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Abstract

Let K1 ⊂ H and K2 ⊂ H be half-sided modular inclusions in a com-
mon standard subspace H . We prove that the inclusion K1 ⊂ K2 holds
if and only if we have an inclusion of spectral subspaces of the generators
of the positive one-parameter groups associated to the half-sided modular
inclusions K1 ⊂ H and K2 ⊂ H . From this we give a characterization
of this situation in terms of (operator valued) symmetric inner functions.
We illustrate these characterizations with some examples of non-trivial
phenomena occurring in this setting.

1 Introduction

Tomita-Takesaki modular theory has become an important tool in the analysis
of quantum field theory: it has found application through its close relation to
KMS states [Tak70, Ch. 13], to separation properties of field theories [BDL90],
in the context of the Bisognano-Wichmann theorem [BGL02] and to black hole
physics [Wit22], among others (see for example [Bor00] for a review of some
applications). In the context of modular theory and quantum field theory, a
situation of prominent interest is the half-sided modular inclusion. An inclusion
of von Neumann algebras A ⊂ B is half-sided modular if they have a common
standard vector Ω and satisfy

∆−it
A,ΩB∆it

A,Ω ⊂ B for t ≥ 0.

(here t 7→ ∆it
A,Ω is the modular group of A with respect to Ω, see Example 2.7).

Physically, such inclusions appear for example in the context of light cones
in thermal states [BY99], light cones in vacuum states for massless theories
[Buc78], subregions of Rindler wedges [Bor96; MTW21], or spacetimes with a
horizon [Jef19; LL23]. In addition, half-sided modular inclusions have turned
out to be instrumental in the construction and analysis of chiral conformal field
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theories [LW10; Wie93a; GLW98] and establishment of energy inequalities like
the QNEC [CF20; MTW21; HL25].

In the above-mentioned examples, modular theory is applied to a von Neu-
mann algebraA and standard vector Ω. The most general setting in which mod-
ular theory can be applied, however, is the setting of standard subspaces: closed,
real subspaces H inside a complex Hilbert space H such that H ∩ iH = {0} and
H + iH = H. The standard subspace HA,Ω := AsaΩ associated to A and Ω
is then just one particular example. By focussing on those properties essential
to modular theory, results in the theory often become clearer when they are
formulated in terms of standard subspaces. On top of this, standard subspaces
that do not necessarily come from a von Neumann algebra have been applied to
the construction of QFT models [LL14; CdSL23] and in the investigation into
entropy of coherent excitations [Cio+21; LM24].

As inclusions of operator algebras play an important role in (algebraic) quan-
tum field theory, there is also a strong interest in inclusions of standard sub-
spaces and their relation to modular theory and representation theory (e.g.
[BGL02; NÓ21; Cio+21; Ada+24]). In many cases where half-sided modular
inclusions appear, the structure of inclusions takes the form of many smaller
algebras (or standard subspaces) that lie half-sidedly in some fixed larger al-
gebra corresponding to a (local) environment region; examples of this include
light cones in the quasi-local algebra [BY99] or null cuts inside a Rindler wedge
[MTW21]. Although the representation theory of a single half-sided modular
inclusion is relatively simple (due to the Stone-von Neumann uniqueness the-
orem, see Theorem 2.18), how different half-sided modular inclusions relate to
each other is not so obvious. In particular, the possible relative positions of
standard subspaces K1 and K2 that form a half-sided modular inclusion within
a common standard subspace H are currently unknown.

In this article we characterize when two standard subspaces K1 and K2 that
lie as half-sided modular inclusions in a common environment standard sub-
space H form an inclusion. We do this by switching perspective to standard
pairs, which are pairs (H,U) of a positively generated one-parameter group U
and a standard subspace H such that U(s)H ⊂ H for s ≥ 0. This structure
is known to be equivalent to a half-sided modular inclusion, and two half-sided
modular inclusions K1 ⊂ H and K2 ⊂ H satisfy K1 ⊂ K2 if and only if their
associated standard pairs (H,U1) and (H,U2) satisfy U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H . We
show that K1 ⊂ K2 is equivalent to an inclusion of spectral subspaces of the
generators of U1 and U2 (Theorem 3.1), translating the problem from an inclu-
sion of standard subspaces (which can be quite subtle, see for example [FG00]
and [CdSL23]) to an inclusion of complex subspaces, which is much simpler. An
earlier investigation in the context of von Neumann algebras into the relation
between inclusions U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H and the unitary one-parameter groups
U1 and U2 is contained in [Bor97]. There, the inclusion is characterized by an
inequality of the semigroups s 7→ Uj(is) for s ≥ 0, j = 1, 2. Our methods result
in a simpler proof of this characterization, but also expand the results signifi-
cantly; a comparison between our results and those in [Bor97] can be found in
Remark 3.2.
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We then apply the representation theory of standard pairs to this result,
and thereby show that K1 ⊂ K2 if and only if there is a representation where
K1 and K2 differ by an operator-valued inner function (Proposition 4.7). In
the case where K1 ⊂ H and K2 ⊂ H induce irreducible standard pairs, this
reduces to K1 = ϕ(ln∆H)K2 for a symmetric inner function ϕ : C− → C

(Corollary 4.3). We also use these characterizations to provide examples that
illustrate some nontrivial phenomena that can occur (Example 4.5 and 4.6).
The characterizations in terms of analytic functions are somewhat reminiscent
of the characterizations of endomorphisms of standard pairs given in [LW10].
In Remark 4.8 we explain the differences and similarities.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the topics re-
quired for the results in this paper, and adapt some standard results to our con-
text. In Section 3 we prove the equivalence of the inclusion U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H
of the standard pairs (H,U1) and (H,U2) to the inclusion of spectral subspaces
of the generators of U1 and U2, which is the main result of this paper (Theorem
3.1). In Section 4 we use the representation theory of the canonical commutation
relations to prove the characterizations in terms of (operator valued) symmetric
inner functions.

We only consider the mathematical structure of half-sided modular inclu-
sions, and give no direct physical applications of the structural results in this
paper, leaving them to be discussed elsewhere. In general we expect there to
be many applications, given the generality of the results and the many closely
related physical applications as explained above.

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank G. Lechner for his many helpful comments and suggestions
during the writing of this article.

2 Modular theory, standard subspaces and their

inclusions

We first introduce some of the concepts that play a role in the main results for
the convenience of the reader and to fix some notation. A more comprehensive
exposition on these topics can be found in [Lon08, Ch. 3], [NÓ17], [BR87a, Ch.
2], [BR87b, Ch. 5.2] and [Der06]. We advise the more experienced reader to
continue to the main results starting in Section 3.

We introduce some general notation:

C+ := {z ∈ C | 0 < Im(z)} (M [f ]ψ)(θ) := f(θ)ψ(θ)

C− := {z ∈ C | Im(z) < 0} (C[φ]ψ)(θ) := (φ ∗ ψ)(θ)

Sα := {z ∈ C | 0 < Im(z) < α} (Fψ)(λ) := 1√
2π

∫

R

ψ(θ)e−iλθ dθ

In addition, throughout this article Pj (respectively P ) will be the self-adjoint
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generator of the strongly continuous one-parameter group Uj for j = 1, 2 (re-
spectively U).

2.1 Standard subspaces

Definition 2.1. Let H be a (complex) Hilbert space. A real subspace H ⊂ H
is called cyclic if H + iH is dense in H and separating if H ∩ iH = {0}. It
is called standard if it is cyclic and separating. If H ⊂ H is standard, the
operator

SH : H + iH → H + iH, h1 + ih2 7→ h1 − ih2

is called the Tomita operator.

For any set A ⊂ H we write A′ = {ψ ∈ H | ∀a ∈ A : Im〈ψ, a〉 = 0} for the
symplectic complement. It is an easy exercise to show that H is cyclic (resp.
separating) if and only if H ′ is separating (resp. cyclic). In particular, if H is
standard, then H ′ is also standard.

Theorem 2.2 (Tomita-Takesaki theorem, [Tak70] [Lon08, Ch. 3]). Let H ⊂ H
be a standard subspace.

a) The map SH is a closed anti-linear operator, with S∗
H = SH′ .

b) The map SH has polar decomposition SH = JH∆
1
2

H where JH is an anti-
unitary involution and ∆H is a positive operator such that ker∆H = {0},
and we have JH′ = JH and ∆H′ = ∆−1

H .

c) We have
JHH = H ′, ∆it

HH = H for all t ∈ R

and JH∆HJH = ∆−1
H .

Definition 2.3. The operators JH and ∆H are called the modular conjuga-

tion and themodular operator ofH , respectively. The unitary one-parameter
group t 7→ ∆it

H is called the modular group of H .

