arXiv:2107.03687v4 [math.OA] 23 Dec 2023

Multiple operator integrals in non-separable von Neumann algebras

Evangelos A. Nikitopoulos^∗

Department of Mathematics, University of California San Diego 9500 Gilman Drive, La Jolla, CA 92093-0112 (USA) Email: enikitop@ucsd.edu

Abstract

A multiple operator integral (MOI) is an indispensable tool in several branches of noncommutative analysis. However, there are substantial technical issues with the existing literature on the “separation of variables” approach to defining MOIs, especially when the underlying Hilbert spaces are not separable. In this paper, we provide a detailed development of this approach in a very general setting that resolves existing technical issues. Along the way, we characterize several kinds of “weak” operator valued integrals in terms of easily checkable conditions and prove a useful Minkowski-type integral inequality for maps with values in a semifinite von Neumann algebra.

Keywords: multiple operator integral, operator valued integral, Gel’fand–Pettis integral, integral projective tensor product, Minkowski inequality for operator valued integrals, non-separable Hilbert space

MSC (2010): 46G10, 47B49

Contents

1 Introduction 2 1.1 Main results on multiple operator integrals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 1.2 Discussion of the well-definition argument . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 2 Background 6 2.1 Operator topologies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 2.2 Schatten classes and noncommutative L^p-spaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2.3 Tensor products . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 3 Vector and operator valued integrals 10 3.1 Upper and lower integrals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 3.2 Gel’fand–Pettis integrals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 3.3 Pointwise Pettis integrals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 3.4 Minkowski’s inequality for operator valued integrals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 4 Multiple operator integrals (MOIs) 21 4.1 Integral projective tensor products of L^∞-spaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 4.2 (Well-)Definition of MOIs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 4.3 Algebraic properties and noncommutative L^p estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 4.4 Relation to other definitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 A Proofs of auxiliary MOI results 38 A.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 A.2 Proof of Theorem 4.4.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 Acknowledgements 47 References 47

∗Supported by NSF grant DGE 2038238 and partially supported by NSF grants DMS 1253402 and DMS 1800733

1 Introduction

Let (Ω, F ) be a measurable space and H be a complex Hilbert space. We write B(H) for the space of bounded linear maps on H. A function P : F → B(H) is called a projection valued measure if P (Ω) = 1 = id_H , P (G)^2 = P (G) = P (G)^∗ whenever G ∈ F , and P is countably additive in the weak operator topology. When P : F → B(H) is a projection valued measure, the quadruple (Ω, F , H, P ) is called a projection valued measure space. Fix such a space (Ω, F , H, P ). If h, k ∈ H, then the assignment F ∋ G → P_{h,k}(G) := ⟨P (G)h, k⟩ ∈ C is a complex measure with total variation norm at most ‖h‖ ‖k‖. Now, if φ: Ω → C is bounded and measurable, then there exists unique P (φ) = ∫ Ω φ dP = ∫ Ω φ(ω) P (dω) in B(H) such that ⟨P (φ)h, k⟩ = ∫ Ω φ dP_{h,k} , for all h, k ∈ H. Unsurprisingly, P (φ) is called the integral of φ with respect to P . It has the property that the assignment φ → P (φ) is an algebra homomorphism that converts complex conjugation into the adjoint operation, i.e., it is a ∗-homomorphism from the space of bounded measurable functions Ω → C to B(H). (Please see Chapter 5 of [5] or Sections IX.1 and X.4 of [9] for projection valued measure and integration theory.)

We have just described the standard way to integrate scalar valued functions with respect to P . However, there are instances where it seems necessary to define some notion of ∫ Ω Φ dP for operator valued functions Φ: Ω → B(H). For example, when one studies Lipschitz/differentiability properties of scalar functions of operators [2, 3, 12, 14, 25, 28, 30, 31] or spectral shift [1, 20, 33, 36], one must consider integrals of the form ∫ Ω_{k+1} · · · ∫ Ω_1

φ(ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) P_1(dω_1) b_1 · · · P_k(dω_k) b_k P_{k+1}(dω_{k+1}), (1.1)

where (Ω_j , F_j , H, P_j ) is a projection valued measure space, φ: Ω_1 × · · · × Ω_{k+1} → C is a scalar function, and b_1, . . . , b_k are bounded operators on H. Note that the innermost integral ∫ Ω_1 φ(·, ω2, . . . , ωk+1) dP1 makes sense using the standard theory described in the previous paragraph, but it is already unclear how to integrate the map ω_2 → ∫ Ω_1 φ(·, ω2, . . . , ωk+1) dP1 b1 with respect to P2. Yu. L. Daletskii and S. G.

Krein made the first attempt at doing so in their seminal paper [12], wherein they used a Riemann–Stieltjestype construction to define ∫_t s Φ(r) P (dr) for certain Borel projection valued measures on compact intervals [s, t] ⊆ R and maps Φ: [s, t] → B(H). This approach, which requires rather stringent regularity assumptions on Φ, allows one to make sense of (1.1) as an iterated integral for certain (highly regular) φ.

In general, an object that gives a rigorous meaning to (1.1) is called a multiple operator integral (MOI). Under the assumption that H is separable, these have been studied and applied to various branches of noncommutative analysis extensively. Please see A. Skripka and A. Tomskova’s book [37] for a comprehensive and well organized survey of the MOI literature and its applications. In this paper, we shall concern ourselves with the “separation of variables” approach to defining MOIs that is useful for differentiating operator functions (e.g., [3, 28, 30]). Loosely speaking, this means that one assumes φ admits a decomposition

φ(ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) = ∫ Σ φ_1(ω_1, σ) · · · φ_{k+1}(ω_{k+1}, σ) ρ(dσ), (1.2)

where (Σ, H , ρ) is a measure space and φ_j : Ω_j × Σ → C is a (product) measurable function, and then one defines (1.1) to be the “weak” operator valued intergal ∫ Σ P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k (·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ρ(dσ). (1.3)

When taking this approach, there are at least three questions to be addressed.

(Q.1) Exactly which decompositions (1.2) does one allow?

(Q.2) Exactly what kind of operator valued integral is (1.3)?

(Q.3) Assuming satisfactory answers to (Q.1) and (Q.2), does (1.3) depend on the chosen decomposition (1.2)?

There are various answers to these questions available in the literature, but existing answers are inadequate to cover the case when H is not separable, and some of them have issues even when H is separable. (Please see, for instance, the comments in Section 4.6 of [18] and Section 3.4 of [28].) In this paper, we provide detailed, very general answers to all three of the questions above without assuming that H is separable.

(A.1) We consider integral projective decompositions (Definition 4.1.2) of φ. In other words, we take φ in the so called integral projective tensor product L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}), the idea for which is due to V. V. Peller [30]. There are substantial “measurability issues,” discussed in Remark 4.1.3, with existing definitions of this object. We resolve these in Section 4.1.

(A.2) Let K be a complex Hilbert space, B(H; K) be the space of bounded linear maps H → K, and V ⊆ B(H; K) be a linear subspace. In Theorem 3.3.6, we characterize weak integrability (Definition 3.2.1) of maps Σ → V in the weak, strong, strong^∗, σ-weak, σ-strong, and σ-strong^∗ operator topologies (Section 2.1) on V . As an application of this (independently interesting) characterization, we prove in Section 4.2 that if V = M ⊆ B(H) is a von Neumann algebra and P_j (G) ∈ M, for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k+1} and G ∈ F_j , then the integrand in (1.3) is weakly integrable in the σ-weak operator topology (also called the weak^∗ topology) on M whenever b_1, . . . , b_k ∈ M.

(A.3) The independence of (1.3) of the chosen integral projective decomposition (1.2) of φ is highly nontrivial and has not yet been proven for non-separable H. In Section 4.2, we present a robust new argument that proves this fact for general H. The two key ingredients to the argument, which we discuss in Section 1.2, are the multiplicative system theorem (Theorem 1.2.2, a basic fact from measure theory) and a Minkowski-type integral inequality (Theorem 3.4.3) for Schatten p-norms of operator valued integrals that seems to be new in the non-separable case and is of independent interest.

We also prove in Section 4.4 that the above described approach to defining (1.1) agrees with another commonly used approach, due to B. S. Pavlov [29], when both apply. Finally, even with all of (Q.1)–(Q.3) answered, applications often demand answers to an additional question.

(Q.4) What kinds of quantitative norm estimates for (1.1) are available?

Our methods give us some answers to this question as well.

