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Università degli Studi del Molise

Via de Sanctis

86100 Campobasso, Italy

E-mail: skeide@math.tu-cottbus.de

Homepage:http://www.math.tu-cottbus.de/INSTITUT/lswas/ skeide.html

December 2004, Revised and extended in March 2005 and January 2006

Abstract

With every (strict or normal) unital endomorphism of the algebra of all adjointable opera-
tors on a Hilbert module there is associated acorrespondence(that is, a Hilbert bimodule)
such that the endomorphism can be recovered as amplificationof the identity representa-
tion with that correspondence. In these notes we show the converse of this statement in the
case of strongly fullW∗–correspondences by establishing that everyW∗–correspondence is
Morita equivalent to one that has a unit vector. This, actually, means that every discrete
product system of strongly fullW∗–correspondences comes from a discreteE0–semigroup.
(We also show theC∗–analogue of this result in the special case of fullC∗–correspondences
over a unitalC∗–algebras.) Taking into account the duality between avon Neumann corre-
spondence(that is, aW∗–correspondence over a von Neumann algebra) and itscommutant,
we furnish a different proof of Hirshberg’s recent result thatC∗–correspondences (with
faithful left action) admit a (faithful)essential(that is, nondegenerate) representation on a
Hilbert space, and we add that forW∗–correspondences this representation can be chosen
normal.

∗This work is supported by research fonds of the Department S.E.G.e S. of University of Molise.
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Let E denote Hilbert module over aC∗–algebraB and suppose thatϑ is a strict unital en-

domorphism of the algebraBa(E) of all adjointable operators onE.[1] The theory of strict

representations ofBa(E) according to Muhly, Skeide and Solel [MSS04] associates with ϑ the

correspondenceEϑ = E∗ ⊙ ϑE [2] from B to B (or overB). HereE∗ is thedual correspon-

dencefromB to Ba(E) of E equipped with module actionsbx∗a := (a∗xb∗)∗ and inner product

〈x∗, y∗〉 := xy∗, while E = ϑE is viewed as a correspondence fromBa(E) toB with left action of

Ba(E) via ϑ.

The key points in the representation theory are thatE ⊙ E∗ = K(E) as correspondences

from Ba(E) to Ba(E)[3] (via the isomorphismx ⊙ y 7→ xy∗) and thatϑE can also be viewed

as a correspondence fromK(E) to B. (The critical issue, nondegeneracy of the left action of

K(E), follows becauseϑ is assumed strict so that a bounded approximate unit ofK(E) formed

by finite-rank operators[4] converges strictly toidE.) Therefore,

E ⊙ Eϑ = E ⊙ E∗ ⊙ ϑE = K(E) ⊙ ϑE = ϑE

as correspondence fromBa(E) to B, that is,a ⊙ idEϑ = ϑ(a) (a ∈ Ba(E)). An explizit isomor-

phism is given by

x⊙ (y∗ ⊙ z) 7−→ ϑ(xy∗)z. (∗)

We observe that therange idealBE := span〈E,E〉 of E and of Eϑ necessarily coincide.

Also, the left action ofBE on Eϑ is already nondegenerate. It is not difficult to show that

Eϑ is the unique (up to unique isomorphism) correspondence over BE that generatesϑ via an

isomorphismE = E ⊙ Eϑ as amplificationϑ(a) = a⊙ idEϑ and that every other correspondence

overB that does so must containEϑ (in a canonical way); see [MSS04]. In particular, ifE is

[1]The strict topology onBa(E) is that inherited from the identification ofBa(E) = M(K(E)) as the multiplier

algebra of the algebraK(E) of compact operatorsonE, that is, the the closed linear span of therank-one operators

xy∗ : z 7→ x〈y, z〉 (x, y ∈ E). A bounded linear mapping onBa(E) is strict, if it is strictly continuous on bounded

subsets. That is equivalent to say it is∗–strongly continuous on bounded subsets.
[2]The tensor productE ⊙ F of a correspondenceE fromA to B and a correspondenceF from B to C is the

unique correspondence fromA to C that is generated by elementary tensorsx ⊙ y with inner product〈x⊙ y, x′ ⊙

y′〉 = 〈y, 〈x, x′〉y′〉. A correspondencefromA to B is just a HilbertA–B–module, that is, a HilbertB–module

with a nondegenerate(!) representation ofA by adjointable operators onE. The termcorrespondenceis now

standard for Hilbert bimodules (motivated by the idea of acorrespondencefrom a setA to a setB as a generalized

mapping). It has notational advantages, but it certainly obstructs a clear capture of other useful meanings of the

word ‘correspondence’. Not necessarily standard is the requirment of nondegeneracy for the left action. But the

reader will note that everywhere in these note it is indispensable thatA acts a neutral element under tensor product

from the left.
[3]Every closed idealI in a C∗–algebraB (in particular,B itself) can be viewed as a correspondence fromB to

B with the natural bimodule action ofB and with inner product〈i, i′〉 := i∗i′.
[4]The algebra offinite rank operatorsisF(E) := span{xy∗ : x, y ∈ E}. (Rieffel [Rie74a] used the termimprim-

itivity algebraof E.)
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full [5], thenEϑ is the unique correspondence overB generatingϑ.

The whole construction can be modified easily to a normal unital endomorphism of the

W∗–algebraBa(E) whenE is aW∗–module.[6] In this case, the tensor product⊙ is replaced by

the tensor product̄⊙s of W∗–correspondences[7]. ThenEϑ = E∗ ⊙̄s
ϑE is aW∗–correspondence

overB such thatE = E ⊙̄s Eϑ via the isomorphism defined by the same Equation (∗) and as a

W∗–correspondence overBE
s

it is determined uniquely byϑ.

It is the goal of these notes to show the converse of the construction of a correspondence

from a unital endomorphism in theW∗– case:

Theorem. Let E be a strongly full W∗–correspondence over a W∗–algebraB (or, more gen-

erally, a W∗–correspondence such thatBE
s

acts nondegenerately on E). Then there exists a

W∗–module F overB (with BF
s
= BE

s
) and a normal unital endomorphismϑ of Ba(F) such

that E= F∗ ⊙̄s
ϑF.

We will refer to this theorem as themain theorem. In Section 6 we will show a variant for

C∗–correspondence at least in the case when the correspondence is full over a unitalC∗–algebra.

As we explain in Section 1, this result implies also that adiscreteproduct system (that is, a

product system indexed byN0) of W∗–correspondences can be derived from anE0–semigroup

on someBa(F). Indeed, we will prove the main theorem by an analysis of thewholeE0–semi-

group
(
ϑn)

n∈N0
and its relation with product systems of correspondences (Skeide [Ske02]),

dilations of CP-semigroups (Bhat and Skeide [BS00]) and Morita equivalence of correspon-

dences (Muhly and Solel [MS00]). In particular, as an intermediate step we will show that a

W∗–correspondenceE stems from an endomorphism, if and only if the product systemE ⊙̄
s
=

(
E ⊙̄

s n)
n∈N0

it generates is Morita equivalent to another oneF ⊙̄
s
=
(
F ⊙̄

s n)
n∈N0

that has a unital

unit (Theorem 4.10). This theorem holds also, when the product system and theE0–semigroup

are indexed byR+. In the discrete case existence of a unital unit just means thatF = F1 contains

a unit vector.

It is a typical feature in the construction of dilations of a single mapping that a dilation of

that mapping is, actually, a dilation of the whole semigroupgenerated by that mapping. In these

[5]A Hilbert B–module isfull , if BE = B.
[6]A W∗–moduleis a Hilbert moduleE over aW∗–algebraB that isself-dual, i.e., every bounded right-linear

mappingΦ : E→ B has the formΦ(x) = 〈y, x〉 for a (unique)y ∈ E.
[7]A W∗–correspondencefrom aW∗–algebraA to aW∗–algebraB is a correspondence fromA toB that is also

a W∗–module overB such that the left action ofA is normal. The tensor product ofW∗–correspondencesE and

F is the uniqueminimal self-dual extensionof the correspondenceE ⊙ F according to Paschke [Pas73]. This

self-dual extension can be obtained considerably more easily, namely as a strong closure in an operator space, if

we pass to von Neumann modules; see Section 7. In this sense, by s we will indicatestrong closure, although

the reader who wishes to do so may think ofσ–weak closure with respect to a suitably chosen pre-dual. Also, we

will always consider strong limits of nets, but they may conveniently be replaced by (possibly different!) nets that

convergeσ–weakly.
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notes we dilate a correspondence to an endomorphism by, acutally, “dilating” the (discrete)

product system generated by the correspondence to anE0–semigroup. Therefore, it is has some

point to think of E0–semigroups as dilations of product systems. So Arveson’s statement in

[Arv89] that everyArveson system(that is, a product systems of Hilbert spaces or, equivalently,

of correspondences overC) stems from anE0–semigroup onB(H) can be stated as “every

Arveson system admits a dilation”.

In Section 5 we proof the main theorem by showing that every (strongly) full W∗–corres-

pondence is Morita equivalent to one that has a unit vector. For the construction of that corre-

spondence with a unit vector we need Lemmata 2.2 and 3.2 whichassert that given a full Hilbert

module over a unitalC∗–algebra or a (strongly) fullW∗–module, then a direct sum of a suitable

number of copies has a unit vector.

Then, in Section 7, we recall the duality between avon Neumann correspondence E(that

is, aW∗–correspondence over a von Neumann algebra) and itscommutant E′ as described in

Skeide [Ske03a] and show (by a reinterpretation of a result from Muhly and Solel [MS99]) that

the commutantE′ admits anondegenerate normalrepresentation on a Hilbert space, if and only

if E is the correspondence of an endomorphism (Theorem 7.4). Together with our main theorem

this reproves a recent result by Hirshberg [Hir05a], who shows by completely different methods

that everyC∗–correspondence admits such a representation. Additionally, we show that in the

case ofW∗–correspondences this representation can be chosen nomal (left open in [Hir05a]).

In Section 8 we indicate some implications of the main theorem and of Section 7 for the

continuous case. In Section 9 we illustrate the abstract constructions explicitly in an example.

A note on footnotes. We apologize for the extensive use of footnotes in the beginning of this

introduction. They contain definitions the expert surely will now (maybe, except the convention

on nondegenerate left actions) and that would disturb the presentation of the argument too much.

However, as we wish to be comprehensive also for the nonexpert in Hilbert modules, we decided

to add the basic definitions in form of footnotes.

Acknowledgements.We wish to express our gratitude to P. Muhly for warm hospitality during

several stays in Iowa City with many inspiring discussions that influenced this work. We thank

I. Hirshberg for intriguing discussions arround his article [Hir05a]. We are particularly greatful

to B. Solel for pointing out to us two inaccuracies of arguments in an earlier version. Last but

not least, we acknowledge also the support by Research Fondsof the Department S.E.G.e S. of

University of Molise.
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1 Prerequisits onE0–semigroups and product systems

In this section we recall the construction from Skeide [Ske02] of a product system from an

E0–semigroup onBa(E) based on existence of a unit vector inE and put it into perspective with

the new construction from Muhly, Skeide and Solel [MSS04] assketched in the introduction.

Then we discuss the relation with units, CP-semigroups and the construction of dilations of

CP-semigroups as described in Bhat and Skeide [BS00].

Let E be a Hilbert module over aC∗–algebraB and letϑ =
(
ϑt
)
t∈S be a strictE0–semigroup

onBa(E), that is, a semigroup of unital endomorphismsϑt of Ba(E) that are strict.S is either

the set of nonnegative integersN0 = {0, 1, . . .} or the set of nonnegative realsR+ = [0,∞). (We

are mainly interested in the discrete caseS = N0 but there is no reason to restrict the discussion

to that case. The only exception regards existence ofunits. While here we are exploiting the

fact that in the discrete case every vector inE1 generates a unit, in the continuous case units

need not exist.)

For everyt > 0 denote byEt := E∗ ⊙ ϑt E the correspondence overB generating the

endomorphismϑt via the isomorphismE = E ⊙ Et described by (∗). We extend the definition

to t = 0 by puttingE0 = B. (If E is full, then this is automatic.) TheEt form a product system

E⊙ =
(
Et
)
t∈S, that is

Es⊙ Et = Es+t (Er ⊙ Es) ⊙ Et = Er ⊙ (Es⊙ Et),

via

Es⊙ Et = (E∗ ⊙ ϑsE) ⊙ (E∗ ⊙ ϑt E)

= E∗ ⊙ ϑs(E ⊙ (E∗ ⊙ ϑt E)) = E∗ ⊙ ϑs(ϑt E) = E∗ ⊙ ϑs+t E = Es+t.