Clearly, we can recover the standard subspace H from SH by considering
{ψ ∈ domSH | SHψ = ψ}. In this way one can show that there is actually a
one-to-one correspondence between closed anti-linear involutions and standard
subspaces [Lon08, Prop. 3.2]. On the other hand, given an anti-unitary involu-
tion J and a positive operator ∆ such that J∆J = ∆−1, one can define a closed
anti-linear involution by S = J∆

1
2 , and this also turns out to be a one-to-one

correspondence [Lon08, Cor. 3.5]. We therefore see that a standard subspace
is completely determined by its modular objects. In Examples 2.4 and 2.5 we
make use of this fact to define some standard subspaces.

Example 2.4. LetH0 = L2(R, dθ) be the L2 space with respect to the Lebesgue
measure. We construct a standard subspace H0 ⊂ H0 by specifying its modular
objects, namely

(∆it
H0
ψ)(θ) := ψ(θ − 2πt), (JH0

ψ)(θ) := ψ(θ)
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so that
H0 := {ψ ∈ dom∆

1
2

H0
| ∆

1
2

H0
ψ = JH0

ψ}.

More concretely, in [LL14, Lemma 4.1] it is shown that ψ ∈ dom∆
1
2

H0
if and

only if it is the boundary value (in terms of the L2-norm) of an analytic function
on Sπ, such that ψ(θ + iy) ∈ L2(R, dθ) for all 0 < y < π (that is, ψ is included
in the Hardy space H2(Sπ)). If ψ ∈ H0, then in addition to the above, one has
ψ(θ + πi) = ψ(θ) for almost all θ ∈ R. Note that the von Neumann algebra
generated by the ∆it

H0
is maximally abelian, as can clearly be seen in Example

2.5.

Example 2.5. By Fourier transforming all the objects in 2.4, we can construct
a standard subspace H̃0 := FH0 ⊂ H0 with modular data

(∆it
H̃0

ψ)(λ) = e−2πtλiψ(λ), (JH̃0
ψ)(λ) = ψ(−λ)

so that ψ ∈ H̃0 if and only if

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2πλ|ψ(λ)|2 dλ <∞ and e−πλψ(λ) = ψ(−λ).

We note that in this realisation it is clear that the von Neumann algebra {∆it
H̃0

|
t ∈ R}′′ = L∞(R) is maximally abelian (i.e. is equal to its own commutant).
This means in particular that any operator that commutes with all ∆it

H̃0

is of

the form f(ln∆H̃0
) for some measurable function f : R → R.

We now make a brief remark on general inclusions of standard subspaces
K ⊂ H . In principle, this is a question of extensions of closed operators SK ⊂
SH . However, as is typical for modular theory, we can translate the problem
to a problem in complex analysis, which we do in Proposition 2.6. For this,
we need a notion of analyticity for functions that take values in B(H). There
are a priori three obvious ways to interpret the derivative of such a function
(in the norm topology, strong operator topology and weak operator topology)
but we note that by [HP48, Sec. 3.9] they are all equivalent. In this paper we
will therefore not make a distinction and simply write ‘analytic’. Whenever we
write ‘so-continuous’ we mean continuous is the strong operator topology.

Proposition 2.6 ([Bor99, Thm. 2.5], [AZ05, Thm 2.12]). Let K,H ⊂ H be
standard subspaces. Then K ⊂ H if and only if the map

F : R → B(H), t 7→ ∆−it
H ∆it

K

extends to a bounded so-continuous function on S 1
2
, analytic in S 1

2
such that

F (t+ i
2 ) = ∆−it

H JHJK∆it
K , t ∈ R.
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Example 2.7. A very important example of standard subspaces are those con-
structed from a von Neumann algebra A ⊂ B(H) and a standard (i.e. cyclic
and separating) vector Ω ∈ H for A. One defines

HA,Ω := {AΩ | A ∈ A, A∗ = A}

We will denote the modular objects of HA,Ω as ∆it
A,Ω and JA,Ω.

It should be noted that this assignment ‘forgets’ some information about
the von Neumann algebra, as one can construct different von Neumann alge-
bras on the same Hilbert space with the same standard vector that have the
same modular objects (see e.g. [BLS10, Thm 3.5]). However, given some von
Neumann algebra A ⊂ B(H) (which one can consider as some kind of environ-
ment) and standard vector Ω ∈ H, it is the case that any sub-von Neumann
algebras B1,B2 ⊂ A so that Ω is also standard for B1 and B2 satisfy B1 ⊂ B2

if and only if HB1,Ω ⊂ HB2,Ω [Lon08, Prop. 3.24 (a)]. In other words, for any
given von Neumann algebra A ⊂ B(H) and standard vector Ω ∈ H for A, the
map

{B ⊂ B(H) VNA | B ⊂ A, Ω std. for B} → {H ⊂ HA,Ω | H std. subsp.}

given by B 7→ HB,Ω is injective.

2.2 Half-sided modular inclusions and standard pairs

Next we introduce the connection between half-sided modular inclusions and
standard pairs, starting with the latter.

Definition 2.8. A standard pair is a pair (H,U) of a standard subspace
H ⊂ H and a positively generated strongly continuous one-parameter group
U : R → U(H) such that

U(s)H ⊂ H for s ≥ 0.

A standard pair is called non-degenerate if U has no invariant vectors other
than 0.

In particular, a standard pair induces a family of inclusions of standard
subspaces, namely U(s)H ⊂ H for all s ≥ 0. The above definition is also
sometimes referred to as a positive standard pair, to differentiate it from the
same definition but for s ≤ 0, which is then called a negative standard pair. In
this article we will only be dealing with positive standard pairs.

Theorem 2.9 (Borchers’ theorem, [Bor92, Thm. II.9] [Flo98, Thm. 1]). Let
(H,U) be a standard pair. Then

∆it
HU(s)∆−it

H = U(e−2πts) and JHU(s)JH = U(−s)

This result means that the inclusions U(s)H ⊂ H for s ≥ 0 have the following
interesting property: for t ≥ 0 one sees that

∆−it
H U(s)H = U(e2πts)H = U(s)U((e2πt − 1)s)H ⊂ U(s)H
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since (e2πt − 1)s ≥ 0 for t ≥ 0 and s ≥ 0. We can formulate this property using
only modular theory:

Definition 2.10. Let K ⊂ H and H ⊂ H be standard subspaces, and K ⊂ H .
This inclusion is called a half-sided modular inclusion if

∆−it
H K ⊂ K for all t ≥ 0.

We call a half-sided modular inclusion K ⊂ H non-degenerate if

⋂

t≥0

∆−it
H K = {0}

As with the definition of a standard pair, one sometimes wants to differenti-
ate positive and negative half-sided modular inclusions; for this article, we will
only use the definition given above.

As remarked above, from Borchers’ theorem one can easily see that stan-
dard pairs define half-sided modular inclusions. What is surprising, is that this
process can be reversed:

Theorem 2.11 ([Wie93b, Thm. 3] [AZ05, Thm. 2.1]). Let K ⊂ H ⊂ H be a
half-sided modular inclusion. Then the identity

U(1− e−2πt) := ∆it
K∆−it

H

can be extended to a positively generated one-parameter group U : R → U(H)
such that (H,U) is a standard pair and K = U(1)H.

So we see that there is a one-to-one correspondence between standard pairs
and half-sided modular inclusions. However, it is not always straightforward
to concretely calculate one structure when given the other; in particular one
can in principle check whether an inclusions of standard subspaces K ⊂ H is
a half-sided modular inclusion by only having concrete information about ∆it

H

(as is for example the case when considering a standard vector associated to a
KMS-state on a von Neumann algebra) and not actually calculating ∆it

K , which
is in general hard. For this reason, it is good to know that non-degeneracy of
a half-sided modular inclusion (which can be checked knowing only the interac-
tion between K and ∆it

H) and non-degeneracy of standard pairs (which can be
checked knowing only the one-parameter group U) are actually equivalent, as
the name suggests:

Proposition 2.12. A half-sided modular inclusion K ⊂ H is non-degenerate if
and only if its associated standard pair (as in Theorem 2.11) is non-degenerate.

Proof. Let (H,U) be the standard pair associated to K ⊂ H , and let π be
the projection onto kerP , where P is the generator of U . We first prove that
H ∩ kerP = πH .

We note that by Theorem 2.9 for ψ ∈ kerP we have

U(s)∆it
Hψ = ∆it

HU(e2πts)ψ = ∆it
Hψ

7



and U(s)JHψ = JHU(−s)ψ = JHψ. So ∆it
H and JH commute with π. For

ϕ, ψ ∈ dom∆
1
2

H we note that the analytic functions z 7→ 〈∆iz
Hψ, πϕ〉 and z 7→

〈πψ,∆−iz
H ϕ〉 on S 1

2
have the same boundary values on R, so they must be equal.