(A.4) The aforementioned Minkowski-type integral inequality has a generalization (Theorem 3.4.7) to noncommutative L^p-norms of semifinite von Neumann algebras that allows us to prove noncommutative L^p-norm estimates (Proposition 4.3.3) for (1.1).

Actually, Theorem 3.4.7 can be combined with the theory of symmetric operator spaces to give a much more general answer to (Q.4). We carry this out in [28] and use it to prove new results about higher derivatives of operator functions in ideals of von Neumann algebras.

1.1 Main results on multiple operator integrals

In this section, we summarize our main results on MOIs.

Notation 1.1.1. Let X be a topological space, S and T be sets, (Ω, F ) be a measurable space, H be a complex Hilbert space, and P : F → B(H) be a projection valued measure on (Ω, F ).

(i) B_X is the Borel σ-algebra on X.

(ii) T^S is the set of functions S → T . If φ ∈ C^S , then ‖φ‖_ℓ∞_{(S)} := sup_{s∈S} |φ(s)| ∈ [0, ∞]. Also, we write ℓ^∞(S) for the space of bounded functions S → C and ℓ^∞(Ω, F ) := {φ ∈ ℓ^∞(Ω) : φ is (F , B_C )-measurable}.

(iii) L^∞(Ω, P ) := ℓ^∞(Ω, F )/∼_P , where ∼_P denotes the P -a.e. equivalence relation. With the norm ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P )} := P - ess sup |φ| = inf{c ≥ 0 : P ({ω ∈ Ω : |φ(ω)| > c}) = 0}, this space is a C^∗-algebra under pointwise P -almost everywhere addition, multiplication, and complex conjugation.

If φ ∈ ℓ^∞(Ω, F ), then the operator norm of P (φ) ∈ B(H) is equal to ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P )}. Thus P -integration descends to a well-defined ∗-homomorphism L^∞(Ω, P ) → B(H), which we notate the same way.

For reasons explained in Remarks 3.2.4 and 4.1.3, we shall be forced to integrate non-measurable functions. For this purpose, we use upper (and lower) integrals. If (Σ, H , ρ) is a measure space and h ∈ [0, ∞]^Σ, then ∫ Σ h(σ) ρ(dσ) = ∫ Σ h dρ := inf { ∫ Σ h̃ dρ : h ≤ h̃ ρ-a.e., h̃: Σ → [0, ∞] measurable } is the upper integral of h. Of course, if h is measurable, then ∫ Σh dρ = ∫ Σ h dρ. In Section 3.1, we prove the properties of this upper integral (and its lower counterpart) that are needed in this paper.

Next, we state the precise definition of L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}). To do so, we need the notion, due to M. S. Birman and M. Z. Solomyak [6], of the tensor product of projection valued measures. (Please see Section 2.3 for background about the Hilbert space tensor product ⊗_2.)

Theorem 1.1.2 (Birman–Solomyak). Let (Ω_1, F_1, H_1, P_1), . . . , (Ω_{k+1}, F_{k+1}, H_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) be projection valued measure spaces, and write (Ω, F ) := (Ω_1 × · · · × Ω_{k+1}, F_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ F_{k+1}). There exists unique projection valued measure P : F → B(H_1 ⊗_2 · · · ⊗_2 H_{k+1}) such that for all G_1 ∈ F_1, . . . , G_{k+1} ∈ F_{k+1},

P (G_1 × · · · × G_{k+1}) = P_1(G_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1}(G_{k+1}).

We call P the tensor product of P_1, . . . , P_{k+1} and write P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1} = P .

For completeness, we supply a proof in Section A.1. Now, retain the setup of Theorem 1.1.2, write P := P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1}, and let φ: Ω → C be a function. A L^∞_P -integral projective decomposition of φ is a choice (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) of a σ-finite measure space (Σ, H , ρ) and measurable functions φ_j : Ω_j × Σ → C such that φ_j (·, σ) ∈ L^∞(Ω_j , P_j ) for σ ∈ Σ, ∫ Σ ‖φ_1(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(P1)} · · · ‖φ_{k+1}(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pk+1 )} ρ(dσ) < ∞, (1.4) and (1.2) holds for P -almost every (ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) ∈ Ω. (The integral on the right hand side of (1.2) makes sense P -almost everywhere by Lemma 4.1.1.) Now, we define ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P1 ) ^⊗i ··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1 )} to be the infimum of the set of numbers (1.4) as (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) ranges over all L^∞_P -integral projective decompositions of φ. In Section 4.1, we prove that if L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) is the space of P -a.e. equivalence classes of functions φ admitting L^∞_P -integral projective decompositions, then this space is a Banach ∗-algebra under P -almost everywhere operations and the norm ‖ · ‖_L∞_{(P1 ) ^⊗i··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1 )}.

Now, let V be a Hausdorff locally convex topological vector space with topological dual V^∗. We call F : Σ → V weakly measurable if ℓ ∘ F : Σ → C is (H , B_C )-measurable whenever ℓ ∈ V^∗. Suppose in addition that ∫ Σ |ℓ ∘ F | dρ < ∞, for all ℓ ∈ V^∗. If for all S ∈ H , there exists (necessarily unique) ∫ S F (σ) ρ(dσ) ∈ V such that ℓ ( ∫ S F (σ) ρ(dσ) ) = ∫ S (ℓ ∘ F ) dρ whenever ℓ ∈ V^∗, then F is called weakly or Gel’fand–Pettis integrable. In this case, ∫ S F (σ) ρ(dσ) is called the weak or Gel’fand–Pettis integral (over S) of F with respect to ρ.

Finally, recall that a von Neumann algebra is a weak operator topology closed unital ∗-subalgebra of B(H).

Theorem 1.1.3 (Well-definition of MOIs). Let H be a complex Hilbert space and M ⊆ B(H) be a von Neumann algebra. Suppose, for j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}, that (Ω_j , F_j , H, P_j ) is a projection valued measure space such that P_j (G) ∈ M whenever G ∈ F_j . If (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) is a L^∞_P -integral projective decomposition of a function φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ M^k, then the map

Σ ∋ σ → P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k (φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ∈ M

is Gel’fand–Pettis integrable in the σ-weak operator topology on M, and the weak integral ( I^{P1,...,Pk+1} φ ) [b] := ∫ Σ P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k (·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ∈ M

is independent of the chosen decomposition (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) and the representation of M.

Proof. Combine Corollary 4.2.4, Theorem 4.2.12, and Theorem 4.2.16.

We also prove in Proposition 4.3.1 that the assignment φ → I^{P1 ,...,Pk+1} φ is linear and multiplicative in a certain sense. Finally, when (M, τ) is a semifinite von Neumann algebra (Definition 2.2.4), we also prove (Proposition 4.3.3) that if p, p_1, . . . , p_k ∈ [1, ∞] are such that^1_{p1} + · · · +^1_{pk} =^1_p , then ‖( I^{P1 ,...,Pk+1} φ ) [b_1, . . . , b_k] ‖ L^p(τ ) ≤ ‖φ‖L^∞(P1) ^⊗i··· ^⊗iL^∞(Pk+1)‖b1‖L^{p1} (τ ) · · · ‖bk‖L^{pk} (τ ), for all b_1, . . . , b_k ∈ M, where ‖ · ‖_Lp_{(τ )} is the noncommutative L^p-norm (Notation 2.2.6). This allows for an “extension” of the MOI I^{P1,...,Pk+1} φ: M^k → M to a bounded k-linear map L^{p1} (τ) × · · · × L^{pk} (τ) → L^p(τ).

1.2 Discussion of the well-definition argument

Retain the setup of Theorem 1.1.3 with M = B(H). In this section, we discuss the key ingredients of the proof that the integral (1.3), defined as described in the previous section, is independent of the chosen L^∞_P -integral projective decomposition of φ and why this argument is delicate when H is not separable. To maximize readability, we stick to the case of a double operator integral (DOI), i.e., the case k = 1.

Let b ∈ B(H). The goal is to show that if (Σ, ρ, φ_1, φ_2) is a L^∞_{P1 ⊗P2} -integral projective decomposition of φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_2, P_2), then ∫ Σ P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b P_2(φ_2(·, σ)) ρ(dσ)

does not depend on (Σ, ρ, φ_1, φ_2). This is actually not very difficult to prove — as in [3, 31] — when b has finite rank, so the proof is complete if we can somehow reduce to this case. In [31], it is stated that this reduction is “easy to see.” This is certainly not the case when H is not separable. Indeed, when H is separable (as is assumed in [3]), every b ∈ B(H) is actually a strong operator limit of a sequence of finite rank operators. One can then use a vector valued dominated convergence theorem to finish the proof. But this argument does not work when H is not separable because, for instance, id_H is not a strong operator limit of a sequence of finite rank operators.

