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Abstract

With every (strict or normal) unital endomorphism of theeddga of all adjointable opera-
tors on a Hilbert module there is associatectbarespondencéthat is, a Hilbert bimodule)
such that the endomorphism can be recovered as amplificattithe identity representa-
tion with that correspondence. In these notes we show theecem of this statement in the
case of strongly fullW*—correspondences by establishing that eVW@fycorrespondence is
Morita equivalent to one that has a unit vector. This, atguateans that every discrete
product system of strongly fulV*—correspondences comes from a discEgtesemigroup.
(We also show th€*—analogue of this result in the special case of@il-correspondences
over a unitalC*—algebras.) Taking into account the duality betwe&omNeumann corre-
spondencéthat is, aw*—correspondence over a von Neumann algebra) acditsnutant

we furnish a diferent proof of Hirshberg's recent result tHat—correspondences (with
faithful left action) admit a (faithfullessentialthat is, nondegenerate) representation on a
Hilbert space, and we add that fdf*—correspondences this representation can be chosen
normal.

*This work is supported by research fonds of the Departmé&ntse S. of University of Molise.
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Let E denote Hilbert module over @ —algebraB and suppose that is a strict unital en-
domorphism of the algebr®&?3(E) of all adjointable operators oB.! The theory of strict
representations dB?(E) according to Muhly, Skeide and Solel [IMS$04] associatek withe
correspondencg, = E* © 4E @ from B to B (or over B). HereE* is thedual correspon-
dencefrom B to B3(E) of E equipped with module actions<'a := (a*xb*)* and inner product
(X*,y*) := xy", while E = 4E is viewed as a correspondence fr@#(E) to 8 with left action of
B3(E) via 9.

The key points in the representation theory are that E* = X(E) as correspondences
from B3(E) to B¥(E)F! (via the isomorphisnx©y — xy*) and thatyE can also be viewed
as a correspondence frdi(E) to B. (The critical issue, nondegeneracy of the left action of
X(E), follows becausé is assumed strict so that a bounded approximate urii(&f) formed
by finite-rank operatof8 converges strictly tade.) Therefore,

EOEy = EOE" 0O4yE = K(E)oyE = yE

as correspondence froB?(E) to B, that is, a0 idg, = 9(a) (a € B¥(E)). An explizit isomor-
phism is given by
X0 (Y 02 — Hxy)z (%)

We observe that theange ideal B¢ := span(E, E) of E and of E; necessarily coincide.
Also, the left action ofBg on Ey is already nondegenerate. It is noffdiult to show that
E, is the unique (up to unique isomorphism) correspondence Bye¢hat generatesd via an
isomorphismE = E © Ey as amplification}(a) = a© idg, and that every other correspondence
over B that does so must contalfy (in a canonical way); se€ [MSS04]. In particulargfis

[N The strict topology orB3(E) is that inherited from the identification G53(E) = M(X(E)) as the multiplier
algebra of the algebrk(E) of compact operatorsnE, that is, the the closed linear span of thek-one operators
Xy*: z XY,2) (x,y € E). A bounded linear mapping dR?(E) is strict, if it is strictly continuous on bounded

subsets. That is equivalent to say itisstrongly continuous on bounded subsets.
PIThe tensor productE © F of a correspondendg from A to 8 and a correspondenéefrom B to C is the

unique correspondence fraf to C that is generated by elementary tensoesy with inner produckxoy, X' ©

VY = Y, (X X)Y). A correspondencdrom A to B is just a HilbertA-B—module, that is, a HilbeB—module
with a nondegenerat@) representation ofA by adjointable operators of. The termcorrespondencés now
standard for Hilbert bimodules (motivated by the idea obarespondencirom a setA to a setB as a generalized
mapping). It has notational advantages, but it certainktrolots a clear capture of other useful meanings of the
word ‘correspondence’. Not necessarily standard is thaimneegnt of nondegeneracy for the left action. But the
reader will note that everywhere in these note it is indispéie thatA acts a neutral element under tensor product

from the left.
BlEvery closed ideall in a C*—algebraB (in particular,3 itself) can be viewed as a correspondence f@o

B with the natural bimodule action & and with inner product, i’y := i*i’.
“The algebra ofinite rank operatorsis F(E) := span{xy*: x,y € E}. (Rieffel [Rie744] used the terimprim-
itivity algebraof E.)



full®l, thenE, is the unique correspondence ogkgeneratingy.

The whole construction can be modified easily to a normalaliihdomorphism of the
W:—algebraB?(E) whenE is aW*—modulel®! In this case, the tensor produmis replaced by
the tensor produch® of W*—correspondencEs ThenE, = E* ©° 4E is aW*—correspondence
over B such thaE = E @° E, via the isomorphism defined by the same Equati@raqd as a
W+—correspondence ov@ES it is determined uniquely by.

It is the goal of these notes to show the converse of the agigin of a correspondence
from a unital endomorphism in th&*— case:

Theorem. Let E be a strongly full W-correspondence over a ¥algebra$ (or, more gen-
erally, a W—correspondence such thﬁS acts nondegenerately on E). Then there exists a
W+—module F overB (with ES = ?ES) and a normal unital endomorphisthof B2(F) such
that E= F* ©°4F.

We will refer to this theorem as thmain theorem In Sectiorl 6 we will show a variant for
C*—correspondence at least in the case when the correspaniddult over a unitaC*—algebra.

As we explain in Sectiofll 1, this result implies also thdiscreteproduct system (that is, a
product system indexed ly,) of W*—correspondences can be derived fronEgasemigroup
on someB?(F). Indeed, we will prove the main theorem by an analysis ofithele E,—semi-
group (9"),, @nd its relation with product systems of correspondencésig8 [Ske02]),
dilations of CP-semigroups (Bhat and Skeide [BS00]) anditdaquivalence of correspon-
dences (Muhly and Solel IMSDO0]). In particular, as an intedmate step we will show that a
W-—correspondenck stems from an endomorphism, if and only if the product sysEsin =
(E® M,ay, it generates is Morita equivalent to another ¢hé = (F°' "), that has a unital
unit (Theoreni4.110). This theorem holds also, when the priosigstem and thE,—semigroup
are indexed bR, . In the discrete case existence of a unital unit just meat$te F, contains
a unit vector.

It is a typical feature in the construction of dilations ofiagde mapping that a dilation of
that mapping is, actually, a dilation of the whole semigrgeperated by that mapping. In these

BIA Hilbert 8—module isfull, if 8g = B.
BIA W*—moduleis a Hilbert moduleE over aW*—algebraB that isself-dual i.e., every bounded right-linear

mappingd: E — B has the formb(x) = (y, x) for a (unique) € E.

1A W*—correspondenc&rom aW*—algebra#l to aW*—algebraB is a correspondence frofi to B that is also
aW*—module overB such that the left action off is normal. The tensor product @f“—correspondencds and
F is the unigueminimal self-dual extensiorof the correspondende © F according to Paschké&[Pa$73]. This
self-dual extension can be obtained considerably moréyenaimely as a strong closure in an operator space, if
we pass to von Neumann modules; see Se€fion 7. In this senséwe will indicatestrong closure although
the reader who wishes to do so may thinksefweak closure with respect to a suitably chosen pre-duab Ale
will always consider strong limits of nets, but they may cemently be replaced by (possiblyfidirent!) nets that
converger—weakly.



notes we dilate a correspondence to an endomorphism byallgcddilating” the (discrete)
product system generated by the correspondence g-ssemigroup. Therefore, it is has some
point to think of E,.—semigroups as dilations of product systems. So Arvesaateraent in
[Arv89] that everyArveson systenfthat is, a product systems of Hilbert spaces or, equivigient
of correspondences ové&l) stems from arEq,—semigroup orB(H) can be stated as “every
Arveson system admits a dilation”.

In Sectiord we proof the main theorem by showing that everprigly) full W*—corres-
pondence is Morita equivalent to one that has a unit vectartte construction of that corre-
spondence with a unit vector we need Lemnhath 2.Zand 3.2 elkg#rt that given a full Hilbert
module over a unitaC*—algebra or a (strongly) fulvV*—module, then a direct sum of a suitable
number of copies has a unit vector.

Then, in Sectio]7, we recall the duality betweemom Neumann correspondence(tBat
is, aW*—correspondence over a von Neumann algebra) armbitsnutant Eas described in
Skeide [Ske0O3a] and show (by a reinterpretation of a resuit Muhly and SolelIMS99]) that
the commutanE’ admits anondegenerate normatpresentation on a Hilbert space, if and only
if E is the correspondence of an endomorphism (Thearem 7.4¢tiegwith our main theorem
this reproves a recent result by Hirshberg [Hir05a], whonghby completely dferent methods
that everyC*—correspondence admits such a representation. Addilypomad show that in the
case olW*—correspondences this representation can be chosen Hefhapgén in [Hir05a)).

In Section[B we indicate some implications of the main theoeand of Sectiofil7 for the
continuous case. In Sectibh 9 we illustrate the abstradtoactions explicitly in an example.

A note on footnotes. We apologize for the extensive use of footnotes in the beggnof this
introduction. They contain definitions the expert surelil mow (maybe, except the convention
on nondegenerate left actions) and that would disturb tbsgmtation of the argument too much.
However, as we wish to be comprehensive also for the noneixgeilbert modules, we decided
to add the basic definitions in form of footnotes.

Acknowledgements. We wish to express our gratitude to P. Muhly for warm hosjpytaluring
several stays in lowa City with many inspiring discussidret influenced this work. We thank
I. Hirshberg for intriguing discussions arround his adi[ifir0O5&]. We are particularly greatful
to B. Solel for pointing out to us two inaccuracies of argutsen an earlier version. Last but
not least, we acknowledge also the support by Research ebtitks Department S.E.G.e S. of
University of Molise.



1 Prerequisits onEg—semigroups and product systems

In this section we recall the construction from Skeide [SH{eff a product system from an
Eq,—semigroup orB?(E) based on existence of a unit vectoiErand put it into perspective with
the new construction from Muhly, Skeide and Solel [MSS04$ketched in the introduction.
Then we discuss the relation with units, CP-semigroups hadcconstruction of dilations of
CP-semigroups as described in Bhat and Skéide [3S00].

Let E be a Hilbert module over@*—algebras and letd = (), be a strictE,—semigroup
on B3(E), that is, a semigroup of unital endomorphisthof B3(E) that are strict.S is either
the set of nonnegative integafs = {0, 1, ...} or the set of nonnegative redts = [0, ). (We
are mainly interested in the discrete c8se Ny but there is no reason to restrict the discussion
to that case. The only exception regards existenamdt While here we are exploiting the
fact that in the discrete case every vectoEingenerates a unit, in the continuous case units
need not exist.)

