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ON THE NIELSEN-THOMSEN SEQUENCE

LAURENT CANTIER

ABSTRACT. The Nielsen-Thomsen sequence plays a pivotal role in refining invariants for C*-
algebras beyond the Elliott classification framework. This paper revisits the sequence, intro-
ducing the concepts of Nielsen-Thomsen bases, rotation maps and diagonalisable morphisms, to
better understand its unnatural splitting. These insights enable novel comparison methods for
*-homomorphisms at the level of the Hausdorffized algebraic Ki-groups, and subsequently the
Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz group.

We apply our methods to classification via the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup. In
particular, we present a new proof of the non-isomorphism between the two AT-algebras of [19].

We also exhibit several pairs of (non-unitarily equivalent) *-homomorphisms with domain C(T).

1. INTRODUCTION

The classification program for nuclear C*-algebras has seen remarkable progress in the past
decade, building on Elliott’s groundbreaking conjecture that simple, separable, unital, nuclear C*-
algebras could be classified by K-theoretic and tracial invariants. This vision was fully realized for the
class of Z-stable algebras satisfying the Universal Coefficient Theorem (UCT) through the combined
efforts of many researchers, including the breakthrough works of [14], or [20,21]. These developments
culminated in the classification of simple, separable, unital, nuclear, Z-stable C*-algebras satisfying
the UCT. See [27] for a general overview and [9] for a remarkable detailed and innovative exposition
on the matter. Nevertheless, classification outside the simple and Z-stable setting presents additional
challenges that have motivated the development of refined invariants. For instance, all the way back
to the classification of certain *-homomorphisms between circle algebras done in [22], Nielsen and
Thomsen present a split-exact sequence referred now to as the Nielsen-Thomsen sequence. This
sequence, introduced through the study of the Hausdorffized algebraic K;-group and its relationship
with the de la Harpe-Skandalis determinant, emerged as a particularly intriguing tool in this context.
While their seminal work revealed its potential for distinguishing *-homomorphisms that share
identical Elliott invariants, several fundamental questions and applications, e.g. on the unnatural
splitting of the sequence, have remained unexplored.

The past ten years have seen significant advances in the classification of non-simple C*-algebras.
We recall Robert’s classification of inductive limit of one-dimensional NCCW-complexes with trivial
K;-groups by means of the Cuntz semigroup. See [23]. Another approach began with classification
of AT algebras of real rank zero by means of the traditional Elliott invariant. See [I5] [I6]. This
approach and its techniques have been expanded over the years and the work of many, resulting in
Gong, Jiang, and Li’s classification of AH algebras with the ideal property by means of a refined
version of the Elliott invariant. See [19]. These works highlighted the crucial role played by the
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ideal structure and the information of the Nielsen-Thomsen sequence for classification. As a re-
sult, the recent developments of the Cuntz semigroup and its (Hausdorffized) unitary version(s) as
classification invariants have provided new perspectives on these challenges. See [5] [6] [7].

In this paper, we explore the structural and internal properties of the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz
semigroup. Our investigation begins with a systematic study of the Nielsen-Thomsen sequence to
better understand the information encoded at the morphism level. To achieve this, we introduce new
concepts, including Nielsen-Thomsen bases and rotation maps. These tools enable us to reinterpret
the ‘unnatural’ splitting phenomenon through matrix representations of *-homomorphisms at the
level of the Hausdorffized K;-group and diagonalisable morphisms. This approach quantifies the
effect of *-homomorphisms on the Nielsen-Thomsen bases by measuring the disturbance caused
by these maps, allowing for construction of a metric d to compare *-homomorphisms at the level
of the Hausdorffized algebraic K;-group. While this framework provides a new perspective on
distinguishing *-homomorphisms between C*-algebras that agree on the traditional Elliott invariant,
it also establishes in turn, novel comparison methods the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz group and
its morphisms. Finally, we end the manuscript by applying the proposed methods to distinguishing
C*-algebras and *-homomorphisms with domain C(T) by means of the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz

group. We gather them all in the following theorem.

Theorem. (i) The (non-simple) AT-algebras constructed in [19] agree on the Elliott invariant, the
Hausdorffized algebraic Ki-group the Cuntz semigroup and its unitary version.

Yet, they are distinguished by the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup.

(ii) There exists a family {¢x: C(T) — C([0,1]) @ Mo }ren of *-homomorphisms agreeing on
the Elliott invariant, the Cuntz semigroup and its unitary version.

Yet, we compute that d(Ky(¢r), Ki(¢1)) = @ and hence, they are pairwise distinguished by the
Hausdorffized algebraic Ki-group.

(iii) There exist two *-homomorphisms @, ,: C(T) — A, where A is an Al-algebra, agreeing
on the Elliott invariant, the Cuntz semigroup and its unitary version and the Ki-group.

Yet, they are distinguished by the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup.

Organization of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce
the necessary background on Nielsen-Thomsen bases and develop the theory of rotation maps for *-
homomorphisms. This yields to the construction of a relevant metric to compare *-homomorphisms
at the level of their Hausdorflized algebraic unitary group. Section 3 is devoted to refined Cuntz
semigroups and the comparison theory of morphisms, building on recent developments in the theory
of Cu-semigroups. Finally, in Section 4, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our methods by pro-
viding alternative proofs of the aforementioned classification results, illustrating how our framework
naturally captures and explains these phenomena through the lens of the Nielsen-Thomsen sequence
and its associated invariants.

Acknowledgments. The author would like to thank B. Jacelon for inspiring discussions around

unitary elements of C*-algebras and the de la Harpe-Skandalis determinant.
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2. THE ROTATION MAP OF *-HOMOMORPHISMS

In [22], Nielsen and Thomsen pointed out that the Hausdorffized algebraic K;-group contains in-
formation unseen by the Elliott invariant, and hence, is essential for classifying *-homomorphisms.
They observed that this group splits between the Ki-group and traces together with projections,
giving rise to the Nielsen-Thomsen sequence. Notably, they showed that this sequence splits ‘unnat-
urally’ at the morphism level. In this section, we delve deeper into this phenomenon by introducing
the notions of Nielsen-Thomsen bases, rotation maps and diagonalisable morphisms. As a con-
sequence, we are then able to quantify how *-homomorphisms affect the splitting behaviour via

metrics that we construct. Let us first recall key preliminary facts around this sequence.

e The de la Harpe-Skandalis determinant. For a unital C*-algebra A, we denote the sub-

group of A generated by additive commutators [a, b] := ab— ba by [A, A] and we define the universal

trace on A to be the quotient map Tr: A — A/[A, A]. We extend this (continuous) tracial linear

map to M (A) in a canonical way that we also denote Tr : Mo (A) — A/[A, A].
Following the seminal work of [I3], for any smooth path ¢ : [0,1] — U§°(A), we define

—~ 1 [t Lo

A(© =5 [ e wpar
Note that the image 3(«5) lies in fact in the quotient Ag,/Ag where Ay := {h € Ay, | Tr(h) = 0} and
it is well-known that As,/Ap can be identified with Aff T4 (A4) by sending [h] to evy: 7 € T1(A) —
7(h) € R, where T;(A) denotes the (bounded) tracial states of A.

Therefore, the application A naturally induces a group morphism Tr : Ko(A) — A /Ap =~

Aff T1(A) by sending [p] — Tr(p) — ev, for any projection p € My (A). (This is done via the
identification Ko(A) ~ m1(U% (A)).) We now define the de la Harpe-Skandalis determinant as

A U (A) —s ATy (A)/ im(Tk)

u— [A(G)]

where £, is any smooth path connecting the identity to u. In particular, A(e?™") = [ev},] for any
self-adjoint h € Moo (A).

Even though it was observed in the original work de la Harpe and Skandalis that ker A C DU§°(A)
(see [I3, Proposition 4]), there exist cases where DUS®(A) € ker A ¢ DU (A). A fortiori, the group

morphism A is not continuous in general. However, Thomsen introduced a non-stable version of the

determinant to obtain a continuous version. Let Ko(A) := im(Tr) denotes the closure of the image
of Tr in Ag./Ag. We now define the non-stable de la Harpe-Skandalis determinant

AU (A) — AFT1(A)/Ko(A)
ur— [A(u)]

to be the composition of A with the canonical projection of Aff T3 (A4)/im(Tr) —» Aff 77 (A)/im(Tr).
It is shown in [26, Theorem 3.2] that A is a surjective continuous group homomorphism satisfying
that

US*(A)/DUS(A) & ATy (A)/Ko(A).

For convenience, we may write H(A) := Aff T1(A)/Ko(A).
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e The Nielsen-Thomsen sequence. Let A be a unital C*-algebra. It is known that DU(A) C

DUy(M3(A)) CUS(A). We deduce that DU>(A) is a normal subgroup of U§°(A) and we obtain

a canonical extension
0 — US°(A)/DU(A) - U®(A)/DU>(A) s U (A)/U(A) — 0

The middle term is often referred to as the Hausdorffized algebraic K;-group that we will denote by
K, to ease the notations.