In order to indicate that an elementary tensorx∗⊙y is to be understood inE∗⊙ϑt E we shall write

x∗ ⊙t y. We leave it as an exercise to check (using the notation⊙t appropriately) on elementary

tensors that the suggested identification is, indeed, associative.

Suppose now thatB is unital and thatE has aunit vector ξ (that is,〈ξ, ξ〉 = 1 so that, in

particular,E is full). Then we may identifyEt with the submoduleϑt(ξξ∗)E of E when equipped

with the left actionbx := ϑt(ξbξ∗)x. The concrete identificationE∗ ⊙ ϑt E→ ϑt(ξξ∗)E is

x∗ ⊙t y 7−→ ϑt(ξx∗)y with inverse ϑt(ξξ
∗)z 7−→ ξ∗ ⊙t z,

(To see that the inverse is really surjective, writex∗ ⊙t y ∈ E∗ ⊙ ϑt E asx∗ ⊙t y = (ξ∗ξx∗) ⊙t y =

ξ∗ ⊙t ϑt(ξx∗)y.) The resulting identificationϑs(ξξ∗)E ⊙ ϑt(ξξ∗)E = ϑs+t(ξξ∗)E is

ϑs(ξξ
∗)x⊙ ϑt(ξξ

∗)y 7−→ (ξ∗ ⊙s x) ⊙ (ξ∗ ⊙t y) 7−→ ξ∗ ⊙s+t (ϑt(xξ
∗)y) 7−→ ϑs+t(ξξ

∗)ϑt(xξ
∗)y.
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This is the way how we determined in Skeide [Ske02] the product system of anE0–semigroup

(whenE has a unit vector) generalizing Bhat’s construction in [Bha96] of the Arveson system of

anE0–semigroup onB(H) (where existence of a unit vector is not a problem as every nonzero

Hilbert space has unit vectors).

By [Ske02] the familiyTt(b) = 〈ξ, ϑt(ξbξ∗)ξ〉 of maps onB defines a semigroup, if and

only if the family of projectionspt = ϑt(ξξ∗) is increasing. In this case,ξt := ϑt(ξξ∗)ξ = ξ is

contained in allEt and, moreover,ξs ⊙ ξt = ξs+t andξ0 = 1, that is, the familyξ⊙ =
(
Et
)
t∈S

defines aunit for E⊙. This unit isunital, that is, allξt are unit vectors.

Under the preceding conditions the construction is reversible (see [BS00, Ske02] for details)

and this reversion is what we need for the constructive part in the proof of the main theorem.

More specifically, letE⊙ be a product system of correspondences overB and letξ⊙ be a unital

unit for E⊙. By ξs⊙ idEt : xt 7→ ξs⊙ xt we define isometric (right linear but, usually, not bilinear)

embeddingsEt → Es+t. These embeddings form an inductive system so that we may construct

the (completed) inductive limitE∞ = lim indt→∞Et. The factorization property of the product

systemE⊙ turns over toE∞, that is

E∞ ⊙ Et = E“∞ + t” = E∞ (E∞ ⊙ Es) ⊙ Et = E∞ ⊙ (Es⊙ Et), (1.1)

so thatϑt(a) := a⊙ idEt ∈ B
a(E∞⊙Et) = Ba(E∞) defines anE0–semigroup onBa(E∞). (We need

to know how to make the intuitive identificationE∞ = E∞ ⊙ Et precise only for the concrete

example in Section 9. Here we content ourselves to know that it works, and refer the reader

to [BBLS04, Section 4.4].) If product system and unit are those constructed in the preceding

paragraph give backE⊙ and ξ⊙ from an E0–semigroup onBa(E) and a unit vector, then we

recoverE asE = E∞, if and only if the projectionspt (of the last paragraph) converge toidE

strongly.

1.1 Observation. We summarize: IfE = E1 is a correspondence overB with a unit vector

ξ = ξ1, thenE⊙ =
(
En
)
n∈N0

with En := E⊙n is a (discrete) product system andξ⊙ =
(
ξn
)
n∈N0

with ξn := ξ⊙n a unital unit. The inductive limitE∞ over that unit carries a strictE0–semigroup

ϑ =
(
ϑn
)
n∈N0

with ϑn(a) = a⊙ idEn whose product system isE⊙. In particular,E = E1 occurs as

the correspondence of the unital strict endomorphismϑ1 of Ba(E∞).

All results have analogues forW∗–modules replacing strict mappings with normal (orσ–

weak) mappings and the tensor product ofC∗–correspondences with that ofW∗–corresponden-

ces.

2 Unit vectors in Hilbert modules

In this section we discuss when full Hilbert modules over unital C∗–algebras have unit vec-

tors. In particular, we show that even if there is no unit vector, then a finite direct sum will
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admit a unit vector. What we actually need for the proof our main theorem is the version for

W∗–modules which we discuss in the following section. But the result in this section is simple,

allows to illustrate the problems free from technical ballast, motivates the following section and,

finally, has some consequences in proving statements about finitely generated modules that are

independent from the rest of the paper. It will play its role in the weaker weaker version of the

main theorem, Theorem 6.6, for full correpondences over unital C∗–algebras.

Of course, a Hilbert moduleE over a unitalC∗–algebraB that is not full cannot have unit

vectors. But also ifE is full this does not necessarily imply existence of unit vectors.

2.1 Example. Let B = C ⊕ M2 =

C 0

0 M2

 ⊂ M3 = B(C3). TheM2–C–moduleC2 = M21 may be

viewed as a correspondence overB (with operations inherited fromM3 ⊃


0 0

C
2 0

). Also its dual,

theC–M2–moduleC2∗ = M12 =: C2, may be viewed as a correspondence overB. It is easy

to check thatM = C2 ⊕ C2 =


0 C2

C
2 0

 is a Morita equivalence (see Section 4) fromB to B (in

particular,M is full) without a unit vector.

Observe that all modules and correspondences in Example 2.1areW∗–modules, so missing

unit vectors are not caused by insufficient closure. The reason whyM does not contain a unit

vector is because the full HilbertM2–moduleC2 has “not enough space” to allow for sufficiently

many orthogonal vectors. (Not two nonzero vectors of this module are orthogonal.) Another

way to argue is to observe that every nonzero inner product〈x, y〉 is a rank-one operator in

M2 = B(C2) while the identity has rank two. As soon as we create “enoughspace”, for in-

stance, by taking the direct sum of sufficiently many (in our case two) copies ofC2 the problem

dissappears.

In this section we show a lemma asserting that for every full Hilbert module a finite number

of copies will be “enough space”. The basic idea is that, if〈x, y〉 = 1, then by Cauchy-Schwartz

inequality1 = 〈x, y〉〈y, x〉 ≤ 〈x, x〉 ‖y‖2 so that〈x, x〉 is invertible andx
√
〈x, x〉−1 is a unit vector.

Technically, the condition〈x, y〉 = 1 is realized only approximately and by elements inEn rather

than inE.

2.2 Lemma. Let E be a full Hilbert module over a unital C∗–algebra. Then there exists n∈ N

such that En has a unit vector.

P. E is full, so there existxn
i , y

n
i ∈ E (n ∈ N; i = 1, . . . , n) such that

lim
n→∞

n∑

i=1

〈xn
i , y

n
i 〉 = 1.

The subset of invertible elements inB is open. Therefore, forn sufficiently big
∑n

i=1〈x
n
i , y

n
i 〉 is

invertible. Defining the elementsXn = (xn
1, . . . , x

n
n) andYn = (yn

1, . . . , y
n
n) in En we have, thus,

7



that

〈Xn,Yn〉 =

n∑

i=1

〈xn
i , y

n
i 〉

is invertible. So, also〈Xn,Yn〉〈Yn,Xn〉 is invertible and, therefore, bounded below by a strictly

positive constant. Of course,‖Yn‖ , 0. By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality also

〈Xn,Xn〉 ≥
〈Xn,Yn〉〈Yn,Xn〉

‖Yn‖
2

is bounded below by a strictly positive constant and, therefore,〈Xn,Xn〉 is invertible. It follows

thatXn

√
〈Xn,Xn〉

−1 is a unit vector inEn.

2.3 Corollary. If E (as before) contains an aribtrary number of mutually orthogonal copies of

a full Hilbert submodule (for instance, if E is isomorphic toEn for some n≥ 2), then E has a

unit vector.

Excluding the one-dimensional case, Arveson systems (continuous time) have always infi-

nite-dimensional members. We believe that something similar should be true also for general

(continuous time) product systems, in the sense that the product systemsE⊙ whose members

Et (t ∈ R+) do not fulfill not assumption of the corollary should belongto an unrealistic sub-

class that can be ruled out and understood more easily. (In Arveson’s setting they come from

automorphism groups. But we know that one-dimensional product systems can have nontrivial

structures. But as their members areB as right module, they all have unit vectors. The class we

wish to rule out cannot haveB as a direct summand.) Example 9.5 tells us that there are serious

examples in the discrete case where not one memberEn (n > 0) of the product system has a unit

vector.

Lemma 2.2 implies that, ifK(E) is unital, thenK(E) = F(E). (Just apply the lemma to

the full HilbertK(E)–moduleE∗. Of course, this may be obtained directly, using again that the

invertible elements form an open subset in theC∗–algebraK(E) and the fact thatF(E) is dense

in K(E).) This has an implication for the theory of finitely generated Hilbert modules.

2.4 Corollary. If K(E) is unital, then E is algebraically finitely generated.

This is some sort of inverse to the well-known fact that an (algebraically) finitely generated

Hilbert B–module is isomorphic to a (complemented) submodule ofBn for somen. Indeed,

at least ifB is unital, thenE being a complemented submodule ofBn implies that the identity

1Bn in B
a(Bn) = Mn(B) = K(Bn) gives rise to a an identitypE1Bn pE ∈ F(E) for E, wherepE

denotes the projection ontoE.

8



3 Unit vectors in W∗–modules

In this section we proof the analogue of Lemma 2.2 forW∗–modules. Of course, aW∗–module

is a Hilbert module. If it is full then Lemma 2.2 applies. But the good notion of fullness for

a W∗–module is that it isstrongly full, that is, the inner product of theW∗–module generates

B as aW∗–algebra. (Strong fullness is the more useful notion forW∗–modules, because it

can always be achieved by restrictingB to theW∗–subalgebra generated by the inner product.

Example 3.1 tells us that the same is not true for fullness in the case ofW∗–modules.) Usually,

for a W∗–module we will just say “full”, while we mention explicitly, when we intend “full in

the Hilbert module sense”. It is the assumption of strong fulness for which we want to prove

the main theorem, and not the stronger assumption of fullness (that might be not achievable).

We thank B. Solel for pointing out to us this gap in the first version of these notes.

We see immediately that forW∗–modules the cardinality of the direct sum in Lemma 2.2

can no longer be kept finite.

3.1 Example. Let H be an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. ThenH∗ is aW∗–module over

B(H), that is strongly full but not full as a HilbertB(H)–module. (Indeed, the range ideal ofH∗

in B(H) isB(H)H∗ = K(H) , B(H).) For every finite direct sumH∗n the inner product〈Xn,Xn〉

(Xn ∈ H∗n) has rank not higher thann. Therefore,H∗n does not admit a unit vector. Only if we

considerH∗n
s
, the self-dual extension ofH∗n, wheren = dim H, then the vector inH∗n

s
with the

componentse∗i (
(
ei
)

some orthonormal basis ofH) is a unit vector. But this vector is not inH∗n

if n is infinite.

The example is in some sense typical. In fact, we constructeda multiple ofH∗ that contains

a unit vector by choosing an orthonormal basis for its dualH. This will also be our strategy for

generalW∗–modules. A suitable substitute for orthonormal bases arequasiorthonormal bases.

A quasi orthonormal basisin a W∗–moduleE overB is a family
(
ei , pi
)
i∈S whereS is some

index set (of cardinalityn, say),pi are projections inB andei a elements inE such that

〈ei , ej〉 = δi, j p j and
∑

i∈S

eie
∗
i = idE

(strong limit in theW∗–algebraBa(E) over the finite subsets ofS in the caseS is not finite; see

Footnote [7]). Existence of a quasi orthonormal basis follows by self-duality (Paschke [Pas73]).

