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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 < B(H), and a sequence {¢,}nen of unital com-
pletely positive maps on B(#H) we have,

bn(9) — g, Vge G = ¢,(b) — b, Ybe 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*(A), while the restriction to A of all irreducible *-representations
of B have unique completely positive extensions to B. In fact, T 1is
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 m of the generated C*-algebra B has a
unique completely positive extension when restricted to A. Irreducible
«-representations 7 for which 7|4 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 Sagkin [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 Saskin’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*(A) the C*-algebra generated by A. A representation
p: A— B(H) of Ais a unital completely contractive homomorphism.
We say a representation p has the unique extension property if there
is a unique completely positive extension of p to B, and this extension
is multiplicative. An irreducible =-representation 7 of B is called a
boundary representation if 7|4 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 7 of B, the restriction 7|4 has the
unique extension property.

Suppose now that ¢ : A — B(H) is a representation of an operator
algebra A. A representation ¢ : A — B(K) is said to dilate ¢ if there
is an isometry V : ‘H — K such that ¢(a) = V*¢(a)V for all a € 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 IC, allowing us to write

Pla) = |0 oa) =
0 0 =

The connection between the unique extension property and dilation
of representations manifests itself through the notion of maximality.
We say that a representation ¢ of A is maximal if for any dilation v of
¢ we have that ¥ = ¢@ ¢’ for some representation ¢’. Building on ideas
of Agler [1] and of Muhly and Solel [32], Dritschel and McCullough [23]
showed that a representation p 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 &, 7 in a Hilbert space,
we will denote by O, the rank-one operator given by O¢ ,,(¢) = (¢, n)-E.
Let U : (*(Z) — (*(Z) be the bilateral shift, where {e,}ncz is the
standard orthonormal basis. Denote H := (*(Z) ® Cn, where n is a
unit vector, and let F':= O, . Define an operator T" on H by

T v r| (U O N 0 F
10 0of [0 1 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

« _|FF* 0
Tr* —1= l 0 _1]

where FF* is a projection, so that |T| = +/2, and the projection
pP— (TT*-1)2-TT*

= 2

1 from # onto Cp is an element in B.

Lemma 3.1. For any set I and two vectors (&), (n;) € @i H we have,

2T = {(@ierT) (&), () — 0.

1€l
Proof. To prove the lemma, it is equivalent to show that {7"},en con-
verges to 0 in the o-weak topology. We abuse notation and consider
U as an operator on H by extending it to be 0 on Cn. Then, we may
write 7"+ = U™T, so that |T"| = v/2 for all n € N and the sequence
{T™},en is bounded. Since the o-weak and weak operator topologies
coincide on bounded sets, it will suffice to show that {T"},cn converges
to 0 in the weak operator topology. Let &£, n € H, and write

(T, m) = (U"TE, )y = (U'TE, (1 — P,
Since {U"} ey on £%(Z) converges to 0 in the weak operator topology,
by taking & := T¢ and 7' := (1 — P)n we get that {U"¢',n") — 0.
Hence, {T"},en converges to 0 in the o-weak topology. O

Lemma 3.2. The compact operators K(H) are an ideal in B. In par-
ticular, the identity representation of B is irreducible.

Proof. First we show that 7 is a cyclic vector for B. Indeed, Bn contains
the linear span of {e,}.en, and since ey € Bn we also get that e_; =
(1 — P)T*(ey) € Bn, so that e_,, = (T*)™'(e_,) € By for all n € N.

Hence, Bn = H, and 7 is cyclic.
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Next, since for all n € Z we have e, € Bn, there is some S,, € B such
that S,n = e,, and we get that the rank-one operator ©.,, = S,P
is in B for any n € Z. Thus, on top of O, , € B, we also get that

Ocriem = O 95, 4 €B, Oy =07 O, €Band ©,,, =06; €8
for all n, m € Z. Thus, since the linear span of these rank-one operators
is dense in K(H), we get that K(#) is an ideal of B. O

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

0 — K(H) — B — C(T) — 0.

The C*-algebra B is an extension of C'(T) by an ideal of compact
operators K(#) on separable Hilbert space. Hence, it follows that B is
a type I C*-algebra (see [25, Theorem 1]).

