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UNIQUE PSEUDO-EXPECTATIONS FOR
HEREDITARILY ESSENTIAL C*-INCLUSIONS

VREJ ZARIKIAN

Dedicated to the memory of Gary Weiss.

ABSTRACT. The C*-inclusion A C B is said to be hereditarily essential if for every in-
termediate C*-algebra A C C C B and every non-zero ideal {0} # J <C, we have that
JNA # {0}. That is, A detects ideals in every intermediate C*-algebra A C C C B. By a
result of Pitts and Zarikian, a unital C*-inclusion A C B is hereditarily essential if and only
if every pseudo-expectation 6 : B — I(A) for A C B is faithful. A decade-old open question
asks whether hereditarily essential C*-inclusions must have unique pseudo-expectations? In
this note, we answer the question affirmatively for some important classes of C*-inclusions,
in particular those of the form A C A %7, .G, for a twisted C*-dynamical system (A, G, o, 7).
On the other hand, we settle the general question negatively by exhibiting C*-irreducible
inclusions of the form C}(G) C C(X) X4, G with multiple conditional expectations. Our
results leave open the possibility that the question might have a positive answer for regular
hereditarily essential C*-inclusions.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. C*-Inclusions. By a C*-inclusion we mean an inclusion {0} # A C B of C*-algebras.
We say that a C*-inclusion is unital if A is unital and 14 is a unit for 5. We say that a
C*-inclusion is approzimately unital if there exists an approximate unit {¢; : i € I} for A
which is also an approximate unit for B. We note that if A C B is a unital C*-inclusion, then
K;® A C K;® B is an approximately unital C*-inclusion, where K; denotes the compact
operators on the Hilbert space ¢2(J) and ® is the minimal tensor product.

1.2. Hereditarily Essential C*-Inclusions. The C*-inclusion A C B is essential if for
every non-zero ideal {0} # J <B, we have that JN.A # {0}. In other words, A C B
is essential if A “detects ideals” in B. The C*-inclusion A C B is hereditarily essential if
for every intermediate C*-algebra A C C C B, the C*-inclusion A C C is essential. Thus,
a C*-inclusion A C B is hereditarily essential if and only if A “detects ideals” in every
intermediate C*-algebra A C C C B. Heuristically, the C*-inclusion A C B is hereditarily
essential when A is a “large” subalgebra of B, and is not hereditarily essential when A is
a “small” subalgebra of B. The following three propositions help make this intuition a bit
more precise.

Proposition 1.2.1. Let B be a unital C*-algebra. Then
(i) the unital C*-inclusion B C B is always hereditarily essential.
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(i) the unital C*-inclusion Clg C B is hereditarily essential if and only if B = C1p.

Proof. (i) Trivial. (ii) Suppose that Clg C B is hereditarily essential. Then every in-
termediate C*-algebra C1z C C C B must be simple. It follows that if b € B,,, then
C(o(b)) = C*(1g,b) is simple, which implies o(b) is a singleton, which in turn implies
beClg. O

Proposition 1.2.2. Let A C B be a C*-inclusion and A C C C B be an intermediate C*-
algebra. If A C B is hereditarily essential, then so are A C C and C C B. The converse is
false in general.

Proof. Suppose A C B is hereditarily essential and A C C C B is an intermediate C*-
algebra. Let A C D C C be an intermediate C*-algebra. Since A C D C B and A C B is
hereditarily essential, A C D is essential. Therefore A C C is hereditarily essential. Likewise,
let C C £ C B be an intermediate C*-algebra. Since A C £ C B and A C B is hereditarily
essential, A C £ is essential. A fortiori, C C & is essential. Therefore C C B is hereditarily
essential. For an example of hereditarily essential C*-inclusions A C C and C C B such that
A C B is not hereditarily essential, see [20, Remark 3.9]. O

Proposition 1.2.3 ([I§], Theorems 3.5 and 3.12). Let A C B be a unital C*-inclusion. If
A C B is hereditarily essential, then the relative commutant A = A'N B is abelian.