It is readily checked that U$®(A)/DU>=(A) is a divisible subgroup of U (A)/DU>(A). There-
fore, the latter extension splits. Finally, by using the non-stable de la Harpe-Skandalis determinant,

we obtain the extension referred to as the Nielsen-Thomsen sequence

0 — H(A) - K (4) = Ki(A) — 0

where H(A) := Aff T4 (A4)/ Ko (A).

It is worth mentioning that under a K;-surjectivity assumption (e.g. in the stable rank one case),
we may work in the C*-algebra itself instead of matrices since we have that H(A) ~ Uy(A)/DU(A),
Ki(A) ~U(A)/DU(A) and Ky (A) ~ U(A)/Uy(A).

We have seen that the Hausdorffized algebraic K;-group of any C*-algebra A is entirely recovered

by the original Elliott invariant, since we have an isomorphism K;(A) ~ H(A) @ K;(A). Never-
theless, Nielsen and Thomsen showed in [22] that the sequence splits ‘unnaturally’ at the level of
morphisms. In other words, given a *-homomorphism ¢: A — B, the data of H(¢) and K;(¢),
where H(¢): AffTy(A)/Ko(A) — Aff Ty (B)/Ko(B) is the induced morphism by ¢, is (in general)
not enough to recover Ki(¢). We can restate the above as follows.

(i) For any C*-algebra A, the group K;(A) is split.

(ii) For any *-homomorphism ¢: A — B, the group morphism K; (¢) need not be diagonalisable.

As a conclusion, it is necessary to incorporate the functor K; to classify a larger class of *-

homomorphisms, and C*-algebras that cannot be classified via the original Elliott invariant.

e Nielsen-Thomsen bases and the rotation map. We shed new light on the unnaturalness
of the Nielsen-Thomsen sequence through Nielsen- Thomsen bases. These bases provide a systematic
way to analyse the splitting behavior of the sequence at the morphism level. We are able to explicitly
compute a matrix representation of *~homomorphisms at the level of the K;-group in terms of their
value on traces, Ki-group and what we refer to as rotation maps with respect to the bases. This
approach not only clarifies why the sequence splits unnaturally, but also allows us to quantify and

interpret the deviations caused by *-homomorphisms.

Notation 2.1. For any unitary element u of a C*-algebra A, we denote its respective unitary

equivalence classes by @ := [U]E( ) and [u] := [u]k, (a)-
Definition 2.2. Let A be a unital C*-algebra. A Nielsen-Thomsen basis of A is a set {c €
U>(A)}rek, (a) of elements in U*°(A) indexed by K;(A) such that the mapping

SA: Kl(A) HKl(A)
k—— ¢k

is a group morphism satisfying m4 o0 s4 = idk, (). By convention, we always fix cg := 14.
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Proposition 2.3. Let A be a unital C*-algebra. Then

(i) A admits Nielsen-Thomsen bases.

(i) Any Nielsen-Thomsen basis C := {ck}rek,(a) of A induces a unique group isomorphism
ve: Ki(A) ~ H(A) @ Ki(A) sending T (A(5 o7, ), [ul).

(ii’) Any Nielsen-Thomsen basis of A induces a unique retract r: K1 (A) — H(A).

Proof. These follow from standard results about split-extensions of abelian groups and are left for

the reader to check. O

Conversely, it is readily checked that any group isomorphism v: K;(A) ~ H(A) @ K;(A) or
equivalently, any retract r: Ki(A4) — H(A) of i: H(A) — K;(A) induces a unique Nielsen-

Thomsen basis.

Definition 2.4. Let A, B be C*-algebras and C = {ck}rek,(4),P = {dr}rek,(B) be Nielsen-
Thomsen bases of A, B.
For any group morphism 3: K;(A) — K;(B), we define the matriz of 8 in bases CD to be the

unique 2-by-2 matrix (with group morphisms entries) such that the following diagram commutes

vec

1(A) ———— H(4) @ Ky (4)

l l Matcep (ﬂ)

1(B) ——-— H(B) ® Ky(B)

vp

-

el

where ve, vp are the unique isomorphisms induced by the respective Nielsen-Thomsen bases.
We say that (3 is Nielsen-Thomsen diagonalisable if, there exist Nielsen-Thomsen bases such that

the matrix of § is diagonal.

Theorem 2.5. Let ¢: A — B be a *-homomorphism between unital C*-algebras. Let C =
{ex}rex,(a), D = {dr}rek, (B) be Nielsen-Thomsen bases of A, B.

Let sp,rp be the respective section and retract induced by the bases. We compute that

rpoKi(¢)osa: Ki(A) — H(B)
[ o(ck) 0
b= A( 0 Ay (o) )
which we write Rep($) and refer to as the rotation map of ¢ with respect to the bases CD. .

Furthermore, we have that

Maten(Ry(6) = (H(¢>> wa))

0 Ki(¢)

Proof. We know that ¢ induces a morphism (H(¢),Ki(¢),K1(¢)) between the Nielsen-Thomsen
sequences of A and B. (Observe that this triple is a priori not compatible with the chosen splits.)
This is equivalent to have that Kl(qﬁ) oig =ipoH(¢p) and Ki(¢p) omy =7p o Kl(qﬁ).

As a result, we obtain that

H(¢) =rpoipoH(p) =rpoKi(g)oia
Ki(¢) =Ki(¢p)omaosa=mpoKi(d)osa

from which the computations of the entries of Matep(Ki(¢)) follow. mi
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Remark 2.6. (i) The rotation map quantifies how ¢ ‘affects’ the Nielsen-Thomsen bases chosen.
(ii) It can be shown that rotation maps of ¢ with respect to any bases all agree on Tor(K;(A)).
However, we will be interested in AT-algebras which have torsion-free K;-groups, and hence, we do

not pursue these ideas here.

Corollary 2.7. Let A, B be C*-algebras. Let 3: Ki(A) — Ki(B) be a morphism. The following
are equivalent

(i) B is Nielsen-Thomsen diagonalisable.

(ii) There exist a section sx: Ki(A) — Ki(A) and a retract rg: Ki(B) — H(B) such that
rgpofosa=0and foiy Cim(ig).

If moreover 8 = Ky(¢) for some *-homomorphism ¢: A — B, the above are also equivalent to

(iii) The triple (H(¢),K1(¢),K1(0)) between the Nielsen-Thomsen sequences of A and B is split.

(iv) There exist sections sa, sp of ma, g respectively such that the following square commutes

J/S_A\

TA

E1(¢)\L lKl(@

K, (B) — Ki(B)

Proof. These follow from standard results about split-extensions of abelian groups and are left for

the reader to check. O

e Extended de la Harpe-Skandalis determinant. Let A be a unital C*-algebra. It is well-
known that its unitary elements are in bijective correspondance with Homc~ 1 (C(T), A) by sending
u € U(A) to g, : C(T) — A, where ¢, (idr) = u. We also recall that K;(C(T)) ~ Z is generated
by [idr] = 1z.

We consider the canonical Nielsen-Thomsen basis of C(T) to be the set

idr idy
idr id;

k-times k-times

Definition 2.8. Let A be a unital C*-algebra. Fix a Nielsen-Thomsen basis C := {ck}rek, (a) of
A. We define the extended de la Harpe-Skandalis determinant with respect to C as

Ac: U*(A) — H(A)
U —> Z(E c[%] )
Remark 2.9. (i) Observe that Re,c(¢.) = Ac(u). In particular, we compute that
— H(p,) 1z +— Ac(u
Mate,e( (g)) = (1160 127 BelW))
0 [u]
(ii) Whenever u € Ug®(A), we recover the original determinant. That is, Ac(u) = A(u).

The above allows us to exhibit an example of a *-homomorphism that is not Nielsen-Thomsen

diagonalisable
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Example 2.10. (Non-diagonalisable morphism.) Let v € C([0,1]) be the unitary element
defined by ¢ — exp(2int) and let ¢, : C(T) — C([0,1]) be its associated *-homomorphism sending
idr — u. We know that K;(C([0,1])) is trivial. Therefore, there exists a unique Nielsen-Thomsen
basis Dy for C([0,1]), which is the trivial one. Moreover C([0,1]) is commutative and has stable
rank one, from which we deduce that any unitary v € C([0,1]) satisfies A(v) = 0 if and only if
v =1p,1]-

On the other hand, we know that K;(C(T)) =~ Z. Let C := {ci}rez be a Nielsen-Thomsen basis
for C(T). We know that ¢, (c1) = ¢ ou and that Rep,(¢u): Z — Cr(]0,1]) sends 1z — A(py(c1)).
Now, it is readily checked that c; o u = 1) if and only if ¢; = 1o ;. However, [c1]k, = 1 and

hence, we conclude that K;(¢,,) is not Nielsen-Thomsen diagonalisable.

e Comparison of *-homomorphisms at the level of the K;-group. The category of abelian
groups can be equipped with the discrete topology, which induces the trivial metric d;,;, on the set
of morphisms. While this metric is the finest possible (as it arises from the discrete topology), it is
also somewhat ‘pathological’; in the sense that it only distinguishes whether two group morphisms
are the same or different. In what follows, we exploit the matrix representations in Nielsen-Thomsen
bases to define a more informative, and thus more useful, metric d that compares *-homomorphisms
at the level of their K;-groups.