3.2 Lemma. Let E be a (strongly) full W∗–module. Then there exists a cardinal numbern such

that En
s

has a unit vector.

P. Let us choose a quasi orthonormal basis
(
e∗i , eie∗i

)
i∈S for the dualBa(E)–moduleE∗.

Then ∑

i∈S

e∗i ei =
∑

i∈S

〈ei , ei〉 = idE .

9



The second sum is, actually, over the elements〈ei , ei〉 when considered as operator acting from

the left onE∗. But, asE is strongly full, the action ofB on E∗ is faithful. In particular, the only

element inB having the actionidE is, really,1 ∈ B. Now, if we putn = #S, then the vector in

En with componentsei is a unit vector.

We note that this idea of choosing a quasi orthonormal basis for E∗ (with E full) can be used

in order to generalize Bhat’s approach to product systems tothe case ofW∗–modules without a

unit vector; see [Ske05b].

3.3 Remark. Of course, ifE is countably generated asW∗–module, then in Lemma 3.2 we may

choosen = #N. For this it is not necessary thatB is countably generated. Thus, neitherB not

E need have a separable pre-dual.

4 Morita equivalence for product systems

In this section we review the notions of (strong) Morita equivalence (Rieffel [Rie74b]), Morita

equivalence for Hilbert modules (new in these notes) and Morita equivalence for correspon-

dences (Muhly and Solel [MS00]). We put some emphasis on the difference between the

C∗–case and theW∗–case that is in part responsible for the fact that we cannot prove our main

theorem in the generalC∗–case. Then we show that a product system ofW∗–correspondences

can be derived from anE0–semigroup, if and only if it is Morita equivalent to a product system

that has a unital unit. In the discrete case this means aW∗–correspondence stems form a unital

endomorphism of someBa(E), if and only if it is Morita equivalent to aW∗–correspondence

that has a unit vector.

For a detailed introduction toMorita equivalence(Morita [Mor58]) and its motivation (and

its relation with the contructions in Section 7) we refer thereader to Rieffel [Rie74b] (and to

Skeide [Ske05a]).

A correspondenceM fromA to B is called aMorita equivalencefromA to B, if it is full

and if the canonical mapping fromA into Ba(M) corestricts to an isomorphismA → K(M).

Clearly, the two conditions can be written also as

M∗ ⊙ M = B M ⊙ M∗ = A

in each case und the suggested canonical mappingsA → K(M) = M ⊙ M∗ and M∗ ⊙ M =

BM → B. From these equations one concludes easily a couple of facts. Firstly, if M is a

Morita equivalence fromA toB, thenM∗ is a Morita equivalence fromB toA. Secondly, the

tensor product of Morita equivalences, if it exists, is a Morita equivalence. Thirdly,M andM∗

are inverses under tensor product. TwoC∗–algebras are calledstrongly Morita equivalent, if

they admit a Morita equivalence from one to the other. StrongMorita equivalence is finer than

10



Morita equivalence, but considerably coarser than isomorphism. Usually, we say justMorita

equivalentalso when we intendstrongly Morita equivalent.

4.1 Example. All Mn are (strongly) Morita equivalent toC via the Morita equivalenceCn. In

fact, a representation ofMn factors the representation spaceH into Cn ⊗ H and for everyn the

dimension of themultiplicity spaceH is the parameter that classifies the representations.

In the category ofW∗–algebras withW∗–correspondences a correspondence fromA toB is

aMorita W∗–equivalence, if M is strongly full and if the canonical mappingA→ Ba(M) is an

isomorphism.

4.2 Remark. Clearly, in theW∗–case we haveM ⊙̄s M∗ = B
a(M). The fact that Morita equiv-

alence forW∗–algebra relatesA to Ba(M) while strong Morita equivalence ofC∗–algebras

relatesA only toK(M) is one of the reasons why our proof of the main theorem works only

in theW∗–case, respectively, runs considerably less smooth the particularC∗–case discussed in

Section 6.

4.3 Example. TheMn areW∗–algebras, theCn and their duals areW∗–correspondences and all

tensor products are tensor products in theW∗–sense.

4.4 Remark. Versions of Examples 4.1 and 4.3 for infinite-dimensional matrices andC re-

placed withB are crucial for the proof of the main theorem. Essentially, we are going to useBn

as Morita equivalence fromMn(B) to B. Of course, either we have to pass to strong closures

(Section 5) or to a weaker notion of Morita equivalence (Section 6).

4.5 Definition (Muhly and Solel [MS00]). A correspondenceE overB and a correspondence

F overC are (strongly)Morita equivalent, if there is a Morita equivalenceM fromB toC such

thatE ⊙ M = M ⊙ F (or E = M ⊙ F ⊙ M∗).

We add here:

4.6 Definition. A Hilbert B–moduleE and a HilbertC–moduleF are (strongly)Morita equiv-

alent, if there is a Morita equivalenceM fromB toC such thatE ⊙ M = F (or E = F ⊙ M∗).

Of course, the definitions for theW∗–case are analogue.

Morita equivalence of Hilbert modules and Morita equivalence of correspondences are re-

lated by the following crucial proposition. Supposeα : Ba(E) → Ba(F) is a (bi-)strict isomor-

phism. By [MSS04] this is the case, if and only ifE andF are Morita equivalent where the

Morita equivalenceM inducesα asα(a) = a⊙ idM.

Now suppose there are two strict unital endomorphismsϑ andθ on Ba(E) andBa(F), re-

spectively. We may ask whether they areconjugate, that is, whether there exists a (bi-)strict

isomorphismα : Ba(E)→ Ba(F) such thatθ = α ◦ ϑ ◦ α−1.

11



4.7 Proposition. ϑ andθ are conjugate, if and only if there is a Morita equivalence inducing

an isomorphism F= E ⊙ M such that Eϑ ⊙ M = M ⊙ Fθ, that is, if and only if E and F as well

as Eϑ and Fθ are Morita equivalent by the same Morita equivalence.

The proof consists very much of computations like the secondhalf of the proof Theorem

4.10 below. We leave it as an exercise.

4.8 Remark. Note that in the scalar caseB = C = C, whereC is the only Morita equivalence

overC, we recover the well-known facts that every normal isomorphismα : B(G) → B(H) is

induced by a unitaryG→ H and that the multiplicity spaces of two endomorphisms conjugate

by α must be equal.

Clearly, if E⊙ =
(
Et
)
t∈S is a product system of correspondences overB andM is a Morita

equivalence fromB to C, thenM∗ ⊙ E⊙ ⊙ M := F⊙ =
(
Ft
)
t∈S with Ft := M∗ ⊙ Et ⊙ M and

isomorphisms

Fs⊙ Ft = M∗ ⊙ Es⊙ M ⊙ M∗ ⊙ Et ⊙ M = M∗ ⊙ Es⊙ Et ⊙ M = M∗ ⊙ Es+t ⊙ M = Fs+t

is a product system of correspondences overC.

4.9 Definition. We sayE⊙ andF⊙ are (strongly)Morita equivalent, if there exists a Morita

equivalenceM and anisomorphismu⊙ =
(
ut
)
t∈S : M∗⊙E⊙⊙M → F⊙ (that is, theut are bilinear

unitaries inM∗ ⊙ Et ⊙ M → Ft such thatus⊙ ut = us+t andu0 = idC).

The version forW∗–correspondences is analogue.

4.10 Theorem. Let E⊙̄
s
=
(
Et
)
t∈S be a product system of (strongly) full W∗–correspondences

Et over a W∗–algebraB. Then E⊙̄
s

is the product system of a normal E0–semigroupϑ =
(
ϑt
)
t∈S

onB
a(E) for some W∗–module E overB, if and only if E⊙̄

s
is Morita equivalent to a product

system F⊙̄
s

of W∗–correspondences over a W∗–algebraC that contains a unital unitζ⊙.

P. “=⇒”. SupposeE ⊙̄
s

is the product system of the normalE0–semigroupϑ on the

W∗–algebraC := B
a(E). Put Ft := E ⊙̄s Et ⊙̄

s E∗. As E ⊙̄s Et = E andϑt(a) = a ⊙ idEt ,

we find Ft = ϑtB
a(E) andas ⊙ at = ϑt(as)at is the isomorphismFs ⊙̄

s Ft = Fs+t. Clearly,

ζt = idE ∈ B
a(E) = Ft defines a unital unitζ⊙ for F ⊙̄

s
. (One easily verifies that also the in-

ductive limit F∞ = Ba(E) = E ⊙̄s E∗ constructed from that unit is that obtained fromE via the

Morita equivalenceM := E∗ asF∞ = E ⊙̄s E∗.)

“⇐=”. SupposeM is a MoritaW∗–equivalence fromB toC such thatF ⊙̄
s

:= M∗⊙̄sE ⊙̄
s
⊙̄

sM

has a unital unitζ⊙. Construct the inductive limitF∞ with the normalE0–semigroupθt(a) =

a⊙ idFt (a ∈ Ba(F∞)) and putE := F∞ ⊙̄
s M∗. Then

ϑt(a) := θt(a⊙ idM) ⊙ idM∗ = a⊙ idM ⊙ idFt ⊙ idM∗ = a⊙ idEt

12



(a ∈ Ba(E)) where

E = E ⊙̄s M ⊙̄s M∗ (= F∞ ⊙̄
s M∗ = F∞ ⊙̄

s Ft ⊙̄
s M∗)

= E ⊙̄s M ⊙̄s Ft ⊙̄
s M∗ = E ⊙̄s Et

is the induced semigroup onBa(E). As F∞ is full (it contains a unit vector) alsoE = F∞ ⊙̄
sM∗ is

full (CF∞

s
= C acts nondegenerately onM∗ so thatBE

s
= BM∗

s
= B). Therefore, by uniqueness

the product systems associated withϑ gives us backEt.

4.11 Remark. Ft = ϑtB
a(E) is exactly the one-dimensional product system of correspondences

overBa(E) constructed as in [BS00] fromϑ when considered as CP-semigroup; see Skeide

[Ske01a, Example 11.1.3]. We have used the same trick in Skeide [Ske03a], switching between

a W∗–correspondenceB(H) ⊗̄s
H overB(H) (note that such an exterior tensor product is the

most general form of aW∗–correspondence overB(H)) and the Hilbert space (that is, the cor-

respondence overC) H that corresponds to a member of an Arveson system, in order tosolve

a problem due to Powers. An extension to the module case will appear in Bhat, Liebscher and

Skeide [BLS06]. In the recent preprint [MM04] Marrero and Muhly use the trick to determine

the index of a CP-map onMn.

What happens, ifE ⊙̄
s

is not full? Suppose it is derived from anE0–semigroup onBa(E).

Then by the extended uniqueness result, theEt are actually correspondences overBE
s
. There-

fore, if a product system is derived from a semigroup the range ideal for eachEt cannot depend

on t and it must act nondegenerately on eachEt. In other words, either the range ideal is sta-

tionary and acts nondegenerately on eachEt so that we may simply pass fromB to that ideal

and apply the theorem, or the product system is not derived from anE0–semigroup.

4.12 Corollary. A correspondence not satisfying the condition in brackets in the main theorem

cannot be derived from a unital endomorphism.

We emphasize that this does not mean that for a product systemwith nonstationary range

ideals it was not possible to find isomorphismsE ⊙ Et = E so thatϑt(a) := a ⊙ idEt defines a

semigroup. (In fact it is easy to describe such examples byexterior direct sum constructions.

Theexterior direct sumof aB–module and aC–module is aB⊕C–module.) It just means that

the product system associated withϑ will be smaller.

4.13 Example. A nontrivial example of a product system with range ideals decreasing to{0}

we obtain as follows. LetB = C0(0,∞) be the contionuous functions onR+ that vanish at

0 and at∞. Let S =
(
St
)
t∈R+

be the usual right shift [St( f )](x) = f (x − t) putting f (x) = 0

when x < 0. ThenEt := St(B) with left action b.St(b′) = St(bb′) is a product system via
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Ss(b) ⊙ St(b′) = Ss+t(b)St(b′) ∈ Ss+t(B). Note that this product system does not admit units nor

(nonzero) elements that commute with the algebra.