1.3. C*-Irreducible Inclusions. A unital C*-inclusion A C B is said to be C*-irreducible
if every intermediate C*-algebra A C C C B is simple [20, Definition 3.1]. It is easy to
see that a C*-irreducible inclusion is hereditarily essential. Recently Rgrdam, undertook a
systematic study of C*-irreducible inclusions [20].

1.4. Pseudo-Expectations. A conditional expectation for the C*-inclusion A C B is a
c.c.p. (contractive completely positive) map E : B — A such that E(a) = a for all a € A.
Since we assume that A # {0}, it follows that || E|s = || F|| = 1. Thus, by Choi’s Lemma,
E is an A-bimodule map, meaning that F(ajbay) = a1 E(b)ay for all b € B and aj,as € A
(see [, Section 1.3.12] for the unital case).

In order to deal with the fact that many C*-inclusions have no conditional expectations
at all, Pitts introduced pseudo-expectations in [16, Definition 1.3]. A pseudo-ezpectation for
the C*-inclusion A C B is a c.c.p. map 0 : B — I(A) such that (a) = a for all a € A. Here
I(A) is the injective envelope of A, i.e., the smallest injective operator space containing A [9].
(In fact, I(.A) is a unital C*-algebra containing A as a C*-subalgebra.) Pseudo-expectations
generalize conditional expectations, but always exist because of injectivity. If § : B — I(A)
is a pseudo-expectation for A C B, then (just like conditional expectations) ||0|| = ||0]|| = 1
and 6 is an A-bimodule map. A pseudo-expectation is said to be faithful if 6(b*b) = 0 implies
b=0.

1.5. The Main Question. Pitts and Zarikian showed that a unital C*-inclusion A C B
is hereditarily essential if and only if every pseudo-expectation for A C B is faithful [I§],
Theorem 3.5]. Owing to the absence of any known examples of C*-inclusions with multiple
pseudo-expectations, all of which are faithful, they asked the following question [I8] Section
7.1, Q6]:
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Question 1.5.1. If every pseudo-expectation for a unital C*-inclusion A C B is faithful,
must there be a unique pseudo-expectation?

By [18, Theorem 3.5], Question [[L5.1]is equivalent to the following:

Question 1.5.2. If a unital C*-inclusion A C B is hereditarily essential, does it have a
unique pseudo-expectation?

If Question [[L5.2] had an affirmative answer, then one would have a nice structural char-
acterization of unital C*-inclusions with a faithful unique pseudo-expectation, namely they
would be precisely the hereditarily essential inclusions.

For some classes of unital C*-inclusions, Question [I.5.1l is known to have an affirmative
answer. In particular, this is the case for
(1) abelian C*-inclusions C'(X) C C(Y) [18, Corollary 3.22];
(2) W+-inclusions D C M with D injective [18, Proposition 7.5].
In this note, we expand this list of positive results, adding
(3) unital C*-inclusions A C B(H) (Theorem 2T.T));
(4) unital C*-inclusions A C A x,,G, where (A, G, a) is a C*-dynamical system (The-
orem [2.2.2));
(5) more generally, unital C*-inclusions A € A %7 .G, where (A, G, a,0) is a twisted
C*-dynamical system (Theorem 2.3.4]);
(6) more generally yet, unital C*-inclusions A x7,, N C A %7 G, where (A, G, a,0) is a
twisted C*-dynamical system and N < G is a normal subgroup (Corollary [2Z3.5]).
On the other hand, we settle Question [L5.1] negatively by constructing a C*-irreducible
inclusion of the form

CHG) CC(X) o, G
with multiple conditional expectations (Theorem B.I.T]).

2. SOME PoOSITIVE RESULTS

In this section we exhibit particular classes of C*-inclusions for which Question [L5.1] has
an affirmative answer.