In particular we get 〈∆
1
2

Hψ, πϕ〉 = 〈πψ,∆
1
2

Hϕ〉, so because ∆
1
2

H is self-adjoint, we
have

π dom∆
1
2

H = dom∆
1
2

H ∩ kerP.

Because π commutes with J , we then have H ∩ kerP = πH .
We also note that because U(s)H is a decreasing family of standard sub-

spaces and U(1)H = K, we have that

⋂

s∈R

U(s)H =
⋂

s≥0

U(s)H =
⋂

t≥0

∆−it
H K.

Now first suppose kerP 6= {0}. Because H + iH is dense in H, we have that
πH 6= {0}. This means that

{0} 6= πH = H ∩ kerP ⊂
⋂

s≥0

U(s)H =
⋂

t≥0

∆−it
H K

so K ⊂ H is degenerate.
Next, we suppose that we have nonzero h ∈ ⋂t≥0 ∆

−it
H K. Then U(s)h ∈ H

for all s ∈ R, so for all h′ ∈ H ′ we have that 〈h′, U(s)h〉 = 〈U(s)h, h′〉 for all
s ∈ R. So because U has a positive generator, the function

s 7→ 〈h′, U(s)h〉 = 〈h, U(−s)h′〉

can be extended to an entire bounded function, so it is constant. This means
that for all s ∈ R and all ψ ∈ H ′ + iH ′, we have 〈ψ,U(s)h〉 = 〈ψ, h〉. Since
H ′ + iH ′ is dense, this means that h ∈ kerP .

Example 2.13. We can enhance the standard subspace defined in Example 2.4
by the unitary one-parameter group defined by

(U0(s)ψ)(θ) = eie
θsψ(θ).

Clearly, U0 is positively generated. Since the function

R ∋ θ 7→ (U0(s)ψ)(θ + iy) = ei cos(y)e
θse− sin(y)eθsψ(θ)

lies in L2(R), we have that U0(s)H0 ⊂ H0 for all s ≥ 0.

Example 2.14. For s ∈ R \ {0}, we see that

Ts :=
1√
2π

F [θ 7→ eise
θ

] =
1

2
δ +

1

2π
P
(
eiλ ln(−is)Γ(−iλ)

)

where P denotes the principal value at λ = 0, and the Fourier transform is
taken in a distributional sense; a proof of this fact can be found in Appendix
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A. Because M [eise
θ

] is unitary for all s ∈ R, this means that C[Ts] : C
∞
c (R) →

C∞
c (R) can be L2-continuously extended to a unitary map Ũ0(s) : L2(R) →

L2(R), which satisfies Ũ0(s) = FU0(s)F∗. From this it is clear that (H̃0, Ũ0) is

a standard pair (here H̃0 is defined in Example 2.5).

Example 2.15. Given a von Neumann algebraA ⊂ B(H) with standard vector
Ω, and a von Neumann algebra B ⊂ A, we call the inclusion B ⊂ A a half-sided
modular inclusion if Ω is standard for B and

∆−it
A,ΩB∆it

A,Ω ⊂ B, t ≥ 0.

As we noted in Example 2.7, since both B and ∆−it
A,ΩB∆it

A,Ω lie inside A, they
form an inclusion if and only if their standard subspaces form an inclusion; so
given an inclusion B ⊂ A, it is a half-sided modular inclusion if and only if
HB,Ω ⊂ HA,Ω is a half-sided modular inclusion. Given a von Neumann algebra
A and standard vector Ω, we therefore have an injective map

{B | B ⊂ A HSMI} → {H | H ⊂ HA,Ω HSMI}.

Also in this restricted setting, this map is not necessarily surjective. If H ⊂
HA,Ω is a half-sided modular inclusion, then the associated standard pair (HA,Ω, U)
gives a unitary U(1) such that H = U(1)HA,Ω; this clearly is the standard sub-
space associated to the von Neumann algebra U(1)AU(−1). What is a priori
not clear, however, is whether U(1)AU(−1) ⊂ A. In [Dav96] a sufficient condi-
tion is given for this to be the case.

2.3 Representation theory of standard pairs

Standard pairs are closely related to representations of the canonical commuta-
tion relations. To see how we can retrieve such a representation from standard
pairs, let (H,U) be a non-degenerate standard pair and P the generator of U .
By Theorem 2.9, we know that

exp(is∆it
HP∆

−it
H ) = ∆it

HU(s)∆−it
H = U(e−2πts) = exp(ie−2πtsP ).

Because the generator of a unitary one-parameter group is unique, we have
that ∆it

HP∆
−it
H = e−2πtP . Since U is non-degenerate, P does not have 0 as an

eigenvalue, and therefore by the functional calculus we can take the logarithm on
both sides. This gives ∆it

H ln(P )∆−it
H = ln(P )−2πt, or looking at the associated

one-parameter group,
∆it

HP
is∆−it

H = e−2πtsiP is.

We can recognise this as the Weyl form of the canonical commutation relations
(taking derivatives gives, at least formally, the form [ln∆H , lnP ] = 2πi). By the
Stone-von Neumann uniqueness theorem, up to unitary equivalence there is only
one irreducible representation of the Weyl relations, namely the one associated
to the standard pair defined in Example 2.4 and 2.13 (or the unitarily equivalent
2.5 and 2.14):
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Example 2.16. The generator for U0 defined in Example 2.13 is the multiplica-
tion operator P0 =M [eθ], so that lnP0 =M [θ]. On the other hand, taking the
derivative of the action (∆it

H0
ψ)(θ) = ψ(θ− 2πt) in t gives ln∆H0

= 2πi∂θ. Any
operator commuting with both taking derivatives as well as multiplication op-
erators, must be constant, so we see that this representation is irreducible. This
representation of the canonical commutation relations is called the Schrödinger
representation.

Example 2.17. The generator for Ũ0 defined in Example 2.14 can best be
calculated as the Fourier transform of P0 in Example 2.13. Since FM [θ]F∗ =

i∂λ, so dom P̃0 = H2(S1) and (P̃0ψ)(λ) = ψ(λ + i). That this is a positive
operator can also explicitly be seen from the contour shift

〈ψ, P̃0ψ〉 =
∫

R

ψ(λ)ψ(λ+ i) dλ =

∫

R

ψ(λ+ i/2)ψ(λ+ i/2) dλ

= ‖ψ(·+ i/2)‖22

Any non-degenerate standard pair is therefore up to unitary equivalence a
multiple of the Schrödinger representation. What remains is to fit the modular
conjugation into this picture. In Theorem 2.18 we realise the representation as a
tensor product between the irreducible representation and a multiplicity space;
we then show that the modular conjugation splits as JH0

on the irreducible
factor and an anti-linear involution JK on the multiplicity space. We do this by
guessing JK, and then showing that we are only a unitary away from the actual
anti-linear involution.

Theorem 2.18 (Stone-von Neumann uniqueness theorem, [vNe31] [BR87b,
Cor. 5.2.15] [Der06, Thm. 4]). Let (H,U) be a non-degenerate standard pair
inside the Hilbert space H. Then there exists a Hilbert space K, an antiunitary
involution JK on K and a unitary map V : H → H0 ⊗K such that

V∆it
HV∗ = ∆it

H0
⊗ 1, VJHV∗ = JH0

⊗ JK, VU(s)V∗ = U0(s)⊗ 1

where H0,∆
it
H0
, JH0

and U0(s) are defined as in Examples 2.4 and 2.13.

Proof. Let P be the (positive) generator of U , and P0 of U0. Then ∆it
H and P is

satisfy the Weyl relations, so by the Stone-von Neumann theorem [Der06, Thm.
4] there exists a Hilbert space K and a unitary map V : H → H0 ⊗K such that

V∆it
HV∗ = ∆it

H0
⊗ 1 and VP isV∗ = P is

0 ⊗ 1.

By the functional calculus, the latter implies VU(s)V∗ = U0(s)⊗ 1 for all s ∈ R.
We note that the commutant of the representation generated by ∆it

H0
and P is

0 is

C ·1H0
because of irreducibility, so if A ∈ B(H) commutes with all ∆it

H and P is,
then there must be a AK ∈ B(K) such that VAV∗ = 1⊗AK. By Theorem 2.9 we
know that JHU(s)JH = U(−s) and by Theorem 2.2 we have that JH∆it

HJH =
∆it

H . Similarly, JH0
U0(s)JH0

= U0(−s) and JH0
∆it

H0
JH0

= ∆it
H0

, so for any
anti-unitary involution JK the map (JH0

⊗JK)VJHV∗ is a unitary operator that

10



commutes with both ∆it
H0

⊗ 1 and U0(s) ⊗ 1 for t, s ∈ R, meaning that there is
a unitary operator UK ∈ U(K) such that

(JH0
⊗ JK)VJHV∗ = 1⊗ UK so VJHV∗ = JH0

⊗ JKUK.