Let A, B be C*-algebras. Let C, D be Nielsen-Thomsen bases of A, B respectively. Let ¢,¢: A —

B be any *-homomorphisms. Recall that we have

H(¢) Ren() H(y) RCD<w>>
0 Ki(e) 0 Ki(v)

We aim to construct a metric d that compares K; (¢) and K;(¢/) based on on entry-wise comparison.

Matep (K1(¢)) = < ) Matep (Ki(¥)) = (

A priori, such a comparison depends on the Nielsen-Thomsen bases involved. However, we will see

that any Nielsen-Thomsen bases chosen yield equivalent metrics.

e Comparison of H(¢) and H(v). Recall that Aff T} (A) ~ As, /Ao and we denote its elements
by b= evy, where h € Ag,. Also, Aff T1(A) is a complete order unit space equipped with metric
as follows. For h,l € Aff Ty (A), we have ||h— 1| = sup,er, (4){[7(h) — 7()[}. Therefore,

—_—

d(AfE Ty (9), ATy (¢)) = Sup {lle(h) = (M)}

A~ o~ -~

Further, we equip H(A) with the quotient metric as follows. For [h], [I] € H(A), we have d([h], [I]) =

_—Z

inf;em{ﬂﬁ —T—pll}. Therefore, we have d(H(¢), H()) := suppc 1 {d([$(h)], [¢(1)])} and imme-
diately deduce that

d(H(¢), H(v)) < d(AfE Ty (¢), Aff T1 ().
e Comparison of K;(¢) and K;(¢). We use the trivial metric on this entry. That is,
0 whenever K;(¢) = Ky ()

oo else

diriv (K1(¢), K1 (¥)) = {

e Comparison of the rotation maps of ¢ and . Recall that the rotation maps of ¢ and v

are group morphisms from K;(A) — H(B) depending on the Nielsen-Thomsen bases chosen.
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More particularly, we have

RCD(¢):1<;»—>Z<¢(C’“) ) 0 ) and RCD(1/)):k»—>Z<w(Ck) ) 0 )
0 dik, o)) 0 dk, (g)k))

where C = {ck }rek, (a), P = {dr}rek, () are fixed Nielsen-Thomsen bases.

We know that the codomain of these maps is equipped with a metric. As a result, we are able
to compare them in the following way. To ease notations, let us first introduce the relative rotation
map of (¢,) in the bases CD that we denote

Rep(¢,9): Ki(A) — H(B)
k+—— Rep(9)(k) — Rep () (k)

and define the following associated metric

drcep(d,) = sup {||Rep(o,¥)(k)|}

keKi(A)

It need not be true that the metrics dg cp and drcp/ are equivalent for different pairs of bases.
Nevertheless, the following lemma shows how they interplay with one another and will be crucial to

prove that the comparisons obtained at the level of the K;-group are indeed equivalent.

Lemma 2.11. Let ¢,v: A — B be *homomorphisms. Let C = {ck}rek,(a), D be Nielsen-
Thomsen bases of A, B.
(i) Assume that K1(¢) = K1 (¢0). For any k € K1(A), we compute

Rep(,9) (k) = Z(¢(8k) w*?ck))'

In particular, the relative rotation map of (¢,v) only depends on the basis chosen for A.
(ii) Let C" = {c}, } ke, (a) and D' be other Nielsen-Thomsen bases of A and B. For any k € K1(A),
we compute
Rep (6,4) (k) = Rerpr (6,9) (k) = (ki) — ()
where ﬁ; = Z(C(f (CE)*)' In particular, the map Rep(¢p,v)(k) — Repr(¢,v) only depends on the

bases chosen for A.

Proof. (1) Follows from the fact that d[K1(¢>)(k)] = d[K1(1/J)(k)] and that Z(u) + Z(u*) =0.
(ii) Using that A(u) + A(v) = A(%9), and again that that A(u) + A(u*) = 0, we obtain that for
any k € K;1(4)
Ren(6,6)(k) — Reror (6,0)(0) = B (5, 50 ) = B("67 8- ).

and the result follows. O
Gathering all the above, we are now ready to construct a (non-trivial) metric to compare the

*_homomorphisms at the level of the Hausdorffized algebraic unitary group. Most importantly, we

will see that the topology induced by this metric does not depend on the Nielsen-Thomsen bases.

Definition 2.12. Let ¢,9: A — B be *-homomorphisms between C*-algebras A, B. Let C, D be
Nielsen-Thomsen bases of A, B. We define the following metric

dep(Ki(9), K1 () := d(H(¢), H(¥))) + dr,cp (¢, ¥) + deriv (K1 (), K1 (¥)).
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Theorem 2.13. Let C,C’ be Nielsen-Thomsen bases of A and D, D’ be Nielsen-Thomsen bases of
B. Then, for any *~homomorphisms ¢,v: A — B, we have

vep(Ki(9), Ki(1)) < 2verpr (Ki(9), Ka (1))

In particular, dep and derpr are equivalent metrics.

Proof. First, we observe that d(H(¢), H(¢)) < dr,cp (¢, ). Also, we know that ||Rep(¢, ) (k)| <
| Rerpr (6, 0) (k)| + ||6(hw) — ¥(hy)|| for any k € Ki(A). (This is essentially (ii) of [Cemma 2.111)
This implies that dr.cp(¢, ) < dr.cp (¢, ¥) + d(H($), H(y)). As a result, we compute that

)
dep (Ki(¢), Ki(¥)) < derpr (Ki(6), Ki(v)) + d(H(¢), H())

< 200 (Ki(9), K1 ().

O

Even though the Nielsen-Thomsen bases involved will often be unambiguous, we may abusively
denote any such (equivalent) metrics by d. Finally, it is worth mentioning that d(K;(¢), Ky (1)) <
diriv (K1 (), K1 (3)). In the last part of this manuscript, we expose cases where 0 < d(K; (¢), K (v)) <

oo showcasing the usefulness of bd.

3. REFINED CUNTZ SEMIGROUPS AND COMPARISON OF MORPHISMS

A common strategy for classifying large classes of C*-algebras involves first classifying adequate
classes of *-homomorphisms via uniqueness and existence results. In practice, this requires meth-
ods to approximately distinguish concrete morphisms and approximately lift abstract morphisms
within the target category. To this end, the choice of invariants with suitable codomains equipped
with suitable metrics to compare morphisms play a pivotal role in facilitating classification. This
section exhibits such tools for refined Cuntz semigroups, such as the unitary Cuntz semigroup and
its Hausdorflized version, and explores how these refinements enable more informative comparisons

of morphisms.

A. The Cuntz semigroup. The Cuntz semigroup was introduced in [I2] and has been a powerful
tool for classification since the milestone paper [IT]. We refer the reader [I8] for a detailed survey
around the Cuntz semigroup, where they shall find all the basics they might need, and to [I] for
state of the art results.

Let (S, <) be an ordered monoid and let z,y in S. We say that x is way-below y and we write

x < y if, for all increasing sequences (z,)nen in S that have a supremum, if sup z, > y, then there
neN
exists k such that z; > .

We say that S is an abstract Cuntz semigroup, or a Cu-semigroup, if S satisfies the above axioms.
(O1) Every increasing sequence of elements in S has a supremum.

(02) For any = € S, there exists a <-increasing sequence (zp)nen in S such that sup, z, = .
(03) Addition and the compact containment relation are compatible.

(O4) Addition and suprema of increasing sequences are compatible.

We say that a map a : S — T is a Cu-morphism if « is an ordered monoid morphism preserving

the compact-containment relation and suprema of increasing sequences.
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Let A be a C*-algebra and let a,b € Ay. We say that a Cuntz subequivalent to b in A, denoted
a Scy b, if for every € > 0 there exists r € A such that ||rbr* —a| < e. We antisymmetrize this
subequivalence to obtain a an equivalence relation ~¢, called the Cuntz equivalence relation. The
Cuntz semigroup of A is

Cu(4) = (A2 )1/ ~cu

We equip Cu(A) with the addition induced by diagonal addition and the order induced by <, which
makes it a Cu-semigroup.

It has been shown in [II] and [2] that the functor Cu: C* — Cu is well-defined and continuous.

e Comparison of Cu-morphisms. We recall that several metrics on the set Home, (S, T) of
morphisms between abstract Cu-semigroups S,7T have been studied. Also, that a ‘comparison on
finite sets’ has played a significant role in classification of *-homomorphisms by means of the Cuntz
semigroup. (We refer the reader to [8, Section 5] for a general overview.)