Let g : B — C(T) be the natural quotient map sending 7" to the
identity function z — 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 ¢ : B — B(H) (see [4, Page 20, Corollary 2]), and
evaluations 7, := ev, o ¢ : B — B(C) by unimodular scalars z € T.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. A is generated by T and we saw already that
B = C*(T) is type 1. 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 ¢ of B such that 0|4 admits a non-trivial
dilation. Let 7 : C(T) — B({*(Z)) be the s-representation of the
bilateral shift given by z — U which lifts to a =representation o := 7oq
of B. Then, by construction we have for all A € A that

=760

*

so that ¢4 dilates o|4. This dilation is clearly non-trivial because T
has a non-trivial (1, 2) corner, so that 0|4 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 ¢ : B —
C(T) is not isometric on A because the norm of 7" becomes strictly
smaller. Hence, by Arveson’s boundary theorem (see for instance [16])
we have that the identity representation ¢ is a boundary representation.

Now, let z € T be a unimodular scalar. We will show that 7, : B —
B(C) is a boundary representation by showing that 7| 4 is maximal. By
the Dritschel-McCullough dilation theorem [23] (see also [9]) we know
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that 7,| 4 admits a dilation to a maximal representation p : A — B(L)
with € € £ a unit vector which is the image of 1 under the dilating
isometry V' : C — L. Let 7 be the extension of p to a *-representation,
guaranteed by the unique extension property for p. We assume without
loss of generality that £ is the smallest reducing subspace containing
p(A)¢. Then, by the paragraph preceding [4, Theorem 1.3.4] we have
that m = mg @7 () where 7y is a multiple of the identity representation
of B (see [4, Page 20, Corollary 1}), and m¢(ry is a representation that
annihilates the ideal of compact operators K(#H). Let Lx @ Lt be
the orthogonal decomposition of £ with respect to the decomposition
m = mx @ mo(r), and let @ and R be the orthogonal projections onto
Lx and Lt respectively.

On the one hand, since p dilates 7, on A we have that [{p(T")¢,&)| =
|7.(T™)| = 1 for all n € N. On the other hand if Q¢ # 0, since the
sequence {p(T™)}neny on Lx = QL is unitarily equivalent to a multiple
of {T"}en on H, by Lemma 3.1 we get {p(T™)Q¢, Q&) — 0. Hence,

1= Kp(T™)€, &) < Kp(T™)QE, Q&) + Kp(T™) RS, RE)| —
limsup [(p(T™)RE, RE)| < |RE|* < 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 Rp(T")R = mcn) (1) is a contraction.
Thus, since L is the smallest reducing subspace containing p(.A)&, we
must have that Q@ = 0 and £ = Lr, so that 7 = 7g() annihilates
K(H). But now, since 7(7") = p(T') is a unitary dilation of the unitary
7.(T), we must have that 7,| 4 is a direct summand of p. Thus, 7,|4 = p
is maximal, and 7, is a boundary representation for all z € T. O

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 Sagkin’s theorem.

Acknowledgments. The authors are grateful to Kevin Aguyar
Brix, Raphaél Clouatre, Lucas Hall, Michael Hartz, Ken Davidson,
Travis Russell, Guy Salomon and Orr Shalit for comments, remarks
and suggestions on preliminary versions of this paper. We especially
thank Lucas Hall for organizing the Dilation Theory learning seminar
which took place at the Technion in the Fall semester of 2023-2024.



ARVESON’S HYPRRIGIDITY CONJECTURE IS FALSE 7

REFERENCES

[1] Jim Agler, An abstract approach to model theory, Surveys of some recent results
in operator theory, Vol. II, pp. 1-23, Longman Sci. Tech., Harlow, 1988.

[2] William B. Arveson, Subalgebras of C*-algebras, Acta Math. 123 (1969), 141
224.

[3] William B. Arveson, Subalgebras of C*-algebras II, Acta Math. 128 (1972),
271-308.

[4] William B. Arveson, An invitation to C*-algebras, Grad. Texts in Math., No.
39, Springer-Verlag, New York-Heidelberg, 1976.

[6] William B. Arveson, Subalgebras of C*-algebras. III. Multivariable operator
theory, Acta Math. 181 (1998), 159-228.

[6] William B. Arveson, The Dirac operator of a commuting d-tuple, J. Funct.
Anal. 189 (2002), no. 1, 53-79.

[7] William B. Arveson, The noncommutative Choquet boundary, J. Amer. Math.
Soc. 21 (2008), no. 4, 1065-1084.

[8] William B. Arveson, The non-commutative Choquet boundary II: hyperrigidity,
Israel Journal of Mathematics, 184 (2011), 349-385.

[9] William B. Arveson, Notes on the unique extension property,
https://math.berkeley.edu/~arveson/Dvi/unExt.pdf, 2006.

[10] Heinz Bauer and Klaus Donner, Korovkin approzimation in Co(X ), Math. Ann.
236 (1978), no.3, 225-237.

[11] Raphaél Clouétre, Non-commutative peaking phenomena and a local version
of the hyperrigidity conjecture, Proc. Lond. Math. Soc. (3) 117 (2018), no.2,
221-245.