Because JH is an involution, we must have that JKUK is also an involution.

Remark. Note that any two anti-unitary involutions are unitarily equivalent:
if J1 and J2 are anti-unitary involutions, then U := J1J2 is a unitary, which
satisfies J1U = J2 = J∗

2 = U∗J1, so J1UJ1 = U∗. Let f : {z ∈ C | |z| =
1} → [−π, π) be the argument function, so that U = eif(U). We also have
J1f(U)J1 = f(U∗) = −f(U). So define V = eif(U)/2; then J1V J1 = V ∗ and
V 2 = U , meaning that V ∗J1V = J1V

2 = J2. This means that we can modify
the V we get in Theorem 2.18 so that we can choose JK to be any anti-unitary
involution on K.

Remark. From the characterization in Theorem 2.18 we can read off some gen-
eral properties of standard pairs. For example, for any non-degenerate standard
pair (H,U) the generator P of U has no eigenvalues, because the generator of U0

has none. Also, we note that the representation is irreducible if and only if the
von Neumann algebra generated by ∆it

H is maximally abelian. More specifically,
we have the following:

Corollary 2.19. If (H,U1) and (H,U2) are non-degenerate standard pairs, than
their induced representations (as in Theorem 2.18) have the same multiplicity.

Proof. We identify L2(R) ⊗ H ∼= L2(R,H) for all Hilbert spaces H. If K1 is
the multiplicity space of (H,U1) and K2 for (H,U2), we have by Theorem 2.18
a unitary V : L2(R,K1) → L2(R,K2) such that V∆it

H̃0

⊗ 1K1
V∗ = ∆it

H̃0

⊗ 1K2
.

Therefore
V
(
χ[a,b] ⊗ 1K1

)
V∗ = χ[a,b] ⊗ 1K2

so V is given by multiplication with a function R → B(K1,K2). However,
because V is unitary, it must be unitary in almost each fibre, meaning that
K1

∼= K2.

3 Spectral characterization of inclusions of stan-

dard pairs

The main result of this paper is the following characterization of inclusions of
standard pairs by the inclusion of corresponding spectral subspaces:

Theorem 3.1. Let H ⊂ H be a standard subspace, and (H,U1) and (H,U2) be
non-degenerate standard pairs. Let also Ej be the spectral measure associated
to Pj for j = 1, 2. Then

E1[(0, 1)] ≤ E2[(0, 1)] ⇔ U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H

11



Remark 3.2. Before proving this result, we compare it to the characterization
of inclusions of half-sided modular inclusions in [Bor97]. There it is proven,
that for standard pairs of von Neumann algebras (A, U1) and (A, U2) (i.e. Uj is
positively generated and Uj(s)AUj(−s) ⊂ A for s ≥ 0) that U1(1)AU1(−1) ⊂
U2(1)AU2(−1) if and only if e−P1t ≤ e−P2t for all t ≥ 0 ([Bor97, Thm. 3.5]). The
corresponding result for standard subspaces follows from Lemma 3.3, together
with the argument in Theorem 3.7 that uniform boundedness in the upper half
plane implies analyticity and so-continuity. Compared to [Bor97], our methods
have the advantage of relying only on 1-dimensional complex analysis, instead
of 2-dimensional complex analysis (similar to the way [Flo98, Thm. 1] simplifies
the proof from [Bor92, Thm. II.9]). It should also be noted that the standard
subspace version of Borchers’ result might be strictly stronger, because as re-
marked in Example 2.15, given a von Neumann algebra A with standard vector
Ω there might be half-sided modular inclusions in HA,Ω that do not come from
half-sided modular inclusions in A.

Moreover, the characterization in terms of spectral projections in Theorem
3.1 allows one to more concretely work with these types of inclusions of standard
subspaces, as an inclusion of complex subspaces is in general more tractable than
an inclusion of standard subspaces. For example, because of Theorem 3.1 we can
show that, although an inequality of the generators is implied by an inclusion
of standard pairs (Corollary 3.8), it is not sufficient (see Example 4.6). Also,
through the characterization of inclusions of half-sided modular inclusions by
symmetric inner functions (Corollary 4.3) we can construct a concrete example
of K1 ⊂ H and K2 ⊂ H half-sided modular inclusions, where K1 ⊂ K2 is not
a half-sided modular inclusion (Example 4.5). Such an example is especially
interesting in the context of the question raised in [Bor97] whether it is inherent
to quantum field theory that the standard pairs that correspond to localiza-
tion regions commute. In any case, we conclude that Theorem 3.1 significantly
improves upon the results in [Bor97].

Let us now turn to the proof of Theorem 3.1. We will treat the ‘⇐’ direction
(Theorem 3.5) and the ‘⇒’ direction (Theorem 3.7) separately, as the proofs are
quite different. On a technical level, however, both directions are based on a
version of Proposition 2.6 specifically adapted to standard pairs, namely Lemma
3.4. For this we need a slight generalization of well-known result in complex
analysis:

Lemma 3.3. Let A : S 1
2

→ B(H) be a bounded so-continuous map that is

analytic on S 1
2
and A0 ∈ B(H) such that

lim
t→−∞

A(t) = lim
t→−∞

A(t+ i
2 ) = A0

in the strong operator topology. Then limt→−∞A(t + iy) = A0 in the strong
operator topology, uniformly in each seminorm for all 0 ≤ y ≤ 1

2 .

The proof is a straightforward application of the maximum principle, which
also holds for vector-valued analytic functions; it can be found in Appendix B.
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Lemma 3.4. Let H ⊂ H be a standard subspace, and (H,U1) and (H,U2) be
standard pairs. Then U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H if and only if the map

F : R → B(H), s 7→ U2(−s)U1(s)

extends to a bounded so-continuous function on C+ that is analytic on C+.

Proof. Let ∆it
j be the modular group associated to the standard subspace Uj(1)H

for j = 1, 2. We note that by Theorem 2.9

∆−it
2 ∆it

1 = ∆−it
2 ∆it

H∆−it
H ∆it

1 = U2(1− e2πt)U1(e
2πt − 1) (1)

and because JjJH = Uj(2) we have

∆−it
2 J2J1∆

it
1 = ∆−it

2 J2JHJHJ1∆
it
1 = ∆−it

2 U2(2)U1(−2)∆it
1

= U2(2e
2πt)∆−it

2 ∆it
1 U1(−2e2πt) (2)

= U2(e
2πt + 1)U1(−e2πt − 1).

In addition, we note that

g : S 1
2
→ C+, z 7→ e2πz − 1

is a biholomorphic map, with inverse g−1(z) = 1
2π ln(z + 1) (here we use the

complex logarithm with its branch cut on the negative part of the real axis).
This map extends to a homeomorphism g : S 1

2
→ C+ \ {−1} through

g(t) = e2πt − 1, g(t+ i
2 ) = −e2πt − 1 for t ∈ R

and

g−1(t) =

{
1
2π ln(t+ 1) for t > −1
1
2π ln(−(t+ 1)) + i

2 for t < −1

If we call F̃ (t) := ∆−it
2 ∆it

1 , then we see that F̃ (t) = F (g(t)) for t ∈ R.
First suppose that F extends to a bounded so-continuous function on C+

that is analytic in C+. Then F̃ = F ◦ g is a bounded so-continuous map
on S 1

2
analytic on S 1

2
(these properties are preserved by composition), so by

Proposition 2.6 we have U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H .

Next, suppose U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H . Then by Proposition 2.6 F̃ has a so-
continuous and bounded extension to S 1

2
which is analytic in the interior and

satisfies F̃ (t+ i
2 ) = ∆−it

2 J2J1∆
it
1 . Since F (s) = F̃ (g−1(s)) for all s ∈ R \ {−1},

the function F |R\{−1} has a bounded so-continuous extension to C+ \{−1} that

is analytic on C+ (namely F̃ ◦g−1). In addition, because U1 and U2 are strongly
continuous and bounded, we have that F is continuous on R. What remains to
be shown, is that this means that F̃ ◦ g−1 can be so-continuously extended to
−1.

13



By (1) and (2), together with so-continuity and boundedness of U1 and U2,
we know that

lim
t→−∞

F̃ (t) = lim
t→−∞

F̃ (t+ i
2 ) = U2(1)U1(−1)

in the strong operator topology. Lemma 3.3 then guarantees for all ψ ∈ H and
ε > 0 that there is a t0 ∈ R such that for all t < t0 and 0 ≤ y ≤ 1

2 we have

‖F̃ (t+ iy)ψ − U2(1)U1(−1)ψ‖ < ε

So for all z ∈ C+ such that |−1−z| < et0 we have that ‖F (z)ψ−U2(1)U1(−1)ψ‖ <
ε. So F is also so-continuous in −1.