For everyt > 0 denote byE; := E* © 4E the correspondence ovét generating the
endomorphisn#; via the isomorphisnkt = E © E; described bysf). We extend the definition
tot = 0 by puttingEy = 8. (If E is full, then this is automatic.) ThiE, form a product system
E® = (E),, that is

ESQ Et = Es+t (Er © Es) O Et = Er © (ESQ Et),
via
EsoE = (E"0y.E)o(E"04E)
= E'0y(EO(E"04E)) = E'0y(sE) = E'0y ,E = Egut.

In order to indicate that an elementary tengsapy is to be understood i&* © 4, E we shall write
X* Oy Y. We leave it as an exercise to check (using the notatj@appropriately) on elementary
tensors that the suggested identification is, indeed, edb@c

Suppose now thaB is unital and thaE has aunit vector ¢ (that is, (£, &) = 1 so that, in
particular,E is full). Then we may identifyg; with the submodulé,(££*)E of E when equipped
with the left actionbx := §;(¢£b&*)x. The concrete identificatioB* © 4 E — 9(££¥)E is

X' oy — H(EX)Y  withinverse (£€7)z — & &z

(To see that the inverse is really surjective, wited; y € E* © 3.E asx* oty = (£¢4X) oy =
& o 9(£XY)y.) The resulting identificatiofts(£€*)E © 9(£€°)E = 9s.4(EE7)E s

F(EEIXOT(EE)Y F— (£ 0sX) O (7 OrY) +—= & Osit (X)) — Fsrt(£€7)(ET)y.
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This is the way how we determined in Skeide [SKe02] the progystem of arE,—semigroup
(whenE has a unit vector) generalizing Bhat’s construction in [#jeof the Arveson system of
an Eq—semigroup orB(H) (where existence of a unit vector is not a problem as eveng e
Hilbert space has unit vectors).

By [Ske02] the familiyTi(b) = (&, 9(cbe*)é) of maps onB defines a semigroup, if and
only if the family of projectiongp; = 9:(££¥) is increasing. In this casé; := H(££¥)¢ = £is
contained in allE; and, moreoverés © & = &s andéy = 1, that is, the familyé® = (E;),.
defines aunit for E®. This unit isunital, that is, all& are unit vectors.

Under the preceding conditions the construction is relsbrgsee[BSU0, SkeD?2] for details)
and this reversion is what we need for the constructive ppeattté proof of the main theorem.
More specifically, leE® be a product system of correspondences @/and leté® be a unital
unit for E®. By &0idg, © % — &0 X we define isometric (right linear but, usually, not bilinear
embeddingE; — Es.;. These embeddings form an inductive system so that we mastrcoh
the (completed) inductive limiE,, = limind_E;. The factorization property of the product
systemE® turns over tcE,, that is

EoOE = Eiwir = Eo (Ew. OE) OE = E, 0 (EsOE), (1.1

so that?(a) := aoidg, € B¥(E.OE;) = B¥E.) defines arE;—semigroup orB?(E.,). (We need
to know how to make the intuitive identificatidh, = E., © E; precise only for the concrete
example in Sectiof]l9. Here we content ourselves to know thabiiks, and refer the reader
to [BBLS04, Section 4.4].) If product system and unit ares#hgonstructed in the preceding
paragraph give back® and£° from an Eg—semigroup orB?(E) and a unit vector, then we
recoverk ask = E., if and only if the projectiong, (of the last paragraph) convergeitig
strongly.

1.1 Observation. We summarize: IfE = E; is a correspondence ové& with a unit vector
& = &, thenE® = (Ep),y, With E, 1= E®" is a (discrete) product system a#ftl = (&n),a,
with &, := £€°" a unital unit. The inductive limiE,, over that unit carries a striéi,—semigroup
¥ = (Un)ne, With 9n(a) = a0 idg, whose product system E°. In particular,E = E; occurs as
the correspondence of the unital strict endomorphisrof B3(E.,).

All results have analogues faW*—modules replacing strict mappings with normal ¢ef
weak) mappings and the tensor produc€ofcorrespondences with that\df—corresponden-
ces.

neNp

2 Unit vectors in Hilbert modules

In this section we discuss when full Hilbert modules overtalnC*—algebras have unit vec-
tors. In particular, we show that even if there is no unit secthen a finite direct sum will
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admit a unit vector. What we actually need for the proof ourmtheorem is the version for
W+—modules which we discuss in the following section. But #uit in this section is simple,
allows to illustrate the problems free from technical bgtllanotivates the following section and,
finally, has some consequences in proving statements ahdatfigenerated modules that are
independent from the rest of the paper. It will play its ralehe weaker weaker version of the
main theorem, Theorem®.6, for full correpondences oveal@i—algebras.

Of course, a Hilbert modulE over a unitalC*—algebraB that is not full cannot have unit
vectors. But also iE is full this does not necessarily imply existence of unittees.

2.1 Example.LetB=Co M, = [g h;’z] c Mz = B(C?). The My—C—moduleC? = M,; may be

viewed as a correspondence o#(with operations inherited frorivi; o [COZ g]). Also its dual,
the C—M,—moduleC?* = M;, =: C,, may be viewed as a correspondence ®Beilt is easy
to check thatM = C? @ C, = [gz COZ] is a Morita equivalence (see Sectidn 4) fr@ro B (in

particular,M is full) without a unit vector.

Observe that all modules and correspondences in Exdmpé@/*—modules, so missing
unit vectors are not caused by ifiscient closure. The reason wiy does not contain a unit
vector is because the full HilbeM,—moduleC, has “not enough space” to allow forfigiently
many orthogonal vectors. (Not two nonzero vectors of thislab® are orthogonal.) Another
way to argue is to observe that every nonzero inner protugb is a rank-one operator in
M, = B(C?) while the identity has rank two. As soon as we create “enapgce”, for in-
stance, by taking the direct sum oftBciently many (in our case two) copies@©j the problem
dissappears.

In this section we show a lemma asserting that for every filili¢#t module a finite number
of copies will be “enough space”. The basic idea is thaty,if) = 1, then by Cauchy-Schwartz
inequalityl = (x, y)(y, X) < (x, X) |Iy[* so thakx, X) is invertible andx /(x, x)~1 is a unit vector.
Technically, the conditiokx, y) = 1is realized only approximately and by elementg&frather
than inE.

2.2 Lemma. Let E be a full Hilbert module over a unital’@algebra. Then there existsanN
such that B has a unit vector.

Proor. Eis full, so there exisk,y' € E(ne N;i = 1,...,n) such that
n
fm 0690 = 1
i=1

The subset of invertible elementsfhis open. Therefore, fan sufficiently big i1, (X", y) is
invertible. Defining the elements, = (X},...,x]) andY, = (y},...,y}) in E" we have, thus,
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that
n
Ko Yo) = > (X,
i=1
is invertible. So, als@X,, Yn){Yn, X,) is invertible and, therefore, bounded below by a strictly

positive constant. Of coursiY,|| # 0. By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality also

o (%K, Yn){Yn, Xn)
- IYall®

(Kn, Xn)

is bounded below by a strictly positive constant and, tleeeef X, X,) is invertible. It follows
that X, v{Xn, X,)~1 is a unit vector inE". m

2.3 Corollary. If E (as before) contains an aribtrary number of mutuallyragjonal copies of
a full Hilbert submodule (for instance, if E is isomorphicEd for some n> 2), then E has a
unit vector.

Excluding the one-dimensional case, Arveson systemsi(aanis time) have always infi-
nite-dimensional members. We believe that something amsihould be true also for general
(continuous time) product systems, in the sense that theuptsystem&® whose members
E; (t € R,) do not fulfill not assumption of the corollary should belaimgan unrealistic sub-
class that can be ruled out and understood more easily. {fasén’s setting they come from
automorphism groups. But we know that one-dimensionalybslystems can have nontrivial
structures. But as their members &as right module, they all have unit vectors. The class we
wish to rule out cannot hav8 as a direct summand.) Examplel9.5 tells us that there auseri
examples in the discrete case where not one membgr > 0) of the product system has a unit
vector.

LemmalZP implies that, ifC(E) is unital, thenX(E) = F(E). (Just apply the lemma to
the full Hilbert X(E)-moduleE*. Of course, this may be obtained directly, using again that t
invertible elements form an open subset in@iealgebrak(E) and the fact thaff (E) is dense
in KC(E).) This has an implication for the theory of finitely genextilbert modules.

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

This is some sort of inverse to the well-known fact that ag€htaically) finitely generated
Hilbert 8—module is isomorphic to a (complemented) submodul8bfor somen. Indeed,
at least ifB is unital, thenE being a complemented submodule®fimplies that the identity
1gn in BHB") = Mp(B) = K(B") gives rise to a an identitpg1g pe € F(E) for E, wherepg
denotes the projection onta



3 Unit vectors in W*—modules

In this section we proof the analogue of Lemimd 2.2i6r-modules. Of course,\W*—module
is a Hilbert module. If it is full then Lemma=.2 applies. Baetgood notion of fullness for
aW*—module is that it isstrongly full, that is, the inner product of th&/*—module generates
B as aW*—algebra. (Strong fullness is the more useful notionrmodules, because it
can always be achieved by restrictifigo the W*—subalgebra generated by the inner product.
Example31L tells us that the same is not true for fullneskercase ofV*—modules.) Usually,
for aW*—module we will just say “full”, while we mention explicitjyvhen we intend “full in
the Hilbert module sense”. It is the assumption of strongdas for which we want to prove
the main theorem, and not the stronger assumption of fudl{tbat might be not achievable).
We thank B. Solel for pointing out to us this gap in the firstsien of these notes.

We see immediately that faV*—modules the cardinality of the direct sum in Lemimd 2.2
can no longer be kept finite.

3.1 Example. Let H be an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. Thdhis aW*—module over
B(H), that is strongly full but not full as a Hilbeft(H)-module. (Indeed, the range idealtf
in B(H) is B(H)y- = K(H) # B(H).) For every finite direct surkl*" the inner productX, X,)
(X € H*") has rank not higher tham Therefore H*" does not admit a unit vector. Only if we
considems, the self-dual extension &t*", wheren = dim H, then the vector it with the
componentg’ ((&) some orthonormal basis &f) is a unit vector. But this vector is not iH*"
if nis infinite.

The example is in some sense typical. In fact, we constructadltiple ofH* that contains
a unit vector by choosing an orthonormal basis for its ddial his will also be our strategy for
generaMW*—modules. A suitable substitute for orthonormal basegjaasiorthonormal bases.
A quasi orthonormal basisn a W*—moduleE over 8 is a family (e, pi),.s WwhereS is some
index set (of cardinalityt, say),p; are projections i ande a elements irE such that

(e,e) = di;p; and Z g€ = idg
ies

(strong limit in theW*—algebraB?(E) over the finite subsets & in the cases is not finite; see
Footnoté 7). Existence of a quasi orthonormal basis Yadlby self-duality (Paschke[Pas73]).