2.1. Subalgebras of B(H).

Theorem 2.1.1. If every pseudo-expectation for the unital C*-inclusion A C B(H) is faith-
ful, then there exists a unique pseudo-expectation. In that case, I(A) = A" and the unique
pseudo-expectation is a faithful normal conditional expectation E : B(H) — A”.

Proof. By Proposition [L2.3] A’ is abelian, therefore injective. It follows that A” is injective
[3, Theorem 1V.2.2.7], which allows us to choose I(A) C A”. We will now show that the
reverse inclusion holds as well. To that end, let 6 : B(H) — I(.A) be a pseudo-expectation for
A C B(H) (faithful, by assumption). Then 0|4y : I(A) — I(A) is a c.c.p. map such that
0] 4 = id 4. By the rigidity of the injective envelope, 0|4y = idr(4) (see [6, Theorem 6.2.1] or
[4, Lemma 4.2.4]). If {z;} C I(A)s, is an increasing net with supremum = € B(H)s,, then
x; = 0(x;) < 6(x) for all 4, which implies x < (z). Since 0(x) — 2z > 0 and 0(f(x) — z) =0,
3



we conclude that x = 0(z) € I(A)s,. Likewise if {x;} C I(A)g, is a decreasing net with
infimum = € B(H)sq, then 2 € I(A)g,. By Pedersen’s Up-Down-Up Theorem [22], Theorem
11.4.24],

(A”)sa = (((Asa)™)m)™ C I(A)sa,
which implies A" C I(A).

Since 1(A) = A", every conditional expectation for the inclusion A” C B(H) is a pseudo-
expectation for the inclusion A C B(H). Conversely, every pseudo-expectation for A C
B(H) is a conditional expectation for A" C B(H), by the rigidity of the injective envelope.
Thus every conditional expectation for A” C B(H) is faithful. By [I8, Proposition 7.5],
there exists a unique conditional expectation for A” C B(#), which is faithful and normal,
and this is the unique pseudo-expectation for A C B(H). d

2.2. Crossed Products by Discrete Groups. In Theorem below, we show that
Question [.5.1l has an affirmative answer for C*-inclusions of the form A C A X, ,G, where
« is the action of a discrete group G on a unital C*-algebra A. In fact, with some extra care,
we are able to show that the result holds for C*-algebras A # {0} which are not necessarily
unital. This turns out to be important later in the paper, when we need to apply Theorem

2.2.2to C*-algebras of the form K; ® A, where A is a unital C*-algebra.

The following lemma will be needed for the proof of Theorem 2.2.2] It says that a pointwise
inner action of a discrete cyclic group on an AW *-algebra is actually an inner action. The
corresponding statement for general C*-algebras is false [8, Example 8.2.8].

Lemma 2.2.1. Let A be an AW*-algebra, G = (g) be a discrete cyclic group, and « :
G — Aut(A) be a homomorphism. If o, is inner, then there exists a unitary representation
u: G — A such that oy, = Ad(uy,), h € G.

Proof. By assumption, oy = Ad(v) for some v € U(A). It follows that aye = Ad(v¥), k € Z.
If |g| = oo, then we may define uy . = v*, k € Z. Suppose instead that |g| = n for some
n € N. Then Ad(v") = ay = id, which implies v" € Z(A). Since A is an AW*-algebra,
so is Z(A) [2 Section 4, Proposition 8(v)]. By [21, Lemma 6], there exists t € Z(A)s, such
that v" = e’. Then we may define uy = (e=/"v)*, k € Z. O

Before turning to the proof of the Theorem 2.2.2] we highlight three facts about discrete
crossed products which will be used without explicit mention:

e If G is amenable, then A %, ,G = A x,G [15, Theorem 7.7.7].
o If Ay C A is a-invariant, then Ay x,,G C A x,,G [15, Proposition 7.7.9].
o If H C G is a subgroup, then A x,,H C Ax,,G.

We also remind the reader that if A is C*-algebra and o € Aut(A), then there exists a
unique & € Aut(I(A)) such that &@|4 = « [9, Corollary 4.2]. Thus if (A, G, «a) is a discrete
C*-dynamical system, we have A X, ,G C I(A) x5, G.