We now come to the first direction of the proof of Theorem 3.1, namely that
the inclusion of standard subspaces U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H implies the inclusion of
complex subspaces E1[(0, 1)]H ⊂ E2[(0, 1)]H (or, equivalently, the inequality of
projections E1[(0, 1)] ≤ E2[(0, 1)]). The idea of the proof is to use the result
in Lemma 3.4 to bound a function in the upper half plane, which we already
know in general to be bounded in the lower half plane, meaning that it must be
constant.

Theorem 3.5. Let H ⊂ H be a standard subspace, and (H,U1) and (H,U2) be
non-degenerate standard pairs. If U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H, then

0 < a1 ≤ b1 ≤ a2 ≤ b2 ⇒ E1[(a1, b1)] ⊥ E2[(a2, b2)]

where Ej is the spectral measure associated to Pj for j = 1, 2. In particular, we
have

E1[(0, 1)] ≤ E2[(0, 1)].

Proof. Suppose ψi ∈ Ei[(ai, bi)]H for i = 1, 2, and let Pi be the (positive)
generator of Ui. By Lemma 3.4 we know that

f(s) = 〈ψ2, U2(−s)U1(s)ψ1〉

has a bounded analytic extension to C+. Because ψi ∈ dom eyPi for all y ∈ R,
the function z 7→ 〈eizP2ψ2, e

izP1ψ1〉 is entire analytic, and it coincides with f
on the real line, so by the Schwarz reflection principle, they agree on C+. In
addition, one has for t ≥ 0 that

‖etP1ψ1‖ ≤ etb1‖ψq‖, ‖e−tP2ψ2‖ ≤ e−ta2‖ψ2‖

so for z = x+ iy ∈ C− we have

|〈eizP2ψ2, e
izP1ψ1〉| ≤ ‖eizP2ψ2‖‖eizP1ψ1‖ ≤ ey(a2−b1)‖ψ1‖‖ψ2‖.

So if we examine the map z 7→ 〈eizP1ψ1, e
izP2ψ2〉 we see that it is entire, bounded

on C+, and if a2 ≥ b1, also bounded on C−: therefore, it is constant. In fact,
for a2 > b1, we see that as y → −∞, we must have |〈eizP2ψ2, e

izP1ψ1〉| → 0;
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since the latter was constant, it must be zero. In particular, if we take z = 0,
we see that 〈ψ2, ψ1〉 = 0. Seeing as ψ1 and ψ2 were arbitrary in E1[(a1, b1)]H
and E2[(a2, b2)]H, respectively, we get the desired result.

In particular, E1[(0, x)] is orthogonal to E2[(x,∞)] (by taking the so-limit
as a1 goes to 0, b1 and a2 go to x and b2 goes to ∞). We note that by Theorem
2.18 P1 and P2 have no eigenvalues, so Ej [{x}] = 0 for all x ∈ R. This all means
that

E1[(0, x)]H ⊂ (E2[(x,∞)]H)⊥ = E2[(0, x)]H
for all x > 0. So, taking x = 1, we get the desired inequality.

We now turn to the reverse statement. This boils down to showing that
eyP2e−yP1 is uniformly bounded in y for y ≥ 0. Let us briefly look at the idea
behind the proof of this fact. When we take a vector ψ in E1[(λ − δ, λ+ δ)]H,
it is close to being an eigenvector for λ. Applying e−yP1 to it will roughly scale
the vector ψ by e−yλ. If E1[(0, λ + δ)] ≤ E2[(0, λ + δ)], then in the worst case
scenario, by applying eyP2 to ψ the norm grows with a factor of ey(λ+δ). So if δ
is small enough, the norm doesn’t grow too much. We formalize this as follows:

Proposition 3.6. Let H ⊂ H be a standard subspace, (H,U1) and (H,U2)
be non-degenerate standard pairs and Ej the spectral measure of the generator
of Uj. If E1[(0, 1)] ≤ E2[(0, 1)], then U2(−z)U1(z) is a well-defined bounded
operator for all z ∈ C+, and

‖U2(−z)U1(z)‖ ≤ 1 for z ∈ C+

Proof. We write Pj for the generator of Uj. We note first that because ∆it
HPj∆

−it
H =

e−2πtPj we have
∆it

HEj [(0, 1)]∆
−it
H = Ej [(0, e

2πt)]

for j = 1, 2. In particular, if E1[(0, 1)] ≤ E2[(0, 1)] then E1[(0, a)] ≤ E2[(0, a)]
for all a > 0. This means that E1[(0, a)]H ⊂ dom(eyP2) for all a, y > 0, and
therefore, the operator eyP2e−yP1 is densely defined for all y ≥ 0. For z = x+ iy
with y > 0 we have

‖U2(−z)U1(z)‖ = ‖e(−ix+y)P2e(ix−y)P1‖ = ‖eyP2e−yP1‖

and therefore it suffices to uniformly bound eyP2e−yP1 .
So let now y ≥ 0, and ψ ∈ dom(eyP2e−yP1). We will bound ‖eyP2e−yP1ψ‖2

by splitting the spectrum of P1 in intervals of width δ > 0 and decomposing ψ
with respect to this splitting. So let δ > 0; for readability we define E

(j)
1 :=
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E1[(jδ, (j + 1)δ)], and we calculate

‖eyP2e−yP1ψ‖2 =
∞∑

j,k=0

〈eyP2e−yP1E
(j)
1 ψ, eyP2e−yP1E

(k)
1 ψ〉

=

∞∑

j=0

∞∑

n=1

(
〈eyP2e−yP1E

(j)
1 ψ, eyP2e−yP1E

(j+n)
1 ψ〉

+〈eyP2e−yP1E
(j+n)
1 ψ, eyP2e−yP1E

(j)
1 ψ〉

)

+

∞∑

j=0

‖eyP2e−yP1E
(j)
1 ψ‖2 .

Because Re z ≤ |z| and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have

‖eyP2e−yP1ψ‖2 ≤ 2

∞∑

j=0

∞∑

n=1

‖e2yP2e−yP1E
(j)
1 ψ‖‖e−yP1E

(j+n)
1 ψ‖

+
∞∑

j=0

‖eyP2e−yP1E
(j)
1 ψ‖2.

Since E1[(0, a)] ≤ E2[(0, a)] we know that ‖eyP2E1[(0, a)]φ‖ ≤ eya‖E1[(0, a)]φ‖
for all a > 0, so

‖eyP2e−yP1ψ‖2 ≤ 2
∞∑

j=0

∞∑

n=1

e2y(j+1)δ‖E(j)
1 e−yP1ψ‖‖E(j+n)

1 e−yP1ψ‖

+
∞∑

j=0

e2y(j+1)δ‖E(j)
1 e−yP1ψ‖2

≤ 2

∞∑

j=0

∞∑

n=1

e2y(j+1)δe−yjδe−y(j+n)δ‖E(j)
1 ψ‖‖E(j+n)

1 ψ‖

+

∞∑

j=0

e2y(j+1)δe−2yjδ‖E(j)
1 ψ‖2.

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz again we get for all n ∈ N that

∞∑

j=0

‖E(j)
1 ψ‖‖E(j+n)

1 ψ‖ ≤




∞∑

j=0

‖E(j)
1 ψ‖2




1
2



∞∑

j=n

‖E(j)
1 ψ‖2




1
2

≤ ‖ψ‖2

so that by collecting factors above we conclude

‖eyP2e−yP1ψ‖2 ≤ 2

∞∑

n=1

e(2−n)yδ‖ψ‖2 + e2yδ‖ψ‖2

= e2yδ

(
1 + 2

∞∑

n=1

e−nyδ

)
‖ψ‖2 = e2yδ

1 + e−yδ

1− e−yδ
‖ψ‖2.
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So we see that ‖eyP2e−yP1‖ ≤ eyδ
√

1+e−yδ

1−e−yδ , and choosing δ = 1
y gives a uniform

bound.
Now that we know that z 7→ U2(−z)U1(z) is uniformly bounded, we note

that for all ϕ, ψ ∈ H the function z 7→ 〈ϕ,U2(−e2πz)U1(e
2πz)ψ〉 is a bounded

analytic function on Sπ , bounded by ‖ϕ‖‖ψ‖ on the edges of the strip; by the
Hadamard three lines theorem, this means that |〈ϕ,U2(−z)U1(z)ψ〉| ≤ ‖ϕ‖‖ψ‖,
from which the uniform bound follows.

Theorem 3.7. Let H ⊂ H be a standard subspace, and (H,U1) and (H,U2)
be non-degenerate standard pairs. If E1[(0, 1)] ≤ E2[(0, 1)], then U1(1)H ⊂
U2(1)H.

Proof. Let Pj be the generator of Uj . We assume that E1[(0, 1)] ≤ E2[(0, 1)],
and verify the condition in Lemma 3.4 to show that U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H .