We opt instead to work with a different topology on B(H) with respect to which finite rank operators are dense: the ultraweak topology. (This is another description of the σ-weak operator topology; see Theorems 2.2.3(vi) and 2.1.1(i).) If we can show b → I^{P1 ,P2} (Σ, ρ, φ_1, φ_2)[b] := ∫ Σ P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b P_2(φ_2(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) is ultraweakly continuous, then the proof will be complete. This ultraweak continuity is asserted in [32] without proof or reference. When H is not separable, it is not at all obvious and, to the author’s knowledge, has remained unproven until now. To prove it, we must show that for all a ∈ S_1(H) (trace class operators, Definition 2.2.1), there exists T a ∈ S_1(H) such that Tr ( I^{P1 ,P2} (Σ, ρ, φ_1, φ_2)[b] a ) = Tr(b T a), for all b ∈ B(H). (1.5)

To motivate what T a should be, fix a, b ∈ S_1(H). Then the maps c → Tr(ca) and c → Tr(bc) are σweakly/ultraweakly continuous. Therefore, by definition of the Gel’fand–Pettis integral and basic properties (Theorem 2.2.3(iv)) of Tr, we have Tr ( I^{P1,P2} (Σ, ρ, φ_1, φ_2)[b] a ) = ∫ Σ Tr(P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b P_2(φ_2(·, σ)) a)

=Tr(b P_2 (φ_2(·,σ)) a P_1 (φ_1(·,σ))) ρ(dσ)

= Tr ( b ∫ Σ P_2(φ_2(·, σ)) a P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ) . (1.6)

We should therefore take T a = ∫ Σ P_2(φ_2(·, σ)) a P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) in (1.5). (Those familiar with the subject will recognize this as related to the Birman–Solomyak [4] definition of a DOI. We elaborate on this in Section 4.4.) For this to have any chance at making sense, we need to know at the very least that

a ∈ S_1(H) =⇒ ∫ Σ P_2(φ_2(·, σ)) a P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ∈ S_1(H). (1.7)

Even this is not obvious when H is not separable! It follows, however, from our first key ingredient: Theorem 3.4.3. Assuming we know (1.7), we must still verify (1.6) for all b ∈ B(H), not just for b ∈ S_1(H). If b ∈ B(H) is arbitrary, then the map S_1(H) ∋ c → Tr(bc) ∈ C is bounded with respect to ‖ · ‖_{S1(H)}. Therefore, we could reverse the calculation that led to (1.6) if we knew that Σ ∋ σ → P_2(φ_2(·, σ)) a P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) ∈ S_1(H) were Gel’fand–Pettis integrable as a map Σ → (S_1(H), ‖ · ‖_{S1(H)}), not just as a map Σ → (B(H), σ-WOT), whenever a ∈ S_1(H). This is not automatic. Moreover, if H is not separable, then S_1(H) is not separable, so Bochner integral techniques do not automatically apply either. We tiptoe around these difficulties using the second key ingredient: the multiplicative system theorem, which is a “functional form” of the Dynkin system theorem. To state it, we recall some additional notation and terminology.

Notation 1.2.1. Let S be a set, 2^S be the power set of S, (T, T ) be a measurable space, and S ⊆ T^S. We write σ_T (S ) ⊆ 2^S for the smallest σ-algebra on S with respect to which all members of S are measurable. When we are in the case (T, T ) = (C , B_C ), we shall write σ_T (S ) = σ(S ).

Retain the above setting, and let (Ξ, G ) be another measurable space. Note that a function g : Ξ → S is (G , σ_T (S ))-measurable if and only if s ∘ g : Ξ → T is (G , T )-measurable, for all s ∈ S . Finally, we recall the definition of bounded convergence. A sequence (φ_n)_{n∈N} of functions S → C is said to converge boundedly to φ ∈ C^S if φ_n → φ pointwise as n → ∞ and sup_{n∈N} ‖φ_n‖_ℓ∞_{(S)} < ∞.

Theorem 1.2.2 (Multiplicative system). Let S be a set. Suppose H ⊆ C^S is a linear subspace containing the constant function 1 that is closed under complex conjugation and sequential bounded convergence. If M ⊆ H is closed under multiplication and complex conjugation, then ℓ^∞(S, σ(M )) ⊆ H .

For a proof, please see Section 12.1 of [19] or Appendix A of [23]. The corollary most relevant to the argument presently under discussion is as follows.

Corollary 1.2.3. Let (Ω, F ), (Σ, H ) be measurable spaces and H be a linear subspace of ℓ^∞(Ω × Σ) that is closed under complex conjugation and sequential bounded convergence. If {1_{G×S} : G ∈ F , S ∈ H } ⊆ H , then ℓ^∞(Ω × Σ, F ⊗ H ) ⊆ H .

Proof. If M := {1_{G×S} : G ∈ F , S ∈ H }, then M is closed under complex conjugation and pointwise multiplication (because {G × S : G ∈ F , S ∈ H } is a π-system). Since 1 ∈ M ⊆ H and σ(M ) = F ⊗ H , the conclusion follows from the multiplicative system theorem.

Using this consequence of the multiplicative system theorem and our operator valued integral development, we are able to prove (in Section 4.2) the following key result.

Theorem 1.2.4 (Trace of integral of a product). Let (Ξ, G , K, Q) be a projection valued measure space, (Σ, H , ρ) be a finite measure space, and φ ∈ ℓ^∞(Ξ × Σ, G ⊗ H ). If A: Σ → B(K) is pointwise weakly measurable (Definition 3.3.3) and sup_{σ∈Σ} ‖A(σ)‖_{S1} < ∞, then ∫ Σ A(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) ρ(dσ), ∫ Σ Q(φ(·, σ)) A(σ) ρ(dσ) ∈ S_1(K) and Tr ( ∫ Σ A(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ) = Tr ( ∫ Σ Q(φ(·, σ)) A(σ) ρ(dσ) ) . (1.8)

By combining the formula (1.8) with truncation arguments on φ_1 and φ_2, we are able to prove the desired S_1(H)-valued weak integrability of Σ ∋ σ → P_2(φ_2(·, σ)) a P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) ∈ S_1(H) when a ∈ S_1(H). The relevant results are Theorem 4.2.9 and Corollary 4.2.11. Please see Remark 4.2.17 as well.

2 Background

For this section, fix complex Hilbert spaces (H, ⟨·, ·⟩_H ) and (K, ⟨·, ·⟩_K ).

2.1 Operator topologies

In this section, we record facts that we shall need about some standard locally convex topologies on B(H; K). We assume the reader is quite familiar with these in the case H = K, which is covered in Chapter II of [38] and Chapter I.3 of [17]. When H ≠ K, all the basic properties still hold with essentially the same proofs.

The weak operator topology (WOT for short) on B(H; K) is the one generated by the seminorms B(H; K) ∋ A → |⟨Ah, k⟩_K | ∈ R_+ := [0, ∞), where h ∈ H and k ∈ K. The strong operator topology (SOT) is generated by the seminorms B(H; K) ∋ A → ‖Ah‖_K ∈ R_+ , where h ∈ H. The strong^∗ operator topology (S^∗OT) is generated by the seminorms B(H; K) ∋ A → ‖Ah‖_K + ‖A^∗k‖_H ∈ R_+ , where h ∈ H and k ∈ K. Next, write

ℓ^2(N; H) := { (h_n)_{n∈N} ∈ H^N : ∞∑ n=1 ‖h_n‖^2_H < ∞ }

with inner product

⟨(h_n)_{n∈N}, (k_n)_{n∈N}⟩_ℓ2_{(N;H)} := ∞∑ n=1 ⟨h_n, k_n⟩_H .

The σ-weak operator topology (σ-WOT) is generated by the seminorms B(H; K) ∋ A → |⟨(Ah_n)_{n∈N}, (k_n)_{n∈N}⟩_ℓ2_{(N;K)}| ∈ R_+ , where (h_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; H) and (k_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; K). The σ-strong operator topology (σ-SOT) is generated by the seminorms B(H; K) ∋ A → ‖(Ah_n)_{n∈N}‖_ℓ2_{(N;K)} ∈ R_+ , where(h_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N;H). Finally, the σ-strong^∗ operator topology (σ-S^∗OT)is generatedbythe seminorms B(H; K) ∋ A → ‖(Ah_n)_{n∈N}‖_ℓ2_{(N;K)} + ‖(A^∗k_n)_{n∈N}‖_ℓ2_{(N;H)} ∈ R_+ , where (h_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; H) and (k_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; K).