Product systems like in this example are usually derived notfrom E0–semigroups but from

E–semigroups, that is, semigroups of not necessarily unitalendomorphisms. In fact, the product

system is that associated with the shift semigroupS.

5 Proof of the main theorem

We put together the results to form a proof of the main theorem. But before we do that, we

explain why even under the assumptions of Lemma 2.2 (resulting into finite direct sums) we

would not be able to produce a proof based on strong Morita equivalence that works also in the

C∗–case.

Let E be a full correspondence over a unitalC∗–algebraB. By Lemma 2.2 we know that

for somen ∈ N the correspondenceEn has a unit vector. We observe thatEn = Bn ⊙ E, where

Bn is a Morita equivalence fromMn(B) to B. If we could show existence of a unit vector in

Mn(E) = Bn ⊙ E ⊙ Bn whereBn := (Bn)∗ is the dual ofBn, thenE was Morita equivalent to

a correspondence with a unit vector. In this case the “⇐=” direction of the proof of Theorem

4.10 works even without strong closure. (The main reason forstrong closure is that rarely

Ba(E) = K(E) soE is a rarely a Morita equivalence fromBa(E) toBE.)

Unfortunately,Mn(E) need not have a unit vector. Supposen ≥ 2 is minimal. To produce a1

in a place in the diagonal we needn orthogonal vectors, and to produce1 in every of then places

in the diagonal we needn2 orthogonal vectors. However, theMn(B)–correspondenceMn(E) still

has “space” only forn orthogonal vectors (with suitable inner products). The problem remains,

when we useMm(E) (m > n) instead. Still we needmnorthogonal vectors to producem units

in the diagonal, but we have “space” only form orthogonal vectors. The problem disappears if

m = ∞, because then we can “slice”m = ∞ into n slices still of sizem = ∞. The problem is

now that the sums when calculating inner products of elements in M∞(E) (or also in products

of elements inM∞(B)) converge only strongly. (For instance,1∞ ∈ M∞(B) is approximated by

1m ∈ Mm(B).) This is a second reason why we have to switch to theW∗–case.

In the context ofW∗–modules Lemma 3.2 allows for arbitrary cardinalitiesn. We start

by giving a precise meaning toMn(B) and Mn(E). So letE be aW∗–correspondence over a

W∗–algebraB. Let H be a Hilbert space with an ONB
(
ek
)
k∈S where #S = n. Then we set

Mn(B) := B(H) ⊗̄s
B (tensor product ofW∗–algebras) and we identify an elementB ∈ Mn(B)

with the matrix
(
bi j
)
i, j∈S where

bi j = (e∗i ⊗ idB)B(ej ⊗ idB) ∈ B.

We putMn(E) := B(H) ⊗̄s E, that is, theexterior tensor productof W∗–modules; see [Ske01a,
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Section 4.3]. We identify an elementX ∈ Mn(E) with the matrix
(
xi j
)
i, j∈S where

xi j = (e∗i ⊗ idE)X(ej ⊗ idE) ∈ E.

The operations in this correspondence overMn(B) are

〈X,Y〉i j =
∑

k

〈xki, yk j〉 (XB)i j =
∑

k

xikbk j (BX)i j =
∑

k

bikxk j, (5.1)

where all sums are strong limits (see Footnote [7]). A matrixX =
(
xi j
)
is an element ofMn(E), if

and only if all
∑

k〈xki, xk j〉 exist strongly and define the matrix elements of an element inMn(B).

Clearly,M := H ⊗̄s
B = Bn

s
is a MoritaW∗–equivalence fromMn(B) toB and

M ⊙̄s E ⊙̄s M∗ = Mn(E).

5.1 Corollary. E and Mn(E) are Morita equivalent W∗–correspondences.

5.2 Proposition. Suppose E is (strongly) full and letn be an infinite cardinal number not

smaller than that granted by Lemma 3.2. Then Mn(E) has a unit vector.

P. Denote byl the cardinal number from Lemma 3.2 and fixn as stated. Choose setsS,T

with #S = l, #T = n. Let xℓ (ℓ ∈ S) denote the components of a unit vector inEl
s
. As n is

infinite (by assumption!) andl ≤ n so thatln = n, we may fix a bijectionϕ : T → S×T. Denote

by ϕ1 andϕ2 the first and the second component, respectively, ofϕ. Define a matrixX ∈ Mn(E)

by setting

xi j = xϕ1(i)δϕ2(i), j.

Then

〈X,X〉i j =
∑

k∈T

〈xki, xk j〉 =
∑

k∈T

δϕ2(k),iδϕ2(k), j〈xϕ1(k), xϕ1(k)〉

=
∑

(ℓ,k)∈S×T

δk,iδk, j〈xℓ, xℓ〉 =
(∑

k∈T

δk,iδk, j

)(∑

ℓ∈S

〈xℓ, xℓ〉
)
= δi, j1.

Putting together Corollary 5.1 and Proposition 5.2 with Theorem 4.10 completes the proof of

our main theorem.

6 Full C∗–correspondences over unitalC∗–algebras

In this section we prove a version of the main theorem forC∗–correspondences that have a full

inner product in a unitalC∗–algebra. The proof is less streamlined than that for theW∗–case,

so we do not develope a complete analogue of the treatment of theW∗–version, also because,

partly, it is not possible.
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One problem was to have a notion of Morita equivalence that understands a full Hilbert

B–moduleE as a Morita equivalence fromBa(E) to B and not just fromK(E) to B. In the

previous sections the strongly closed versions forW∗–objects did the job. In this section we

elaborate a version forstrict closure (or what is the same for strict or∗–strong completion).

And we elaborate thisstrict Morita equivalence only for the case, where one of the algebras is

B
a(B). This will allow for the necessary matrix constructions, and Lemma 2.2 will guarantee

existence of a unit vector in the matrix modules. There are two reasons why we cannot proof

the result for nonunitalC∗–algebras. The fact that we have available neither Lemma 2.2nor

Lemma 3.2 is responsible for that we cannot proof the result for nonunitalC∗–algebras. The

former works only for full Hilbert modules over unitalC∗–algebras. The proof of the latter is

based on quasi orthonormal bases that, in strict completions, are not available.

6.1 Example. Let B = C0(−2, 2) andI = C0(−1, 1) ⊂ B an ideal and define the full Hilbert

B–moduleE = B ⊕ I . Then the strict completion ofE, Ba(B,E), is the direct sumCb(−2, 2)⊕

C0(−1, 1). The only projection inBa(B) = Cb(−2, 2) is 1. Every element inBa(B,E) that has

unit length leaves leaves a nonzero complement that does notadmit a further unit vector. So

Ba(B,E) has no quasi orthonormal basis.

Let us start with some generalities, however, without discussing (as would be natural) how

the definitions fit into the frame of multiplier algebras, double centralizers and strict topology. If

E is a HilbertB–module, then by thestrict completionof E we understand the spaceBa(B,E).

If B is unital, thenBa(B,E) is justE where we considerx ∈ E as the mapb 7→ xb. In general,

Ba(B,E) is Hilbert module overBa(B) with inner product〈X,X′〉 = X∗X′. Further,Ba(B,E)

has the same operators asE, that is,Ba(Ba(B,E)) = Ba(E) where an elementa ∈ Ba(E) acts

on X ∈ Ba(B,E) simply by compositionaX.

Now we wish to define an appropriate tensor product among suchspaces.

6.2 Proposition. Let E be a HilbertB–module and let F be a correspondence fromB to C.

Then:

1. The left action ofB on F extends to a (unique and strict) action ofBa(B). Therefore, also

Ba(C, F) has a left action ofBa(B).

2. For every X∈ Ba(B,E) by settingη(X) = X⊙ idF we define a map inBa(B⊙ F,E⊙ F) =

Ba(F,E ⊙ F) with adjointη(X)∗ = X∗ ⊙ idF .

3. The map X⊙ Y 7→ η(X)Y defines an isometry from the tensor product ofBa(B,E) and

B
a(C, F) overB onto a strictly dense subset ofB

a(C,E ⊙ F).

P. Part 1 is a statement we used already in the representation theory of generalBa(E)

(applied toBa(B)). See, for instance, [MSS04, Corollary 1.20] for a proof.
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Part 2 is general theory of tensor products, but it may also easily deduced from the proof of

Part 3.

For Part 3 let us choose a bounded approximate unit
(
uλ
)
λ∈Λ for B. Then

η(X)Yc = lim
λ
η(X)uλYc = lim

λ
(Xuλ) ⊙ (Yc) ∈ E ⊙ F,

where we made use ofuλy→ y in norm for ally ∈ F. (This follows from Part 1, but may also

easily be verified by three epsilons.) So the map is intoBa(C,E ⊙ F). Clearly, when restricted

to the subsetE⊙F of Ba(B,E)⊙Ba(C, F), we obtain all maps of the formc 7→ czfor z ∈ E⊙F

that form a strictly dense subset ofBa(C,E ⊙ F).

6.3 Definition. By the strict tensor productBa(B,E) ⊙̄ Ba(C, F) we understand the space

B
a(C,E ⊙ F).

The following corollary can be proved as Part 3.

6.4 Corollary. For every correspondence G fromC toD (that may be viewed also as a corre-

spondence G fromBa(C) toD in a unique way) we have

(
B

a(B,E) ⊙̄Ba(C, F)
)
⊙G = B

a(C,E ⊙ F) ⊙G = E ⊙ F ⊙G

Clearly, if E is a correspondence fromA to B, thenBa(C,E ⊙ F) is a correspondence

from Ba(A) to Ba(C). In particular, if E⊙ is a product systems of correspondence overB,

then the family of allBa(B,Et) form a strict tensor product system of correspondences over

Ba(B). If this product system has a unital unitΞ⊙, then we may proceed as in Section 1. So

Ξs ⊙ idEt defines an inductive system of isometric embeddingsBa(B,Et) → Ba(B,Es+t). From

the inductive limit of this system we may extract a HilbertB–module

E∞ =
(
lim ind

t→∞
B

a(B,Et)
)
⊙ B

so that lim indt→∞Ba(B,Et) embeds as a strictly dense subset intoBa(B,E∞). (Note thatB

is a self-inverse Morita equivalence overB and that the left action ofB extends to a strict left

action ofBa(B) onB in the canonical way.)Ba(B,E∞) fulfills

B
a(B,E∞) ⊙̄Ba(B,Et) = B

a(B,E∞) (6.1)

and associativity conditions similar to (1.1) so thatϑt(a) = a ⊙ idEt defines anE0–semigroup

on Ba(Ba(B,E∞)). But, we know thatBa(Ba(B,E∞)) is justBa(E∞). It is easy to show that

that thisE0–semigroup is strict and that its product system is nothing but E⊙. The following

proposition is slightly more general and implies what we just asserted in the special caseM = B.
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6.5 Proposition. Let M denote a Morita equivalence fromB to C (so that M carries a unique

and strict extension of its left action toBa(B)). Put F∞ := E∞ ⊙ M. Then

F∞ = F∞ ⊙ (M∗ ⊙ Et ⊙ M)

(via (6.1)and Corollary 6.4) andθt(a) := a⊙ idM∗⊙Et⊙M defines a strict E0–semigroup onBa(F∞)

whose product system is F⊙ := M∗ ⊙ E⊙ ⊙ M.

P. The isomorphismF∞ = F∞ ⊙ Ft is

F∞ = E∞ ⊙ M = B
a(B,E∞) ⊙ M =

(
B

a(B,E∞) ⊙̄Ba(B,Et)
)
⊙ M

= E∞ ⊙ Et ⊙ M = E∞ ⊙ M ⊙ M∗ ⊙ Et ⊙ M = F∞ ⊙ Ft.

The remaining statements follow as in the second half of the proof of Theorem 4.10 just the

roles ofE⊙ andF⊙ have now switched.

We are now in a position to proof the analogue of the main theorem in the situation of this

section.

6.6 Theorem. Let E be a full correspondence over a unital C∗–algebraB. Then there is a

(necessarily full) HilbertB–module F and a unital endomorphism ofϑ of Ba(F) such that

Fϑ = E.

P. Denote byE⊙ =
(
E⊙n)

n∈N0
the product system generated byE. We defineM∞(B) and

M∞(Et) as the completetions of the spaces of matrices with finitelymany nonzero entries in the

respective norm topologies and operations like in (5.1). Tocome to the setting of the preceding

proposition we make up a dictionary.