Because
⋃

a≥0E1[(0, a)] are analytic vectors for both U1 and U2, we note
that for all ψ ∈ ⋃a≥0E1[(0, a)] and ϕ ∈ H we have that

z 7→ 〈ϕ,U2(−z)U1(z)ψ〉 =
∞∑

n,m=0

zn+m

n!m!
〈ϕ, Pn

2 P
m
1 ψ〉

can be expressed as a convergent power series, so it is an analytic function.
Now let ϕ ∈ H, and let ψn → ϕ with ψn ∈

⋃
a≥0E1[(0, a)] for all n ∈

N. Then, because by Proposition 3.6 the map z 7→ U2(−z)U1(z) is uniformly
bounded by 1, we have

|〈φ, U2(−z)U1(z)ψn〉 − 〈φ, U2(−z)U1(z)ϕ〉| ≤ ‖φ‖‖ψn − ϕ‖
so that 〈φ, U2(−z)U1(z)ψn〉 → 〈φ, U2(−z)U1(z)ϕ〉 as n → ∞ uniformly in z.
Since the uniform limit of analytic functions is again analytic, we have that
z 7→ 〈φ, U2(−z)U1(z)ϕ〉 is analytic in C+ for all φ, ϕ ∈ H. By [HP48, Sec. 3.9],
this means that z 7→ U2(−z)U1(z) is analytic in C+.

We can do something similar for the so-continuity: for ψ ∈ ⋃a≥0E1[(0, a)]

the map z 7→ U2(−z)U1(z)ψ is continuous in C+ by the functional calculus;
by taking the limit ψn → ϕ for all ϕ ∈ H, we see that z 7→ U2(−z)U1(z)ϕ is
continuous for all ϕ ∈ H. We have therefore verified the condition in Lemma
3.4, concluding the proof.

Corollary 3.8. Let (H,U1) ⊂ (H,U2) be an inclusion of standard pairs, and
Pi be the generator of Ui. Then P2 ≤ P1.

Proof. By Proposition 3.6 we see that ‖U2(−z)U1(z)‖ ≤ 1. This means

(U2(− i
2 )U1(

i
2 ))

∗U2(− i
2 )U1(

i
2 ) = e−

1
2
P1eP2e−

1
2
P1 ≤ 1

so eP2 ≤ eP1 . Since the logarithm is operator monotone we get P2 ≤ P1.

Corollary 3.8 might give the impression that we could also use the inequality
of the generators of the one-parameter groups of standard pairs to characterize
their inclusion. However, the concrete characterizations in Section 4 allow us to
construct a counterexample, as we will do in Example 4.6.
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4 Characterization in terms of inner functions

and concrete examples

In Theorem 3.1, we have reduced an inclusion of standard subspaces to an
inclusion of spectral subspaces. Given a standard pair or half-sided modular
inclusion, such a spectral subspace might be hard to calculate explicitly. How-
ever, using the representation theory of standard pairs, we can describe these
inclusions more concretely, which allows us to construct examples. Specifi-
cally, it will turn out that inclusions of standard pairs and half-sided modular
inclusions are classified by sets of analytic functions. For this, we note that
the set of bounded analytic functions on C− with values in B(K) forms the
Hardy space H∞(C−, B(K)). Any bounded analytic function ϕ on C− has a
boundary value limy→0− ϕ(λ + iy) (with respect to the weak operator topol-
ogy) for almost all λ ∈ R (this follows from the scalar-valued case, which
can for example be found in [Gar81, Thm. 3.1]). We will therefore identify
H∞(C−, B(K)) ⊂ L∞(R, B(K)) as multiplication operators on L2(R,K).

Definition 4.1. Let K be a Hilbert space. A bounded analytic function ϕ :
C− → B(K) is called an inner function if ϕ(λ) := w- limy→0− ϕ(λ + iy) is
unitary for almost all λ ∈ R. If JK is an anti-linear involution on K, then ϕ is
called JK-symmetric if ϕ(−λ) = JKϕ(λ)JK almost everywhere. If K = C, we
call ϕ symmetric if ϕ(−λ) = ϕ(λ) almost everywhere.

Proposition 4.2. Let (H,U1) and (H,U2) be non-degenerate standard pairs.
Then the CCR-representation generated by ∆it

H and P is
1 is irreducible if and only

if the one generated by ∆it
H and P is

2 is. If this is the case, then U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H
if and only if

U1(s) = ϕ(ln∆H)U2(s)ϕ(ln∆H)∗

for a symmetric inner function ϕ : C− → C.

Proof. By Corollary 2.19 the irreducibility of both representations is equivalent.
If the irreducibility condition is fulfilled, by Theorem 2.18 the two representa-
tions are unitarily equivalent, so there exists unitary V : H → H such that

V∆it
HV∗ = ∆it

H , VJHV∗ = JH , VU2(s)V
∗ = U1(s).

As noted above, the irreducibility condition implies that {∆it
H | t ∈ R}′′ is

maximally abelian, so any operator that commutes with all ∆it
H can be written

as a function of ln∆H . So there is a function ϕ : R → C such that V = ϕ(ln∆H),
and because V commutes with JH and JH ln∆HJH = − ln∆H , we have

ϕ(ln∆H) = JHϕ(ln∆H)JH = ϕ(− ln∆H).

Because V is unitary and the spectrum of ln∆H is the entire real line, we must
have ϕ(λ)ϕ(λ) = 1 for almost all λ ∈ R. So what remains to be shown, is that
ϕ extends to a bounded analytic function on C−.
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According to Theorem 3.1 we now have that U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H if and only
if

E1[(0, 1)] = VE2[(0, 1)]V
∗ ≤ E2[(0, 1)],

or in other words, ϕ(ln∆H)E2[(0, 1)]H ⊂ E2[(0, 1)]H. According to Theorem
2.18 and Example 2.5 there is a unitary W : H → L2(R) such that

W∆it
HW∗ = ∆it

H0
= F∗M [e−2πitλ]F

WU2(s)W
∗ = U0(s) =M [eise

λ

].

This means that

W ln∆HW∗ = F∗M [−2πλ]F and WE2[(0, 1)]W
∗ =M [χ(−∞,0)].

Applying W to both sides of the inclusion ϕ(ln∆H)E2[(0, 1)]H ⊂ E2[(0, 1)]H we
see that the inclusion holds if and only if M [ϕ(−2πλ)]FL2(R−) ⊂ FL2(R−).
Because FL2(R−) = H2(C+), this is equivalent to λ 7→ ϕ(−2πλ) being in
H∞(C+), or in other words, ϕ ∈ H∞(C−).

Corollary 4.3. Let H ⊂ H be a standard subspace such that {∆it
H | t ∈ R}′′ is

maximally abelian, and let K1 ⊂ H and K2 ⊂ H be non-degenerate half-sided
modular inclusions. Then K1 ⊂ K2 if and only if there is a symmetric inner
function ϕ on C− such that K1 = ϕ(ln∆H)K2.

Proof. Since K1 ⊂ H and K2 ⊂ H are non-degenerate half-sided modular
inclusions, by Proposition 2.12 the corresponding standard pairs (U1, H) and
(U2, H) are non-degenerate, and because {∆it

H | t ∈ R}′′ is maximally abelian,
both representations are irreducible. By Proposition 4.2 we then have

K1 = U1(1) ⊂ U2(1) = K2

if and only if U1(s) = ϕ(ln∆H)U2(s)ϕ(ln ∆H)∗ for some symmetric inner func-
tion ϕ : C− → C. Because ϕ(ln∆H) is unitary and commutes with both ∆it

H

and JH , we have ϕ(ln∆H)H = H , so if K1 ⊂ K2 then

K1 = U1(1)H = ϕ(ln∆H)U2(1)ϕ(ln∆H)∗H = ϕ(ln∆H)K2.

Conversely, if K1 = ϕ(ln∆H)K2, then ∆it
K1

= ϕ(ln∆H)∆it
K2
ϕ(ln∆H)∗, and

because of Theorem 2.11 this implies U1(s) = ϕ(ln∆H)U2(s)ϕ(ln∆H)∗.

We note that all the conditions in Corollary 4.3 only explicitly refer to ∆it
H

and its relation to H1 and H2; in particular, one doesn’t need to explicitly calcu-
late ∆it

K1
and ∆it

K2
, which is often not straightforward as it involves calculating

a polar decomposition.

Example 4.4. Given a standard pair (H,U), we consider K1 = U(1)H and
K2 = U(12 )H , which clearly form an inclusion K1 ⊂ K2. In fact, (H,U) is the
standard pair induced by the half-sided modular inclusion K1 ⊂ H , and the
standard pair associated to K2 ⊂ H has s 7→ U(s/2) as its positively generated
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one-parameter group. We note that U(s) = ∆
−i ln(2)/2π
H U( s2 )∆

i ln(2)/2π
H , so for

ϕ(z) = e−i ln(2)z/2π , which is indeed a symmetric inner function on C−, we have
U(s) = ϕ(ln∆H)U( s2 )ϕ(ln∆H)∗.