The first meaningful metric has appeared in the classification of *-homomorphisms with domain
Co((0,1]). (See [10] and [24].) Recall that Cu(C(]0,1])) ~ Lsc((0,1],N). More generally, it is
known that Lsc(X,N) is a Cu-semigroup for any compact Hausdorff space X that may differ from
Cu(C(X)). Let X be a (locally) compact Hausdorff space and let T € Cu. For any Cu-morphisms

a,f: Lse(X,N) — T, we define
dew (o, B) = inf{r > 0| a(ly) < B(1ly,) and B(1ly) < a(ly,) for any U € O(X)}

where O(X) denotes the open sets of X and U, := UUBT(:L'). This is a metric on the set
S
Homcy (Lsc(X, N), T') referred to as the Cu-metric.

Later on, other types of comparison have been studied in [§]. We present a couple of abstract

approaches that have been developed. In what follows, a, 5: S — T are Cu-morphisms.

[Finite-set comparison] Let F' C S be a (finite) set. We say that « and § compare on F
and we write a ~p f if, for any g,h € F such that g < h (in S), we have that a(g) < S(h) and
Blg) < a(h).

Observe that o = 3 if and only if o ~p 8 for any finite set F' C S if and only if a >~y p1g<«n} B-

[Thomsen comparison] We define Thomsen semigroup of a Cu-semigroup S defined by Th(S) :=
Homcy (G, S), where G := {f € Lsc([0,1],N) | £(0) = 0 and f is increasing} is the generator of the
category Cu.

Let S, T be Cu-semigroups and let N C Th(S). For any Cu-morphisms «, 3: S — T, we define

dn(a, B) := sup{dcu(eov, fov)}.
veN
This is a metric whenever N has a generating image, that is, whenever the monoid generated by
{v(1@,) | v € Nyt € (0,1]} is sup-dense in S. Roughly speaking, we require N to be large enough.

In such a case, we refer to the above as the Cu-metric induced by N

Remark 3.1. (i) The finite-set comparison and the Thomsen comparison are intrinsically related

to one another. See [8, Lemma 5.15].
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(ii) The Cu-metric on Homc,(Lsc(X,N)) is in particular a Cu-metric induced by an adequate
Nx. See [8, Examples 5.13 - 5.14]. (In fact, any Cu-metric considered in the past can be realized
from an adequate Thomsen comparison.)

(iii) If the set N is too large, e.g. N is Th(S), then the induced Cu-metric may be the trivial one.
See [8, Example 5.10].

B. Refined Cuntz semigroups. In [7], the author proposed a systematic construction for incor-
porating additional invariants into the Cuntz semigroup, resulting in refined versions that capture
more structural information about C*-algebras and their ideals. By leveraging categorical properties
of the Cuntz semigroup and its target category Cu, these refined invariants provide a robust context
for classification. Here, we present several methods to compare abstract and concrete morphisms,
crucial for distinguishing and lifting morphisms. Let us first recall the process and we refer the

reader to [7, Section 4.A] for more details.

e The Cuk-construction. Let A be C*-algebra and let K: C* — AbGp be a continuous functor.
We view Cu(A) as a partially ordered set which induces a small category. (The objects are its

elements and morphisms are induced by the order.) Therefore, we can consider the functor
K4 : Cu(A) — AbGp
x — K(I)
x <y+— K(I, é)Iy)
where I, € Laty(A) is the corresponding closed two-sided ideal of A through the isomorphism
Latf(Cu(A)) ~ Latf (A)
(i) The Cuk-construction of a C*-algebra A is an ordered monoid Cuk(A) consisting of pairs
(x,9), where x € Cu(A4) and g € K(I,).
The addition is given by

(2,9) + (Y, h) == (x+y, Kalz <2 +y)(9) + Kaly <z +y)(h)).
The order is given by
(x,9) < (y,h) whenever z <y inCu(A) and Ka(z <y)(g9) = h in Ka(L).

(ii) The Cuxk-construction of a *-homomorphism ¢: A — B is an ordered monoid morphism
Cuxk (¢) sending
Cuk(6): (z,9) = (Cu(6)(z). K(I: ~* (1)4)(9))
where I, € Lat(B) denotes the smallest ideal of B containing ¢(I). Therefore, Cuk(¢) is entirely
determined by the data (Cu(¢), {K; (I N Ig)}revat, (a))-
We briefly recall some definitions and properties that will be of use later on about Cug-constructions.

We refer the reader to [7] for more details and results on the matter.

Theorem 3.2. (i) The assignment Cuk: C* — Cu” is a well-defined continuous functor.
(The category Cu* resembles the category Cu, but the ordered monoids involved need not be

positively ordered.)
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(it) Let ¢: A — B be a *-homomorphism between C*-algebras and let I € Lats(A). Then for any
J € Lat(B) such that J D I, the following diagram is commutative with exact rows in Cu*

Ji

D(I,6,J): 0 —— Cu(l) —> Cug(I) K(1) 0
N

Cu(¢) l Cuk (¢) l @ lK(Iiud,g)

0 —— Cu(J) —2 Cux(J) 2> K(J) 0
N

q2

where Iy is the smallest element of Lat(B) obtained by I through ¢, i.e. I := Bo(I)B.
(ii’) The canonical diagram D(I,¢,J) — D(A, ¢, B) is also commutative with exact rows.

3.3. (The category Cuy.) The general procedure of merging a Cu-semigroup S with a functor
G: S — AbGp has been introduced in [7] and referred to as a ‘webbing transformation’. Roughly
speaking, given S,T and ag: S — T in the category Cu, together with functors G, H from S, T
respectively into the category AbGp and a natural transformation from G to H, we obtain objects

and morphisms in the category Cu* in the following form
Sa,Tu and a = (a0, {ar}rcvLat,(5)): S¢ = Th-

The webbing transformations form a subcategory Cu, € Cu* closed under inductive limits, which
need not be full. Nevertheless, having classification in mind, it may be more adequate to consider
the restriction Cuk: C* — Cuy, which is again a continuous functor, since any Cug-construction

(of both C*-algebras and *-homomorphisms) belongs to Cuy.

e Comparison of Cux-morphisms. We introduce several ways to compare Cuy-morphisms
between Cugk-constructions, that we naturally call Cukx-morphisms. These comparisons are based
on a Cu-comparison in the first component and a group comparison in the second component.

We need not look to more general webbing transformations for our work. Therefore, we will
only look at Cug-morphisms for the clarity of the exposition, where K stands for either K; or K.
However, we mention that the following remains true for the entire category Cuy.

In what follows and up until the next section, we let A, B be C*-algebras, K: C* — AbGp be a
continuous functor and « := (g, {as}), 8 := (Bo, {Br}): Cuk(A) — Cuk(B) be Cug-morphisms.

[Finite-set comparison] Let F' C Cugk(A) be a (finite) set. We say that o and 8 compare
on F and we write o ~p f if, for any (z,g),(y,h) € F such that (z,9) < (y,h) we have that
a(z,g) < By, h) and B(z,g) < a(y, h).

Proposition 3.4. Retain the above setting and let Fy := {x € S| (z,g) € F for some g € K(z)}.
Then o~ B if and only if the following conditions are satisfied
(i) ao ~r, Bo
(ii) For any x,y € Fy such that © < y, and for any g € K(z) such that (z,g) € F, we have that
{ K(ao(@) < ao(y)) e az, (9) = K(Bo(w) < ao(y)) o Br,(9) in K(ao(y))
K(Bo(x) < Bo(y)) © Br,(9) = K(ao(z) < Bo(y)) o ar,(g) in K(Bo(y))
Proof. This follows from the characterization obtained [7, Proposition 2.12], stating that (x,¢9) <
(y,h) if and only if r < y € S and K(z < y)(g) = h. mi
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[Metric comparison| Let us now use Thomsen comparison (and a fortiori, the Cu-metric in
specific cases) available on the first components «p, Sy of a, 5 to get a ‘metric-type’ comparison.
The main obstacle is that for a given ideal I € Laty(S), the morphisms ay, 8r need not have the
same codomain. Nevertheless, we can always compare them in a larger group. How larger the group

need be will depend on the Cu-part of the morphisms.

Definition 3.5. (The fiber diagrams.) Let z,y € S be such that z < y. We define the fiber

diagram of a and B at coordinates (x,y) as follows

o KB

K(ao(y))

where the maps K;(t1 < ¢2) are defined to be K(¢; < to) whenever ¢; < t3 and the empty morphism

K(Bo(x)) ( K(ao())

(i.e., no arrows) otherwise.

We denote the above diagram by Fy, gy(,y), or simply F(z,y) when the context is clear.