3.2 Lemma. Let E be a (strongly) full W-module. Then there exists a cardinal numirsuch
thatE™” has a unit vector.

Proor. Let us choose a quasi orthonormal basisee€’), s for the dualB?(E)-moduleE*.

Then
Dee = Y(e.e) = ide.

ieS ieS
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The second sum is, actually, over the eleméat®) when considered as operator acting from
the left onE*. But, askE is strongly full, the action of8 on E* is faithful. In particular, the only
element inB having the actionde is, really,1 € 8. Now, if we putn = #S, then the vector in
E" with componentsg, is a unit vector.m

We note that this idea of choosing a quasi orthonormal basEf(with E full) can be used
in order to generalize Bhat’s approach to product systertiseetocase o¥V*—modules without a
unit vector; see [Ske05b].

3.3 Remark. Of course, ifE is countably generated 8¢'—module, then in Lemnia3.2 we may
choosen = #N. For this it is not necessary th&tis countably generated. Thus, neitl#not
E need have a separable pre-dual.

4 Morita equivalence for product systems

In this section we review the notions of (strong) Morita eqience (Rifel [Rie74b]), Morita
equivalence for Hilbert modules (new in these notes) anditsl@quivalence for correspon-
dences (Muhly and Solel[ [MSD0]). We put some emphasis on tfierence between the
C*—case and the/‘—case that is in part responsible for the fact that we canmatepour main
theorem in the gener&@*—case. Then we show that a product systerwofcorrespondences
can be derived from aBy;—semigroup, if and only if it is Morita equivalent to a prodsgstem
that has a unital unit. In the discrete case this meaWs-acorrespondence stems form a unital
endomorphism of somB8?(E), if and only if it is Morita equivalent to &V*—correspondence
that has a unit vector.

For a detailed introduction telorita equivalencgMorita [Mor58]) and its motivation (and
its relation with the contructions in Secti@h 7) we refer teader to Riffel [Rie74b] (and to
Skeide [Ske05a)).

A correspondenc®! from A to B is called aMorita equivalencefrom A to B, if it is full
and if the canonical mapping frotd into B(M) corestricts to an isomorphistfi — K(M).
Clearly, the two conditions can be written also as

M*'oM = 8B MoM" = A

in each case und the suggested canonical mappthgs K(M) = Mo M*andM* o M =
Buw — B. From these equations one concludes easily a couple of f&atstly, if M is a
Morita equivalence fronA to 8, thenM* is a Morita equivalence fror# to A. Secondly, the
tensor product of Morita equivalences, if it exists, is a Moequivalence. ThirdlyM and M*
are inverses under tensor product. T@&e-algebras are callestrongly Morita equivalent if
they admit a Morita equivalence from one to the other. Stidiogita equivalence is finer than
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Morita equivalence, but considerably coarser than isommem. Usually, we say judtlorita
equivalentalso when we intendtrongly Morita equivalent

4.1 Example. All M, are (strongly) Morita equivalent tG via the Morita equivalenc€”. In
fact, a representation ®fl,, factors the representation spaddento C" ® $ and for everyn the
dimension of thenultiplicity space is the parameter that classifies the representations.

In the category oW —algebras withW*—correspondences a correspondence f#io 8 is
aMorita W*—equivalenceif M is strongly full and if the canonical mappiog — B#(M) is an
iIsomorphism.

4.2 Remark. Clearly, in thew*—case we haviél ©° M* = B3(M). The fact that Morita equiv-

alence forw*—algebra relatesA to B#(M) while strong Morita equivalence &@*—algebras

relatesA only to X(M) is one of the reasons why our proof of the main theorem workg o
in theW*—case, respectively, runs considerably less smooth thieydar C*—case discussed in
Sectior®.

4.3 Example. The M,, areW*—algebras, th€" and their duals aré/*—correspondences and all
tensor products are tensor products in\fie-sense.

4.4 Remark. Versions of ExampleE—4.1 aid #.3 for infinite-dimensionatrines andC re-
placed with8 are crucial for the proof of the main theorem. Essentiallyare going to usg"

as Morita equivalence frorvl,(8) to 8. Of course, either we have to pass to strong closures
(Sectiorlb) or to a weaker notion of Morita equivalence (bed).

4.5 Definition (Muhly and Solel [MS00]). A correspondenckE over8 and a correspondence
F overC are (stronglyMorita equivalent if there is a Morita equivalendd from B to C such
thatEoM =MoF (orE=MOoF 60 M.

We add here:

4.6 Definition. A Hilbert 8—moduleE and a HilberC—moduleF are (stronglyMorita equiv-
alent, if there is a Morita equivalenddl from 8toC suchthaE® M = F (orE = F © M*).

Of course, the definitions for th&*—case are analogue.

Morita equivalence of Hilbert modules and Morita equivakef correspondences are re-
lated by the following crucial proposition. SuppaseB#(E) — B2(F) is a (bi-)strict isomor-
phism. By [MSS04] this is the case, if and onlyBfandF are Morita equivalent where the
Morita equivalencéM inducese asa(a) = a®idy.

Now suppose there are two strict unital endomorphignasdd on B3(E) and B3(F), re-
spectively. We may ask whether they a@njugate that is, whether there exists a (bi-)strict
isomorphismy: B3(E) — B3(F) suchthat = ¢ o ¥ o a2
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4.7 Proposition. ©# and 8 are conjugate, if and only if there is a Morita equivalenceduging
an isomorphism = E® M suchthat E © M = M © Fy, that is, if and only if E and F as well
as E; and F, are Morita equivalent by the same Morita equivalence.

The proof consists very much of computations like the sedwifiof the proof Theorem
H.T0 below. We leave it as an exercise.

4.8 Remark. Note that in the scalar cage = C = C, whereC is the only Morita equivalence
overC, we recover the well-known facts that every normal isomaphy: B(G) — B(H) is
induced by a unitargs — H and that the multiplicity spaces of two endomorphisms cgaie
by @ must be equal.

Clearly, if E® = (E), is a product system of correspondences @&¥emdM is a Morita
equivalence fronB to C, thenM* © E° 0 M = F°® = (Fy), with F; := M* © E; © M and
isomorphisms

FsoF, = MMOEsOMOM OEEOM = MOEsOEEOM = MOEgtOM = Fgy
is a product system of correspondences @xer

4.9 Definition. We sayE® and F® are (strongly)Morita equivalent if there exists a Morita
equivalenceM and ansomorphismu® = (W),.s: M*OE°0M — F° (that is, theu; are bilinear
unitaries inM* © E; © M — F; such thaus © u; = Us,; andug = id¢).

The version foW*—correspondences is analogue.

4.10 Theorem. Let E®" = (Et)s be a product system of (strongly) full"A€orrespondences
E, over a W-algebraB. Then E>" is the product system of a normaj-&emigroup? = (P)ies
on B3(E) for some W—module E oves, if and only if E°" is Morita equivalent to a product
system F° of W'—correspondences over aAalgebraC that contains a unital unit®.

Proor. “=". SupposeE® is the product system of the normBh—semigroups on the
W-—algebraC := B¥[E). PutF; := EQ°E;0°E*. ASEG®°E; = E and®(a) = a0®idg,
we findF, = 4,B3E) andas © a = %h(as)a is the isomorphisnFs ©° F; = Fg,. Clearly,
& = ide € B¥E) = F, defines a unital unit® for F© . (One easily verifies that also the in-
ductive limitF., = B3[E) = E 0° E* constructed from that unit is that obtained frévia the
Morita equivalencéM := E* asF., = E ©°E*))

“«=". SupposeM is a MoritaW*—equivalence fronB to C such thaf ©* := M*G°E®° &°M
has a unital unit®. Construct the inductive limiE,, with the normalE,—semigroup;(a) =
aoidg, (a € B3(F,)) and putE := F,, ©> M*. Then

ﬁt(a) = Ht(aQidM)QidM* = a®idy @idFtQidM* = a@idEt

12



(a e B3(E)) where

E=EMO’M (= F,0°M* = F,0°F0° M)
= E°MO’FO°M* = EQ°E,

is the induced semigroup @*(E). AsF., is full (it contains a unit vector) alsé = F.,0°M* is
full (Cr._ = C acts nondegenerately f* so thatBe = By. = B). Therefore, by uniqueness
the product systems associated withives us baclg;. m

4.11 Remark. F; = 4, B3(E) is exactly the one-dimensional product system of corredpnces
over B3(E) constructed as i [BS00] front when considered as CP-semigroup; see Skeide
[Ske01a, Example 11.1.3]. We have used the same trick ird8KBke03a], switching between

a W:—correspondenc®(H) ®° $ over B(H) (note that such an exterior tensor product is the
most general form of &V*—correspondence ovér(H)) and the Hilbert space (that is, the cor-
respondence ovet) $ that corresponds to a member of an Arveson system, in ordsaive

a problem due to Powers. An extension to the module case ppkar in Bhat, Liebscher and
Skeide [BLSOB]. In the recent preprint [MMO04] Marrero and Myiuse the trick to determine
the index of a CP-map oM,,.

What happens, iE®" is not full? Suppose it is derived from d—semigroup orB2(E).
Then by the extended uniqueness result,Bhare actually correspondences oﬁrs. There-
fore, if a product system is derived from a semigroup the eadgal for eaclk; cannot depend
ont and it must act nondegenerately on e&ghIn other words, either the range ideal is sta-
tionary and acts nondegenerately on ekglso that we may simply pass frof to that ideal
and apply the theorem, or the product system is not derived &nE,—semigroup.

4.12 Corollary. A correspondence not satisfying the condition in brackethé main theorem
cannot be derived from a unital endomorphism.

We emphasize that this does not mean that for a product sysignmonstationary range
ideals it was not possible to find isomorphisi® E; = E so thatd(a) := a © idg, defines a
semigroup. (In fact it is easy to describe such examplesxbgrior direct sum constructions.
Theexterior direct sumof a B—module and &—module is @ & C—module.) It just means that
the product system associated withvill be smaller.

4.13 Example. A nontrivial example of a product system with range idealsrelasing tq0}
we obtain as follows. Lef3 = Cy(0, =) be the contionuous functions d, that vanish at
0 and ateo. Lets = (sy), be the usual right shifts[(f)](x) = f(x - t) putting f(x) = 0
whenx < 0. ThenE; = s(8) with left actionb.sy(b’) = s(bl’) is a product system via
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ss(b) @ si(b) = ssit(b)se(b) € ssit(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 derivednoat Eo—semigroups but from
E—semigroups, that is, semigroups of not necessarily ugri@morphisms. In fact, the product
system is that associated with the shift semigraup

5 Proof of the main theorem

We put together the results to form a proof of the main theor8ut before we do that, we
explain why even under the assumptions of Lenima 2.2 (reguitito finite direct sums) we
would not be able to produce a proof based on strong Moritavalgunce that works also in the
C*—case.