[12] Raphagl Clouétre, Unperforated pairs of operator spaces and hyperrigidity of
operator systems, Canad. J. Math. 70 (2018), no.6, 1236-1260.

[13] Raphaél Clouatre and Michael Hartz, Multiplier algebras of complete
Nevanlinna-Pick spaces: dilations, boundary representations and hyperrigid-
ity, J. Funct. Anal. 274 (2018), no.6, 1690-1738.

[14] Raphaél Clouatre and Hridoyananda Saikia, A boundary projection for the
dilation order, arXiv preprint: 2310.17601

[15] Raphaél Clouétre and Edward J. Timko, Gelfand transforms and boundary
representations of complete Nevanlinna-Pick quotients, Trans. Amer. Math.
Soc. 374 (2021), no.3, 2107-2147.

[16] Kenneth R. Davidson, A proof of the boundary theorem, Proc. Amer. Math.
Soc. 82 (1981), no.1, 48-50.

[17] Kenneth R. Davidson and Matthew Kennedy, The Choquet boundary of an
operator system, Duke Math. J. 164, no. 15 (2015), 2989-3004

[18] Kenneth R. Davidson and Matthew Kennedy, Choquet order and hyperrigidity
for function systems, Adv. Math. 385 (2021), 30 pp.

[19] Kenneth R. Davidson and Matthew Kennedy, Noncommutative Choquet the-
ory, arXiv preprint: 1905.08436.

[20] Kenneth R. Davidson and Benjamin Passer, Strongly peaking representations
and compressions of operator systems, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN (2022), no.7,
5037-5070.

[21] Adam Dor-On and Guy Salomon, Full Cuntz—Krieger dilations via non-
commutative boundaries, J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2) 98 (2018), 416-438.


https://math.berkeley.edu/~arveson/Dvi/unExt.pdf

8

22]

[34]

[35]

BORIS BILICH AND ADAM DOR-ON

Ronald G. Douglas, A new kind of index theorem, Analysis, geometry and
topology of elliptic operators, World Sci. Publ., Hackensack, NJ, 2006, pp. 369—
382.

Michael Dritschel and Scott McCullough, Boundary representations for fami-
lies of representations of operator algebras and spaces, J. Operator Theory 53
(2005), 159-167.

Theodore W. Gamelin, Uniform algebras, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs,
N. J., 1969.

James Glimm, Type I C*-algebras, Ann. of Math. (2) 73 (1961), 572-612.
Matthew Kennedy and Orr M. Shalit, Fssential normality, essential norms
and hyperrigidity, J. Funct. Anal. 268 (2015), no. 10, 2990-3016.

Matthew Kennedy and Eli Shamovich, Noncommutative Choquet simplices,
Math. Ann. 382 (2022), no.3-4, 1591-1629.

Se-Jin Kim, Hyperrigidity of C* -correspondences, Integral Equations Operator
Theory 93 (2021), no.4, 17 pp.

Craig Kleski, Korovkin-type properties for completely positive maps, lllinois J.
Math. 58 (2014), no.4, 1107-1116.

Pavel P. Korovkin, On convergence of linear positive operators in the space of
continuous functions (Russian), Doklady Akad. Nauk SSSR (N.S.) 90 (1953),
961-964.

Paul S. Muhly and Baruch Solel, Tensor algebras over C*-correspondences:
representations, dilations and C*-envelopes, J. Funct. Anal. 158 (1988), no.
2, 389-457.

Paul S. Muhly and Baruch Solel, An algebraic characterization of boundary
representations, Nonselfadjoint operator algebras, operator theory, and related
topics, 189-196, Oper. Theory Adv. Appl., 104, Birkh&user Verlag, Basel,
1998.

Vern Paulsen, Completely bounded maps and operator algebras, Cambridge
Studies in Advanced Mathematics 78, Cambridge University Press, Cam-
bridge, 2002.

Ju. A. Saskin, The Milman-Choquet boundary and the theory of approzimations
(Russian), Funkcional. Anal. i Prilozen 1 (1967), 95-96.

Tan Thompson, An approximate unique extension property for completely pos-
itive maps, to appear in J. Funct. Anal. arXiv preprint: 2301.08285.

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF HAIFA, HAIFA, ISRAEL,
AND DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF GOTTINGEN, GOTTINGEN,
GERMANY.

Email address: bilichboris1999@gmail.com

DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF HAIFA, HAIFA, ISRAEL.
Email address: adoron.math@gmail.com



	1. Introduction
	2. Background
	3. A Type I counterexample
	References