When referring to these topologies, we shall often omit the term “operator.” Also, if V ⊆ B(H; K), then the subspace topologies inherited by V from the aforementioned topologies on B(H; K) are given the same names as above. For example, the σ-weak topology (σ-WOT) on V is the subspace topology V inherits from the σ-WOT on B(H; K). Here are all the facts we shall need about these topologies.

Theorem 2.1.1 (Properties of operator topologies). Let V ⊆ B(H; K) be a linear subspace, ℓ: V → C be a linear functional, and T ∈ {WOT, SOT, S^∗OT}.

(i) T agrees with the σ-T on norm-bounded subsets of B(H; K). In particular — since the net of finite rank orthogonal projections on K converges in the WOT to the identity on K — finite rank linear operators H → K are σ-weakly dense in B(H; K).

(ii) ℓ is T -continuous if and only if there exist h_1, . . . , h_n ∈ H and k_1, . . . , k_n ∈ K such that, for all A ∈ V , ℓ(A) = n∑ j=1 ⟨Ah_j , k_j ⟩_K . (iii) ℓ is σ-T -continuous if and only if there exist elements (h_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; H) and (k_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; K) such that, for all A ∈ V ,

ℓ(A) = ⟨(Ah_n)_{n∈N}, (k_n)_{n∈N}⟩_ℓ2_{(N;K)} = ∞∑ n=1 ⟨Ah_n, k_n⟩_K . Suppose now that V ⊆ B(H; K) is also σ-weakly closed.

(iv) If V_∗ := {σ-weakly continuous linear functionals V → C } = (V, σ-WOT)^∗, then V_∗ ⊆ V^∗ is a (norm) closed linear subspace, and the map ev_V : V → V^∗_∗ defined by V ∋ A → (ℓ → ℓ(A)) ∈ V^∗_∗ is an isometric isomorphism. We therefore call V_∗ the predual of V .

(v) The map ev_V from the previous part is a homeomorphism with respect to the σ-weak topology on V and the weak^∗ topology on V^∗_∗ . The σ-weak topology on V is therefore also called the weak^∗ topology.

Finally, suppose M ⊆ B(H) and N ⊆ B(K) are von Neumann algebras.

(vi) If π : M → N is a ∗-isomorphism in the algebraic sense, then π is a homeomorphism with respect to the σ-weak topologies on M and N .

Remark 2.1.2. If H = K, then Theorem 2.1.1(i)–(v) is contained in Section I.3.1 of [17] and Section II.2 of [38]. The proofs of these statements when H ≠ K are slight notational modifications of the proofs in the aforementioned references. Item (vi) is part of Corollary 1 in Section I.4.3 of [17].

2.2 Schatten classes and noncommutative L^p-spaces

We now record some standard facts about Schatten p-class operators H → K that will be of use to us. Please see Chapter 2 of [34] for the proofs of these basics (and more) in the case H = K. For just the cases p ∈ {1, 2, ∞}, please see also Sections 18–20 of [10]. As with the material in Section 2.1, all the basic properties in the case H ≠ K have essentially the same proofs; the main tools this time are the singular value and polar decompositions.

Definition 2.2.1 (Schatten classes). If p ∈ [1, ∞), E ⊆ H is an orthonormal basis, and A ∈ B(H; K), then we define ‖A‖_{Sp(H;K)} = ‖A‖_{Sp} := ( ∑ e∈E ⟨|A|^pe, e⟩_H ) 1_p ∈ [0, ∞], where |A|^p := (A^∗A)^{p2} ∈ B(H), and S_p(H; K) := {A ∈ B(H; K) : ‖A‖_{Sp} < ∞}. Also, we define S_∞(H; K) := B(H; K) with the operator norm ‖A‖_{S∞(H;K)} = ‖A‖_{S∞} := ‖A‖ = ‖A‖_{H→K} . For p ∈ [1, ∞], S_p(H; K) is called the set of Schatten (or Schatten–von Neumann) p-class operators from H to K. Also, we write K(H; K) := {compact linear operators H → K}, K(H) := K(H; H), and S_p(H) := S_p(H; H).

Remark 2.2.2. The operator (A^∗A)^{p2} above is defined via continuous functional calculus (Section VIII.2 of [9]). Also, we caution the reader that sometimes S_∞(H; K) is taken to be the space of compact operators H → K, and often the letter C is used instead of S. Theorem 2.2.3 (Properties of Schatten classes). Let p ∈ [1, ∞].

(i) (S_p(H; K), ‖·‖_{Sp} ) is a Banach space, ‖·‖_{Sp} is independent of the chosen orthonormal basis, and, when p < ∞, the set of finite rank linear operators H → K is dense in S_p(H; K). Also, (K(H; K), ‖ · ‖) is a Banach space with the set of finite rank linear operators H → K as a dense linear subspace. Finally, if 1 ≤ p ≤ q < ∞, then S_p(H; K) ⊆ S_q (H; K) ⊆ K(H; K), and the inclusions S_p → S_q → K each have operator norm at most one.

(ii) If A ∈ B(H) and E ⊆ H is an orthonormal basis, then ∑ e∈E |⟨Ae, e⟩_H | ≤ ‖A‖_{S1} . If A ∈ S_1(H), then Tr(A) := ∑ e∈E ⟨Ae, e⟩_H ∈ C is called the trace of A and is independent of the choice of E. Moreover, we have ‖A^∗‖_{S1} = ‖A‖_{S1} and Tr(A^∗) = Tr(A), for all A ∈ S_1(H).

(iii) (Hölder’s inequality) Let H_1, . . . , H_{k+1} be complex Hilbert spaces. Suppose p_1, . . . , p_k ∈ [1, ∞] are such that^1_{p1} + · · · +^1_{pk} =^1_p . Then ‖A_1 · · · A_k‖_{Sp(Hk+1;H1 )} ≤ ‖A_1‖_{Sp1 (H2 ;H1)} · · · ‖A_k‖_{Spk (Hk+1 ;Hk )}, for all A_1 ∈ B(H_2; H_1), . . . , A_k ∈ B(H_{k+1}; H_k). (As usual, 0 · ∞ := 0.)

(iv) If q ∈ [1, ∞] is such that^1_p +^1_q = 1 and A ∈ S_p(H; K), B ∈ S_q (K; H), then Tr(AB) = Tr(BA). (v) If p ∈ [1, ∞), q ∈ (1, ∞] are such that^1_p +^1_q = 1, then S_q (H; K) ∼= S_p(K; H)^∗ isometrically via the map A → (B → Tr(AB)). Also, S_1(H; K) ∼= K(K; H)^∗ isometrically via the same map.

(vi) The weak^∗ topology on B(H; K) induced by the identification B(H; K) = S_∞(H; K) ∼= S_1(K; H)^∗ is called the ultraweak topology, and it agrees with the σ-WOT. In particular, finite rank linear operators H → K are ultraweakly dense in B(H; K).

Next, we review some basics of semifinite von Neumann algebras and noncommutative L^p-spaces. (The reader who is uninterested in semifinite von Neumann algebras may skip at this time to the next section.) If a, b ∈ B(H), then we write a ≤ b or b ≥ a to mean that b − a is a positive operator, i.e., ⟨(b − a)h, h⟩_H ≥ 0 for h ∈ H. If M ⊆ B(H) is a von Neumann algebra, then we write M_+ := {a ∈ M : a ≥ 0}.

It is easy to see that M_+ is closed in the WOT. Also, if (a_j )_{j∈J} is a net in M_+ that is bounded (there exists b ∈ B(H) such that a_j ≤ b, for all j ∈ J) and increasing (j_1 ≤ j_2 ⇒ a_{j1} ≤ a_{j2} ), then sup_{j∈J} a_j exists in B(H)_+ and belongs to M_+. (Please see Proposition 43.1 in [10].) This is often known as Vigier’s theorem. Definition 2.2.4 (Trace). Let M ⊆ B(H) be a von Neumann algebra and τ : M_+ → [0, ∞]. We call τ a trace if for all a, b ∈ M_+, c ∈ M, and λ ∈ R_+ ,

(i) τ(a + b) = τ(a) + τ(b); (ii) τ(λa) = λ τ(a); (iii) τ(c^∗c) = τ(cc^∗).

