a non-commutative

generalization of Šaškin’s theorem, hyperrigidity will have to be re-
placed with a different kind of rigidity of approximations. We discov-
ered our counterexample by attempting to extend results of the second-
named author with Salomon [21] and describe all boundary represen-
tations of tensor algebras in the sense of Muhly and Solel [31]. These
results will appear in a separate forthcoming paper.
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2. Background

We discuss some of the background on non-commutative boundary
theory. We refer the reader to [33, 9] for some of the necessary prerequi-
sites needed for our paper. A unital operator algebra A is a norm-closed
unital subalgebra of bounded operators on Hilbert space, and we de-
note by B “ C˚pAq the C*-algebra generated by A. A representation

ρ : A Ñ BpHq of A is a unital completely contractive homomorphism.
We say a representation ρ has the unique extension property if there
is a unique completely positive extension of ρ to B, and this extension
is multiplicative. An irreducible ˚-representation π of B is called a
boundary representation if π|A has the unique extension property.
For the purpose of finding a counterexample to Arveson’s hyperrigid-

ity conjecture, we may restrict our attention to unital operator algebras
instead of operator systems since any representation of a unital oper-
ator algebra A extends uniquely to a unital completely positive map
on the operator system S “ A ` A˚. Hence, a counterexample of a
separable unital operator algebra would provides us with a counterex-
ample of a separable operator system generating the same C*-algebra.
Moreover, we also have by [8, Theorem 2.1] that a separable unital
operator algebra A is hyperrigid in its generated C*-algebra B if and
only if for every ˚-representation π of B, the restriction π|A has the
unique extension property.
Suppose now that φ : A Ñ BpHq is a representation of an operator

algebra A. A representation ψ : A Ñ BpKq is said to dilate φ if there
is an isometry V : H Ñ K such that φpaq “ V ˚ψpaqV for all a P A. In
this way we identify H as a Hilbert subspace of K, and by Sarason’s
lemma [33, Exercise 7.6] we can identify H as a semi-invariant subspace
of K, allowing us to write

ψpaq “

»

–

˚ ˚ ˚
0 φpaq ˚
0 0 ˚

fi

fl .

The connection between the unique extension property and dilation
of representations manifests itself through the notion of maximality.
We say that a representation φ of A is maximal if for any dilation ψ of
φ we have that ψ “ φ‘φ1 for some representation φ1. Building on ideas
of Agler [1] and of Muhly and Solel [32], Dritschel and McCullough [23]
showed that a representation ρ of A has the unique extension property
if and only if it is maximal, and that any representation dilates to a
maximal representation (see also [9]). These results are of fundamental
importance in non-commutative boundary theory
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3. A Type I counterexample

Our counterexample will be comprised of a unital non-self-adjoint
algebra A generated by a rank-one perturbation of a unitary, and a
generated C*-algebra B of type I. For two vectors ξ, η in a Hilbert space,
we will denote by Θξ,η the rank-one operator given by Θξ,ηpζq “ xζ, ηy¨ξ.
Let U : ℓ2pZq Ñ ℓ2pZq be the bilateral shift, where tenunPZ is the
standard orthonormal basis. Denote H :“ ℓ2pZq ‘ Cη, where η is a
unit vector, and let F :“ Θe0,η. Define an operator T on H by

T :“
„

U F

0 0



“
„

U 0
0 1



`
„

0 F

0 ´1



,

which is a rank-one perturbation of a unitary on H.
Let A be the unital operator algebra generated by T and let B be

the C*-algebra generated by T . Note that

TT ˚ ´ 1 “
„

FF ˚ 0
0 ´1



where FF ˚ is a projection, so that }T } “
?
2, and the projection

P “ pTT˚´1q2´TT˚`1

2
from H onto Cη is an element in B.

Lemma 3.1. For any set I and two vectors pξiq, pηiq P ‘iPIH we have,
ÿ

iPI

xT nξi, ηiy “ xp‘iPIT
nqpξiq, pηiqy ÝÑ

nÑ8
0.

Proof. To prove the lemma, it is equivalent to show that tT nunPN con-
verges to 0 in the σ-weak topology. We abuse notation and consider
U as an operator on H by extending it to be 0 on Cη. Then, we may
write T n`1 “ UnT , so that }T n} “

?
2 for all n P N and the sequence

tT nunPN is bounded. Since the σ-weak and weak operator topologies
coincide on bounded sets, it will suffice to show that tT nunPN converges
to 0 in the weak operator topology. Let ξ, η P H, and write

xT n`1ξ, ηy “ xUnTξ, ηy “ xUnTξ, p1 ´ P qηy.
Since tUnunPN on ℓ2pZq converges to 0 in the weak operator topology,
by taking ξ1 :“ Tξ and η1 :“ p1 ´ P qη we get that xUnξ1, η1y Ñ 0.
Hence, tT nunPN converges to 0 in the σ-weak topology. �

Lemma 3.2. The compact operators KpHq are an ideal in B. In par-

ticular, the identity representation of B is irreducible.