Theorem 2.2.2. Let (A, G,«a) be a discrete C*-dynamical system, with A # {0} (but not
necessarily unital). If every pseudo-expectation for A C A X, G is faithful, then there exists

a unique pseudo-expectation.
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Proof. Suppose that every pseudo-expectation for A C A x,,G is faithful. To show that
A C A x,,G has a unique pseudo-expectation, it suffices to show that I(A) C I(A) x5, G
has a unique pseudo-expectation, since every pseudo-expectation for the former inclusion
extends to a pseudo-expectation for the latter inclusion. Indeed, if © : A x,,G — I(A) is
a c.c.p. map such that O(a) = a for all a € A, then (by injectivity) there exists a c.c.p.
© : I(A) xa, G — I(A) such that ©|4.,,c = ©. Then O : [(A) — I(A) is a c.c.p.
map such that ©(a) = a for all a € A. By the rigidity of the injective envelope, O(z) =
for all x € I(A).

Now I(A) is an AW*-algebra, in particular a unital C*-algebra. Thus, by [23, Theorem
3.5, to show that I(A) C I(A) X4, G has a unique pseudo-expectation, it suffices to show
that & is properly outer. To that end, assume that there exists e # g € G and 0 # p €
Proj(Z(I(A))) such that &,(p) = p and &4y, is inner. Define H = (g) € G. Since I(A)p
is an AW*-algebra [2| Section 4, Proposition 8 (iii)], Lemma 2.2.T] implies there exists a
unitary representation u : H — I(A)p such that &u|ra), = Ad(uy) for all h € H. By the
amenability of H and the universal property of full crossed products [5, Proposition 4.1.3],
there exists a x-homomorphism 7 : A X, ,H — I(A)p such that m(ah) = auy, for all a € A
and h € H. In particular, w(a) = ap for all a € A. Define a c.c.p. map 6 : Ax,,H — I(A)
by the formula

0(z) = n(z) + E(z)pt, v € Ax,,H,

where E : A x,,H — A is the canonical faithful conditional expectation (see [5], Proposition
4.1.9]). Note that

0(a) = n(a) + E(a)p =ap+ap" =a, ac A.
Let © : Ax,,G — I(A) be a c.c.p. extension of §. Then © is a pseudo-expectation
for A C A x,,G, therefore faithful. A fortiori, 6 is faithful. Define 7 = AN Ap. Then
J # {0} [11, Lemma 1.2] and I(J) = I(A)p [11, Lemma 1.3]. Since J C A is a-invariant,
J Xo,H C Ax,,H. Moreover,

0(z) = w(z) + E(z)pt = 7w(2), v € T x4, H.

Thus 7 is faithful on J x,,H. By injectivity, there exists a c.c.p. map v : I(J) — I(J)
such that the following diagram commutes:

I(T)
[
jxa,rHE—>u7—>[(j>

For all j € J, we have that
7)) =0p) = (7)) = E(j) = J.

By the rigidity of the injective envelope, we conclude that v = id;(7). Thus 7 = E. But then
Jug = (jg) =E(jg) =0, j€ T,

which implies J = {0}, a contradiction. O



We end this section with an example of a unital C*-inclusion of the form A C A x,,G
with a continuum of pseudo-expectations, all but two of which are faithful. This shows
that one can come very close to satisfying the hypotheses of Theorem 2.2.2] but fail the
conclusion.

Example 2.2.3. Let A= K({*)+C1I C B({?) and U € B({*)\ A be a self-adjoint unitary.
Define o : Zy — Aut(A) by o = id and ay = Ad(U). Then the pseudo-expectations for
A C A, Zy are precisely the maps

et . Axa,rz2 — B(ﬁz) ZAQ—I—Alg'—) A0+tA1U, -1 <t< 1.