A trace τ on M is called

(i) normal if τ(sup_{j∈J} a_j ) = sup_{j∈J} τ(a_j ) whenever (a_j )_{j∈J} is a bounded and increasing net in M_+; (ii) faithful if a ∈ M_+ and τ(a) = 0 imply a = 0;

(iii) semifinite if τ(a) = sup{τ(b) : a ≥ b ∈ M_+, τ(b) < ∞} for a ∈ M_+.

If τ is a normal, faithful, semifinite trace on M, then (M, τ) is called a semifinite von Neumann algebra. Remark 2.2.5. In the presence of (i) and (ii), condition (iii) is equivalent to τ(u^∗au) = τ(a) for all a ∈ M_+ and all unitaries u belonging to M. This is Corollary 1 in Section I.6.1 of [17].

For basic properties of traces on von Neumann algebras, please see Chapter I.6 of [17] or Section V.2 of [38]. Motivating examples of semifinite von Neumann algebras are (B(H), Tr) and (L^∞(Ω, μ), ∫ Ω · dμ), where (Ω, F , μ) is a σ-finite measure space and L^∞(Ω, μ) is represented as multiplication operators on L^2(Ω, μ). We now record some basics of L^p-spaces associated to a normal, faithful, semifinite trace. We shall mostly draw results from [13, 16]. For more information and/or different perspectives, please see [21, 26, 39, 40]. Notation 2.2.6. Let (M, τ) be a semifinite von Neumann algebra, and fix p ∈ [1, ∞). Write ‖a‖_Lp_{(τ )} := τ(|a|^p)^{1p} ∈ [0, ∞], for all a ∈ M, and L^p(τ) := {a ∈ M : ‖a‖^p_{Lp(τ )} = τ(|a|^p) < ∞}. For the p = ∞ case, we take L^∞(τ) := M with ‖ · ‖_L∞_{(τ )} := ‖ · ‖.

It turns out that L^1(τ) ⊆ M is a two sided ideal of M that is spanned by L^1(τ)_+ = L^1(τ) ∩ M_+. Moreover, there exists a unique linear extension of τ|_{L1 (τ )+} : L_1(τ)_+ → C to L^1(τ), which we notate the same way, and this extension satisfies τ(ab) = τ(ba) for a ∈ M, b ∈ L^1(τ). Finally, if b ∈ L^1(τ), then the map M ∋ a → τ(ab) ∈ C is σ-weakly continuous. (These facts are proven as Proposition 1 in Section I.6.1, together with the sentence before Proposition 9 in Section I.1.6, of [17].) Theorem 2.2.7 (Properties of L^p(τ)). Let (M, τ) be a semifinite von Neumann algebra and p ∈ [1, ∞].

(i) (L^p(τ), ‖ · ‖_Lp_{(τ )}) is a normed vector space. Its completion is denoted (L^p(τ), ‖ · ‖_Lp_{(τ )}) and is called the noncommutative L^p-space associated to (M, τ). We therefore also write L^p(τ) = L^p(τ) ∩ M.

(ii) If a ∈ L^1(τ), then |τ(a)| ≤ τ(|a|) = ‖a‖_L1_{(τ )}. Thus τ : L^1(τ) → C extends uniquely to a bounded linear map, notated the same way, L^1(τ) → C .

(iii) (Nonommutative Hölder’s inequality) Suppose p_1, . . . , p_k ∈ [1, ∞] are such that^1_{p1} + · · · +^1_{pk} =^1_p .

Then, for all a_1, . . . , a_k ∈ M:

‖a_1 · · · a_k‖_Lp_{(τ )} ≤ ‖a_1‖_Lp1_{(τ )} · · · ‖a_k‖_Lpk_{(τ )}.

(iv) If q ∈ [1, ∞] is such that^1_p +^1_q = 1, then for all a ∈ M, ‖a‖_Lp_{(τ )} = sup{‖ab‖_L1_{(τ )} : b ∈ L^q (τ), ‖b‖_Lq_{(τ )} ≤ 1}.

When (M, τ) = (B(H), Tr), we have that L^p(τ) = L^p(τ) = S_p(H) and ‖ · ‖_Lp_{(τ )} = ‖ · ‖_{Sp} . Therefore, Theorem 2.2.7 generalizes parts of Theorem 2.2.3 in the case H = K.

2.3 Tensor products

Notation 2.3.1. Write ⊗ for the algebraic tensor product, ⊗_2 for the Hilbert space tensor product, and ^⊗_π for the Banach space projective tensor product.

Please see Section 3.2 of [7] or Section 2.6 of [24] for information about ⊗_2 and Chapter 2 of [35] for information about ^⊗_π. We assume the reader has some familiarity with these tensor products; nevertheless, we recall the definitions/constructions thereof (at least when there are only two tensorands). First of all, there is a unique inner product ⟨·, ·⟩_{H⊗K} on H ⊗ K such that

⟨h_1 ⊗ k_1, h_2 ⊗ k_2⟩_{H⊗K} = ⟨h_1, h_2⟩_H ⟨k_1, k_2⟩_K ,

for all h_1, h_2 ∈ H, k_1, k_2 ∈ K. The Hilbert space tensor product H ⊗_2 K is defined to be the completion of H ⊗ K with respect to ⟨·, ·⟩_{H⊗K} . Also, if A ∈ B(H) and B ∈ B(K), then there exists a unique bounded linear map A ⊗_2 B ∈ B(H ⊗_2 K) such that (A ⊗_2 B)(h ⊗ k) = Ah ⊗ Bk, for all h ∈ H and k ∈ K. Moreover, ‖A ⊗_2 B‖_{B(H⊗2 K)} = ‖A‖_{B(H)}‖B‖_{B(K)}, and the linear map B(H) ⊗ B(K) → B(H ⊗_2 K) determined by A ⊗ B → A ⊗_2 B is an injective ∗-homomorphism when B(H) ⊗ B(K) is given the tensor product ∗-algebra structure. This allows us to view B(H) ⊗ B(K) as a ∗-subalgebra of B(H ⊗_2 K) and justifies writing, as we shall, A ⊗ B instead of A ⊗_2 B.

We shall only use the projective tensor product to motivate the integral projective tensor products described in Section 4.1. Here is what is useful to know for this purpose. For Banach spaces V and W and u ∈ V ⊗ W , define

π(u) := inf {_n ∑ j=1 ‖v_j ‖_V ‖w_j ‖_W : u = n∑ j=1 v_j ⊗ w_j } . The projective tensor product V ^⊗_πW is defined to be the completion of V ⊗ W with respect to the norm π, and it satisfies the type of universal property that the algebraic tensor product satisfies: it bounded linearizes bounded bilinear maps. As for a more concrete description of V ^⊗_πW , it can be shown that every element u ∈ V ^⊗_π W admits a decomposition u = ∞∑ n=1 v_n ⊗ w_n with ∞∑ n=1 ‖v_n‖_V ‖w_n‖_W π(v_n⊗w_n) < ∞ (2.1)

and that

π(u) = inf {_∞ ∑ n=1 ‖v_n‖_V ‖w_n‖_W : u = ∞∑ n=1 v_n ⊗ w_n as in (2.1) } . Please see Chapter 2 of [35] for a proper development.

3 Vector and operator valued integrals

For this section, fix a measure space (Σ, H , ρ).

3.1 Upper and lower integrals

Definition 3.1.1 (Upper and lower integrals). For an arbitrary (not necessarily measurable) function h: Σ → [0, ∞], we define ∫ Σ h(σ) ρ(dσ) = ∫ Σ h dρ := inf { ∫ Σ h̃ dρ : h ≤ h̃ ρ-a.e., h̃: Σ → [0, ∞] measurable } and ∫ Σ h(σ) ρ(dσ) = ∫ Σ h dρ := sup { ∫ Σ h̃ dρ : h̃ ≤ h ρ-a.e., h̃: Σ → [0, ∞] measurable }

to be, respectively, the upper and lower integral of h with respect to ρ.

Of course, if h is ( H^ρ, B_{[0,∞]} ) -measurable, where H^ρ is the ρ-completion of H , then ∫ Σh dρ = ∫ Σh dρ. Here are the properties of upper and lower integrals relevant to this paper.