Remark 3.6. The compositions K(<) o ap, : K(z) = K(ag(y)) and K(<) o 1, : K(z) = K(Bo(y))
factorize through K(I,). Hence the fiber diagram F(z,y) is equivalent to

Br, ar,

K(fo(2)) =——— K(z) —— K(ao(2))

K5(<)l K(<)l lK5(<)

K(ao(y)) K(y) K(Bo(y))

y By

ar

We highlight that all the group morphisms involved in the fiber diagrams F(z,y) of a and
(that is, group morphisms which belong to either {ar}, {87} or {K(s' < s)}, {K(t' <t)}) can always
be equipped with a metric d. (E.g., take d to be the trivial metric.) Naturally, we define the norm
of a diagram F(z,y) associated to d by

[ F (2, y)lla == max {d(c,c)}
(e,c’)er

where I' denotes all the pairs (¢, ') of paths in F(x,y) with the same endpoints.

We are now ready to define several metrics to compare o and 3 as follows.

Definition 3.7. Let d be a metric on the set of fiber diagrams of o and 8 and let N C Th(Cu(A))

be a set with a generating image. We define

di{l,d(a, B) = sug inf {r > e, | | F((Lagra)), v(Le,1))lla < 4r for any ¢ € [0, 1]}
ve

where €, := dcy(ag o v, By o V).
In the particular case where Cu(A) ~ Lsc(X,N), we define
Qa0 B) = nf{r > &0 | |F(1,10,)la < 4r for any U € O(X) }

where €g := dcu(@o, 5o)-
These are well-defined metrics on the set Homey, (Cuk(A), Cuk(B)).
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It is immediate that these metrics are finer than their counter-part in the category Cu. Concretely,
dcu(ao, Bo) < dg, 4(, 8). (Similarly for metrics induced by any N C Th(Cu(A4)).) Also, the ‘factor
4’ involved on the fiber diagrams comparison is mostly for practical reasons whenever using the
Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup with the metric d on the fiber diagrams. See
and explicit computations in

Finally, we mention that one could imagine a metric where the measures of the ‘Cu-components’

and ‘the fiber diagrams components’ are uncorrelated but we do not pursue this idea.

Proposition 3.8. Assume that Cu(A) ~ Lsc(X,N) for a compact Hausdorff space X .
(i) Let d be a metric on the set of fiber diagram. For any x € Cu(A) and any z € Cu(B) with
(), fo(x) < 2, we have

d(K(ao(z) < z)oar,K(Bo(z) < 2) 0 Br) < 4dgy, q(a, B).
(ii) Let diyiv be the trivial metric on the set of fiber diagram. We compute
dgy (o, B) = inf{r > ¢ | F(ly,1y,.) commutes for any U € (’)(X)}

where €q := dou(ao, o). We may write dg,, instead of dg, 4, . -
Analogous statements hold for any C*-algebra A and the metrics induced by some N C Cu(A).

Proof. Both computations follow from construction and are left for the reader to check. O

3.9. (The unitary Cuntz semigroup.) Let us introduce a first refined version of the Cuntz

semigroup obtained via the Cuk-construction applied to the unitary group K;: C* — AbGp.

Definition 3.10. [3] - [7, 4.B]. Let A be a C*-algebra. We define The unitary Cuntz semigroup of
A, denoted by Cuk, (A), to be the merging of the Cuntz semigroup with the K;-group.

We remark that the unitary Cuntz semigroup had been studied intensively by the author, and
therebefore termed Cu; instead of Cuk,. Further, we now have a metric dy (or d¢,, in particular
cases) on the set Homey, (Cuk, (A4), Cuk, (B)).

C. The Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup and its associated metric(s). In what
follows, we introduce and study a second refined version of the Cuntz semigroup obtained via the

Cugk-construction applied to the Hausdorffized algebraic unitary group K;: C* — AbGp

Definition 3.11. [7, 4.11] Let A be a C*-algebra. We define the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semi-
group of A, denoted by Cug, (A), to be the merging of the Cuntz semigroup with the Hausdorffized
algebraic K;-group.

Let A, B be C*-algebras. Consider a set N C Th(Cu(A)) with a generating image. Similarly as
for the unitary Cuntz semigroup, we now have a metric dy (or dg,, in particular cases) on the set
Homcy, (Cug, (4), Cug, (B)).

Nevertheless, we have built a more informative metric d to compare *-homomorphisms ¢, 9 : A —
B on their K;-group. As a consequence, whenever we wish to compare concrete morphisms Cuﬁ1 (¥)
and Cugl (¢), we can equip the set of fiber diagrams of K;-groups with the metric d instead to obtain

a more informative comparison that we may abusively write d{,. More concretely, we have
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Proposition 3.12. Let X be a compact Hausdorff space and let ¢,vp: C(X) — B be *-homo-

morphisms between C*-algebras. We compute
5y (o, B) = inf{r > e | |F(Lu,1u,.)|ls < 4r for any U € O(X)}

where € = dcy (o, Bo) and the fiber diagrams involve Ki-groups.
Analogous result holds for any C*-algebra A and any metric by induced by some N C Cu(A).

Proof. This is immediate from construction. O

We end this part by summarizing and relating all the comparisons of *-homomorphisms at the

level of the Cuntz semigroup and its refined versions that we have considered so far.

Proposition 3.13. Let X be a compact Hausdorff space and let ¢,1p: C(X) — B be *-homo-

morphisms between C*-algebras. We have

dou(Cu(y), Cu(9)) < dg, (Cuk, (¥), Cuk, (¢))
< béu(CUEl (1/1)5 Cuﬁl (¢)) < dau (CUKI (w)’ Cuﬁl (¢)) < dU (1/% ¢)

where dy denotes the unitary distance between ¢ and 1.

Analogous inequalities hold for any C*-algebra A and the metrics induced by some N C Cu(A).

Proof. The result follows from the observations that diiy(Ki(6),Ki(¥)) < d(Ki(¢),Ki(v)) <

dtriv(Kl ((b),Kl (’L/J)) and that dtriv(K1(¢), Kl(’lb)) =0 if and only if D(Kl (Qﬁ),Kl (’lﬂ)) < o0. O

D. Connections between Cu-metrics and comparison on Traces. We have introduced sev-
eral ways to compare *-homomorphisms ¢, : A — B on distinct invariants. The comparison dy
(or its analogue d¢,,) at the level of the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup is, in particular,
comparing ¢ and 1 at the level of their Cuntz semigroup and their traces. (Or more particularly,
on the functor H.)

Now, it is shown in [I7] that there is a functorial equivalence F(Cu(.)) ~ T(.) between the cone
of (not necessarily bounded) traces and the cone of functionals. (Recall that a functional of a Cu-
semigroup S is monoid morphism A: S — R preserving suprema of increasing sequences.) Roughly
speaking, this amounts to the fact that the cone of functional of the Cuntz semigroup of a C*-algebra
recovers the cone of its tracial states. It would then seem enough to compare the morphisms at
the level of the Cuntz semigroup to get a comparison at the level of tracial states. As a first step

towards this conjecture, let us prove the following.

Theorem 3.14. Let ¢,1: A — B be *-homomorphisms between C*-algebras. Assume that ¢ and

¥ agree at the level of the Cuntz semigroup.
Then Af Ty (¢) = ATy (¢0). A fortiori, we have H(¢) = H(v).

Proof. Let 7 € T1(A) and let A, € F(Cu(A)) be its corresponding functional. Let a € A,. Using

[I7] and the fact that *-homomorphisms preserve continuous functional calculus, we obtain that

r($(a)) = / T (((bla) — )]y = / A (6((a— 1))t

= /OOO Ar 0 Cu(¢)([(a — )4 ])dt = /Ooo Ar o Cu(y)({(a —t)4])dt
= 7(¢(a)).
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O

In view of classifying *-homomorphisms, we wonder whether we can obtain an approximate
version of the latter result. For instance, in the particular case where A = C([0,1]) and B is a
C*-algebra of stable rank one, the classification theorem obtained in [23] immediately tells us that
d(Aff Ty (¢), Af T1(¢)) < dcu(Cu(g), Cu(e))). More generally, it is natural to ask the following.

Question 3.15. (i) Does there always exist an adequate metric dy on the set of Cu-morphims? In
such case, do we always have d(Aff T1(¢), Aff T1(¢0)) < dn(Cu(o), Cu()))?

(ii) Is the Cu-comparison on finite sets finer than the Aff T}-comparison on finite set?