We have that 6, is faithful for all —1 <t < 1, but 641 are x-homomorphisms which are not
faithful. Only 0y is a conditional expectation.

Proof. Note that I(A) = B(¢?) [10, Example 5.3]. An easy computation shows that 61, are
s-homomorphisms, therefore c.c.p. maps. (Alternatively, this follows from the amenability
of Zs and the universal property of full crossed products.) Since 01; restrict to the identity
on A, they are pseudo-expectations. Then 6; is a pseudo-expectation for each —1 <t < 1,
since it is a convex combination of #,;. Clearly 6, = [E, the canonical faithful conditional
expectation. For 0 < ¢ < 1, we have that 6, is faithful since it is a nontrivial convex combi-
nation of §y and #;. On the other hand, 6, is not faithful, since for any 0 # T' € K ((?), we
have that 0,(TU — Tg) = 0, even though 0 # TU — Tg € A Xy, Zy. Similarly, 6, is faithful
for —1 <t < 0, while 6_; is not faithful. If £ # 0, then 6, is not a conditional expectation,
since 0;(g) = tU ¢ A.

It remains to show that there are no other pseudo-expectations. To that end, let 0 :
A X4,G — B(£?) be a c.c.p. map such that §(A) = A, for all A € A. Then

0(9)A = ay(A)0(g) = UAUO(g), A € A,

which implies Uf(g) € A" = CI. Thus 0(g) = tU for some t € C. Since g* = g7' = ¢
and 6 is adjoint-preserving, we conclude that ¢ € R. Since ||g|| = 1 and € is contractive, we
conclude that —1 < ¢ < 1. Therefore 6 = 6,. O

2.3. Twisted Crossed Products by Discrete Groups. Let (A, G,«,0) be a twisted
C*-dynamical system, where A is a unital C*-algebra and G is a discrete group [I4]. In this
section we show that Question [[5. 1] has an affirmative answer for unital C*-inclusions of the
form A C A7 .G. We do this by using a “stabilization” trick to upgrade Theorem
from crossed products to twisted crossed products. Namely, we use that

KG ®(A NZJ“G) = (KG & A) Xgr G,

for some action § of G on Kg® A [14, Corollary 3.7]. For our argument to work, we need
to know that pseudo-expectations behave well with respect to stabilization, which in turn
requires injective envelopes to behave well with respect to stabilization. Fortunately this is
the case, as we now explain.

If A is a unital C*-algebra and J is any index set, we denote by M ;(A) the set of all J x J
matrices with entries in A whose finite submatrices are uniformly bounded in norm. This

may not be a C*-algebra, but it is an operator system (see [6, Section 10.1] or |4, Section
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1.2.26]). We denote by K;(.A) the closure in M, (.A) of the finitely-supported matrices, and
note that this is a C*-algebra with respect to the (well-defined) product

[az’j] [bij} = [ZkeJ aikbkﬂ'] :

Indeed, K;(A) = K;® A. In fact, M;(A) is a K;(A)-bimodule with respect to the same
product [4, Section 1.2.7]. The following formula, which can be found in [4, Corollary 4.6.12],
shows that the injective envelope behaves well with respect to stabilization:

I(K;(A)) = M, (I(A)).
If u: A— Bisac.c.p. map between C*-algebras, then the amplification
uy MJ(A) — MJ(B) : [ai]—} — [u(a”)}

is a c.c.p. map as well. It restricts to a c.c.p. map K;(A) — K,(B), which may be identified
with id;®u : K;® A — K;® B, where id; : K; — K is the identity map. The following
well-known lemma, which we include for completeness, shows that K ;-bimodule maps always
arise as amplifications.

Lemma 2.3.1. Let A, B be unital C*-algebras and © : M ;(A) — M;(B) be a c.c.p. map.
Assume that © is a K;-bimodule map, in the sense that

) ((S ® 1y) [aij} (T® 1A)) =(S®15)0 ([aijD (T'® 1p)

for all [a;;] € My(A) and all S,T € K;. Then there exists a unique c.c.p. map 6 : A — B
such that © = 6.