Let E be a full correspondence over a uni@lalgebraB. By LemmaZP we know that
for somen € N the correspondendg&” has a unit vector. We observe thzt = 8" © E, where
B" is a Morita equivalence fronM,(8) to 8. If we could show existence of a unit vector in
Mn(E) = 8" 0 E © B, whereB,, := (8")" is the dual ofB", thenE was Morita equivalent to
a correspondence with a unit vector. In this case the™direction of the proof of Theorem
E.T0 works even without strong closure. (The main reasorsfimmg closure is that rarely
BAE) = K(E) soE is a rarely a Morita equivalence frofs?(E) to Bg.)

UnfortunatelyM,(E) need not have a unit vector. Suppose 2 is minimal. To produce &
in a place in the diagonal we nee@rthogonal vectors, and to produte every of then places
in the diagonal we neet orthogonal vectors. However, thé,(8)—correspondendd,(E) still
has “space” only fon orthogonal vectors (with suitable inner products). Theéopgm remains,
when we useM,(E) (m > n) instead. Still we neecthnorthogonal vectors to produee units
in the diagonal, but we have “space” only fororthogonal vectors. The problem disappears if
m = oo, because then we can “slicaf = « into n slices still of sizem = «. The problem is
now that the sums when calculating inner products of elesn@n¥l..(E) (or also in products
of elements ilM,(8B)) converge only strongly. (For instanck, € M.(8) is approximated by
1., € M(8).) This is a second reason why we have to switch tottecase.

In the context ofW*—modules Lemm&-3.2 allows for arbitrary cardinalities We start
by giving a precise meaning tdl,(8) and M,(E). So letE be aW*—correspondence over a
Wr—algebraB. Let H be a Hilbert space with an ONBy),.s Where #5 = n. Then we set
M, (8) := B(H) ®° B (tensor product ofV*—algebras) and we identify an elemd&ht M, (B)

with the matrix(b;), ;. where

i,je
bij = (6 ®idg)B(g; ®idg) € B.
We putM,(E) := B(H) ®° E, that is, theexterior tensor producbf W*—modules; seé [SkeO1a,
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Section 4.3]. We identify an elemeXte M,(E) with the matrix(x;), ;s Where
X; = (6 ®idg)X(ej®ide) € E.
The operations in this correspondence dvig(8) are

X, Y)ij = Z<Xk"y"j> (XB)i; = inkbkj (BX)i; = Zbikxkj, (5.1)
X K K

where all sums are strong limits (see Footfote [7]). A matrix (x;) is an element oM, (E), if
and only if all 3 (X, X;) exist strongly and define the matrix elements of an elemeli, {{B5).
Clearly,M := H &8 = 8" is a MoritaW*—equivalence fronM, (8) to 8 and

MO°E®*M* = M,(E).
5.1 Corollary. E and M,(E) are Morita equivalent W~correspondences.

5.2 Proposition. Suppose E is (strongly) full and letbe aninfinite cardinal number not
smaller than that granted by Lemmial3.2. Thep(l) has a unit vector.

Proor. Denote byl the cardinal number from LemniaB.2 and ffias stated. Choose s&sT
with #S = L#T = n. Letx, (¢ € S) denote the components of a unit vector@n. Asn is
infinite (by assumption!) and< n so thatin = n, we may fix a bijectionp: T — SxT. Denote
by ¢, andy, the first and the second component, respectively, &efine a matrixX € M, (E)
by setting

Xij = Xo1()Ops(i). -
Then

XX = ) i X)) = D 60aibeaton Keas Xeut)

keT keT

- Z Okilk j{Xe, Xe) = (Z5k,i5k,j)(z<xf, X)) = 6,1 m

(£,K)eSxT keT tesS

Putting together Corollafy 5.1 and Propositlonl 5.2 with diteen[4ZID completes the proof of
our main theorem.

6 Full C*—correspondences over unitaC*—algebras

In this section we prove a version of the main theoremfercorrespondences that have a full
inner product in a unitaC*—algebra. The proof is less streamlined than that foMtiecase,
so we do not develope a complete analogue of the treatmehe®¥tversion, also because,
partly, it is not possible.
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One problem was to have a notion of Morita equivalence thdetstands a full Hilbert
B-moduleE as a Morita equivalence frorB?(E) to 8 and not just fronK(E) to 8. In the
previous sections the strongly closed versionsvi-objects did the job. In this section we
elaborate a version fastrict closure (or what is the same for strict efstrong completion).
And we elaborate thistrict Morita equivalence only for the case, where one of the akyely
B3(B). This will allow for the necessary matrix constructionsdd_emmdZR will guarantee
existence of a unit vector in the matrix modules. There areasons why we cannot proof
the result for nonunitaC*—algebras. The fact that we have available neither Lelmma@.2
Lemmal3.2 is responsible for that we cannot proof the resulhbnunitalC*—algebras. The
former works only for full Hilbert modules over unit@l*—algebras. The proof of the latter is
based on quasi orthonormal bases that, in strict compketare not available.

6.1 Example. Let B8 = Cy(-2,2) andl = Cy(-1,1) c B an ideal and define the full Hilbert
B—moduleE = B |. Then the strict completion &, B3(8B, E), is the direct sunCy(-2,2)
Co(—1,1). The only projection irB3(8) = C,(-2,2) is 1. Every element irB%(8, E) that has
unit length leaves leaves a nonzero complement that doesdnait a further unit vector. So
B3(8B, E) has no quasi orthonormal basis.

Let us start with some generalities, however, without disaug (as would be natural) how
the definitions fit into the frame of multiplier algebras, 8@icentralizers and strict topology. If
E is a HilbertB—module, then by thstrict completionof E we understand the spa®é(8, E).

If B is unital, thenB?(B, E) is justE where we considex € E as the mapp — xb. In general,
BB, E) is Hilbert module ove3?(8) with inner produck X, X’) = X*X’. Further,B%(8B, E)

has the same operatorssthat is,B%(B%(8B, E)) = B?(E) where an elemerd € B3(E) acts
on X € B3(B, E) simply by compositioraX.

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

6.2 Proposition. Let E be a HilbertB—module and let F be a correspondence frénto C.
Then:

1. The left action o8 on F extends to a (unique and strict) action®¥$). Therefore, also
B3(C, F) has a left action o33(B).

2. For every Xe B¥(8, E) by settingy(X) = X ©@idg we define amap iB*(BoF,EoF) =
BA(F, E @ F) with adjointn(X)* = X* © idg.

3. The map X0 Y — n(X)Y defines an isometry from the tensor producB&¢s, E) and
B3(C, F) overB onto a strictly dense subsetBf(C,E o F).

Proor. Part[l is a statement we used already in the representétamyt of generalB?(E)
(applied toB?(B)). See, for instance, [IMSSD4, Corollary 1.20] for a proof.
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Partl2 is general theory of tensor products, but it may alsdyededuced from the proof of
PartC3.
For Par{3B let us choose a bounded approximate(upjt_, for 8. Then

n(X)Yc = Iirp n(X)u,Yc = Iirﬂn(Xuﬂ)G(Yc) € EoF,

where we made use ofy — y in norm for ally € F. (This follows from ParflL, but may also
easily be verified by three epsilons.) So the map is ##@, E © F). Clearly, when restricted
to the subseE © F of B3(8B, E) ©B3(C, F), we obtain all maps of the form— czforze EOF
that form a strictly dense subsetBf(C,E© F). =

6.3 Definition. By the strict tensor productB?(8B, E) © B3, F) we understand the space
BAC,EOF).

The following corollary can be proved as Fart 3.

6.4 Corollary. For every correspondence G frothto D (that may be viewed also as a corre-
spondence G fror3?(C) to O in a unique way) we have

(B¥B,E) 0 B}C,F))©G = B¥C,E0F)0G = EOF0G

Clearly, if E is a correspondence frotd to 8, thenB?(C,E © F) is a correspondence
from B2(A) to B¥C). In particular, if E® is a product systems of correspondence ager
then the family of allB?3(8, E;) form a strict tensor product system of correspondences ove
B3(B). If this product system has a unital ug@t, then we may proceed as in Sectldn 1. So
Es 0 idg, defines an inductive system of isometric embeddBYS, E;) — B3(B, Es.t). From
the inductive limit of this system we may extract a Hilbgrmodule

E. = (Iirtn ind B3(B,E)) 0 B

so that limind.,. B¥(B, E;) embeds as a strictly dense subset BB, E..). (Note thatB
is a self-inverse Morita equivalence ov8rand that the left action aB extends to a strict left
action ofB3(8) on 8 in the canonical way.B3(8, E..) fulfills

BB, Es) © BB, E) = B¥B, Ey) (6.1)

and associativity conditions similar tb{lL.1) so tlfeta) = a © idg, defines arE;—semigroup
on B3(B¥(8B, E.)). But, we know thatB3(B*(8, E.)) is just B¥E,,). It is easy to show that
that thisEg—semigroup is strict and that its product system is nothungy. The following
proposition is slightly more general and implies what we asserted in the special cdge= 8.
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6.5 Proposition. Let M denote a Morita equivalence fraghto C (so that M carries a unique
and strict extension of its left action #%°(8)). Put F,, := E., © M. Then

Fo = FeO(M"OEOM)

(via &3)and Corollany[&%) and)(a) := a®idw-or,0m defines a strict E-semigroup oB3(F.,)
whose product system iF= M* 0 E® © M.

Proor. The isomorphisnk,, = F, © Fyis

Fo = ExOM = B¥B,E.,)0M = (B¥B,E.)0B}B,E)) oM
= ELOEEOM = ELOMOM OEEOM = FL,OF;.

The remaining statements follow as in the second half of thefpof Theoren 4710 just the
roles ofE® andF® have now switchedm

We are now in a position to proof the analogue of the main #man the situation of this
section.

6.6 Theorem. Let E be a full correspondence over a unital-@lgebrasB. Then there is a
(necessarily full) HilbertbB—module F and a unital endomorphism #@fof B4(F) such that
Fﬂ = E

Proor. Denote byE® = (E°") ., the product system generated By We defineM.,(8) and
M. (E;) as the completetions of the spaces of matrices with finitelyy nonzero entries in the
respective norm topologies and operations liké1nl (5.1)cdme to the setting of the preceding
proposition we make up a dictionary.