Propositions 6.5 here

B M∞(B)

C B

M B∞

E⊙ M∞(E⊙) :=
(
M∞(En)

)
n∈N0

F⊙ E⊙

F∞ F

θ ϑ

In order to apply Proposition 6.5 (providing us with theF and theϑ we seek according to

the dictionary) it remains to show thatBa(M∞(B),M∞(E)) has a unit vectorΞ (determining a

unital unitΞ⊙ for the whole product systemM∞(E⊙) as ingredient). But this can be done as in

Proposition 5.2 using, however, the ingredients from Lemma2.2 (that is,l finite so thatn = #N

is sufficient) instead of those from Lemma 3.2.

18



6.7 Remark. If a product systemE⊙ consists of correspondences over a nonunitalC∗–algebra

B, then it is no problem to pass to the unitizatioñB of B. However, even ifE⊙ was full, now it

is no longer full so Theorem 6.6 is not applicable.

In this context we would like to mention that the whole basic classification of product sys-

tems is based on the existence of units — of continuous units to be precise. A unit, by definition,

assumes the value1 ∈ E0 = B at t = 0, so that the concept of unit is not defined. Even if we try

to admit units in also for nonunitalB, then the continuity conditions would require that〈ξt, ξt〉

converges to some projectionp in B. But there are projectionlessC∗–algebras. Anyway, al-

lowing for units not converging to identity att = 0 would considerably weaken the conclusions

that may be drawn from existence of units and change completely the classification results from

[Ske01b, BBLS04, Ske03b]. For instance, ifB is a projectionlessC∗–algebra, then the time-

ordered product system overB (consisting of time-ordered Fock modules) would not have a

single continuous unit, not even a trivial one. The only solution would be to taket = 0 away

from the product system. But it is the classification as in [Ske01b, BBLS04, Ske03b] which is

most similar to Arveson’s for Arveson systems.

7 Commutants and nondegenerate representations

In this section we put the result into relation with a recent result by Hirshberg [Hir05a] on ex-

istence of nondegenerate (oressential) representations of a correspondence over aC∗–algebra.

As a consequence, we furnish a different proof of Hirshberg’s result. Moreover, our method

shows that in the case of aW∗–correspondence the representation can be chosen compatible

with theσ–weak topology of thatW∗–correspondence, a result that was not accessible by the

method in [Hir05a].

Our approach her makes use of a duality between a von Neumann correspondences over the

von Neumann algebraB ⊂ B(G) and itscommutant, a von Neumann correspondence over the

commutant ofB′. By the crucial Theorm 7.4 under the commutant our main theorem applied

to a von Neumann correspondence translates into Hirshberg’s result for the commutant (and

back) in a version von Neumann correspondences. Von Neumannmodules (Skeide [Ske00a])

and commutants of von Neumann correspondences (Skeide [Ske03a, Ske05a]) play a crucial

role, so we have to give a brief account on these subjects.

Let K be a Hilbert space. Arepresentationof a correspondenceE overB on K is a pair

(ψ, η) of linear mappingsψ : B → B(K) andη : E → B(K) whereψ is a representation ofB

andη is a bimodule map (that is,η(b1xb2) = ψ(b1)η(x)ψ(b2)) such thatη(x)∗η(y) = ψ(〈x, y〉).

We always assume thatψ is nondegenerate. The representation (ψ, η) is nondegenerate(or

essential), if alsoη is nondegenerate, that is, ifspan η(E)K = K.

Observe thatψ and, therefore, alsoη are contractions. Moreover, like every representation of

19



aC∗–algebra on a pre-Hilbert space, the induced representation ofBa(E) onspan η(E)K defined

by a 7→ (η(x)k 7→ η(ax)k) is by bounded operators and, therefore, extends to a representation

first on span η(E)K and then toK (acting as 0 onη(E)K⊥). In particular, (ψ, η) extends to a

(nondegenerate) representation of thelinking algebra

B E∗

E B
a(E)

 on K ⊕ span η(E)K so that all

mappings are even completely contractive.

7.1 Remark. The nomenclature here differs, for instance, from Muhly and Solel [MS98], who

call covariant representationa pair (ψ, η) of completely contractive mappings withoutη(x)∗η(y)

= ψ(〈x, y〉). They call a covariant representationisometricif also η(x)∗η(y) = ψ(〈x, y〉) holds,

andfully coisometricif span η(E)K = K.

The connection between representations of correspondences and endomorphisms of some

B
a(E) is not direct, but via a duality, calledcommutant, between von Neumann correspondences

overB and von Neumann correspondences overB′ as introduced in Skeide [Ske03a]. (Indepen-

dently, Muhly and Solel [MS04] have considered aW∗–version and in [MS05] generalized the

construction toA–B–correspondences.) It works nicely only if we pass toW∗–algebras that are

represented concretely as operator algebras acting (nondegenerately) on a Hilbert space, that is,

if we pass tovon Neumann algebras, and toW∗–modules that are concrete spaces of operators

between Hilbert spaces, that is, if we pass tovon Neumann modules; see Skeide [Ske00a].

LetB ⊂ B(G) be a von Neumann algebra (acting nondegenerately on the Hilbert spaceG).

Then every (pre-)HilbertB–moduleE may be identified as a concrete operatorB–submodule

of someB(G,H) (nondegenerate in the sense thatspan EG = H) in the following way. Put

H = E⊙G. For everyx ∈ E define the mappingLx : g 7→ x⊙g in B(G,H). ThenLxb = Lxb and

L∗xLy = 〈x, y〉. Identifying x with Lx identifiesE as a subspace ofB(G,H). Following [Ske00a],

we sayE is avon NeumannB–module, if E is strongly closed inB(G,H).

7.2 Remark. One may show thatE is a von Neumann module, if and only ifE is self-dual, that

is, if and only ifE is aW∗–module; see [Ske00a, Ske05c]. The point about von Neumann mod-

ules is that it is easier to obtain them (from pre-Hilbert modules over a von Neumann algebra)

thanW∗–modules. Simply take strong closure. In the sequel, we willlearn another possibility

that is completely algebraic and parallels the operation oftaking the double commutant of an

operator algebra in order to obtain a von Neumann algebra; see Remark 7.3.

Ba(E) embeds intoB(H) via the identificationa = a⊙ idG. Clearly, if E is a von Neumann

module, thenBa(E) is a von Neumann subalgebra ofB(H). WhenE is also a correspondence

overB such that the canonical representationρ : B → Ba(E)→ B(H) is normal, then we sayE

is avon Neumann correspondence. (SoE is a von Neumann correspondence, if and only if it

is also aW∗–correspondence.) We refer toρ as theStinespring representationof B.
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On H there is a second (normal nondegenerate) representation, namely, the so-calledcom-

mutant lifting ρ′ of B′ defined asρ′(b′) = idE ⊙b′. It is not difficult to show that the intertwiner

spaceCB′(B(G,H)) := {x ∈ B(G,H) : ρ′(b′)x = xb′ (b′ ∈ B′)} is a von NeumannB–module

(see [Rie74b]) and thatE is a von Neumann module, if and only ifE = CB′(B(G,H)) (see

[Ske05c]). Less obvious is the converse statement: Ifρ′ is a normal nondegenerate represen-

tation ofB′ on a Hilbert spaceH, then the von NeumannB–moduleE := CB′(B(G,H)) acts

nondegenerately onG (see [MS02]), that is,E⊙G = H via x⊙ g = xg. Clearly, the commutant

lifting for that E is theρ′ we started with.

7.3 Remark. If E is only a pre-Hilbert module over the von Neumann algebraB, then E
s

is just CB′(B(G,H)) and provides us with the minimal self-dual extension ofE in the sense

of Paschke [Pas73]; see [Rie74b, Ske05c]. This is thedouble commutant theoremfor von

Neumann modules.

Summarizing, we have a one-to-one correspondence between von NeumannB–modules and

representations ofB′ and a one-to-one correspondence between von Neumann correspondences

E overB and pairs of representations (ρ, ρ′,H) of B andB′ with mutually commuting range.

(See also Connes [Con80], taking into account that the commutant ofB in standard represen-

tation isBop.) In the latter picture of correspondences as two representations nobody prevents

us from exchanging the roles ofB andB′. In that way, we obtain a further von Neumann

correspondence, namely

E′ := CB(B(G,H)) :=
{
x′ ∈ B(G,H) : ρ(b)x′ = x′b (b ∈ B)

}
,

this time overB′ with left action ofB′ via ρ′. This duality betweenE and itscommutantE′

was mentioned in [Ske03a]. See [Ske06] for a careful discussion about “one-to-one” and Skeide

[Ske05a] for definitions where the commutant becomes, really, a bijective functor.

We are now in a position to formulate the theorem about the relation between nondegenerate

representations and derivability from unital endomorphisms. But first let us recall a few (easy

to proof) facts. A von NeumannB–module is strongly full, if and only if the commutant lifting

ρ′ is faithful. In turn, this implies that a von Neumann correspondenceE overB is strongly full,

if and only if the left action ofB′ on the commutantE′ defines a faithful representation ofB′

on E′. Oberserve also that a representation (ψ, η) of a correspondenceE overB is faithful (in

the sense that bothψ andη are faithful), if and only ifψ is faithful. And if (ψ′, η′) is a faithful

nondegenerate representation ofE′, so that left action ofB′ on E′ is faithful, then necessarily

E is strongly full. Finally, note that for a representation (ψ, η) of aW∗–correspondenceE being

σ–weak, it is necessary and sufficient thatψ is normal. (This is so, because every normal

representationψ of B on K extends to a unique normal representation of the linking algebra
B E∗

E Ba(E)

 on B(K ⊕ (E ⊙ K)) andη, when considered as mappingE → B(K, span η(E)K), is
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unitarily equivalent to the restriction of that representation to the cornerE.) Therefore, we

speak of anormal representation (ψ, η), if ψ is normal.

7.4 Theorem. Let E be a von Neumann correspondence over a von Neumann algebra B ⊂

B(G) and E′ its commutant. Then the following conditions are equivalent.

1. E is the correspondence of a normal unital endomorphismϑ of Ba(F) for some strongly

full von NeumannB–module F.

2. E′ admits a faithful normal nondegenerate representation(ψ′, η′) on a Hilbert space K.

Moreover, if either of the conditions is fulfilled, then E is strongly full or, equivalently, the left

action ofB′ on E′ is faithful.

P. Let (ρ, ρ′,H) be the triple that determinsE asCB′(B(G,H)) andE′ asCB(B(G,H)).

Suppose thatF is a strongly full von NeumannB–module and thatϑ is a normal unital

endomorphism ofBa(F) such thatF = F ⊙̄s E andϑ(a) = a ⊙ idE. (As F is strongly full,

E is uniquely determined by these properties and necessarilyE is itself strongly full.) Put

K := F ⊙G. As F = F ⊙̄s E we haveK = F ⊙ E ⊙G. (If the last factor in a tensor product is

a Hilbert space, then norm closure is sufficient.) By construction we haveE ⊙G = span EG =

H = span E′G = E′⊙G. (Note thatspan EG= H = span E′G is true equality of Hilbert spaces.

The equalitiesE ⊙ G = span EG andE′ ⊙ G = span E′G are by canonical isomorphism. The

equalityF = F ⊙̄s E is by (∗) and canonical by a suitable universal property.) We find

F ⊙G = K = F ⊙ E′ ⊙G.

There are several ways to understand whyη′(x′) : y⊙ g 7→ y⊙ x′ ⊙ g is a well-defined element

of B(K). One is thatη′(x′) = idF ⊙x′ wherex′ is considered aB–C–linear operator fromG to

H = E′ ⊙ G. Let ψ′ denote the (normal!) commutant lifting ofB′ on K = F ⊙ G. We leave

it as an instructive exercise to check that (ψ′, η′) is a representation ofE′ on K. Obviously this

representation is nondegenerate. It is normal, becauseψ′ is normal. It is faithful becauseF is

strongly full.