Proof. First we show that η is a cyclic vector for B. Indeed, Bη contains
the linear span of tenunPN, and since e0 P Bη we also get that e´1 “
p1 ´ P qT ˚pe0q P Bη, so that e´n “ pT ˚q´n`1pe´1q P Bη for all n P N.
Hence, Bη “ H, and η is cyclic.
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Next, since for all n P Z we have en P Bη, there is some Sn P B such
that Snη “ en, and we get that the rank-one operator Θen,η “ SnP

is in B for any n P Z. Thus, on top of Θen,η P B, we also get that
Θen,em “ Θen,ηΘ

˚
em,η P B, Θη,η “ Θ˚

en,η
Θen,η P B and Θη,en “ Θ˚

en,η
P B

for all n,m P Z. Thus, since the linear span of these rank-one operators
is dense in KpHq, we get that KpHq is an ideal of B. �

Since T is a rank-one perturbation of a unitary, by the previous
lemma we have the following split short exact sequence

0 Ñ KpHq Ñ B Ñ CpTq Ñ 0.

The C*-algebra B is an extension of CpTq by an ideal of compact
operators KpHq on separable Hilbert space. Hence, it follows that B is
a type I C*-algebra (see [25, Theorem 1]).
Let q : B Ñ CpTq be the natural quotient map sending T to the

identity function z ÞÑ z on T. According to [4, Theorem 1.3.4] and
the paragraph preceding it, the spectrum of B is made up of the iden-
tity representation ι : B Ñ BpHq (see [4, Page 20, Corollary 2]), and
evaluations τz :“ evz ˝ q : B Ñ BpCq by unimodular scalars z P T.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. A is generated by T and we saw already that
B “ C˚pT q is type I. Thus, we need to show that A is not hyperrigid
in B while the restriction of A of all irreducible ˚-representations of B
have the unique extension property.
First, we show that A is not hyperrigid in B. Due to the equivalence

between maximality and the unique extesnion property, it suffices to
exhibit a ˚-representation σ of B such that σ|A admits a non-trivial
dilation. Let τ : CpTq Ñ Bpℓ2pZqq be the ˚-representation of the
bilateral shift given by z ÞÑ U which lifts to a ˚-representation σ :“ τ ˝q
of B. Then, by construction we have for all A P A that

ιpAq “
„

σpAq ˚
0 ˚



,

so that ι|A dilates σ|A. This dilation is clearly non-trivial because T
has a non-trivial p1, 2q corner, so that σ|A admits a non-trivial dilation.
Second, we show that all irreducible ˚-representations of B are bound-

ary representations for A. It is clear that the quotient map q : B Ñ
CpTq is not isometric on A because the norm of T becomes strictly
smaller. Hence, by Arveson’s boundary theorem (see for instance [16])
we have that the identity representation ι is a boundary representation.
Now, let z P T be a unimodular scalar. We will show that τz : B Ñ

BpCq is a boundary representation by showing that τz |A is maximal. By
the Dritschel–McCullough dilation theorem [23] (see also [9]) we know
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that τz|A admits a dilation to a maximal representation ρ : A Ñ BpLq
with ξ P L a unit vector which is the image of 1 under the dilating
isometry V : C Ñ L. Let π be the extension of ρ to a ˚-representation,
guaranteed by the unique extension property for ρ. We assume without
loss of generality that L is the smallest reducing subspace containing
ρpAqξ. Then, by the paragraph preceding [4, Theorem 1.3.4] we have
that π “ πK‘πCpTq where πK is a multiple of the identity representation
of B (see [4, Page 20, Corollary 1]), and πCpTq is a representation that
annihilates the ideal of compact operators KpHq. Let LK ‘ LT be
the orthogonal decomposition of L with respect to the decomposition
π “ πK ‘ πCpTq, and let Q and R be the orthogonal projections onto
LK and LT respectively.
On the one hand, since ρ dilates τz on A we have that |xρpT nqξ, ξy| “

|τzpT nq| “ 1 for all n P N. On the other hand if Qξ ‰ 0, since the
sequence tρpT nqunPN on LK “ QL is unitarily equivalent to a multiple
of tT nunPN on H, by Lemma 3.1 we get xρpT nqQξ,Qξy Ñ 0. Hence,

1 “ |xρpT nqξ, ξy| ď |xρpT nqQξ,Qξy| ` |xρpT nqRξ,Rξy| Ñ

lim sup
n

|xρpT nqRξ,Rξy| ď }Rξ}2 ă 1,

where the last strict inequality follows by the Pythagorean theorem,
and the second to last inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ity together with the fact that RρpT nqR “ πCpTqpT nq is a contraction.
Thus, since L is the smallest reducing subspace containing ρpAqξ, we
must have that Qξ “ 0 and L “ LT, so that π “ πCpTq annihilates
KpHq. But now, since πpT q “ ρpT q is a unitary dilation of the unitary
τzpT q, we must have that τz|A is a direct summand of ρ. Thus, τz|A “ ρ

is maximal, and τz is a boundary representation for all z P T. �

This shows that Arveson’s hyperrigidity conjecture fails for separable
unital commutative operator algebras generating type I C*-algebras.
Hence, Arveson’s notion of hyperrigidity will need to be replaced with
a different kind of non-commutative rigidity of approximations if we
are to obtain a non-commutative generalization of Šaškin’s theorem.
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