Proposition§ 61% here
B M..(8B)
C B
M B>
E® Mw(E®) = (Mo(En))neny,
F@ EO
Feo F
0 )

In order to apply Proposition 8.5 (providing us with tReand the® we seek according to
the dictionary) it remains to show th&®(M..(8), M. (E)) has a unit vectoE (determining a
unital unit=°® for the whole product systed..(E®) as ingredient). But this can be done as in
Propositio 5.2 using, however, the ingredients from Ler@@athat is] finite so thatt = #N

is suficient) instead of those from Lemrhal3.a.
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6.7 Remark. If a product systentE® consists of correspondences over a nonudtaklgebra
8, then it is no problem to pass to the unitizatiBrof 8. However, even i£® was full, now it
is no longer full so Theoreln 8.6 is not applicable.

In this context we would like to mention that the whole badassification of product sys-
tems is based on the existence of units — of continuous uniits precise. A unit, by definition,
assumes the valuee Eq = 8 att = 0, so that the concept of unit is not defined. Even if we try
to admit units in also for nonunit&#, then the continuity conditions would require tR&t &)
converges to some projectignin B. But there are projectionless'—algebras. Anyway, al-
lowing for units not converging to identity &= 0 would considerably weaken the conclusions
that may be drawn from existence of units and change coniptéte classification results from
[Ske01b] BBLS04, Ske03b]. For instance®#fis a projectionles€*—algebra, then the time-
ordered product system ov& (consisting of time-ordered Fock modules) would not have a
single continuous unit, not even a trivial one. The only soluwould be to také = 0 away
from the product system. But it is the classification as 1nefEk| 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 recestult by Hirshberg [HirO5a] on ex-
istence of nondegenerate @ssentigl representations of a correspondence over-algebra.

As a consequence, we furnish dfdrent proof of Hirshberg’s result. Moreover, our method
shows that in the case of\&W*—correspondence the representation can be chosen colapatib
with the c—weak topology of tha¥V*—correspondence, a result that was not accessible by the
method in [Hir054].

Our approach her makes use of a duality between a von Neunoamspondences over the
von Neumann algebrg c B(G) and itscommutanta von Neumann correspondence over the
commutant ofB’. By the crucial TheorriZl4 under the commutant our main #wecapplied
to a von Neumann correspondence translates into Hirstsbezgult for the commutant (and
back) in a version von Neumann correspondences. Von Neumadnules (Skeide [Ske0O0a])
and commutants of von Neumann correspondences (Skeid83&k8ke05a]) play a crucial
role, so we have to give a brief account on these subjects.

Let K be a Hilbert space. Aepresentationof a correspondencé over 8 on K is a pair
(¥, n) of linear mappingy: 8 —» B(K) andn: E — B(K) wherey is a representation o8
andn is a bimodule map (that isy(bixb,) = w(b)n(X)w (b)) such that(X)*n(y) = w((X,y)).

We always assume that is nondegenerate. The representatigrngf is nondegeneratgor
essentia), if alson is nondegenerate, that isspan n(E)K = K.
Observe thay and, therefore, alspare contractions. Moreover, like every representation of
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aCr—algebra on a pre-Hilbert space, the induced represen@itib®(E) onspan n(E)K defined
by a — (n(X)k — n(ax)k) is by bounded operators and, therefore, extends to a esget®n
first onspann(E)K and then toK (acting as 0 om(E)K+*). In particular, {, ) extends to a
(nondegenerate) representation of kinking algebra [i BEZE)] on K & spann(E)K so that all
mappings are even completely contractive.

7.1 Remark. The nomenclature hereftbrs, for instance, from Muhly and Solel IMS98], who
call covariant representatioa pair ¢/, 7) of completely contractive mappings withop()*n(y)

= y((X,¥)). They call a covariant representatimometricif also n(x)*n(y) = ¥((X,y)) holds,
andfully coisometridf spann(E)K = K.

The connection between representations of corresponslemteendomorphisms of some
B3(E) is not direct, but via a duality, callesbmmutantbetween von Neumann correspondences
over$ and von Neumann correspondences &¥eas introduced in Skeide [Ske03a]. (Indepen-
dently, Muhly and Solel IMS04] have considereta—version and inffMSC5] generalized the
construction tgA-B—correspondences.) It works nicely only if we pas8te-algebras that are
represented concretely as operator algebras acting (gendeately) on a Hilbert space, that is,
if we pass tovon Neumann algebrasand toW*—modules that are concrete spaces of operators
between Hilbert spaces, that is, if we passda Neumann modulessee Skeide [Ske00a].

Let B ¢ B(G) be a von Neumann algebra (acting nondegenerately on therntgpaces).
Then every (pre-)HilberB—moduleE may be identified as a concrete operaBssubmodule
of someB(G, H) (nondegenerate in the sense thadn EG = H) in the following way. Put
H = E®G. For everyx € E define the mapping: g — xogin B(G, H). ThenL,, = Lyb and
L;Ly = (X, y). Identifying x with L, identifiesE as a subspace (G, H). Following [Ske00a],
we sayE is avon NeumannB—module if E is strongly closed irB(G, H).

7.2 Remark. One may show thdt is a von Neumann module, if and onlyifis self-dual, that
is, if and only ifE is aW*—module; see [Ske00a, SkeD5c]. The point about von Neumaiih m
ules is that it is easier to obtain them (from pre-Hilbert mied over a von Neumann algebra)
thanW*—modules. Simply take strong closure. In the sequel, wel@alin another possibility
that is completely algebraic and parallels the operatiotakihg the double commutant of an
operator algebra in order to obtain a von Neumann algebeaReenark713.

B#(E) embeds intdB(H) via the identificatiora = a® idg. Clearly, if E is a von Neumann
module, therB?(E) is a von Neumann subalgebraBtH). WhenE is also a correspondence
over B such that the canonical representajior8 — B3(E) — B(H) is normal, then we salg
is avon Neumann correspondencg¢SoE is a von Neumann correspondence, if and only if it
is also aw*—correspondence.) We referdas theStinespring representationf 8.
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OnH there is a second (normal nondegenerate) representasiorgly, the so-calledom-
mutant lifting o’ of B’ defined ap’(b’) = idg ©b'. It is not difficult to show that the intertwiner
spaceCg (B(G, H)) := {x € B(G,H): p’(b)x = xb (b’ € B')} is a von NeumanB—module
(see [[Rie74b]) and thdE is a von Neumann module, if and onlyH = Cg (B(G, H)) (see
[Ske05¢]). Less obvious is the converse statement! i a normal nondegenerate represen-
tation of 8’ on a Hilbert spacéd, then the von NeumanB—moduleE := Cg(B(G, H)) acts
nondegenerately 08 (see [MS0R2]), that iss ©G = H via x® g = xg. Clearly, the commutant
lifting for that E is thep’” we started with.

7.3 Remark. If E is only a pre-Hilbert module over the von Neumann alg@rahenﬁS
is just Cg (B(G, H)) and provides us with the minimal self-dual extensiorEoin the sense
of Paschkel[[Pas¥?3]; see [RieT4b, Ske05c]. This isdieble commutant theorefor von
Neumann modules.

Summarizing, we have a one-to-one correspondence betwedwauman—modules and
representations @’ and a one-to-one correspondence between von Neumannpmroesces
E over 8 and pairs of representations f’, H) of 8 and8’ with mutually commuting range.
(See also Connes [Con80], taking into account that the camammhiof 8 in standard represen-
tation isB°P.) In the latter picture of correspondences as two repraiens nobody prevents
us from exchanging the roles & and 8’. In that way, we obtain a further von Neumann
correspondence, namely

E" := Cg(B(G,H)) = {X € B(G,H): p(b)x = xb (b e B)},

this time over®’ with left action of 8’ via p’. This duality betweert and itscommutantE’
was mentioned iri|Ske0Ba]. See [Ske06] for a careful disonsout “one-to-one” and Skeide
[Ske054a] for definitions where the commutant becomes,yeabijective functor.

We are now in a position to formulate the theorem about ttagioel between nondegenerate
representations and derivability from unital endomorptss But first let us recall a few (easy
to proof) facts. A von NeumanBi—module is strongly full, if and only if the commutant lifgn
p’is faithful. In turn, this implies that a von Neumann corresgenceE over$ is strongly full,
if and only if the left action of8’ on the commutanE’ defines a faithful representation 8f
on E’. Oberserve also that a representatigng] of a correspondendeé over 8 is faithful (in
the sense that both andn are faithful), if and only ify is faithful. And if (y’, ') is a faithful
nondegenerate representationEdf so that left action o8’ on E’ is faithful, then necessarily
E is strongly full. Finally, note that for a representatign ) of aW*—correspondende being
o—weak, it is necessary andfBaient thaty is normal. (This is so, because every normal
representationy of 8 on K extends to a unique normal representation of the linkinglaig

[i 155)] on B(K @ (E © K)) andz, when considered as mappifilg— B(K, span n(E)K), is
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unitarily equivalent to the restriction of that represé¢iota to the cornetE.) Therefore, we
speak of anormal representationy, ), if ¢ is normal.

7.4 Theorem. Let E be a von Neumann correspondence over a von Neumanmralfehk
B(G) and E its commutant. Then the following conditions are equivialen

1. E is the correspondence of a normal unital endomorphisshB2(F) for some strongly
full von NeumanrB—module F.

2. E admits a faithful normal nondegenerate representaioz;’) on a Hilbert space K.

Moreover, if either of the conditions is fulfilled, then E tsosgly full or, equivalently, the left
action of8’ on E is faithful.

Proor. Let (o, p’, H) be the triple that determirs asCg (B(G, H)) andE’ asCg(B(G, H)).
Suppose thaF is a strongly full von Neuman®B—module and tha# is a normal unital

endomorphism ofB3(F) such thatF = F @°E and#(@) = a0 ide. (As F is strongly full,

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

K:=F0oG. AsF = Fo°E we haveK = F @ Eo G. (If the last factor in a tensor product is

a Hilbert space, then norm closure idfatient.) By construction we haue © G = span EG =

H =spanE’'G = E’ ©G. (Note thapan EG = H = span E’G is true equality of Hilbert spaces.

The equalitie€ © G = span EG andE’ ® G = span E’G are by canonical isomorphism. The

equalityF = F ©° E is by @) and canonical by a suitable universal property.) We find

FoG =K = FoFE oG.

There are several ways to understand why'): yo g — yo X © gis a well-defined element
of B(K). One is thaty (X') = ide ©X Wherex' is considered &—C-linear operator fronG to
H = E’ ©G. Lety’ denote the (normal!) commutant lifting @& onK = F © G. We leave
it as an instructive exercise to check that, ¢’) is a representation & on K. Obviously this
representation is nondegenerate. It is normal, becausenormal. It is faithful becausE is
strongly full.