Example 4.5. We take a simple example of a symmetric inner function on C−,
namely the Blaschke product factor ϕ(λ) = λ+i

λ−i . Recall the definition of H0

from Example 2.4. Then

ϕ(ln∆H0
) = ϕ(2πi∂θ) = ϕ(FM [2πλ]F∗) = FM [ϕ(2πλ)]F∗

so as an operator, ϕ(ln∆H0
) is convolution by the Fourier transform of λ 7→

1√
2π
ϕ(2πλ). This is easily calculated to be

1√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞

1√
2π

2πλ+ i

2πλ− i
e−iθλ dλ = δ(θ) − 1

π
eθ/2πχ(−∞,0)(θ)

To compare with Corollary 4.3, we setK2 =M [eie
θ

]H0, andK1 = ϕ(ln∆H0
)K2.

Then if h ∈ H0, we look at

(ϕ(ln∆H0
)M [eie

θ

]h)(θ) = eie
θ

h(θ)− 1

π

∫ 0

−∞
eθ

′/2πeie
θ−θ′

h(θ − θ′) dθ′

= eie
θ

(
h(θ)− 1

π

∫ 0

−∞
eθ

′/2πeie
θ(e−θ′−1)h(θ − θ′) dθ′

)
.

The proposition now claims that

h̃(θ) := h(θ)− 1

π

∫ 0

−∞
eθ

′/2πeie
θ(e−θ′−1)h(θ − θ′) dθ′

is included in H0, i.e. it extends analytically to the strip Sπ, is L
2 along lines

Im z = c for 0 < c < π, and satisfies h̃(θ+ iπ) = h̃(θ). We see by the Minkwoski
integral inequality that indeed

‖h̃(·+ iλ)‖2 =

(∫

R

∣∣∣∣
∫ 0

−∞
eθ

′/2πeie
θ+iλ(e−θ′−1)h(θ − θ′ + iλ) dθ′

∣∣∣∣
2

dθ

) 1
2

≤
∫ 0

−∞

(∫

R

|eθ′/2πeie
θ+iλ(e−θ′−1)h(θ − θ′ + iλ)|2 dθ

) 1
2

dθ′

=

∫ 0

−∞
|eθ′/2π|

(∫

R

|e− sin(λ)eθ(e−θ′−1)h(θ − θ′ + iλ)|2 dθ
) 1

2

dθ′

and when θ′ ≤ 0 and 0 ≤ λ ≤ π we have sin(λ)eθ(e−θ′ − 1) ≥ 0 so

‖h̃(·+ iλ)‖2 ≤
∫ 0

−∞
|eθ′/2π|

(∫

R

|h(θ − θ′ + iλ)|2 dθ
) 1

2

dθ′

= ‖h(·+ iλ)‖2
∫ 0

−∞
eθ

′/2πdθ′ <∞

so h̃ ∈ dom∆
1
2

H0
. The identity h̃(θ + iπ) = h̃(θ) is easily explicitly verified.
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Example 4.6. We now examine K1 = Ũ0(1)H̃0 ⊂ H̃0 and K2 = ϕ(ln∆H̃0
)K1

for ϕ(λ) = ei sinh(λ/2).
We first note that ϕ is (up to possibly a factor of −1) the unique function

R → C such that ϕ(λ) = ϕ(−λ) = ϕ(λ)−1 and ϕ(ln∆H̃0
)K1 = K2. This is

because if there is another such function ϕ′ then

ϕ′(ln∆H̃0
)ϕ(ln∆H̃0

)K1 = K1

so then ϕ′(ln∆H̃0
)ϕ(ln∆H̃0

) commutes with both ∆it
H̃0

and ∆it
K1

, meaning that

it commutes with Ũ0(s) for all s ∈ R. By irreducibility of the representation

induced by ∆it
H̃0

and Ũ0(s), this means it is equal to a unitary constant, and

because it commutes with JH̃0
it must be real. Since ϕ does not have a bounded

analytic extension to C−, by Corollary 4.3 we have that K1 6⊂ K2.
However, by Example 2.17 we also see that

〈ψ, P1ψ〉 − 〈ψ, P2ψ〉 = 〈ψ, P1ψ〉 − 〈ψ, ϕ(ln∆H̃0
)P1ϕ(ln∆H̃0

)∗ψ〉
= ‖ψ(·+ i/2)‖22 − ‖ϕ(ln∆H̃0

)∗ψ(·+ i/2)‖22.

So because

ϕ(ln∆H̃0
)∗ψ(λ) = ϕ(−2πλ)ψ(λ) = ei sinh(πλ)ψ(λ)

we have

|ϕ(ln∆H̃0
)∗ψ(λ+ i/2)| = e− cosh(πλ)|ψ(λ + i/2)| ≤ |ψ(λ+ i/2)|

so indeed P2 ≤ P1. This means we have constructed a counter example to the
reverse implication of Corollary 3.8.

When the representation induced by the standard pair or half-sided modular
inclusion is not irreducible, we can not formulate the characterization of their
inclusions in such a representation-independent way as in Corollary 4.3. We can
however still classify the inclusions of standard pairs by inner functions up to
unitary equivalence.

Proposition 4.7. Let (H,U1) and (H,U2) be non-degenerate standard pairs.
Then U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H if and only if there exists a Hilbert space K, an anti-
unitary involution JK on K, a unitary W : H → L2(R,K) and a JK-symmetric
inner function V : C− → B(K), such that

(
W∆it

HW∗ ~ψ
)
(λ) = e−2πtλi ~ψ(λ),

(
WJHW∗ ~ψ

)
(λ) = JK ~ψ(−λ)

WU1(s)W
∗ ~ψ = V (Ts ∗ (V ∗ ~ψ)), WU2(s)W

∗ ~ψ = Ts ∗ ~ψ

for all ~ψ ∈ L2(R,K), where Ts is defined as in Example 2.14.
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Proof. By Theorem 2.18 and Corollary 2.19 we can find a Hilbert space K, an
anti-linear involution JK on K and V1, V2 : H → L2(R)⊗K such that

Vj∆
it
HV∗j = ∆it

H0
⊗ 1K, VjJHV∗j = JH0

⊗ JK, VjUj(s)V
∗
j = U0(s)⊗ 1K

for j = 1, 2. In particular, we have that U1(s) = V∗1V2U2(s)V
∗
2V1.

By Theorem 3.1 we see that U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H if and only if

E1[(0, 1)] = V∗1V2E2[(0, 1)]V
∗
2V1 ≤ E2[(0, 1)].

Since we know that the spectral projection of the generator of U0 is equal to
multiplication with χ(−∞,0), we see that U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H if and only if

V2V
∗
1

(
M [χ(−∞,0)]⊗ 1K

)
V1V

∗
2 ≤M [χ(−∞,0)]⊗ 1K.

Identifying L2(R)⊗K ∼= L2(R,K) we can reformulate this as V2V
∗
1L

2(R−,K) ⊂
L2(R−,K).

We also know that ∆it
H̃0

= F∆it
H0

F∗ =M [e−2πtλi]. Because V2V
∗
1 commutes

with ∆it
H0

⊗1K we see that V := (F⊗1K)V1V∗2(F∗⊗1K) commutes with ∆it
H̃0

⊗1K.

The operator V is therefore given by multiplication with a function V : R →
B(H). Because V is unitary, it actually takes values in U(H), and because it
commutes with JH̃0

⊗ JK, it satisfies JKV (λ)JK = V (−λ).
So since U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H if and only if V2V

∗
1 L

2(R−,K) ⊂ L2(R−,K), and
because F∗ ⊗ 1KL2(R−,K) = H2(C+,K), we also have U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H if
and only if V ∗H2(C+,K) ⊂ H2(C+,K), i.e. by [Sch24, Lem. B.1.8 (d)] V is a
JK-symmetric inner function on C−.

Setting now W := (F ⊗ 1K)V2, we see that

WU2(s)W
∗ = FU0(s)F∗ ⊗ 1K

WU1(s)W
∗ = WV∗1V2U2(s)V

∗
2V1W

∗

= V WU2(s)W
∗V ∗

which proves the result.