Suppose now that (ψ′, η′) is a faithful normal nondegenerate representation ofE′ on K. We

put F := CB′(B(G,K)). Asψ′ is faithful, F is strongly full. Again

F ⊙G = K = F ⊙ E′ ⊙G

now viaη′(x′)(y ⊙ g) 7→ y ⊙ x′ ⊙ g. (Note that the setη′(E′)F ⊙ G is total inK, becauseη′ is

nondegenerate.) Again we substituteE′ ⊙ G = H = E ⊙ G so thatF ⊙ G = F ⊙ E ⊙ G. The

action ofb′ ∈ B′ on these spaces is the same. To see this we observe, first, thatb′(y⊙ x⊙ g) =

y⊙ x⊙ b′g = y⊙ ρ′(b′)(x⊙ g). Then, writing a typical element ofH = E ⊙G not as elementary
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tensorx ⊙ g but as elementary tensorx′ ⊙ g and recalling that the action ofb′ on x′ ⊙ g is just

ρ′(b′), we find

b′(y⊙ x′ ⊙ g) = y⊙ ρ′(b′)(x′ ⊙ g) = y⊙ b′x′ ⊙ g = η′(b′x′)(y⊙ g) = ψ′(b′)η′(x′)(y⊙ g).

As the commutant liftings onF ⊙ G and onF ⊙ E ⊙ G coincide, also the modulesF and

F ⊙̄s E (being intertwiner spaces for the same commutant lifting) must coincide andϑ(a) =

a ⊙ idE induces a unital normal endomorphism ofB
a(E). Once again, asF is strongly full, a

correspondenceE is determined uniquely by these properties, so thatF∗ ⊙̄s
ϑF gives us back

E.

7.5 Remark. The theorem has an obvious generalization to product systems; see Definition 8.1

and the discussion that follows that definition.

With this theorem the following two results are corollariesof our main theorem. The first

one is a version of Hirshberg’s result for von Neumann correspondences (assuring that the

faithful nondegenerate representation can be chosen normal what was not accessible to the

methods in [Hir05a]). The secondis Hirshberg’s result forC∗–correspondences now with a

completely different proof.

7.6 Theorem. Every W∗–correspondence over a W∗–algebra with a faithful left action admits

a normal faithful nondegenerate representation on a Hilbert space.

P. In order to pass to von Neumann correspondences choose a faithful (normal nondegen-

erate) representation of theW∗–algebra on a Hilbert spaceG and identify theW∗–algebra as von

Neumann algebra acting onG. In order to be compatible with the notations in the remainder

of these notes, we denote the von Neumann algebra byB′, its commutant byB := B′′ and

the correspondence overB′ by E′. The statement of the theorem is now:E′ admits a normal

faithful nondegenerate representation. By Theorem 7.4 this is equivalent to that the commutant

E := E′′ of E′ is derivable from an endomorphism. AsE is strongly full, this is granted by our

main theorem.

7.7 Theorem. Every C∗–correspondence over a C∗–algebra with a faithful left action admits a

faithful nondegenerate representation on a Hilbert space.

P. Suppose we choose a faithful nondegenerate representation of the C∗–algebra on a

Hilbert spaceG, so that the correspondence becomes identified as a submodule ofB(G,H) for

some Hilbert spaceH. OnH there is a commuting pair of a representationρ′ of theC∗–algebra

and a normal representationρ of its commutant.

So far, we do not yet know whetherρ′ extends to a normal representation of the double

commutant of theC∗–algebra. (We thank B. Solel for having pointed out to us thatgap in the
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first version.) The problem disappears, however, if we choose for the faithful representation

ρ′ from the beginning the universal representation. (In that case, the double commutant is

isomorphic to the bidual so that every representation extends to a unique normal representation.)

The intertwiner space for the commutant liftingρ is a von Neumann correspondence over the

bicommutant of theC∗–algebra (namely the strong closure of the original correspondence in the

operator spaceB(G,H) and also its bicommutant). Now apply Theorem 7.6 to that bicommutant

and restrict the resulting representation to the (srongly dense!) original correspondence. By

σ–weak continuity also this restriction must act nondegenerately.

7.8 Remark. Muhly and Solel [MS99] have constructed from a nondegenerate representation

(ψ′, η′) on K an endomorphism ofψ′(B′)′ ⊂ B(K). Taking into account that this algebra co-

incides exactly with ourBa(F) ⊂ B(K) puts into perspective the second part of the proof of

Theorem 7.4 with the result from [MS99]. In fact, the constructions of the endomorphism are

very much the same, except that we have added the construction of F and the interpretation

of the algebra on which the endomorphism acts asBa(F). This considerably facilitates under-

standing why everything is well-defined.

7.9 Remark. Theorem 7.4 describes (under the condition thatE is full, respectively,E′ has

faithful left action) a general correspondence between endomorphisms and representations. Re-

call again that the crucial point in the main theorem is that the endomorphism be unital. In

Theorem 7.4 this corresponds exactly to that the representation of the commutant be nondegen-

erate. It is always easy to construct a nonunital endomorphism ofBa(L2(E⊙)) and on the level

of the commutants this corresponds exactly to constructingthe standard representation of the

Cuntz-Pimsner algebra overE′ (in the discrete case) or of the spectral algebra over the product

systemE′ ⊙̄
s

(in the continuous case); see Hirshberg [Hir05b]. Note alsohere the anti-symmetry

betweenE, that acts by tensoring from the right to generate the endomorphism, andE′, that acts

by tensoring from the left to define the action of its representation.

Suppose now thatE = H is a Hilbert space of dimensionn = 2, 3, . . . ,∞. Then the com-

mutantH′ of H is isomorphic toH and we recover the well-known fact that representations of

the Cuntz algebraOn correspond to endomorphisms of indexn of B(K), and that nondegenerate

representations correspond to unital endomorphisms. Notethat the isomorphismH � H′ is by

no means a trivial issue. One may see this by looking at the discrete product systems generated

by H andH′, respectively. One is the commutant of the other, but their product system struc-

tures are anti-isomorphic. This is the same relation as thatbetween the Bhat system and the

Arveson system constructed from anE0–semigroup onB(K); see also Remark 8.4.

Theorem 7.4 can be refined to the case whenF is not necessarily full and, consequently,ψ′ is

not necessarily faithful. The construction of a nondegenerate (ψ′, η′) in the first part of the proof
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works also if we start from the situationF = F ⊙̄s E, ϑ(a) = a⊙ idE. It is not difficult to show

thatBF
s
= BE

s
, if and only if kerψ′ = ker ρ′. (In fact, the central projectionpF that generates

the idealBF
s

is the “orthogonal complement” of the central projection1 − pF that generates

the idealkerψ′; see [Ske06].) The correspondence associated withϑ is F∗ ⊙̄s
ϑF = pFEpF. So

in order thatE is derived from an an endomorphism ofBa(F) we may assume thatBF
s
= BE

s

(that is,kerψ′ = ker ρ′) and thatBE
s
acts nondegenerately onE.

Under these circumstances our main theorem and the consequences Theorems 7.6 and 7.7

remain true when we dispense with the requirement that the representation ofE′ be faithful.

However, it is surprisingly tricky to find out what the condition BE
s
E = E means when ex-

pressed exclusively in terms of the correspondenceE′. A constructive approach can be based

on the result from [Ske03a, Theorem 2.3] that (E⊙̄sF)′ = F′⊙̄sE′ for every pair of von Neumann

correspondences overB. (We observe that the conditionspans
BE

s
E = E can be rephrased as

BE
s
⊙̄

s E = E. Applying the mentioned result we obtainE′ ⊙̄s
BE

s′
= E′. A careful discussion

shows that the commutant of the correspondenceBE
s
overB is justpEB

′ wherepE is the central

projection generatingBE
s
. So the condition means thatx′pE = x′ for all x′ ∈ E′ or x′b′ = 0 for

all x′ ∈ E′ and allb′ ∈ (1 − pE)BE
s
= ker ρ′.) Here we just state the condition in terms ofE′

and prove that it does the job.

7.10 Proposition. Let E′ be a von Neumann correspondence overB′. Then E:= E′′ satisfies

BE
s
E = E, if and only if E′ satisfies the condition

E′ · ker ρ′ = {0},

whereker ρ′ is the kernel of the canonical representation ofB′ on E′ by left multiplication.

P. Let pE denote the central projection such that (1 − pE)B′ = ker ρ′. We know that this

means thatpEB = BE
s
. Of course,E′ · ker ρ′ = {0}, if and onlyx′(1− pE) = 0 or x′ = x′pE =

ρ(pE)x′ for all x′, that is, if and only ifρ(pE) acts as identity onE′ ⊙G = H = E ⊙G, in other

words, if and only if the left action ofBE
s
on E is nondegenerate.

A way to express this without usingker ρ′ is that for everyb′ ∈ B′

b′x′ = 0 ∀ x′ ∈ E′ =⇒ x′b′ = 0 ∀ x′ ∈ E′. (7.1)

We have learned that ifE fulfills the condition onBE, then it may be considered as a corre-

spondence overBE
s
. We find the analogue forE′.

7.11 Corollary. A von Neumann correspondence E overB maybe considered a von Neumann

correspondence E overBE
s
(that is,BE

s
acts nondegenerately), if and only if its commutant E′

may be considered a von Neumann correspondence E overB′/ ker ρ′ (that is, the inner product

of E′ has values only inB′/ ker ρ′).
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7.12 Corollary. If E′ is a correspondence over a C∗–algebraB′ fulfilling (7.1), then E′ ad-

mits a nondegenerate representation(ψ′, η′). If E′ is a also a W∗–correspondence, then this

representation can be chosen normal.

8 Remarks on the duality between representations and dila-

tion of product systems

We have shown in our main theorem that every discrete productsystem of fullW∗–correspon-

dences comes from a discrete normalE0–semigroup. The following definition (from [MS04],

but in a different terminology; see Remark 7.1) extends suitably the definition of a representation

of a single correspondence to the definition of a representation of a whole product system.

8.1 Definition. A representationof a product systemE⊙ of correspondences over aC∗–algebra

B is a pair (ψ, η) whereψ is a nondegenerate representation ofB on a Hilbert spaceK and

η =
(
ηt
)
t∈S is a family such that each (ψ, ηt) is a representation ofEt on K and such that

ηs+t(xs ⊙ yt) = ηs(xs)ηt(yt).

A representation isnondegenerate, if every (ψ, ηt) is nondegenerate. In case of product systems

of W∗–correspondences we require thatψ (and, therefore, every (ψ, ηt)) is normal.

The main theorem together with Theorem 7.4 states now that the commutant system of a

discrete product system has a faithful nondegenerate normal representation. Speaking about

a whole product system instead of a single correspondence, Theorem 7.4 remains true (with

practically no changes in the proof, appart from a view more indices) for product systems of

von Neumann correspondences indexed byN0 orR+. We phrase it here.

8.2 Theorem. Let E⊙̄
s

be a product system of von Neumann correspondences over a vonNeu-

mann algebraB ⊂ B(G) and E′ ⊙̄
s

its commutant. Suppose that all Et are strongly full or, equiv-

alently, that the left action ofB′ is faithful on all E′t . Then there is a one-to-one correspondence

between normal E0–semigroupsϑ associated with E⊙̄
s

(acting on a necessarily strongly full

von NeumannB–module) and nondegenerate normal faithful representations(ψ′, η′) of E′ ⊙̄
s
.

P. Just do for every coupleϑt andηt what we did in the proof of Theorem 7.4 for single

mappings, and verify the additional conditions. This proceeding reveals also automatically how

the product system structure of the commutant of a product system must be defined.

8.3 Remark. The theorem has two extensions. The first is to the nonfull case. Here we must

require thatBEt

s
is stationary fort > 0 and acts nondegenerately on allEt. (Recall from Section
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1 thatE0 := B is defined by hand.) We may also use Corollary 7.11 to phrase anequivalent

condition on theE′t . Dropping strong fullness, on the commutant side this leadsto possibly non

faithful ψ′ where, however, still everyη′t is injective. All this can be proved very simply, by

restrictingBEt

s
to the smaller algebraBEt

s
(acting nondegenerately on a subspace ofG) and its

commutant. Then we are in the strongly full case and, after applying Theorem 8.2 the missing

part ofB may be added without any problem.

The second extension is toE–semigroups, that is, to semigroups of non necessarily unital

endomorphisms. (The definition of the product system associated with anE–semigroup on

Ba(E) is the same. The only difference is that now we do no longer obtain an isomorphism

E ⊙ Et → E but only an isometry onto the subspaceϑt(1)E of E.) On the commutant side

this leads to possibly degenerate representations. In thissetting we are no longer sure thatBEt

s

is stationary fort > 0, so we possibly leave also the strongly full case. This timeη′t need no

longer be injective. Anyway, also in this case we remain witha one-to-one correspondence of

E–semigroups associated withE ⊙̄
s

and normal representations ofE′ ⊙̄
s
.