Suppose now thati(, r’) is a faithful normal nondegenerate representatioB’ain K. We
putF := Cg (B(G, K)). Asy/ is faithful, F is strongly full. Again

FoG =K =FoFE oG

now vian' (X)(y© g) —» yo X © g. (Note that the sef'(E’)F © G is total inK, becausey is
nondegenerate.) Again we substitlieo G =H = EoGsothatF oG =FoE®G. The
action ofb’ € 8’ on these spaces is the same. To see this we observe, firdt,(thatx © g) =
yoxob'g=yop'(b)(xog). Then, writing a typical element &1 = E © G not as elementary
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tensorx © g but as elementary tensgt© g and recalling that the action of on X' © g is just
o' (b)), we find

byoxog) = yop'(b)(xXog) = yob'xog = n{'x)yog) = ¢'{0)7(X)(yog).

As the commutant liftings ofr © G and onF © E © G coincide, also the modulgs and
F @° E (being intertwiner spaces for the same commutant liftingjstrcoincide and)(a) =
a @ idg induces a unital normal endomorphism®¥(E). Once again, ak is strongly full, a
correspondenck is determined uniquely by these properties, so Biab® 3F gives us back
E. m

7.5 Remark. The theorem has an obvious generalization to product sgstaa Definitiof 8]1
and the discussion that follows that definition.

With this theorem the following two results are corollareggsour main theorem. The first
one is a version of Hirshberg’'s result for von Neumann c@woasences (assuring that the
faithful nondegenerate representation can be chosen hevha was not accessible to the
methods in[[HirO5a]). The second Hirshberg’s result folC*—correspondences now with a
completely diferent proof.

7.6 Theorem. Every W—correspondence over aalgebra with a faithful left action admits
a normal faithful nondegenerate representation on a Hillspace.

Proor. In order to pass to von Neumann correspondences choodbfalf@mormal nondegen-
erate) representation of tN¢—algebra on a Hilbert spa&and identify theN*—algebra as von
Neumann algebra acting @&. In order to be compatible with the notations in the remainde
of these notes, we denote the von Neumann algebr&’pbyts commutant byB := 8” and
the correspondence ov# by E’. The statement of the theorem is noi”. admits a normal
faithful nondegenerate representation. By Thedrein 7¢disheéquivalent to that the commutant
E .= E” of E’ is derivable from an endomorphism. &sis strongly full, this is granted by our
main theorem.m

7.7 Theorem. Every C—correspondence over a€algebra with a faithful left action admits a
faithful nondegenerate representation on a Hilbert space.

Proor. Suppose we choose a faithful nondegenerate representatithe C*—algebra on a
Hilbert spaces, so that the correspondence becomes identified as a suberafdi(G, H) for
some Hilbert spackl. OnH there is a commuting pair of a representajponf the C*—algebra
and a normal representatiprof its commutant.

So far, we do not yet know whethef extends to a normal representation of the double
commutant of th€C*—algebra. (We thank B. Solel for having pointed out to us gzt in the
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first version.) The problem disappears, however, if we cbdos the faithful representation
o’ from the beginning the universal representation. (In tlestec the double commutant is
isomorphic to the bidual so that every representation elgtéma unique normal representation.)

The intertwiner space for the commutant liftings a von Neumann correspondence over the
bicommutant of th€*—algebra (hnamely the strong closure of the original comadpnce in the
operator spac®(G, H) and also its bicommutant). Now apply Theoilend 7.6 to thatmimutant
and restrict the resulting representation to the (sronglysd!) original correspondence. By
o—weak continuity also this restriction must act nondegatiedy. m

7.8 Remark. Muhly and Solel [MS98] have constructed from a nondegerasgiresentation
(¥',n7) on K an endomorphism aof’(8’) c B(K). Taking into account that this algebra co-
incides exactly with ouB3(F) c B(K) puts into perspective the second part of the proof of
TheorenZW with the result fromh [MS99]. In fact, the constrons of the endomorphism are
very much the same, except that we have added the constrgfti® and the interpretation
of the algebra on which the endomorphism act®&9$-). This considerably facilitates under-
standing why everything is well-defined.

7.9 Remark. TheorenT_ZK describes (under the condition tBas full, respectively,E’ has
faithful left action) a general correspondence betweemeratphisms and representations. Re-
call again that the crucial point in the main theorem is tiha éndomorphism be unital. In
Theoreni_Z}4 this corresponds exactly to that the repretsemitaf the commutant be nondegen-
erate. It is always easy to construct a nonunital endomsnplif B3(L2(E®)) and on the level
of the commutants this corresponds exactly to constru¢hegstandard representation of the
Cuntz-Pimsner algebra ovEf (in the discrete case) or of the spectral algebra over théuato
systenk’ o° (in the continuous case); see Hirshbérg [Hir05b]. Note hége the anti-symmetry
betweerE, that acts by tensoring from the right to generate the endphiem, ance’, that acts
by tensoring from the left to define the action of its représgon.

Suppose now thdE = H is a Hilbert space of dimensiam= 2,3,...,c. Then the com-
mutantH’ of H is isomorphic toH and we recover the well-known fact that representations of
the Cuntz algebré@, correspond to endomorphisms of indeaf B(K), and that nondegenerate
representations correspond to unital endomorphisms. tRatehe isomorphisril = H’ is by
no means a trivial issue. One may see this by looking at treeaties product systems generated
by H andH’, respectively. One is the commutant of the other, but theidpct system struc-
tures are anti-isomorphic. This is the same relation askibfateen the Bhat system and the
Arveson system constructed from Bg-semigroup orB(K); see also Remaifk8.4.

TheoreniZ} can be refined to the case wihénnot necessarily full and, consequenilyjs
not necessarily faithful. The construction of a nondegaiasy’, ') in the first part of the proof
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works also if we start from the situatidh= F ©° E, #(a) = ao ide. It is not difficult to show
thatZTFS = ?ES, if and only ifkery’ = kerp’. (In fact, the central projectiopr that generates
the ideaIZTFS is the “orthogonal complement” of the central projectibr pr that generates
the idealker y’; see [Ske06].) The correspondence associateddigiF* ©° 3F = peEpe. So
in order thatE is derived from an an endomorphismBf(F) we may assume th&@r = B¢
(thatis,kery/’ = kerp’) and thalB_ES acts nondegenerately @&

Under these circumstances our main theorem and the comsmrgu€heorems_4.6 abd17.7
remain true when we dispense with the requirement that ghieesentation ok’ be faithful.
However, it is surprisingly tricky to find out what the condit ESE = E means when ex-
pressed exclusively in terms of the correspondeficeA constructive approach can be based
on the result from[Ske03a, Theorem 2.3] tHab{F)’ = F’©°E’ for every pair of von Neumann
correspondences ov&. (We observe that the conditimSEsE = E can be rephrased as
Be @°E = E. Applying the mentioned result we obtdi &° Be . = E’. A careful discussion
shows that the commutant of the correspondaT\gseoverB IS justpe B’ wherepg is the central
projection generatinﬁs. So the condition means thetpg = X for all X € E’ or xX'b’ = O for
all X e EZand allb’ € (1 - pE)ﬁ_ES = kerp’.) Here we just state the condition in termsEksf
and prove that it does the job.

7.10 Proposition. Let E be a von Neumann correspondence agér Then E:= E” satisfies
Be E = E, if and only if E satisfies the condition

E - kerp’ = {0},
wherekerp’ is the kernel of the canonical representatior®fon E by left multiplication.

Proor. Let pg denote the central projection such that{ pg)8B’ = kerp’. We know that this
means thapeB = ES. Of courseE’ - kerp’ = {0}, ifand only X' (1 — pg) = 0 orx = X pg =
p(pe)X for all X, that is, if and only ifo(pg) acts as identity ol ©G = H = E® G, in other
words, if and only if the left action OB_ES on E is nondegenerates

A way to express this without usingr o’ is that for evenyy € 8
b’xX =0VxXeE = xXb =0VXeF. (7.1)

We have learned that & fulfills the condition onBg, then it may be considered as a corre-
spondence oveBe . We find the analogue fd&’.

7.11 Corollary. A von Neumann correspondence E o#emaybe considered a von Neumann
correspondence E OVéTES (that is,$#ES acts nondegenerately), if and only if its commutaht E
may be considered a von Neumann correspondence ERy&erp’ (that is, the inner product
of E’ has values only itB’/ kerp’).
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7.12 Corollary. If E’ is a correspondence over a*@algebra®’ fulfilling (Z1), then E ad-
mits a nondegenerate representati@r, ). 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 praystem of fullW*—correspon-

dences comes from a discrete norreglsemigroup. The following definition (fronh [MSD4],
butin a diferent terminology; see Remdrkl7.1) extends suitably thaitiefi of a representation
of a single correspondence to the definition of a repredentaf a whole product system.

8.1 Definition. A representatiorof a product syster® of correspondences ovefa—algebra
B is a pair {/,n) wherey is a nondegenerate representatiorBobn a Hilbert spac& and
n = (m),s 1S @ family such that eachy(r;) is a representation & on K and such that

Nsit(Xs O W) = ns(X)m(V)-

A representation inondegeneratgif every (/, n;) is nondegenerate. In case of product systems
of W*—correspondences we require thiatand, therefore, everys(n,)) is normal.

The main theorem together with Theoréml 7.4 states now tleatdmmutant system of a
discrete product system has a faithful nondegenerate noapeesentation. Speaking about
a whole product system instead of a single correspondermnréni_Z¥4 remains true (with
practically no changes in the proof, appart from a view madides) for product systems of
von Neumann correspondences indexedpwr R,. We phrase it here.

8.2 Theorem. Let E®” be a product system of von Neumann correspondences overetsn
mann algebraB c B(G) and E®” its commutant. Suppose that all&e strongly full or, equiv-
alently, that the left action a®’ is faithful on all E. Then there is a one-to-one correspondence
between normal &semigroups) associated with E* (acting on a necessarily strongly full
von NeumanB-module) and nondegenerate normal faithful representatig’, ) of E'©°.

Proor. Just do for every couplé; andzn; what we did in the proof of TheoremT.4 for single
mappings, and verify the additional conditions. This pemtieg reveals also automatically how
the product system structure of the commutant of a prodwstesy must be defineda

8.3 Remark. The theorem has two extensions. The first is to the nonfu.cilere we must
require thatBg,  is stationary fot > 0 and acts nondegenerately on&ll (Recall from Section
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[ thatE, := B is defined by hand.) We may also use Corollary]7.11 to phrassaivalent
condition on theE{. Dropping strong fullness, on the commutant side this l¢éag®ssibly non
faithful ¥ where, however, still every; is injective. All this can be proved very simply, by
restrictingB_Ets to the smaller algebrﬁ_EtS (acting nondegenerately on a subspac&)énd its
commutant. Then we are in the strongly full case and, aftplyamy Theoreni 812 the missing
part of 8 may be added without any problem.