3.16. Let us investigate more closely and partially solve the above questions. We first settle some
preliminary observations and notations that will be needed for this task.
(i) It is well-known that the positive elements of a C*-algebra A are in bijective correspondence
with Homc- (C'((0, 1]), A) by sending a € Ay to @a: Co((0,1]) — A, where ¢, (id(o,1]) = a-
Therefore, we have the following mappings
Ay —» Home- (C((0,1]), A)/ ~aue— Th(Cu(A))
a — [val — vq == Cu(pa)|e
(ii) Under the stable rank one hypothesis, we know that Th(Cu(A)) is isomorphic (as a monoid)
to Home»(Co((0,1]), A)/ ~aue- Moreover, for any o1, 2 € Home«(Co((0,1]), A)/ ~aue satisfying
©1 ~aue P2, it is readily checked that a3 = a in AffT1(A), where a1 := ¢1(id(g,11), a2 := @1 (id(o,17)-

Therefore, we have the following mappings

Th(Cu(A)) — Homc-(C((0,1]), A)/ ~ane— AFTI(A)

v 0] — @ 1= (i)
(iii) For any v € Th(S) and any § > 0, we construct v5: G — S which sends 1, 1) = v/(L(145,1))-
It is readily checked that vs € Th(S). Also, whenever S = Cu(A) is the Cuntz semigroup of a stable

rank one C*-algebra, we have that a,, = ((1/\75)+.
Lemma 3.17. Let A be a C*-algebra of stable rank one. Let € > 0.
(i) For any a,b € A, we have that ||a — b|| < e whenever doy(va, vs) < €.

(ii) For any v,n € Th(Cu(A)) and any d > 0, we have that dcy (vs,ns) < € whenever dey (v, ) < €.

Proof. (i) Let 7 € T1(A) and let A, € F(Cu(A)) be its corresponding functional. Again, by [17], we
have that

lla]l
r(a) = / Ar(((a - £)4])dt

[lall €
= [ a et e+ [ 3 (e =0 ar

IN

[lall €

[ xto= oD+ [ a
0 0

7(b) +¢€

which proves the first statement.

IN

(ii) We know that v(L(¢1)),n(L,11) < M(Lg—e1))s V(L(t—e,17) for any ¢ € [0,1]. In particular,
v(Li—511), M(L—s,1)) < N(Lt—5—e1])s V(L (t=5—e,1])- o
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Theorem 3.18. Let A be a C*-algebra of stable rank one. For any finite set H C Aff T (A), there
exists a finite set N C Th(Cu(A)) satisfying the following.

For any C*-algebra B of stable rank one, any *-homomorphisms ¢,v: A — B and any ¢ > 0,
we have that max;, ., {|| Aff Ty(¢)(h) — ATy ()(h)||} < € whenever dx(Cu(e), Cu(v)) < €/2

Proof. Since Aff Ty (A) ~ Agsa/Aop, we can form a finite subset H' C Ay, of representatives of H.
(That is, the assignment H — H sending h +— 1 is well-defined and surjective.) Furthermore, we
know that there exist unique hy,h_ € Ay such that h =hy —h_.

Now consider the following finite subset of Th(Cu(A))

N:={vp,),Vn )| he —h_ € H'}.
Then for h € H we compute that

| ATy () (R) — AR Ty () ()| = ||6(h) — D(B)||
< (¢(h) — ¥(hy)) — (6(h_) — w(h))]|

< lg(hy) = P(hp)ll + [lo(h-) = ¢ (h-)]]
<2/2=c¢

which ends the proof. O

Theorem 3.19. Let A be a C*-algebra of stable rank one. Let N C Th(Cu(A)) be a set with a
generating image. For any C*-algebra B of stable rank one, any *~homomorphisms ¢,v: A — B,
we have that

d(H(¢), H(y)) < d(Aff Ty (¢), Aff T1(¢)) < 2dn(Cu(¢), Cu(y)))

whenever the Grothendieck group of the monoid generated by {cﬁg) | v € N, > 0} is dense in
ATy (A).

Proof. Let us start by proving the following result.

Claim: For any v € Th(Cu(A)) and any § > 0, we have || Aff T1(¢)(a(,,)) — Aff T1(¢)(a@,))| < €
whenever dc, (Cu(¢) ov,Cu(y)) ov) < e.

Proof of the Claim: Let a,,al, be a representatives of a,. Define b := ¢(a, ) and &’ := ¢(al,). Ob-
serve that 1, = Cu(¢) o v and vy = Cu() ov. Also that b = Aff Ty (¢)(ay) and b/ = Aff Ty () (a@)).
We get the result for the particular case § = 0 after applying (i) of Lemma 3.17 to b and &’. The
general case follows by (ii) of [Lemma 3.17]

Now, write N to be the monoid generated by N. Tt is readily checked that dg(Cu(¢), Cu(¢))) <
dn(Cu(g), Cu(v)). Let h € Aff T1(A) and let € > 0. We know that there exists d+,6_ > 0 and
v,n € N such that ||h — (a(l,6+)/f\a(,757))|| < e. Denote h' := (a,,) — a(y, ))- By the previous
theorem (or rather, its proof), we know that for any heAT (A) and any € > 0, we have that

| AR Ti(@)(h) — AR T (@) (R) | = 2¢ + | 6(R) — o(W)]|
< 2e + 2dx(Cu(9), Cu(y))
< 2e + 2dn(Cu(6), Cu(v)).

from which the result follows. O

), Cu
), Cu

)
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Question 3.20. Let X be a one-dimensional compact metric space and let B be a C*-algebra of a
stable rank one. Let ¢,¢: C(X) — B be *~homomorphisms.
Is the monoid generated by {a(,,) | ¥ € Nx,0 > 0} dense in Cr(X) where Nx induces the

Cu-metric? Does there exist a weaker assumption providing the following inequality

d(H(¢), H(¥)) < 2dcu(Cu(g), Cu(y))?

4. DISTINGUISHING C*-ALGEBRAS AND *-HOMOMORPHISMS

We apply the above to distinguish concrete examples of C*-algebras and *-homomorphisms that
neither the original Elliott invariant nor the (unitary) Cuntz semigroup are able to distinguish.

These examples highlight the neatness and applicability of our methods to classification problems.

A. The Gong-Jiang-Li example revisited. In [19], the authors have built (non-simple) AT-
algebras A and B that are distinguished by a refined version of the Elliott invariant. More partic-
ularly, these C*-algebras differ from an internal property, called uniformly varied determinants of
connecting maps, which in turn implies a system of splitting between specific corner algebras. In the
original manuscript, both the invariant and the distinguishing arguments are quite long to unravel.
Also, it is stated without any proof that these C*-algebras cannot be distinguished by their Cuntz
semigroup.

We aim to distinguish these C*-algebras via the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup and our
methods, providing a more conceptual and streamlined proof of the non-isomorphism between A
and B. Let us start by recalling their constructions.

e Construction of the blocks.

Let (ppn)n>1 denotes the sequence of all the prime numbers in increasing order.

Let (kn)n>1 be a strictly increasing sequence of natural numbers such that k; > 2.

The building blocks of the inductive system for A and B are defined by

Ay = By = C(T)

Ay = By = My, (C(0,1)) & My, (C(D)

Az = By = M p k2 (C([0, D)]) © Mgy o (C([0,1)]) @ M 2 (C(T]))

Ay =B = Mp’flplfzplfg o, n) e Mp’flpgngg (o, @ Mp’flpgngg (co, ) @ Mp’flp?pgg (C(m)

n—1

Let n € N. Write [n,i] := H;Zl P Hj:i+1pfj, forany 1 < i <mn—1and [n,n] := [n,n — 1].

J
(Notice that [n 4 1,i] = p[n, ] for any 1 <i <n — 1.) We construct inductively

3

An = By = @ Miu g (C(10,1)) & Mgy (C(T)).

e Construction of the connecting maps.
Let (tn)n>1 be a countable dense subset of [0, 1].
Let (z,)n>1 be a countable dense subset of T.
Let n € N. The connecting maps ¢npn+1 : A — Apg1 and Ypp41 @ By — By of the inductive

systems are defined also inductively, via partial *-homomorphisms as follows.
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e The n— 1 first partial *~homomorphisms for ¢nni1 and Ypniy. Let 1 <i<n —1.
il = Vi1t Mg (C((0,1]) — M[fnJrl,z’](C([Oa 1))

fr—
f(tn)
e The n-th partial *-homomorphism for ¢pni1 and Ppni1. Let exp: [0,1] — T be the exponential

map sending ¢ ++ €27t

Drnt1: M) (C(T)) — M[}zﬂ,n](C([O, 1]))
o exp
fo(exp™t)
f —_ foexp(1l/ry)

' foexp(rn,—1/ry)
where 7, := pF» — 1. Now let [,, := 4"[n,n + 1].
Vg1t Min,n) (C(T)) —> M1, (C([0,1]))
foexp!n
foexp(0)
f — foexp(1l/ry)
' foexp(rn—1/ry)

e The (n+ 1)-th partial *-homomorphism for ¢pni1 and Ypny1.

Qﬁz;t-}-l = wz;;l-l M[n,n] (C(T)) — M[n+1,n+1] (C(T))

f
f(zn)
fr— .

)
We finally define
A= Hi>n(An, Ornt1) and B :=lm(By, Ynn+1)

n n

where ¢nni1 = ((b}erla s ¢Z;}r1a ( 1 ¢Z:}r1)> and Yppi1 = (7/171m+17 71/’eri1v( Bl 7/}:::111))
Proposition 4.1. Both A and B are separable unital stable rank one C*-algebras.