Proof. Fori,j € J, let E;; € K; be the rank-one operator that maps d; € £2(.J) to &; € £*(J).
Define 6;; : A — B by the formula

0;i(a) = O(E; ®a);, a€ A.
We claim that
O ([ai]) = [0i(aij)] -
Indeed,
Oii(ai;) = O(Ej; ® ai)i
= O((Ei®14) [ax] (Ej; @ 1-'4))7;]'
= ((Bi®15)0 ([as]) (Ej; @ 15)),,
= (Ez‘j ®0O ([ast}),g)
= O ([au]);

ij

It follows that

@(EZ] X CL) = Eij X 97;]' (a)
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But then
Eq®04(a) = O(Fy®a)
= @((Esz ® 1A)(EZJ ®a (Eyt ® 1A))
= (Esi ® 13) (Ez ® a) jt @ 13)
= (Es ©1p)(Li; ® 0i5(a))(Ej © 15)
= FEyu®6;a )>
which implies 05 (a) = 6;;(a). Thus if we define § = 6;; for any fixed i € J, then §: A — B

is a c.c.p. map and
O ([ay]) = [0(aiy)] = 05 ([as]) -

/\\_/

U

Remark 2.3.2. We observe that Lemma [2.31 remains valid (with the same proof) if one
replaces M;(A) by K;(A).

We are now properly equipped to show that pseudo-expectations behave well with respect
to stabilization.

Theorem 2.3.3. Let A C B be a unital C*-inclusion and J be any index set. Then the
map 0 — id; ®0 is a bijective correspondence between the pseudo-expectations 6 : B — I(A)
for A C B and the pseudo-expectations © : K; @B — I(K;®A) for Ky A C K;®B.
Moreover, 05 is faithful if and only if 0 is faithful.

Proof. 1f @ : B — I(A) is a c.c.p. map such that 6(a) = a for all a € A, then id; ®6 :
K,;®B — K;®I(A) is a c.c.p. map such that (id; ®0)(T ® a) =T @ a for all T € K; and
a € A. Since

Ky ®I(A) =K, (I(A) € M, (I(A)) = I(K,(A) = I(K; @A),

we see that id; ®6 is a pseudo-expectation for K; ® A C K;® B. Conversely, suppose
O:K;®B — I(K;®.A) is a c.c.p. map such that (T ® a) = T ® a for all T € K,
and a € A. Since K;®@B = K,;(B) and I(K; ® A) = M;(I(A)) are C*-algebras, O is a
K ;-bimodule map, by Choi’s Lemma. Thus by Lemma 2.3.1] there exists a c.c.p. map
6 : B — I(A) such that © = id; ®0. It follows that 6(a) = a for all a € A, so that 0 is a
pseudo-expectation for A C B.

Now suppose that 6 is faithful. If 6(b*b) = 0, then
0;(E; @b)"(Ey ®b) =0;(E; @00%b) = E; @ 0(b*b) =
which implies E; ® b = 0, which in turn implies b = 0. Conversely, suppose 6 is faithful. If
0, (0] [bis]) = 05 ([05:] [is]) = [0 (Ees bribrs)] = 0,
then >, bj;be = 0 for all i € J, which implies [b;;] = 0. O
Here is the main result of this section.

Theorem 2.3.4. Let (A, G,a,0) be a twisted C*-dynamical system, where A is a unital
C*-algebra and G is a discrete group. If the unital C*-inclusion A C A %7 G is hereditarily

essential, then it has a unique pseudo-expectation.
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Proof. 1f every pseudo-expectation for A C A %7 G is faithful, then every pseudo-expectation
for Ke ® A C Ko ®(A x7,,G) is faithful, by Theorem 2.3.3l By [14, Corollary 3.7], there
exists an action 3 of G on K; ® A such that

Ke ®(AxZ,G) = (Ke®A) x5, G

via an isomorphism that identifies the copies of Kg ® A. Thus every pseudo-expectation
for Ke® A C (Kg®.A) xg, G is faithful, and so there is a unique pseudo-expectation by
Theorem 2.2.2l Then Kg® A C Kg ®(A %7 .G) has a unique pseudo-expectation by [14]
Corollary 3.7, which implies A C A x¢ .G has a unique pseudo-expectation by Theorem
2.9.0l ]

Another trick allows one to upgrade from inclusions of the form A C A %7 G to inclusions
of the form A x7 N C Axg G, for N G a normal subgroup.