8.4 Remark. In the case of continuous timet ∈ R+ (and under further technical conditions

product system andE0–semigroups must fulfill) Arveson [Arv89] showed that everyArveson

system comes from anE0–semigroup onB(H). But a careful analysis shows that the prod-

uct system Arveson associates with theE0–semigroup is actually the commutant of that one

we would associate with theE0–semigroup as Bhat [Bha96] does. (By accidentC′ = C, but,

as [Ske03a, Theorem 2.3] shows, the product system and its commutant are anti-isomorphic.

Tsirelson [Tsi00] has shown that the two need not be isomorphic.) And what Arveson actually

showed is that every Arveson system admits a faithful nondegenerate representation. (Hirsh-

berg’s result [Hir05a] is based on ideas from [Arv89].) Therefore, Arveson showed that every

Arveson system can be obtained as the commutant of the Bhat system of anE0–semigroup on

B(H). After the product system version of Theorem 7.4 (that is inherent in Arveson’s work) we

obtain the statement that every Bhat system (that is, of course, also an Arveson system) is the

Bhat system of anE0–semigroup onB(H).

Liebscher [Lie03] furnished us with a new proof of Arveson’sresult in which commutants or

intertwiners do not play a role. Instead his proof is based onvector states, that is, on unit vectors.

We strongly believe that there is a good chance that Lemma 3.2and its use via Proposition 5.2

and Theorem 4.10 can be a promissing starting point to adapt Liebscher’s proof to our case. (The

use of Theorem 4.10 would not be direct but in two steps. First, we we show that the product

system is Morita equivalent to one where every member has a unit vector. Then, we apply

Liebscher’s ideas to show that this second one comes from anE0–semigroup and, therefore, is

Morita equivalent to one with a unital unit. After that also the original one is Morita equivalent

to that with the unit.) But we should also say that there are serious obstacles. For instance, the
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possibility to writeB(Hs⊗Ht) asB(Hs) ⊗̄
s
B(Ht) plays a crucial role, but a similar identity does

not hold forEs ⊙ Et. We have some ideas to overcome that difficulty but, for the time being,

we are not sure that it will work. It is also possible that the method will work via a deviation to

free product systems(see Skeide [Ske01b]), replacing tensor products ofB(Hs) andB(Ht) by

(equivalence classes of) reduced free products.

9 An example

In this section we discuss in detail what our constructions assert for the correspondence in

Example 2.1. The reader might object that this correspondence is a Morita equivalence and

that, therefore, the endomorphism granted by our main theorem is an automorphism. However,

the discussion will show that we have to work considerably already in this simple case, if we

wish to see explicitly what our construction does. As a side product we find a new interpretation

of the Sz.-Nagy-Foias dilation of an isometry to a unitary.

In fact, our construction involves an inductive limit, thatis, a highly abstract construction.

Understanding the result of such an abstract construction as a concrete space, for instance as a

space of functions on a concrete set with values in a Hilbert space or module (like, for instance,

the elements of a Fock space or module), is a difficult issue. In the case of commutative alge-

bras, that is, of a classical Markov process, our inductive limit would consist of functions on the

abstract Kolmogorov product space, that is, on a projectivelimit, with all known hard problems

when one wishes to capture it concretely. In certain simple cases, namely, when the product

systems consists of Fock modules and the unit with respect towhich we construct the inductive

limit is central, we recognize the inductive limit explicitly as Fock module; see Skeide [Ske01a,

Example 11.5.2]. When the unit is not central, but fulfills some technical conditions then quan-

tum stochastic calculus may help to show that the inductive limit must be at least contained in a

Fock module; see Goswami and Sinha [GS99] and Skeide [Ske00b].

The general case is perfectly unclear. In fact, we will startnot directly with Example 2.1,

but with a still simpler case. As algebra we chooseB(G), whereG is some Hilbert space,

and as correspondence alsoB(G), the trivialB(G)–correspondence. Then
(
B(G)⊙n)

n∈N0
with

B(G)⊙n = B(G) via a1 ⊙ . . . ⊙ an = a1 . . .an is a product system wherean ⊙ am = anam defines

the isomorphismB(G)⊙n ⊙B(G)⊙m = B(G)⊙(n+m).

Clearly, B(G) has the unit vectoridH. If we use that unit vector for the inductive limit

construction, then we are in the situation of the “if” direction in the proof of Theorem 4.10 (with

B(G) instead ofBa(E) and with the trivial product system structure instead of a nontrivial one).

There is nothing surprising in this case. The induced endomorphsim is just the identity. (This

is due to the trivial product sytem structure as compared with the proof of Theorem 4.10 that,

in general, leads to true endomorphisms.) Also if we use a unitary u ∈ B(G) then practically
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nothing changes. Just the identity as induced endomorphismis replaced by conjugation withu.

In general, a unit vector inB(G) is just an isometry. So what does our construction, if we

suppose thatv ∈ B(G) is a nonunitary isometry? Of course, asB(G) is a Morita equivalence

the induced endomorphism still must be an automorphism. Further, the inductive limit is a von

NeumannB(G)–module so that the algebra of operators on which the automorphism acts is

someB(H) and also an automorphism on thatB(H) must be implemented by a unitary (this

time onH).

Let us constructH, following step by step the inductive limit construction described in

[BS00] and in Section 1.B(G) = B(G)⊙m embeds intoB(G) = B(G)⊙(n+m) asvn ⊙B(G)⊙m. The

inductive limit into whichB(G)⊙m embeds is always the same, but the embedding depends on

n. Whenv is a pure isometry, then we can even say that the image “disappears” (in the strong

topology) asn tends to infinity. So to viewB(G)⊙n asB(G) is not a good idea, if we want to

capture the inductive limitn→ ∞.

Instead of “shifting”G to smaller and smaller subspacesvnG of G, we try to change to a

point of view wherevnG is fixed. That makes it necessary to “extend”G into the other direction

in each step by exactly the portion that would be missing invG to G. A precise formulation of

this intuitive idea leads to the following construction. Put G0 := (vG)⊥ ⊂ G and define a unitary

v0 = v⊕ idG0 : G⊕G0 −→ vG⊕G0 = G.

Further, we putH := G ⊕
⊕∞

k=1 G0 and define a unitaryu ∈ B(H) as

u = v∗0 ⊕ id : G⊕
∞⊕

k=1

G0 −→ (G⊕G0) ⊕
∞⊕

k=1

G0 = G⊕
∞⊕

k=0

G0 = G ⊕
∞⊕

k=1

G0, (9.1)

where in the last step we simply shift a sequence starting with index 0 to one starting with index

1.

The restriction ofun to G defines an isometric embeddingkn of B(G) = B(G)⊙n onto the

(right) submoduleB
(
G,G ⊕

⊕n
k=1 G0

)
of B(G,H). We claimB(G,H) is the inductive limit

lim indn→∞B(G)⊙n andkn are the canonical embeddings. To show this we just check that

kn+m(vn ⊙ am) = kn+mvnam = un+mvnam = umam = kmam,

what shows that thekn behave correctly with respect to the inductive systemB(G)⊙m → vn ⊙

B(G)⊙m ⊂ B(G)⊙(n+m). Of course,
⋃∞

n=0 knB(G)⊙n is strongly dense inB(G,H).

What is the induced endomorphismϑ onB(H)? For that goal we have to identify correctly

the isomorphismB(G,H) ⊙̄s
B(G)⊙1→ B(G,H). By [BS00] the isomorphism is fixed as

(knan) ⊙ a1 7−→ kn+1(an ⊙ a1)

on a strongly dense subset ofB(G,H). In our case it is even sufficient to takea1 = idG so that

simply an ⊙ a1 = an ∈ B(G) = B(G)⊙(n+1). So, using the definition ofkn, we find that the
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elementary tensorunan⊙ idG is sent toun+1an = u(unan). This means in order to write an element

x ∈ B(G,H) asy⊙ idG ∈ B(G,H) ⊙̄s
B(G)⊙1, just puty = u∗x. If a is in B(H) = B

a(B(G,H)),

then the action ofϑ(a) ony⊙ idG gives by definitionay⊙ idG. To go back fromB(G,H)⊙̄s
B(G)⊙1

to B(G,H) we simply applyu to ay = au∗x. In the endϑ is nothing but the automorphism

ϑ(a) = uau∗.

Of course, ifv is a proper isometry, thenG is infinite-dimensional, so thatB(G) � B(H). In

other words, the automorphismϑ of B(H) is conjugate to the identity automorphism onB(G),

as it should be because the associated correspondence is thesame in both cases. However, there

is no canonical isomorphism to fix neither betweenG andH nor betweenB(G) andB(H).

9.1 Remark. Let p ∈ B(H) denote the projection ontoG ⊂ H. Then pu∗ ↾ G = v. In fact,

u∗ ∈ B(H) is nothing but the Sz.-Nagy-Foias dilation of an isometry to a unitary.

The whole procedure works under slightly more general circumstances.

9.2 Proposition. Let B denote a unital C∗–algebra with a proper isometry v∈ B. Then the

inductive limit over the trival product system
(
B⊙n)

n∈N0
with respect to the unit

(
v⊙n)

n∈N0
has the

form

F := B ⊕
∞⊕

k=1

B0 (9.2)

whereB0 := (1 − vv∗)B, and the induced endomorphismϑ of Ba(F) is ϑ(a) = uau∗ with u

defined in the same way as in(9.1).

It is unclear, whetherF � B as right module or whetherB � Ba(F). What we know is

thatB � B ⊕
⊕n

k=1B0 for everyn, but the simple dimension arguments that helped in the case

B = B(G) do no longer help to understand the limitn→ ∞.

Now let us come to Example 2.1. So we putB =

C 0

0 M2

 ⊂ M3 andE =


0 C2

C
2 0

 ⊂ M3. The

operations of the correspondenceE overB are those inherited fromM3. This remains even true

for the tensor product:

x⊙ y = xy ∈ E ⊙ E = B.

In particular,

En := E⊙n =


B n even,

E n odd.

Fortunately, the structure of HilbertB–modulesF is not much more complicated than that of

Hilbert spaces and we still can say in advance how automorphisms ofBa(F) may look like. In

particular, we can say when an automorphism is associated with the correspondenceE.

Let p1 =

1 0

0 0

 andp2 =

0 0

0 1

 denote the two nontrivial central projections inB. Every Hilbert

B–moduleF decomposes into the direct sumF = F1⊕F2 with Fi = Fpi . The summandF1 has
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inner product in

C 0

0 0

. We may identify it with a Hilbert spaceH1. The summandF2 has inner

product in

0 0

0 M2

. Its structure is therefore that of a HilbertM2–module. A short computation

shows that

F2 = F2 ⊙ M2 = F2 ⊙ C
2 ⊙ C2 = H2 ⊙ C2 = H2 ⊗ C2,

where we defined the Hilbert spaceH2 := F2 ⊙ C
2 and where we used in the last step that there

is no difference between the interior tensor product⊙ overC and the exterior tensor product⊗.

We note thatF is also aW∗–module. Also most tensor products we write down in the sequel

are strongly closed if they are norm closed.

An operatora onF cannot mix the components inF1 and inF2. (To see this simply multiply

with pi from the right and use right linearity ofa.) Therefore,a demposes asa = a1 ⊕ a2 where

eachai is an operator onFi alone.a1 can be any element inB(H1), while a2 must be an element

in B(H2) that acts onF2 = H2⊗C2 asa2⊗ idC2. (To see the latter statement we may, for instance,

observe that tensoring withC2 is an operation of Morita equivalence so thatF2 andH2, indeed,

have the same operators.) We findB
a(F) = B(H1) ⊕B(H2).

It is easy to check that an automorphism ofBa(F) either sendsB(Hi) ontoB(Hi) or sends

B(H1) onto B(H2) and vice versa. The first type is simply implemented by two unitaries

ui ∈ B(Hi). It is, therefore, conjugate to the identity automorphismand the associated cor-

respondence isB. In order to have the second case necessarilyH1 andH2 are isomorphic, to a

Hilbert spaceH say, and the action of the automorphism is exchange of the twocopies ofB(H)

plus, possibly, an automorphism of the first type that may be absorbed into the identifications of

H1 andH2 with H. This second case is, thus, simply the flipF(a1⊕a2) = a2⊕a1 onB(H)⊕B(H)

(up to conjugation with a unitary inB(H) ⊕B(H)).