Proposition 3.1.2 (Properties of upper and lower integrals). Fix arbitrary functions h, h_1, h_2 : Σ → [0, ∞] and a nonnegative number c ≥ 0. (i) ∫ Σh dρ ≤ ∫ Σh dρ. Also, if S ∈ H , then ∫ S h|_S dρ = ∫ Σ1_S h dρ and ∫ S h|_S dρ = ∫ Σ1_S h dρ.

(ii) If h_1 ≤ h_2 ρ-almost everywhere, then ∫ Σh_1 dρ ≤ ∫ Σh_2 dρ and ∫ Σh_1 dρ ≤ ∫ Σh_2 dρ.

(iii) ∫ Σc h dρ = c ∫ Σh dρ and ∫ Σ(h_1 + h_2) dρ ≤ ∫ Σh_1 dρ + ∫ Σh_2 dρ.

(iv) (Dominated convergence theorem) Suppose (h_n)_{n∈N} is a sequence of functions Σ → [0, ∞] such that h_n → 0 pointwise ρ-almost everywhere as n → ∞. If ∫ Σ(sup_{n∈N} h_n)dρ < ∞, then ∫ Σh_ndρ → 0 as n → ∞. (v) If (Σ_n, H_n, ρ_n)_{n∈N} is a sequence of measure spaces and (Σ, H , ρ) = ( ∐ n∈N Σ_n, ∐ n∈N H_n, ∞∑ n=1 ρ_n )

is their disjoint union, then ∫ Σ h dρ = ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n

h|_{Σn} dρ_n and ∫ Σ h dρ = ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n h|_{Σn} dρ_n. Proof. The first three items are easy consequences of the definitions. We take the remaining items in turn.

(iv) By definition of the upper integral, there is some measurable h: Σ → [0, ∞] such that ∫ Σ h dρ < ∞ and sup_{n∈N} h_n ≤ h ρ-almost everywhere. By definition of the lower integral, if n ∈ N, then there exists a measurable h̃_n : Σ → [0, ∞] such that 0 ≤ h̃_n ≤ h_n ρ-almost everywhere and ∫ Σ h_n dρ − 1 n < ∫ Σ h̃_n dρ. Since h_n → 0 ρ-almost everywhere as n → ∞, and 0 ≤ h̃_n ≤ h_n ρ-almost everywhere, we have that h̃_n → 0 ρ-almost everywhere as n → ∞. Also, h̃_n ≤ h_n ≤ h ρ-almost everywhere. Therefore, by the dominated convergence theorem,

lim sup n→∞ ∫ Σ h_n dρ = lim sup_{n→∞} (∫ Σ h_n dρ − 1 n ) ≤ lim sup n→∞ ∫ Σ h̃_n dρ = 0, as desired.

(v) We prove the claimed identity for lower integrals and leave the proof of the identity for upper integrals to the reader. First, the definition of the disjoint union measure space and a standard application of the monotone convergence theorem give the desired identity when h is measurable. Next, suppose h̃: Σ → [0, ∞] is measurable and h̃ ≤ h ρ-almost everywhere. Then h̃|_{Σn} : Σ_n → [0, ∞] is measurable and h̃|_{Σn} ≤ h|_{Σn} ρ_n-almost everywhere, for all n ∈ N. Therefore, by definition of the lower integral and our initial observation, ∫ Σ h̃ dρ =^∞ ∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n h̃|_{Σn} dρ_n ≤^∞ ∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n h|_{Σn} dρ_n. Taking the supremum over h̃ then yields ∫ Σ h dρ ≤ ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n h|_{Σn} dρ_n. Finally, fix ε > 0. By definition of the lower integral, if n ∈ N, then there exists a measurable h̃_n : Σ_n → [0, ∞] such that h̃_n ≤ h|_{Σn} ρ_n-almost everywhere and ∫ Σ_n h|_{Σn} dρ_n ≤ ∫ Σ_n

h̃_n dρ_n + ε

2^n .

Letting h̃: Σ → [0, ∞] be the unique measurable function such that h̃|_{Σn} = h̃_n, for all n ∈ N, we have that h̃ ≤ h ρ-almost everywhere and ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n h|_{Σn} dρ_n ≤ ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n

h̃_n dρ_n + ε = ∫ Σ h̃ dρ + ε ≤ ∫ Σ h dρ + ε. Since ε > 0 was arbitrary, we get that ∑_∞ n=1 ∫ Σ_n h|Σ^n dρn ≤ ∫ Σh dρ as well.

3.2 Gel’fand–Pettis integrals

In this section, we discuss a “weak” notion of vector valued integration that — in the next section — we shall apply to maps Σ → V , where V ⊆ B(H; K) is a linear subspace.

Definition 3.2.1 (Weak measurability and integrability). Let V be a Hausdorff locally convex topological vector space (HLCTVS) with topological dual V^∗, and let f : Σ → V be a map. We say that f is weakly measurable if it is (H , σ(V^∗))-measurable. We say that f is weakly or Gel’fand–Pettis integrable if it is weakly measurable, ∫ Σ |ℓ ∘ f| dρ < ∞ whenever ℓ ∈ V^∗, and for every S ∈ H there exists (necessarily unique) ∫ S f dρ ∈ V such that ℓ ( ∫ S f dρ ) = ∫ S (ℓ ∘ f) dρ, (3.1) for all ℓ ∈ V^∗. In this case, we call ∫ S f dρ = ∫ S f(σ) ρ(dσ) ∈ V the weak or Gel’fand–Pettis integral (over S) of f with respect to ρ.

Remark 3.2.2. The uniqueness of ∫ S f dρ is a consequence of the fact that V^∗ separates points when V is Hausdorff and locally convex, i.e., ℓ(v) = 0 for all ℓ ∈ V^∗ implies v = 0.

By the comments after Notation 1.2.1, f : Σ → V is weakly measurable if and only if ℓ ∘ f : Σ → C is (H , B_C )-measurable for all ℓ ∈ V^∗.

Proposition 3.2.3 (Basic properties of weak integrals). Let V and W be HLCTVSs.

(i) If f : Σ → V is weakly integrable and S ∈ H , then 1_S f is weakly integrable and ∫ Σ 1_S f dρ = ∫ S f dρ. (ii) If f, g : Σ → V are weakly measurable (respectively, integrable) and c ∈ C , then f + c g is weakly measurable (respectively, integrable with ∫ S (f + c g) dρ = ∫ S f dρ + c ∫ S g dρ whenever S ∈ H ).

(iii) If T : V → W is linear and continuous and f : Σ → V is weakly measurable (respectively, integrable), then T f = T (f(·)): Σ → W is weakly measurable (respectively, integrable with T ∫ S f dρ = ∫ S T f dρ whenever S ∈ H ).

(iv) (Triangle inequality) If f : Σ → V is weakly integrable and α is a continuous seminorm on V , then α ( ∫ Σ f dρ ) ≤ ∫ Σ α(f) dρ. In particular, if V is normed, then ‖ ‖ ∫_Σ f dρ ‖ ‖_V ≤ ∫_Σ‖f‖_V dρ. (v) (Dominated convergence theorem) Suppose V is sequentially complete and S ⊆ R^V_+ is a collection of seminorms generating the topology of V . If (f_n)_{n∈N} is a sequence of weakly measurable maps Σ → V converging pointwise to f : Σ → V , then f is weakly measurable. If f_n : Σ → V is weakly integrable, for all n ∈ N, and ∫ Σ sup_{n∈N} α(f_n) dρ < ∞, for all α ∈ S , then f is weakly integrable and ∫ Σ f_n dρ → ∫ Σ f dρ in V as n → ∞. Proof. The first three items are easy consequences of the definitions and the fact that (3.1) (for all ℓ ∈ V^∗) uniquely characterizes ∫ S f dρ. We take the remaining items one at a time.