Corollary 2.3.5. Let (A, G,a,0) be a twisted C*-dynamical system, where A is a unital
C*-algebra and G is a discrete group, and let N < G be a normal subgroup. If the unital
C*-inclusion Ax7, N C Ax7 G is hereditarily essential, then it has a unique pseudo-
expectation.

Proof. By [14, Theorem 4.1], there exists a twisted C*-dynamical system (A x7,, N, G /N, 3,7)
such that

AXG,G = (AxG, N)®g, (G/N)
via an isomorphism which identifies the copies of A x7 . N. Then the result follows immedi-
ately from Theorem [2.3.4] 0

3. A NEGATIVE RESULT

3.1. A Counterexample. In this section, we show that in general, Question [[.5.1] has a
negative answer. We thank Mikael Rgrdam for suggesting that we search for counterexamples
among C*-irreducible inclusions of the form C}¥(G) C C(X) X4, G.

Theorem 3.1.1. There exist C*-irreducible inclusions of the form C}(G) C C(X) %, G with
multiple conditional expectations.

Proof. Let G be a countably-infinite discrete group such that C;(G) is simple (one could
take G = [y, by a result of Powers [I9, Theorem 2]). By [7, Corollary 1.1], there exists a
free minimal action G ~ X on the Cantor set that is not uniquely ergodic. Denote by «a
the induced action G ~ C(X). By [I, Theorem 1.3], the inclusion C}(G) C C(X) X4, G
is C*-irreducible. But if p is any G-invariant Borel probability measure on X and ¢, is
the G-invariant state on C'(X) defined by integration against u, then there exists a unique
conditional expectation E,, : C(X) ., G — C}(G) such that

L, (Z agQ) = Z dulag)g, a € Ce(G,C(X)).

(See [5, Exercise 4.1.4].) In particular,

Bula) = éyda) = [ ala)ina), a € C(X).

Since there are multiple G-invariant Borel probability measures on X, there are multiple
conditional expectations for C*(G) C C(X) X, G. O
9



3.2. Future Directions. A principal difference between inclusions of the form A C A %7, G,
for which Question has an affirmative answer by Theorem 2.3.4] and inclusions of the
form C*(G) C C(X) X, G, for which Question[[L5.2 can have a negative answer by Theorem
B.1.1], is that the former inclusions are regular while the latter inclusions need not be. A
unital C*-inclusion A C B is regular if

B =span{u e U(B) : u Au" = A}.
This suggests that Question should be modified into the following:

Question 3.2.1. If a reqular C*-inclusion A C B is hereditarily essential, does it have a
unique pseudo-expectation?

In conclusion, we provide some additional evidence in favor of an affirmative answer to

Question 3.2.11

(7) Let A C B be a regular C*-inclusion, where A is abelian. If A C B is hereditarily
essential, then so are A C A° and A° C B, where A° = A'NB is the relative
commutant (Proposition[[.2.2]). Since A° is abelian (Proposition [[.2.3]), [I7, Theorem
5.2] applies to show that A C B has a unique pseudo-expectation.

(8) Let A C B be a regular C*-inclusion, where A is simple. Assume that there exists a
conditional expectation £ : B — A. If A C B is hereditarily essential (and therefore
C*-irreducible), then A° = C14 [20, Remark 3.8]. Thus A C B is aperiodic [12]
Corollary 7.4] and therefore has a unique pseudo-expectation [I3, Theorem 3.6].
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