We claim that the correspondence associated with the flip isE. We show this by giving

an isomorphism fromF ⊙ E to F that implements the flip asa 7→ a ⊙ idE and appeal to the

uniqueness of the correspondence inducingF. Indeed, one checks easily that


h1

h2 ⊗ v∗

 ⊙


0 v∗2
v1 0

 7−→

h2〈v, v1〉

h1 ⊗ v∗2

 (h1, h2 ∈ H; v, v1, v2 ∈ C
2)

defines a surjective isometry. Moreover, choosing an arbitrary unit vectore ∈ C2 we see that

(a1 ⊕ a2) ⊙ idE acting on


h1

h2 ⊗ v∗

 =


h2

h1 ⊗ e∗

 ⊙

0 v∗

e 0



gives


a1h2

a2h1 ⊗ e∗

 ⊙

0 v∗

e 0

 =


a2h1

a1h2 ⊗ v∗

 = F(a1 ⊕ a2)


h1

h2 ⊗ v∗

.

The discussion shows that a HilbertB–moduleF with an endomorphism onBa(F) that has

E as associated correspondence must have the formF = H⊕(H⊗C2) and that the endomorphism

is the flipF onBa(F) = B(H) ⊕ B(H) up to unitary equivalence inBa(F). That is, the possible
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endomorphisms associated withE are simply classified by the dimension ofH. We ask now

which of them can be obtained by the steps used in the proof of the main theorem.

E does not admit a unit vector. That is why we study this example. But E is full already in

the sense of Hilbert modules, so we are in the situation of Lemma 2.2. In fact,E2 has a unit

vectorξ. Visualizing the elements ofE2 as 6× 3–matrices (on which an elementb ∈ B ⊂ M3

acts from the left as block diagonal 6× 6–matrix

b 0

0 b

), we may choose, for instance,

ξ =



0 1 0

1 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 1

0 0 0

0 0 0



= ξ1 ⊕ ξ2, where ξ1 =



0 1 0

1 0 0

0 0 0


, ξ2 =



0 0 1

0 0 0

0 0 0


both inE.

As the cardinality in Lemma 2.2 isl = 2, the minimal cardinalityn in Proposition 5.2 is simply

countably infinite, which we denoten = ∞. The fact thatl is finite allows to choose the bijection

ϕ such that the unit vectorΞ ∈ M∞(E) has the form

Ξ =



ξ

ξ
. . .


.

(Recallξ stands for a 6× 3–matrix, soΞ is not really block diagonal.)

In order to understand the inductive limit over the product system
(
M∞(E) ⊙̄

s n)
n∈N0

with

respect to the unit
(
Ξ⊙n)

n∈N0
we study first the part coming only from evenn and see later on

how to incorporate also the odd numbers. (As the inductive limit is increasing, it is not necessary

to do it step by step. An arbitray subsequence, like the even numbers, will be sufficient.) Recall

thatM∞(E) ⊙̄
s 2n = M∞(E⊙2n) = M∞(B) (asW∗–correspondence overM∞(B)) and that the tensor

product is just matrix multiplication (of matrices with blocks inM3). Taking into account that

ξ2
1 =



1 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 0


, ξ1ξ2 =



0 0 0

0 0 1

0 0 0


and ξ2

2 = ξ2ξ1 = 0,

we find

Ξ ⊙ Ξ =



ξ2
1
0

ξ1ξ2

0

ξ2
1
0

ξ1ξ2

0

.
.
.



(all blocks inB ⊂ M3). We are in the situation of Proposition 9.2 and identifyingthe right-

submodule (that is, the right ideal) (1 − (Ξ ⊙ Ξ)(Ξ ⊙ Ξ)∗)M∞(B) in M∞(B), we could give the

result rather explicitly. (In fact, it is similar to the simpler caseB(H), that is, we obtain just a

unitary perturbation of the identity endomorphism ofM∞(B).) But, fortunately, this (tedious)

identification is not necessary. For us it is just sufficient to know that the inductive limit contains

at least one copy ofM∞(B), and Equation (9.2) tells us that exactly this is true. (Note that this

is independent of the concrete choice ofΞ.)
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Indeed, from the inductive limit overM∞(B) we obtain theB–module, in which we are ac-

tually interested, by Morita equivalence, that is, by tensoring withB∞
s

from the right. (See the

proof of Theorem 4.10 and the discussion leading to Corollary 5.1.) The fact that the induc-

tive limit containsM∞(B) as a direct summand means that theB–moduleF we seek contains

M∞(B) ⊙̄s
B∞

s
= B∞

s
as a direct summand. This means, how ever the inductive limitlooks

like, the moduleF must be determined by a Hilbert spaceH that is not finite-dimensional. On

the other hand, the inductive limit is obtained by a “countable” procedure. Therefore,H must

be separable. This determinesF up to isomorphism.

What we have so far is theB–moduleF and the endomorphismϑ2 that acts up to unitary

equivalence as the identity endomorphism ofBa(F). What remains is to findϑ itself, that is,

some square root ofϑ2 = idBa(F) that essentially (that is, up tu unitary equivalence inBa(F))

flips the two componentsB(H) contained inBa(F). We know already that the freedom that

remains in addition to the flip is a is unitary that may be absorbed into the way how we identify

F with H ⊕ (H ⊗ C2).

We summarize.

9.3 Proposition. Let F andϑ be the HilbertB–module andϑ the endomorphism ofBa(F),

respectively, such that the correspondence associated with ϑ is E as constructed in the proof of

the main theorem with minimal choices of cardinalities. Then F can be identified withH⊕ (H⊗

C2) in such a way thatϑ is the flipF onBa(F) = B(H)⊕B(H), whereH is an infinite-dimensional

separable Hilbert space. Every other Hilbert space doing the job ofHmust be isomorphic toH.

If we do not choose minimal cardinality (in Proposition 5.2), thenH still has unique dimen-

sion, namely, the cardinalityn.

If we vary, instead, the dimension ofH in F := H ⊕ (H ⊗ C2) arbitrarily and look at the

flip, then we obtain all endomorphisms (up to unitary equivalence inBa(F)) that have E as as-

sociated correspondence. In particular, our constructionvia Morita equivalence and inductive

limit does not give all endomorphisms that have E as associated correspondence, but only those

whereH is infinite-dimensional.

9.4 Remark. The reader might object that the correspondenceE we discuss is a Morita equiv-

alence and, consequently, we are speaking about endomorphisms that are automorphisms. In

fact, we do consider it as an interesting problem to deal withgeneral unital endomorphisms of

Ba(F), that is, ofB(H) ⊕B(H) or, more generally, ofB(H1) ⊕B(H2). The general form of such

endomorphisms is still comparably accessible and it shouldbe easy to see how the associated

correspondences look like. However, as our example shows, it will be quite space consuming

to work out which of them can be obtained by our inductive limit construction. (We remind the

reader of the fact that we gave explicit identifications of the inductive limit construction only

in the simpler caseB(G), while the identification of the caseE remains only an identification
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up to unitary equivalence. An explicit identification wouldfill several pages with large block

matrices containing lots of zeros.) Additionally, most correspondences associated with a proper

endomorphism will have enough “space” (that is, enough “multiplicity”) to admit unit vectors

so that the example will be not typical to illustrate the methods of these notes. See, however,

Example 9.5.

We briefly discuss the relation with Section 7.B is a von Neumann subalgebra ofM3 =

B(C3) andH = E ⊙ C3 is simplyC3 with the identification by matrix multiplication, that is,


0 v∗2
v1 0

 ⊙

z

v

 =

〈v2, v〉

v1z

 (v, v1, v2 ∈ C
2; z ∈ C).

In this identification the representationρ of B on H = C3 is simply the identity representation.

The commutant ofB in M3 isB′ =

C 0

0 C1

 . The representationρ′ of B′ on H is defined as

ρ′
(z1 0

0 z21



) 〈v2, v〉

v1z

 = ρ′
(z1 0

0 z21



) ( 0 v∗2
v1 0

 ⊙

z

v



)

:=


0 v∗2
v1 0

 ⊙
(z1 0

0 z21




z

v



)
=


0 v∗2
v1 0

 ⊙

z1z

z2v

 =

z2〈v2, v〉

z1v1z

 =

z2 0

0 z11




〈v2, v〉

v1z

.

Soρ′ just flips the coefficientsz1 andz2 of an element ofB′.

The commutant ofE is E′ := CB(B(C3,H)). As H = C3 and the action ofB on H is

simply the identity representation, we findE′ = CB(M3) = B′ as rightB′–module. However,

left action ofB′ on E′ is via the flip. E′ has an obvious representation (ψ′, η′) onC2, namely,

ψ′
(

z1 0

0 z21



)
=

z1 0

0 z2

 ∈ M2 = B(C2) andη′
(

z1 0

0 z21



)
=


0 z2

z1 0

. All other representations are multiples of

that representation. It is not difficult to check that the multiplicity space is exactlyH, whenH is

the Hilbert space that characterizes the endomorphismϑ related to (ψ′, η′) by Theorem 7.4.

Of course, it is also possible to switch the roles played byE and byE′, that is, to investigate

representations ofE and endomorphisms ofBa(F′) (whereF′ is a HilbertB′–module) that

haveE′ as associated correspondence. Also this is not really a typical example becauseB′ has

a unit vector and this unit vector even must be unitary. (Thisdoes not mean that we are in the

situation of Proposition 9.2. In fact,E′ is B′ only as a right module. The left action makes it

different from the trivialB′–correspondence.) The discussion is similar to the discussion for E

but simpler. Also here if an endomorphismϑ′ of Ba(F′) hasE′ as associated correspondence,

thenBa(F′) = B(H) ⊕B(H) andϑ′ is (conjugate to) the flip. Additionally, ifϑ′ comes from the

inductive limit construction, thenH = C, because the unit vector is unitary. The representation

of E (as the commutant ofE′) is simply the identity representation onC3 (as a subset ofM3 =

B(C3)).

9.5 Example. Without running through the explicit construction in the proof of the main the-

orem, we give an example of a correspondence without unit vector, that comes from a true

endomorphism. Moreover, no tensor power of this correspondence admits a unit vector.
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We consider the von Neumann algebraB =
⊕

n∈N Mn

s
acting onG =

⊕
n∈N C

n. Recall

that Mn,m = C
n ⊗ Cm is a von Neumann correpondence fromMn to Mm (actually, a Morita

equivalence) that may also be considered as a correpondenceoverB. As E we choose the von

NeumannB–correspondence direct sum

E := C ⊕
⊕ s

n∈N

C
n ⊗ Cn+1.

HereB acts on direct summands ofE from either side with that direct sumanndMn that fits the

correct dimension. That is,M1 acts from the left on the summandsC andC1⊗C2 = C2 but from

the right only onC. It is easy to check that

E ⊙̄
s m := C ⊕ C2 ⊕ . . . ⊕ Cn ⊕

⊕ s

n∈N

C
n ⊗ Cn+m.

All E ⊙̄
s m are strongly full but none of them has a unit vector.

E is not a Morita equivalence, so it must come from a true endomorphism. To understand

which endomorphisms could be associated withE, we analyze the general structure of a von

NeumannB–moduleF and look for which (strongly full)F we can write down an isomorphism

F ⊙̄s E = F. According to the minimal idealsMn in B, alsoF demposes into a direct sum of

von NeumannMn–modulesFn. EveryFn must have the formHn⊗Cn for some Hilbert module.

Of course,Ba(F) =
⊕

n∈NB(Hn)
s
. A short computation yields that

F ⊙̄s E := H1 ⊕
⊕ s

n∈N

Hn ⊗ Cn+1.

Therefore,F ⊙̄s E � F, if and only ifHn = H for all n ∈ N. Another computation shows that the

endomorphism induced by this isomorphism acts onBa(F) asϑ(a1, a2, . . .) = (a1, a1, a2, . . .).

It is nonthing but the unitization of the one-sided shift onBa(F). As our contruction of the

inductive limit runs through a countable inductive system of proper isometries,H coming from

our contruction must be infinite-dimensional and separable. Note that in this caseF has a unit

vector, while ifH is finite-dimensional, thenF fails to have a unit vector.
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