(iv) Let v := ∫ Σ f dρ. By the Hahn–Banach theorem, there is some linear ℓ: V → C such that ℓ(v) = α(v) and |ℓ(w)| ≤ α(w), for all w ∈ V . Since α is continuous, the latter inequality implies ℓ ∈ V^∗. Therefore, we have the following by definition of the Gel’fand–Pettis and lower integrals: α ( ∫ Σ f dρ ) = ℓ ( ∫ Σ f dρ ) = ∫ Σ (ℓ ∘ f) dρ ≤ ∫ Σ |ℓ ∘ f| dρ ≤ ∫ Σ α(f) dρ. (v) The first statement is clear. For the second, let S ∈ H and α ∈ S . Then α ( ∫ S f_n dρ − ∫ S f_m dρ ) = α ( ∫ S (f_n − f_m) dρ ) ≤ ∫ S α(f_n − f_m) dρ ≤ ∫ Σ α(f_n − f_m) dρ → 0 as n, m → ∞ by the triangle inequality and Proposition 3.1.2(iv), which applies because α(f_n − f_m) → 0 pointwise as n, m → ∞ and ∫ Σ sup n,m∈N α(f_n − f_m) dρ ≤ 2 ∫ Σ sup_{n∈N} α(f_n) dρ < ∞. In particular, the sequence ( ∫ S f_n dρ ) n∈N is Cauchy in V . Letting v_S ∈ V be its limit, which exists because V is assumed to be sequentially complete, we claim v_S = ∫ S f dρ. Indeed, if ℓ ∈ V^∗, then there exist α_1, . . . , α_m ∈ S and C ≥ 0 such that |ℓ(v)| ≤ C ∑_m j=1 α_j (v), for all v ∈ V . Therefore,

ℓ(v_S ) = lim_{n→∞} ℓ ( ∫ S f_n dρ ) = lim_{n→∞} ∫ S (ℓ ∘ f_n) dρ = ∫ S (ℓ ∘ f) dρ by the standard dominated convergence theorem, which applies because ∫ Σ sup_{n∈N} |ℓ ∘ f_n| dρ ≤ C ∫ Σ m∑ j=1 sup_{n∈N} α_j (f_n) dρ ≤ C m∑ j=1 ∫ Σ sup_{n∈N} α_j (f_n) dρ < ∞. Thus f is weakly integrable, and the above shows at least that ∫ S f_n dρ → ∫ S f dρ weakly as n → ∞. Finally, whenever α ∈ S , we have α ( ∫ S f_n dρ − ∫ S f dρ ) = α ( ∫ S (f_n − f) dρ ) ≤ ∫ S α(f_n − f) dρ ≤ ∫ Σ α(f_n − f) dρ → 0 as n → ∞ again by the triangle inequality and Proposition 3.1.2(iv), which applies because α(f_n − f) → 0 pointwise as n → ∞ and sup_{n∈N} α(f_n − f) ≤ 2 sup_{n∈N} α(f_n), which has finite upper integral.

Remark 3.2.4. If α : V → R_+ is a continuous seminorm, then weak measurability of f : Σ → V does not necessarily imply measurability of α(f): Σ → R_+ (even when α is a norm). This is one reason we need upper and lower integrals above. In a certain sense, this is what complicates the study of MOIs — or, really, vector valued integrals — in a general (not necessarily separable) setting.

Here now are two situations in which the existence of weak integrals is always guaranteed. We prove the following well known result using standard closed graph theorem arguments, as in Section II.3 of [15]. Proposition 3.2.5 (Existence of weak integrals). Let V be a Banach space.

(i) If g : Σ → V^∗ is such that, for all v ∈ V , g(·)(v): Σ → C is measurable and ∫ Σ |g(σ)(v)| ρ(dσ) < ∞, then g is Gel’fand–Pettis integrable in the weak^∗ topology on V^∗ and ‖ ‖ ∫_Σ g dρ ‖ ‖_{V ∗} ≤ ∫_Σ‖g‖_{V ∗} dρ. In this case, we say g is weak^∗ integrable and ∫ Σ g dρ is the weak^∗ integral of g.

(ii) Suppose V is reflexive. If f : Σ → V is weakly measurable and ∫ Σ |ℓ ∘ f| dρ < ∞, for all ℓ ∈ V^∗, then f is weakly integrable.

Proof. We take both items one at a time.

(i) First, we recall the evaluation map V ∋ v → (ℓ → ℓ(v)) ∈ (V^∗, weak^∗)^∗ is a linear isomorphism. Therefore, we know g : Σ → V^∗ is weakly measurable in the weak^∗ topology. Second, define T : V → L^1(Σ, ρ) by v → g(·)(v). Certainly, T is linear. Also, if (v_n)_{n∈N} ∈ V^N converges to v ∈ V , then, for all σ ∈ Σ,

(T v_n)(σ) = g(σ)(v_n) → g(σ)(v) = (T v)(σ) as n → ∞. Therefore, if (T v_n)_{n∈N} converges in L^1(Σ, ρ), its limit must be T v. In other words, T is closed. By the closed graph theorem, T is bounded. Finally, fix S ∈ H , and define I_S : V → C by v → ∫ S g(σ)(v) ρ(dσ) = ∫ S (T v)(σ) ρ(dσ). Then ‖I_S ‖_V ∗ ≤ ‖T ‖_{V →L}1 < ∞, i.e., I_S ∈ V^∗. Unraveling the definitions and using the first sentence of this paragraph again, we conclude that g is Gel’fand–Pettis integrable in the weak^∗ topology and that I_S = ∫ S g dρ. For the triangle inequality, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ g dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{V ∗} = sup {| | | | ( ∫ Σ g dρ ) (v) | | | | | : v ∈ V, ‖v‖_V ≤ 1 } = sup {| | | | ∫ Σ g(σ)(v) ρ(dσ) | | | | | : v ∈ V, ‖v‖_V ≤ 1 }

≤ sup { ∫ Σ |g(σ)(v)| ρ(dσ) : v ∈ V, ‖v‖_V ≤ 1 } ≤ ∫ Σ ‖g‖_V ∗ dρ, as desired.

(ii) Suppose first that V is a general Banach space, ev : V → V^{∗∗} is the natural inclusion, and we retain the same assumptions on f. Since ((ev ∘f)(σ))(ℓ) = (ℓ ∘ f)(σ), for all ℓ ∈ V^∗ and σ ∈ Σ, the assumptions on f and the previous part imply that ev ∘f : Σ → V^{∗∗} = (V^∗)^∗ is weak^∗ integrable. (The weak^∗ integrals of ev ∘f are called the Dunford integrals of f.) Now, if V is reflexive and S ∈ H , then there exists unique v_S ∈ V such that ev(v_S ) = ∫ S (ev ∘f) dρ, where the latter is the weak^∗ integral of f over S. Unraveling the definitions yields that v_S = ∫ S f dρ and therefore that f is weakly integrable.

We end this section with a characterization of weak measurability and integrability in a Hilbert space, as this will be important for developing the “operator valued” case in the following section.

Example 3.2.6 (Hilbert spaces). Let (H, ⟨·, ·⟩_H ) be a Hilbert space. The Riesz representation theorem says that ℓ ∈ H^∗ if and only if there is some k ∈ H such that ℓ(h) = ⟨h, k⟩_H , for all h ∈ H. Therefore, f : Σ → H is weakly measurable if and only if ⟨f(·), k⟩_H : Σ → C is (H , B_C )-measurable whenever k ∈ H. Also, since H is reflexive, f : Σ → H is weakly integrable if and only if ⟨f(·), k⟩_H ∈ L^1(Σ, ρ) whenever k ∈ H (for example, if f is weakly measurable and ∫ Σ‖f‖_H dρ < ∞) by Proposition 3.2.5(ii).

3.3 Pointwise Pettis integrals

At this time, we shall begin to use material from Section 2.1 about various topologies on spaces of bounded operators.

Convention 3.3.1. For the duration of this and the following section, fix complex Hilbert spaces (H, ⟨·, ·⟩_H ) and (K, ⟨·, ·⟩_K ). Also, write ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖_{H→K} for the operator norm on B(H; K).

In this paper, we shall need to integrate maps Σ → V , where V ⊆ B(H; K) is a linear subspace. Given the number of topologies on B(H; K) one might consider, there are possibly many notions of Gel’fand–Pettis integrability of a map Σ → V . It turns out that in most reasonable circumstances, the choice of topology (from Section 2.1) does not matter. Indeed, we now introduce a notion of integrability — pointwise Pettis integrability — in this setting that is, in practice, quite easy to check. Then we describe the relationship between pointwise Pettis integrability and Gel’fand–Pettis integrability in various operator topologies.

Lemma 3.3.2. Suppose F : Σ → B(H; K) is such that ⟨F (·)h, k⟩_K : Σ → C is (H , B_C )-measurable and ∫ Σ |⟨F (σ)h, k⟩_K | ρ(dσ) < ∞, for all h ∈ H and k ∈ K. Then F (·)h: Σ → K is weakly integrable, for all h ∈ H, and the map ρ_S (F ): H → K defined by h → ∫ S F (σ)h ρ(dσ) is linear and bounded, for all S ∈ H .