The second extension is EB-semigroupsthat is, to semigroups of non necessarily unital
endomorphisms. (The definition of the product system aasettiwith anE—semigroup on
B3(E) is the same. The only fierence is that now we do no longer obtain an isomorphism
E © E; —» E but only an isometry onto the subspat€l)E of E.) On the commutant side
this leads to possibly degenerate representations. ls¢ktisg we are no longer sure t@s
Is stationary fort > 0, so we possibly leave also the strongly full case. This tigneeed no
longer be injective. Anyway, also in this case we remain &ithne-to-one correspondence of
E—semigroups associated wiif* and normal representationsBf®" .

8.4 Remark. In the case of continuous timee R, (and under further technical conditions
product system anBy,—semigroups must fulfill) Arveson [Arv89] showed that evémweson
system comes from aB,—semigroup orB(H). But a careful analysis shows that the prod-
uct system Arveson associates with tag-semigroup is actually the commutant of that one
we would associate with thE,—semigroup as Bhalt [Bha96] does. (By accidént C, but,

as [Ske03a, Theorem 2.3] shows, the product system andntsatant are anti-isomorphic.
Tsirelson[Ts10D] has shown that the two need not be isomorpAnd what Arveson actually
showed is that every Arveson system admits a faithful noedegate representation. (Hirsh-
berg’s result[[Hir05a] is based on ideas fram [Ar¥89].) Téfere, Arveson showed that every
Arveson system can be obtained as the commutant of the Bst&insyof anE,—semigroup on
B(H). After the product system version of Theorem 7.4 (thatlienent in Arveson’s work) we
obtain the statement that every Bhat system (that is, ofsep@iso an Arveson system) is the
Bhat system of ailc,—semigroup orB(H).

Liebscherl[Lie0B] furnished us with a new proof of Arvesam@sult in which commutants or
intertwiners do not play a role. Instead his proof is basedsmtor states, that is, on unit vectors.
We strongly believe that there is a good chance that Lemnhar®i2ts use via Propositidn™.2
and Theorermi 410 can be a promissing starting point to adebsther’s proof to our case. (The
use of Theorerfi4.10 would not be direct but in two steps. Rivetwe show that the product
system is Morita equivalent to one where every member hadtavector. Then, we apply
Liebscher’s ideas to show that this second one comes froByasemigroup and, therefore, is
Morita equivalent to one with a unital unit. After that al$®toriginal one is Morita equivalent
to that with the unit.) But we should also say that there ar@gs obstacles. For instance, the
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possibility to writeB(Hs® H;) asB(Hs) ®° B(H,) plays a crucial role, but a similar identity does
not hold forEs © E;. We have some ideas to overcome thdlficlilty but, for the time being,
we are not sure that it will work. It is also possible that thethod will work via a deviation to
free product systemsee Skeide [SkeOllb]), replacing tensor product®@is) andB(H;) by
(equivalence classes of) reduced free products.

9 Anexample

In this section we discuss in detail what our constructiossed for the correspondence in
Example[Z1l. The reader might object that this corresporeléna Morita equivalence and
that, therefore, the endomorphism granted by our main émeds an automorphism. However,
the discussion will show that we have to work considerabigaaly in this simple case, if we
wish to see explicitly what our construction does. As a sidelpct 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, that a highly abstract construction.
Understanding the result of such an abstract constructi@ancrete space, for instance as a
space of functions on a concrete set with values in a Hillparts or module (like, for instance,
the elements of a Fock space or module), isfAdlilt issue. In the case of commutative alge-
bras, that is, of a classical Markov process, our induciiaé ivould consist of functions on the
abstract Kolmogorov product space, that is, on a projetitive, with all known hard problems
when one wishes to capture it concretely. In certain simpkes, namely, when the product
systems consists of Fock modules and the unit with respedtitth we construct the inductive
limit is central, we recognize the inductive limit expligias Fock module; see Skeide [SkeD1a,
Example 11.5.2]. When the unit is not central, but fulfillgreotechnical conditions then quan-
tum stochastic calculus may help to show that the induciing nust 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 stattdirectly with Exampl&211,
but with a still simpler case. As algebra we chod@¥&), whereG is some Hilbert space,
and as correspondence alBG), the trivial B(G)—correspondence. The®(G)*"),,, with
B(G)" = B(G)viaa, ©...0a, = a;...ay IS a product system wheeg © a,, = a,an defines
the isomorphisnB(G)®" © B(G)°™ = B(G)°M™M,

Clearly, B(G) has the unit vectordy. If we use that unit vector for the inductive limit
construction, then we are in the situation of the “if” diiectin the proof of Theoredn 210 (with
B(G) instead ofB2(E) and with the trivial product system structure instead obatrivial one).
There is nothing surprising in this case. The induced endphsim is just the identity. (This
is due to the trivial product sytem structure as comparet thi¢ proof of Theorei’4.10 that,
in general, leads to true endomorphisms.) Also if we use @il € B(G) then practically
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nothing changes. Just the identity as induced endomorphkiseplaced by conjugation witin

In general, a unit vector i®(G) is just an isometry. So what does our construction, if we
suppose that € B(G) is a nonunitary isometry? Of course, B§G) is a Morita equivalence
the induced endomorphism still must be an automorphisnthByrthe inductive limit is a von
NeumannB(G)-module so that the algebra of operators on which the aufgmsm acts is
someB(H) and also an automorphism on tH#aH) must be implemented by a unitary (this
time onH).

Let us construcH, following step by step the inductive limit constructionsddabed in
[BS00] and in SectioRl1B(G) = B(G)°™ embeds int®B(G) = B(G)*™™ asv’ o B(G)°™. The
inductive limit into whichB(G)°™ embeds is always the same, but the embedding depends on
n. Whenv is a pure isometry, then we can even say that the image “desapp(in the strong
topology) asn tends to infinity. So to viewB(G)*" asB(G) is not a good idea, if we want to
capture the inductive limih — oo.

Instead of “shifting”G to smaller and smaller subspacé& of G, we try to change to a
point of view where/"G is fixed. That makes it necessary to “exteilinto the other direction
in each step by exactly the portion that would be missingGrto G. A precise formulation of
this intuitive idea leads to the following constructiontB®y := (vG)* c G and define a unitary

Vo = V@idGo: GGy — VG Gy =G.

Further, we puH =G & @f:l Go and define a unitary € B(H) as

u=vieid:GaPHG — (GaG)ePHG = GaPHG = GePHGo (9.1)
k=1 k=1 k=0 k=1

where in the last step we simply shift a sequence startingiwitex O to one starting with index
1.

The restriction ofu" to G defines an isometric embeddikg of B(G) = B(G)°" onto the
(right) submoduleB(G, G & @Ezl Go) of B(G, H). We claimB(G, H) is the inductive limit
limind,_. B(G)°" andk, are the canonical embeddings. To show this we just check that

Knem(V' @ @m) = KpemV'am = U"™'an = u"an = Kndm,

what shows that thk&, behave correctly with respect to the inductive sys®(@)°" — V' ©
B(G)°™ c B(G)*™M . Of course| o, kaB(G)°" is strongly dense iB(G, H).

What is the induced endomorphistron B(H)? For that goal we have to identify correctly
the isomorphisnB(G, H) ° B(G)®* — B(G, H). By [BS00] the isomorphism is fixed as

(knan) Oy — knr1(an © @)

on a strongly dense subsetB{G, H). In our case it is even flicient to takea; = idg So that
simplya, @ a; = a, € B(G) = B(G)*™1. So, using the definition of,, we find that the
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elementary tensar,a, ®idg is sent tau,,1a, = u(u"a,). This means in order to write an element
x € B(G, H) asyoidg € B(G, H) @° B(G)®, just puty = u*x. If ais in B(H) = B3(B(G, H)),
then the action off(a) onyoidg gives by definitiorayoidgs. To go back fromB(G, H)o*B(G)*?
to B(G, H) we simply applyu to ay = au'x. In the end? is nothing but the automorphism
¥(a) = uau'.

Of course, ifvis a proper isometry, the@ is infinite-dimensional, so th&(G) = B(H). In
other words, the automorphisfnof B(H) is conjugate to the identity automorphism 8£G),
as it should be because the associated correspondencaasiben both cases. However, there
is no canonical isomorphism to fix neither betwé&eandH nor betweerB(G) andB(H).

9.1 Remark. Let p € B(H) denote the projection ont8 c H. Thenpu* | G = v. In fact,
u* € B(H) is nothing but the Sz.-Nagy-Foias dilation of an isometra tunitary.

The whole procedure works under slightly more general arstances.

9.2 Proposition. Let 8 denote a unital G-algebra with a proper isometry € 8. Then the
inductive limit over the trival product syste®°") ., with respect to the uni*") . has the
form

F = Bo()3, (9.2)
k=1

whereB, = (1 - v)B, and the induced endomorphisimof B3(F) is #(a) = uau* with u
defined in the same way as(@.1).

It is unclear, whetheF = # as right module or whethe = B?(F). What we know is
thatB8 = Ba® EBE:l B, for everyn, but the simple dimension arguments that helped in the case
B = B(G) do no longer help to understand the limit> co.

Now let us come to Examp[e2.1. So we #it= [g h;’z] c M; andE = [é’z "ff] Cc M. The
operations of the correspondere@ver B are those inherited frorvl;. This remains even true
for the tensor product:

X0y = Xy e EOE = 8.

In particular,

E nodd.

Fortunately, the structure of HilbeB—modulesF is not much more complicated than that of
Hilbert spaces and we still can say in advance how automsmphofB2(F) may look like. In
particular, we can say when an automorphism is associatbdhé correspondende

Let p; = [3 g] andp, = [g f] denote the two nontrivial central projections#n Every Hilbert
B-moduleF decomposes into the direct sim= F, & F, with F; = Fp;. The summan&, has

£ - gon {B neven,
n .= =
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inner product ir[g g]. We may identify it with a Hilbert spac®;. The summandF, has inner
product in[g M°2]. Its structure is therefore that of a Hilbeévt,—module. A short computation
shows that

Fo = FoOoMs = Fz@CZQCz = 95H0C = H9,C,,

where we defined the Hilbert spage := F, ® C? and where we used in the last step that there
is no diference between the interior tensor prodociverC and the exterior tensor produst

We note thaf is also aW*—module. Also most tensor products we write down in the skeque
are strongly closed if they are norm closed.

An operatoraon F cannot mix the components i and inF,. (To see this simply multiply
with p; from the right and use right linearity af) Thereforea demposes a& = a; ¢ a, where
eachag; is an operator of; alone.a; can be any element {B(%;), while a, must be an element
in B(9H,) that acts orF, = H,9C, asa,®idc,. (To see the latter statement we may, for instance,
observe that tensoring witt, is an operation of Morita equivalence so tkatand$,, indeed,
have the same operators.) We flBH(F) = B(H1) ® B(9H»).