Proof. Since all C*-algebras of the inductive systems are separable and unital, together with the fact
that all morphisms are also unital, we easily obtain that A and B are unital separable C*-algebras.
In addition, the stable rank one property is preserved by inductive limits and any interval or circle

algebra has stable rank one. O

Next, we dive into the lattice of ideals of both A and B. More particularly, we exhibit the set of
simple ideals of these C*-algebras together with another set of peculiar ideals that will be of use to

distinguish A and B by means of the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup.

Lemma 4.2. Let j > 1. We consider the following inductive systems

55 = ED(A%)a ¢"W|AZL)’ Pj = 1_iI_r>1(In,ja (bnm\ln,j) and  qj = l_ir_I}(Ivcz,j’ ¢nm|lfb,j)-
n>j n>j n=j
tj = 1121(3%>a d)nm‘AJT'L)v q; = ligl(ln,jv"/)nmun,j) and bj = 171113([73,]‘, 1/}nm\]fl’j)-

n>j n>j n=j
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where I, j = tejle[mﬂ (C([o,1])) @ M[mn](C’(T)) and IL = Z@%M[mi] (C([0,1])) are complementary
of one another in A, and B, .

(i) The sets of simple ideals of A and B are respectively {s;};>1 and {t;};>1.

(i) We have p; = ZQ:Bisi and q; = ZEE{‘[Z

(itt) Both a; and b; are ideals of A and B respectively and

A= a; D p;.
B = bj (&%) Qj.
Proof. This is done similarly as in the proof of [5, Theorem 3.2]. m]

Not only has it been proved in [I9] that A and B agree at the level of the (original) Elliott
invariant, but also it has been stated that they agree at the level of the Cuntz semigroup. Even
though this statement is true, we would like to offer a proof of this, via an approximate intertwining
argument.

In [4], an approximate intertwining theorem has been developed only for specific Cu-semigroups
termed uniformly-based. Later on in [8], this technique has been generalized to the entire category
Cu and also to the category Cu*. Even though the theorems have been stated in great generality

using the finite-set comparison, we can restate them in our specific case as follows.

Theorem 4.3. [4, Theorem 3.16] - [8, Theorem 3.17]. Let (S;, 045), (T3, 7i;) be inductive sequences
in the category Cu®.
Assume that there are Cu*-morphisms a;: S; — Ty and B;: T; — Si+1 together with a metric d*
such that
d*(Bi oy, 04541) < 1/2i and  d* (a1 0 Bi, Tiiv1) < 1/2i

Then there exists a Cu*-isomorphism between Uim(S;, o;) ~ lim(T;, 745).
— —
Lemma 4.4. Letn > 1. We compute that

dcu (Cu(qunJrl)v Cu(wZnJrl)) = dé}u(cuKl ((bZnJrl)a CHKI (’l/);rzanrl)) S 1/Tn

Proof. First, let us compute the Cu-distance. Let U C T be an open set. Let ky € N be the number
of elements of the set {exp(i/ry,) |1 < i <, — 1} belonging to U. We compute that

ku < Cu(@pni)(1o)(@t), Cu(¥npsr)(1u)(t) < ku + 2.

Further, we either have that Uy, = T or else, ku,, = ku + 2. In both cases, we obtain the

following inequalities for any open set U C T

Cu(¢n,1)(lv) < Cu(¥y,41)(v,,) and  Cu(yy,,,)(lv) < Culdp,i1)(1u,,)-

Second, let us compute the Cu*-distance. Let U C T be an open set. We easily see that ky, Jon > 0.
Therefore, we compute that for any U C T

Cu(¢)(1U1/Tn )5 Cu(“/’)(lUl/m) > ]]-[0,1] .

Let us write 24 = Cu(¢)(1v),ya = Cu(é)(1y,,,, ) and similarly we write x5 = Cu(¥)(1v),y5 =
Cu(¢)(1v,,,, ). We know that Ky (1y,) ~ Ki(Iy,) ~ {0}. Therefore, the fiber diagram of Cu(¢) and
Cu(%) at coordinates (1y, 1y, ) trivially commutes, which ends the proof. mi
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Theorem 4.5. We have the following isomorphisms.

(i) Cu(A) ~ Cu(B).

(ii) Cuk, (A) ~ Cuk, (B). In particular, A and B agree at the level of Ko and K;.
Furthermore, any (scaled) Cu-isomorphism ay: Cu(A) ~ Cu(B) maps p; — q;, for all j > 1.

Proof. To prove (i) and (ii), we note that A, = B, and that ¢, ., = ¢, ., for all n € N and
all # < n 41 such that ¢ # n. Therefore we can apply the approximate intertwining theorem with
identity maps between the sequences involved and the computation obtained in the previous lemma.

Now, consider any scaled Cu-isomorphism ag: Cu(A) ~ Cu(B). Observe that Cu(l) ~ Cu(ly,).
In particular, we have an isomorphism Cu(l). ~ Cu(l,,). between their monoids of compact el-
ements. In the stable rank one context, this implies that Ko(I) ~ K;(I,,). Furthermore, simple
ideals of A are mapped to simple ideals of B and it is readily computed that for all j > 1

Ko(sj) = Kolt;) ~ 2.
Dy

Therefore, 0, maps s; — t; and ag maps [1,] — [14,].
Finally, we observe that [14] = va;ll [15,] + [1y,] for any j. Similarly for B. Again, in the stable

Sj

rank one context, it is well-known that Cu(A) and Cu(B) have cancellation of compact elements.
(See e.g. [25, Theorem 4.3].) As a result, we deduce that ag([1,,]) = [1,,] for any j > 1. mi

Theorem 4.6. Let j > 1. Consider the canonical embeddings L34: pj — A and Lf: q; — B.

(i) {Kl(L?)}jZl are simultaneously Nielsen-Thomsen diagonalisable.

(it) {K1(tP)}j>1 are not simultaneously Nielsen- Thomsen diagonalisable.

[4,7]—1-times
. . . /—A_\

Proof. (i) Let j > 1. We define u; := diag(idr, 1,...,1 )& M;;(C(T)) and we denote by C; the
Nielsen-Thomsen basis of p; induced by the section s;: 1z — ¢jo0(u;). Let us check that Ky (¢4!) is
diagonalisable in the bases Cj,Ci. By it is enough to have that

AP ) =0 in H(B),

This is readily deduced from the partial *~homomorphisms defining the connecting maps of A.
(i) Let j > 1. Observe that B = q1 2 q; 2 qj4+1 and that 0 = by C b; C bj44. Combined with
LCemma 4.7 (i), we deduce that
9;: qj Lb—g B b; is the zero morphism for any 1 <i < j.
J

Now, assume that Kl(L]-B) is diagonalisable. By [Corollary 2.7] there exist sections s;, s1 of Kq(q;) —»
Ki(a;),K1(B) -» K;(B) respectively, such that the following diagram commutes for any 1 <i < j
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Therefore, if we assume that {K; (LJB)} j>1 are simultaneously diagonalisable in Nielsen-Thomsen
bases {C;};, this would imply that K, (7;)o0s; is trivial for all¢ > 1, where s, is the section induced by
C1. However, it has been computed in [19, pp. 73-74], that for any section s; and any representative
u € B of s1(1z), we can find m € N big enough such that ||K;(m,,) o s1(1z)|| > 3 which leads to a

contradiction. m]
Corollary 4.7. There is no Cu”-isomorphism between Cug (A) and Cug (B).

Proof. Assume that there exists a Cu™-isomorphism a: Cug (A) — Cug (A4). We know that

a induces a Cu-isomorphism ag: Cu(A) — Cu(B), which in turn induces a lattice isomorphism

0o, Lat(A) ~ Lat(B). Furthermore, by [Theorem 4.5 we know that 6., (p;) = q; for any j > 1.
Now, by the properties of the Cuk-constructions recalled in [Theorem 3.2] (ii)/(ii’) -see also [T,

Theorem 4.5]-, we know that the following diagram is commutative with exact rows

0 — Cu(pj) — Cug, (rj) —= Ki(p;) —=0

SR

0 —— Cu(qj) —_— Cuﬁ1 (C[j) — Kl(q]') —0
where the vertical arrows are isomorphisms in their respective categories obtained via restriction.
In particular, we obtain that

K (p;) ~ Ki(a;) for any j > 1

El(L;‘)l liluf)

K (A) —= K (B)

from which we deduce that

commutes. Nevertheless, by [Theorem 4.6 we know that {Kl(Lf)}j are simultaneously Nielsen-

Thomsen diagonalisable while {Kl(L]-B )}; are not, which leads to a contradiction. mi

B. The Robert example(s) revisited. In [6] the author has exposed a pair of non-unitarily
equivalent *-homomorphisms from C(T). (This was based on private communication with L.
Robert.) The original distinction relied on the information given by de la Harpe-Skandalis de-
terminant of the identity map, we intend to generalize these constructions and (re)state similar
results via our methods. We also obtain additional information on this family by measuring how
far these *-homomorphisms are from one another with respect to the metric d.