Remark 4.8. In [LW10], endomorphisms of standard pairs (H,U) are considered:
these are unitary maps V such that V H ⊂ H and [U(s), V ] = 0 for all s ∈ R. It
is then shown that for irreducible standard pairs, all endomorphisms are of the
form ψ(lnP ) for ψ a symmetric inner function on the strip Sπ (here P is the
positive generator of U). Clearly, this result has a similar structure to Propo-
sition 4.2. An extension to the reducible case is proven, as in our Proposition
4.7, with the main difference that in [LW10] the result is formulated in terms of
matrix elements, instead of in terms of vector-valued functions as we have done.
To properly compare the results, we note that in the CCR-relation induced by
the standard pair, the operators ln∆H and lnP play a symmetric role (in the
Schrödinger representation they are intertwined by the Fourier transform). The
most crucial difference between the characterizations in this paper and those in
[LW10] is then that in the case of endomorphisms of standard pairs, one must
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consider symmetric inner functions on the strip (and apply them to lnP ), and
in our case one must consider symmetric inner functions on the half-plane (and
apply them to ln∆H). This also means that a correspondence between endo-
morphisms of standard pairs and inclusions U1(1)H ⊂ U2(1)H of standard pairs
(H,U1) and (H,U2) that relates these two results is not possible, as ψ ◦ ln is a
symmetric inner function on a half plane, but P is a positive operator, which
can never by the logarithm of a modular operator of a standard subspace.

A Distributional Fourier transform of eise
θ

In this appendix we prove that the distributional Fourier transform of θ 7→ eise
θ

for s ∈ R \ {0} is equal to

√
π

2
δ +

1√
2π

P
(
eiλ ln(−is)Γ(−iλ)

)

where λ denotes the variable in Fourier space and P denotes the principal value
at λ = 0. This then means that

FM [eise
θ

]F∗ =
1√
2π
C
[
F [eise

θ

]
]
= C[Ts]

with

Ts :=
1

2
δ +

1

2π
P
(
eiλ ln(−is)Γ(−iλ)

)

One notes that for Re z1 < 0 and Re z2 > 0 the function θ 7→ ez1e
θ

ez2θ is
Lebesgue integrable, and we have

∫ ∞

−∞
ez1e

θ

ez2θ dθ =

∫ ∞

0

ez1ξe(z2−1) ln(ξ) dξ

=

∫ ∞

0

e−ξ′e(z2−1) ln(−ξ′/z1)
1

−z1
dξ′

(here ln is the branch of the logarithm with branch cut on R− and agreeing with
the real logarithm on R+). From this we calculate

∫ ∞

−∞
ez1e

θ

ez2θ dθ =

∫ ∞

0

e−ξ′ e
(z2−1) ln(ξ′)

e(z2−1) ln(−z1)

1

−z1
dξ′

= e−z2 ln(−z1)Γ(z2)

For c1, c2 > 0 we define fs,c1,c2(θ) := esie
θ

e−c1e
θ

ec2θ, which is Schwartz, and we
have

F [fs,c1,c2 ](λ) =
1√
2π

∫

R

e(−c1+is)eθ e(c2−iλ)θ dθ

=
1√
2π
e−(c2−iλ) ln(c1−is)Γ(c2 − iλ).
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We first consider the limit c1 → 0. We see that

|F [fs,c1,c2 ](λ)| =
1√
2π
e−c2 ln |c1−is|−λarg(c1−is)|Γ(c2 − iλ)|

≤ e−c2 ln |s|
√
2π

e|λ|π/2|Γ(c2 − iλ)|.

Because we have

|Γ(iλ)|2 =
π

λ sinh(πλ)
, |Γ(1 + iλ)|2 =

πλ

sinh(πλ)
.

we can use the Phragmen-Lindelöf principle to conclude that there exists a
C > 0 such that

|Γ(z)| ≤ Ce−π|Im z|/2

for z ∈ {z ∈ C | 0 < Re z < 1}. This means that the pointwise limit of F [fs,c1,c2 ]
as c1 → 0 is bounded, so by dominated convergence we have for all Schwartz
function ψ that

〈fs,0,c2 ,F [ψ]〉 = lim
c1→0+

〈fs,c1,c2 ,F [ψ]〉 = lim
c1→0+

〈F [fs,c1,c2 ], ψ〉

=

〈
lim

c1→0+
F [fs,c1,c2 ], ψ

〉
.

where 〈T, ·〉 denotes evaluation of the distribution T . So

Ffs,0,c2(λ) =
1√
2π
e−(c2−iλ) ln(−is)Γ(c2 − iλ)

in a distributional sense.
What remains is the limit c2 → 0. We note that λ 7→ Γ(iλ) has a pole at

λ = 0. This pole has order 1 and residue 1 because zΓ(z) = Γ(z + 1). This
means that there is a ball Br(0) := {z ∈ C | |z| < r} for some r > 0 and an
analytic function F : Br(0) → C such that e−z ln(−is)Γ(z) = 1

z + F (z). So we
have

Ffs,0,c2(λ) =
1√
2π

1

−i(λ+ ic2)
+

1√
2π
F (c2 − iλ)

for −i(λ+ ic2) ∈ Br(0). We note that

lim
ε→0+

1

λ+ iε
= −iπδ + P

(
1

λ

)

in a distributional sense. Restricting to Br(0) we see that

lim
c2→0+

Ffs,0,c2 =

√
π

2
δ +

1√
2π

P
(
1

λ

)
+

1√
2π
F (−iλ)

=

√
π

2
δ +

1√
2π

P
(
eiλ ln(−is)Γ(−iλ)

)
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Because e−z ln(−is)Γ(z) is bounded and analytic on {z ∈ C | 0 < Re z < 1} \
Br(0), this limit holds also outside of Br(0), so we can conclude that

F [eise
θ

] = lim
c2→0+

Ffs,0,c2 =

√
π

2
δ +

1√
2π

P
(
eiλ ln(−is)Γ(−iλ)

)

B Vector valued uniform convergence

Here we provide the proof of Lemma 3.3. The proof is adapted from the scalar-
valued case in [Boa54, Cor. 1.4.5]; it is a straightforward but technical applica-
tion of the maximum principle and the Phragmén-Lindelöf principle.

Lemma B.1. Let A : S 1
2
→ B(H) be a norm-bounded so-continuous map that

is analytic on S 1
2
and A0 ∈ B(H) such that

lim
t→−∞

A(t) = lim
t→−∞

A(t+ i
2 ) = A0

in the strong operator topology. Then limt→−∞A(t + iy) = A0 in the strong
operator topology, uniformly in each seminorm for all 0 ≤ y ≤ 1

2 .

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that A0 = 0. We note that
the maximum principle holds also for vector valued analytic functions [HP48,
Thm. 3.12.1]. We write ‖A‖∞ := supz∈S 1

2

‖A(z)‖.
Let ψ ∈ H be a vector, and let ε > 0. There exists a t0 such that for all

t < t0 we have ‖A(t)ψ‖ ≤ ε and ‖A(t+ i
2 )ψ‖ ≤ ε (without loss of generality, we

assume that t0 ≤ 0).
We choose µ > 0 such that for all z ∈ S 1

2
with Re z = t0 we have

∣∣∣∣
z

z − µ

∣∣∣∣ ‖A‖∞‖ψ‖ < ε.

In this way we guarantee that the analytic function z 7→ z
z−µA(z)ψ is bounded

by ε on the boundary of the halfstrip {z ∈ S 1
2
| Re z < t0}.

Now we consider for arbitrary λ > 0 the function z 7→ 1
z−λ

z
z−µA(z)ψ. On

the boundary of the set {z ∈ S 1
2
| Re z < t0} this function is bounded by ε

|t0−λ| .

On the other hand, for all z ∈ S 1
2
such that

∣∣∣∣
1

z − λ

∣∣∣∣ ‖A‖∞‖ψ‖ ≤ ε

|t0 − λ|
this bound is also satisfied. The set

{
z ∈ S 1

2

∣∣∣∣Re z < t0 and
‖A‖∞‖ψ‖|t0 − λ|

ε
≥ |z − λ|

}

is bounded, and on the boundary the function z 7→ 1
z−λ

z
z−µA(z)ψ is bounded

by ε
|t0−λ| ; by the maximum principle this means that

∥∥∥∥
1

z − λ

z

z − µ
A(z)ψ

∥∥∥∥ ≤ ε

|t0 − λ|
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for all z ∈ S 1
2
such that Re z < t0.

We therefore have for all λ > 0 and z ∈ S 1
2
such that Re z < t0, that

∥∥∥∥
z

z − µ
A(z)ψ

∥∥∥∥ ≤ |z − λ|
|t0 − λ|ε.

Taking λ→ ∞ we see that for all z ∈ S 1
2
such that Re z < t0 we have

‖A(z)ψ‖ ≤
∣∣∣∣
z − µ

z

∣∣∣∣ ε =
(
1 +

µ

|z|

)
ε.

So for z ∈ S 1
2
such that Re z < t0 and |z| > µ we have ‖A(z)ψ‖ ≤ 2ε.

In this way we see that A(t+ iy)ψ → 0 as t→ −∞, uniformly in y.
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