It is easy to check that an automorphism®¥(F) either send$B(H;) onto B(H;) or sends
B(9H1) onto B(H,) andvice versa The first type is simply implemented by two unitaries
u € B(Hi). Itis, therefore, conjugate to the identity automorphisna the associated cor-
respondence i8. In order to have the second case necessrilgnd $H, are isomorphic, to a
Hilbert space$ say, and the action of the automorphism is exchange of thebpies ofB(H)
plus, possibly, an automorphism of the first type that maylds®ebed into the identifications of
91 and$H, with $. This second case is, thus, simply the fl(p, ®a,) = a;®a; on B(H) & B(H)

(up to conjugation with a unitary i3 (9) ® B(9)).

We claim that the correspondence associated with the flip i$Ve show this by giving
an isomorphism front © E to F that implements the flip a8 — a © idg and appeal to the
uniqueness of the correspondence indueinipdeed, one checks easily that

hy 0 V; ho{v, v1) . 2
[hzw]@[vl 0] — [m@v;] (he,hp € H; Vv, vy, Vv, € C9)

defines a surjective isometry. Moreover, choosing an anyitunit vectore € C? we see that
(a1 @ &) © ide acting on
hy _ hy ov
(h2®v*] B [h1®e*] Q[e 0]

Ll = ) = eh

ah; ® €* e0 ath, @ v*

gives

The discussion shows that a Hilbé&+moduleF with an endomorphism of2(F) that has
E as associated correspondence must have theFomp e (H®C,) and that the endomorphism
is the flips on B3(F) = B(9H) @ B(H) up to unitary equivalence iB?(F). That is, the possible
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endomorphisms associated wihare simply classified by the dimension §f We ask now
which of them can be obtained by the steps used in the probikafiain theorem.

E does not admit a unit vector. That is why we study this example E is full already in
the sense of Hilbert modules, so we are in the situation ofrna@.2. In factE? has a unit
vectoré. Visualizing the elements d&2 as 6x 3—matrices (on which an elemene 8 ¢ M
acts from the left as block diagonab&—matrix[g E]), we may choose, for instance,

01
100

§ =105 = 198, where & = [233], & = [833] both inE.
000 000 000

00

As the cardinality in LemmB2.2 is= 2, the minimal cardinality: in Propositio 5. is simply
countably infinite, which we denote= co. The fact that is finite allows to choose the bijection
¢ such that the unit vect& € M., (E) has the form

(Recall¢ stands for a & 3—matrix, SGE is not really block diagonal.)

In order to understand the inductive limit over the productem (M. (E) 55”)n€No with
respect to the unit="),,,, we study first the part coming only from everand see later on
how to incorporate also the odd numbers. (As the inductmé Is increasing, itis not necessary
to do it step by step. An arbitray subsequence, like the euarbers, will be sficient.) Recall
thatM.(E)© 2" = M., (E®?") = M(8B) (asW*—correspondence ovit..(8)) and that the tensor
product is just matrix multiplication (of matrices with laks in M3). Taking into account that

100 000

g =[id ag =[] and g = g6 =0

000 000

we find

&
0
£162
0

&

0

&162

0

[1]
©
[1]
Il

(all blocks inB c M3). We are in the situation of Propositign®.2 and identifythg right-
submodule (that is, the right ideal} € (E © Z)(E © E)")M.(B) in M (8B), we could give the
result rather explicitly. (In fact, it is similar to the sidgp caseB(H), that is, we obtain just a
unitary perturbation of the identity endomorphismM{,(8).) But, fortunately, this (tedious)
identification is not necessary. For us itis jusffmient to know that the inductive limit contains
at least one copy dfl..(8), and Equation{9]2) tells us that exactly this is true. @\thiat this
is independent of the concrete choice=of
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Indeed, from the inductive limit ove¥l.,(B) we obtain theB—module, in which we are ac-
tually interested, by Morita equivalence, that is, by temgpwith =" from the right. (See the
proof of Theoreni4.10 and the discussion leading to Corolafl.) The fact that the induc-
tive limit containsM,(8) as a direct summand means that #ienoduleF we seek contains
Mo (B) ©° B~ = B~ as a direct summand. This means, how ever the inductive lioks
like, the moduleF must be determined by a Hilbert spagehat is not finite-dimensional. On
the other hand, the inductive limit is obtained by a “coutdabprocedure. Therefore) must
be separable. This determinésip to isomorphism.

What we have so far is th8—moduleF and the endomorphist¥ that acts up to unitary
equivalence as the identity endomorphismB3{F). What remains is to find itself, that is,
some square root af* = idsar) that essentially (that is, up tu unitary equivalenceésit(F))
flips the two component$(9) contained inB3(F). We know already that the freedom that
remains in addition to the flip is a is unitary that may be abedrinto the way how we identify
F with $ & (9 ® Cy).

We summarize.

9.3 Proposition. Let F and#¢ be the HilbertB—module and$ the endomorphism dB?(F),
respectively, such that the correspondence associatédMat E as constructed in the proof of
the main theorem with minimal choices of cardinalities. TRecan be identified witlh & (H ®
C,) in such away that is the flipF on B3(F) = B(H)®B(9), where$ is an infinite-dimensional
separable Hilbert space. Every other Hilbert space doirgjtb of$ must be isomorphic t§.

If we do not choose minimal cardinality (in Propositionl5.&)en$ still has unique dimen-
sion, namely, the cardinality.

If we vary, instead, the dimension $fin F := $ & (9 ® C,) arbitrarily and look at the
flip, then we obtain all endomorphisms (up to unitary equaaak inB?(F)) that have E as as-
sociated correspondence. In particular, our constructitaMorita equivalence and inductive
limit does not give all endomorphisms that have E as assedi@rrespondence, but only those
where$ is infinite-dimensional.

9.4 Remark. The reader might object that the corresponddbeee discuss is a Morita equiv-
alence and, consequently, we are speaking about endoreorpliat are automorphisms. In
fact, we do consider it as an interesting problem to deal gatheral unital endomorphisms of
B3(F), that is, of B(H) @ B(9) or, more generally, aB(H1) & B(H,). The general form of such
endomorphisms is still comparably accessible and it shbeldasy to see how the associated
correspondences look like. However, as our example showasl] be quite space consuming
to work out which of them can be obtained by our inductive ficainstruction. (We remind the
reader of the fact that we gave explicit identifications @& thductive limit construction only
in the simpler cas&(G), while the identification of the cade remains only an identification
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up to unitary equivalence. An explicit identification wodilll several pages with large block
matrices containing lots of zeros.) Additionally, mostrespondences associated with a proper
endomorphism will have enough “space” (that is, enough tiplidity”) to admit unit vectors

so that the example will be not typical to illustrate the noeth of these notes. See, however,
Exampld9.b.

We briefly discuss the relation with Sectibh B.is a von Neumann subalgebra g =
B(C?) andH = E o C3is simplyC? with the identification by matrix multiplication, that is,
(0 "5] o} (Z] = (<"2"’>] (V,V1,V, € C% z€ C).

vi 0 \ V1Z

In this identification the representatiprof 8 onH = C2 is simply the identity representation.
The commutant o8 in M3 is 8’ = [g Col] . The representatiopl of 8’ onH is defined as

o (G ) ) = o (5.2 (02
=[G a)f) = (o) =[] = (ol

Sop’ just flips the co#ficientsz; andz, of an element of3'.

The commutant of is E’ := Cg(B(C3 H)). AsH = C3 and the action of8 on H is
simply the identity representation, we filid = Cg(M3) = 8B’ as right8’—module. However,
left action of 8’ on E’ is via the flip. E’ has an obvious representatiafi,@;’) on C?, namely,

W’ ([3 Z;’l]) = [5 Z] € M, = B(C?) andn’ ([3 Z;’l]) = [Z g] All other representations are multiples of
that representation. It is notfficult to check that the multiplicity space is exacfywhens$ is
the Hilbert space that characterizes the endomorpliisefated to {’, ') by Theoreni_Z14.

Of course, itis also possible to switch the roles playe&and byE’, that is, to investigate
representations dE and endomorphisms d@?(F’) (whereF’ is a Hilbert 8—module) that
haveE’ as associated correspondence. Also this is not really aglypxample becaus®’ has
a unit vector and this unit vector even must be unitary. (Heiss not mean that we are in the
situation of Propositioh 8 2. In facE’ is 8’ only as a right module. The left action makes it
different from the trivialB’—correspondence.) The discussion is similar to the dismussr E
but simpler. Also here if an endomorphigihof B3(F’) hask’ as associated correspondence,
thenB3(F’) = B(H) @ B(H) and®?’ is (conjugate to) the flip. Additionally, i#” comes from the
inductive limit construction, thes = C, because the unit vector is unitary. The representation
of E (as the commutant d&’) is simply the identity representation @ (as a subset dfl; =
B(C?)).

9.5 Example. Without running through the explicit construction in theef of the main the-
orem, we give an example of a correspondence without untbkethat comes from a true
endomorphism. Moreover, no tensor power of this correspooel admits a unit vector.
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—F S
M acting onG = B, C". Recall
that M,m = C" ® C, is a von Neumann correpondence fraviy to My, (actually, a Morita
equivalence) that may also be considered as a correpondeac8. As E we choose the von

NeumannB—correspondence direct sum

We consider the von Neumann algelfa= 5

S
E:=CoelP C"®Cnur
neN
Here8 acts on direct summands Bffrom either side with that direct sumanij, that fits the
correct dimension. That i$/; acts from the left on the summan@sindC'® C, = C, but from
the right only onC. It is easy to check that

EC™ = C@Cz@...@cn@@scncpcmm.
neN
All E®° ™ are strongly full but none of them has a unit vector.

E is not a Morita equivalence, so it must come from a true endphism. To understand
which endomorphisms could be associated Vidthwe analyze the general structure of a von
NeumanrB—moduleF and look for which (strongly fullF we can write down an isomorphism
F ©°E = F. According to the minimal ideald, in 8, alsoF demposes into a direct sum of
von NeumanrM,—moduled~,,. EveryF, must have the forn$, ® C,, for some Hilbert module.
Of course B3(F) = P B(gn)s. A short computation yields that

neN

S
FOE = 510 () $1®Cnu.
neN
ThereforeF @°E = F, if and only if $, = $ for all n € N. Another computation shows that the
endomorphism induced by this isomorphism actsB3(F) asd(a;, ap,...) = (a1, a1, @, ...).
It is nonthing but the unitization of the one-sided shift BAF). As our contruction of the
inductive limit runs through a countable inductive systeiproper isometriesp coming from
our contruction must be infinite-dimensional and separalitge that in this casE has a unit
vector, while if$ is finite-dimensional, theR fails to have a unit vector.
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