We start by recalling the construction of the first pair *-homomorphisms exposed in [6, Section
4.A].

e Construction of the unitary elements of C([0,1]) ® Mas. Recall that Mz~ can be written
as the inductive limit of (Man, ¢nm )n Where ¢ppi1 @ Man — Mot sends a — (¢ ,).
For any n € N we consider the following unitary element of Man

1
e2im /2™

Wy, 1=

eZirr(Zn —1)/2™
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It can be argued that the sequence (¢no0(wy))n converges towards a unitary w € Mae with full
spectrum. (See [6, 4.A].) Finally, we define unitary elements of C([0,1]) ® Ma~ for any k € N as
follows

up 1= 1pp,) @ w and U = e2imkidion) @ qp

inducing *-homomorphisms ¢, : C(T) — C([0, 1]) ® M3~ mapping idr to uj respectively.

Theorem 4.8. We compute that
* — = |k — 1|
dCu (CuK1 ((puk )a CU-K1 ((puz )) =0 and b(Kl(@uk)’ Kl((puz )) = T
Proof. Let k,l € N and n € N. We consider ug,, := e2mkido.1) @ qp,, and Uy p = e2mlidpoa) @ qp,,. We

proceed similarly as in the proof of [6, 4.A] to compute that

dCu(Cu((puk,n)a Cu(‘Puz,n)) < 1/2n'

Now, let U C T be an open set. It is readily observed that the ideals generated by Cu(yw, ,)(1v_ )
and Cu(py, , )(1y_, ) are equal to A. Combined with the fact that A has trivial K;-group, we deduce
that the fiber diazgnram of Cu(py, ) and Cu(epy, ) at coordinates (1y, 1y, ) trivially commutes.
This yields 2"

déu(cuKl (Sﬁuk,n)v Cuk, (‘Puz,n )) < 1/2n
We remark that for any k € N, dy ((id ®@noo) (Uk,n ), k) = 0. We now deduce the first computa-
tion by a standard argument.

Next, let us compute the distance d between Ki (g, ) and Kj (¢, ). First, it is immediate that
Ki(pu,) = Ki(py,) is the zero-morphism. Also, we know that dcy(Cu(py, ), Cu(py,)) = 0, which
implies that d(H(¢y, ), H(w,)) = 0 by [Theorem 3.14 Now, let us fix Cy to be the canonical Nielsen-
Thomsen basis of C(T) and let D be any Nielsen-Thomsen basis of A.

Observe that Re,p (uy s pu,): Z — H(A) sends 1z — A(¢ ) = A(ug)—A(w). Furthermore,

0 u

it is well-known that Aff Ty (A) ~ C([0,1],R) and that Ko(A) ~ N[1]. We deduce that
H(A) ~ C([0,1],R)/{constant functions}.

Finally, standard arguments show that the quotient-norm in C([0,1],R)/{constant functions} is
given by [[f]]| = 4(max (t) — min f(£)) for any f € C(0, 1], R)

Now, let C' := 7ar(hyw) € R, where 75 is the unique trace on Mo and h,, € M~ is any
2imh

self-adjoint element such that e*™"» = w. The computations done in [0, 4.A] give us that

A(uk) = [t — C' + kt]H(A)
for any k € N from which we deduce the second computation. O

As an immediate consequence, we conclude the following behaviour for the family {y,, }x of

*-homomorphisms from C(T) to A.

Corollary 4.9. The *~homomorphisms {¢u, }r all agree on the Cuntz semigroup and the unitary
Cuntz semigroup. Yet, they are pairwise not approrimately unitarily equivalent.

More particularly, for any distinct k,l € N, the *~homomorphisms @, and @, are distinguished
by the Hausdorffized algebraic Ki-group.

(And a fortiori, by the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup.)
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C. A novel example. We end the manuscript with a novel example that illustrates the necessity
of the Hausdorffized unitary Cuntz semigroup in order to classify *-homomorphisms from C(T). We
exhibit a pair of unitary elements u, v of an Al-algebra A whose induced *-homomorphisms ¢, @,
are shown to agree on both the unitary Cuntz semigroup and the Hausdorffized algebraic K;-group.
(This, in turn, implies that they coincide on the Cuntz semigroup and the K;-group.) Nevertheless,
vy and ¢, are not approximately unitarily equivalent, as they are distinguished by the Hausdorffized
unitary Cuntz semigroup and thereby, showcases its ability to distinguish *-homomorphisms that

cannot be separated by any of the other invariants considered in this study.

e Construction of A and its unitary elements. Let us consider A to be the unital Al-algebra
obtained as the inductive limit of (C([0,1]) ® Mar, pnnt1)nen where ¢pni1: C([0,1]) @ Man —
C([0,1]) © Mans1 sends f —» (f [0 )-

Let us consider two piecewise-linear functions f, g: [0,1] — R as follows.

(i) Set f(0) =0, f(3) =%, f(1) = 0 and define f to be linear between these points.

(i) Set g(0) =0, g(3) =0, g(1) =0, g(3) = %, g(2) = 1 and define g to be linear between these
points.

For any n € N we consider the following diagonal unitary elements of C([0,1]) ® Man.
Uy = diag(e%rf, Ay ey Agn=1_1 p, eI eI L, eiﬂ')\Qn—l_Ln) and Un = e uy,

where Ay ,, 1= (62”’“/2”71)% forany 1 <k <21 —1.

As in the previous example, it can be argued that dy(@nm(un), um) < 1/2771 —1/2m=1 (See
also the original argument in [0, 4.A]. Roughly speaking, both ¢, (u,) and u,, have the same
two ‘moving’ eigenvalues and their ‘fixed’ eigenvalues can be paired to be at distance at most
127"t —1/2m-1)

Consequently, the sequence (@noo (un))n is Cauchy for dyy and hence, converges towards a unitary
element u in A. Similarly the sequence (¢noo(vn))n converges towards a unitary element v in A and
we observe that sp(u) = sp(v) = [1,e2™/4 U [~1,e"27/4] C T.

Theorem 4.10. We compute that

d¢, (Cuk, (u), Cuk, (pv)) = 0
b(ﬁl(@U)aﬁl((pv)) =0
2 (Cug, (vu), Cug, (p0)) > 1/8
As a consequence, @, and p, are not approximately unitarily equivalent even though they agree

on the unitary Cuntz semigroup and the Hausdorffized algebraic Ki-group.
Proof. We proceed similarly as in the previous example and the proof of [6, 4.A] to compute that
dcu(Cu(pu, ), Cu(py, ) < 1/2n_1-

Let U C T be an open set. We write V := U L
by Cu(py, ,)(1v) and Cu(g,, , )(1y) are either trivial or equal to A. Combined with the fact both

the trivial algebra and A have trivial K;-groups, we obtain that

. It is readily observed that the ideals generated

d&y (Cuk, (¢u, ), Cux, (pu,)) < 1/2771

from which the first computation follows.
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For the second computation, observe that v = e™v and therefore we immediately obtain that

A(u) = A(v). Combined with the fact that K (¢, ) and Ki(p,) are trivial and that d(H(y, ), H(p,)) =
0 since dcy(Cu(py), Cu(py)) = 0, then we conclude that

D(Kl(@u)v K1 (901;)) = 0.

For the third computation, let us write a := Cug (¢u) and 3 := Cug (¢p,). Similarly, we write
an = Cug (¢u,) and B, := Cug (pv,). Recall that a = (ao, {ar}rerat,(a)) where ag := Cu(pu)
and ay := K (1 RN I,,). Similarly for 3, a, and fy,.

We consider the ideal of C'(T) generated by the element z := L1, e2im/ay € Lsc(T, N) that we write
I. Observe that I,, = I,, = I,, =1, = A. Therefore, for any y € Lsc(T,N) such that z < y,
the fiber diagram of « and § at coordinates (x,y) falls down to

ar

Br

Similarly for the fiber diagram of «,, and 3, at coordinates (x,y).

We aim to compute a (non-zero) lower-bound m > 0 for d(«y, 8r). By this will
in turn imply that dg, ,(Cug, (¢u), Cug (¢u)) > m/4. First, observe that it is enough to find a

lower-bound for d((cw, )1, (Bn)1) for some n € N big enough, since we have that

d((an )1, (Bn)r1) < b(ﬁl(qﬁnoo) o (an)
b(alaﬁl(d)noo) o (
2e + D(O&],ﬂ]).

I, Kl(¢noo) © (ﬁn)f)
o)1) + d(ar, Br) + d(Br, Ki(dnoo) © (Bn)1)

IN

IN

Then, to compute d((ap )1, (Bn)1), we proceed similarly as in the previous example to compute that
A((un)r) = [t = C + 4f]may and A((vn)1) = [t = C’ + 4g]u(a), for some constants C,C’ € R. We
finally deduce that d((a,)r, (Bn)1) > 2 (max4(f — g)(t) —min4(f — g)(t)) = 1/2 and hence, the last

computation.
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