Proof. Let h ∈ H and k ∈ K. Then the characterization given in Example 3.2.6 implies that F (·)h: Σ → K and F (·)^∗k : Σ → H are both weakly integrable. In particular, if S ∈ H and we define a sesquilinear map B_S : H × K → C by (h, k) → ∫ S ⟨F (σ)h, k⟩_K ρ(dσ), then the identities ⟨ ∫ S F (σ)h ρ(dσ), k ⟩ K = ∫ S ⟨F (σ)h, k⟩_K ρ(dσ) = ∫ S ⟨h, F (σ)^∗k⟩_H ρ(dσ) = ⟨ h, ∫ S F (σ)^∗k ρ(dσ) ⟩ H imply that B_S is a sesquilinear map that is bounded in each argument separately. By the principle of uniform boundedness, B_S is bounded. Since ⟨ρ_S (F )h, k⟩_K = B_S (h, k), we get ρ_S (F ) ∈ B(H; K).

Definition 3.3.3 (Pointwise Pettis integrability). A map F : Σ → B(H; K) is called pointwise weakly measurable if, for all h ∈ H and k ∈ K, the function ⟨F (·)h, k⟩_K : Σ → C is (H , B_C )-measurable. If also ∫ Σ |⟨F (σ)h, k⟩_K | ρ(dσ) < ∞, for all h ∈ H and k ∈ K, then we call F pointwise Pettis integrable. In this case, the operator ρ_S (F ) ∈ B(H; K) from Lemma 3.3.2 is called the pointwise Pettis integral (over S) of F with respect to ρ. Finally, if in addition V ⊆ B(H; K) is a linear subspace, F (Σ) ⊆ V , and ρ_S (F ) ∈ V whenever S ∈ H , then we call F pointwise Pettis integrable in V .

Remark 3.3.4. The use of the term “pointwise” is not at all standard; we have chosen it in order to avoid overusing or abusing the terms “weak” and “strong.” The pointwise Pettis integral above is often called a “weak integral” in contrast to the “stronger” Bochner integral. However, we shall see in Theorem 3.3.6 that the notion of pointwise Pettis integrability of F : Σ → B(H; K) is precisely the notion of Gel’fand–Pettis integrability of F as a map with values in (B(H; K), WOT) or (B(H; K), SOT). It is therefore arguably just as appropriate to apply the term “strong” to the pointwise Pettis integral.

Remark 3.3.5. Note that if H = K and V = M ⊆ B(H) is a von Neumann algebra, then any pointwise Pettis integrable map F : Σ → M ⊆ B(H) is actually pointwise Pettis integrable in M. Indeed, suppose a ∈ M^′. If S ∈ H , then it is easy to see from the definition that a ρ_S(F ) = ρ_S (a F ) = ρ_S (F a) = ρ_S (F ) a, i.e., ρ_S (F ) ∈ M^{′′} = M by the bicommutant theorem.

We now compare the notion of pointwise Pettis integrability to various notions of Gel’fand–Pettis integrability. To this end, we recall (Theorem 2.1.1(iv)–(v)) that if V ⊆ B(H; K) is a σ-weakly closed linear subspace — e.g., a von Neumann algebra — then V_∗ := (V, σ-WOT)^∗ is the predual of V . More precisely, V_∗ is a Banach space with the operator norm and the map V ∋ A → (ℓ → ℓ(A)) ∈ V^∗_∗ is an isometric isomorphism that is also a homeomorphism with respect to the σ-WOT on V and weak^∗ topology on V^∗_∗ .

Theorem 3.3.6 (Integrals in V ⊆ B(H; K)). Let V ⊆ B(H; K) be a linear subspace, F : Σ → V , and T ∈ {WOT, SOT, S^∗OT}. (To be clear, we consider T to be a topology on V .)

(i) If F := σ({V ∋ A → Tr(AB) ∈ C : B ∈ S_1(K; H)}) ⊆ 2^V and G := σ({V ∋ A → ⟨Ah, k⟩_K ∈ C : h ∈ H, k ∈ K}) ⊆ 2^V , then F = G = σ ( (V, σ-T )^∗ ) = σ ( (V, T )^∗ ) . In particular, F : Σ → V is pointwise weakly measurable if and only if it is weakly measurable in T , if and only if it is weakly measurable in σ-T .

(ii) F : Σ → V is pointwise Pettis integrable in V if and only if it is Gel’fand–Pettis integrable in T , and the pointwise Pettis and Gel’fand–Pettis integrals of F agree in this case. In particular, we may write ρ_S (F ) = ∫ S F dρ, for all S ∈ H , with no chance of confusion. Also, the following triangle inequality holds in this case: ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F ‖ dρ. (iii) Suppose V ⊆ B(H; K) is σ-weakly closed. Then F : Σ → V is Gel’fand–Pettis integrable in σ-T if and only if it is weak^∗ integrable under the usual identification V ∼= V^∗_∗ , if and only if F is pointwise weakly measurable and ∫ Σ |⟨(F (σ)h_n)_{n∈N}, (k_n)_{n∈N}⟩_ℓ2_{(N;K)}| ρ(dσ) < ∞ (3.2) whenever (h_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; H) and (k_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; K). In this case, the Gel’fand–Pettis, weak^∗, and pointwise Pettis integrals of F all agree.

(iv) If H = K and V = M ⊆ B(H) is a von Neumann algebra, then the notions of pointwise weak measurability and Gel’fand–Pettis integrability in σ-T are independent of the representation of M. More precisely, if N is another von Neumann algebra and π : M → N is a ∗-isomorphism in the algebraic sense, then F is pointwise weakly measurable (respectively, Gel’fand–Pettis integrable in σ- T ) if and only if π ∘ F is pointwise weakly measurable (respectively, Gel’fand–Pettis integrable in σ-T with ∫ S (π ∘ F ) dρ = π ( ∫ S F dρ ) whenever S ∈ H ).

Proof. We take each item in turn.

(i) By Theorem 2.1.1(ii), (V, T )^∗ = span{V ∋ A → ⟨Ah, k⟩_K ∈ C : h ∈ H, k ∈ K}. (3.3) Thus G = σ ( (V, T )^∗ ) . By Theorem 2.1.1(iii), (V, σ-T )^∗ = (V, σ-WOT)^∗. By the Hahn–Banach theorem and Theorem 2.2.3(vi), we have

(V, σ-WOT)^∗ = {V ∋ A → Tr(AB) ∈ C : B ∈ S_1(K; H)}. (3.4)

Thus F = σ ( (V, σ-T )^∗ ) . Since (V, T )^∗ ⊆ (V, σ-T )^∗, we have F = σ ( (V, σ-T )^∗ ) ⊆ σ ( (V, T )^∗ ) = G . It therefore suffices to prove that any element of (V, σ-T )^∗ is G -measurable. To this end, let ℓ ∈ (V, σ-T )^∗. By Theorem 2.1.1(iii), there are (h_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; H) and (k_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; K) such that

ℓ(A) = ⟨(Ah_n)_{n∈N}, (k_n)_{n∈N}⟩_ℓ2_{(N;K)} = ∞∑ n=1 ⟨Ah_n, k_n⟩_K , for all A ∈ V . This exhibits ℓ a pointwise limit of elements of {V ∋ A → ⟨Ah, k⟩_K ∈ C : h ∈ H, k ∈ K}. Thus ℓ is G -measurable.

(ii) The equivalence of Gel’fand–Pettis integrability in T and pointwise Pettis integrability in V (with agreement of Gel’fand–Pettis and pointwise Pettis integrals) follows directly from the definitions and (3.3). For the triangle inequality, note that if F : Σ → B(H; K) is pointwise Pettis integrable and h ∈ H, then the K-valued triangle inequality gives ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F (σ)h ρ(dσ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_K ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F (σ)h‖_K ρ(dσ) ≤ ‖h‖_H ∫ Σ ‖F ‖ dρ. Taking the supremum over h ∈ H with ‖h‖_H ≤ 1 gives the desired result.

(iii) Since (V, σ-T )^∗ = (V, σ-WOT)^∗ = V_∗, we may assume T = WOT. Under the usual identification V^∗_∗ ∼= V , the weak^∗ topology on V^∗_∗ corresponds to the σ-WOT on V . This implies the first equivalence. By item (i), pointwise weak measurability of F is equivalent to weak measurability of F in the σ-WOT on V and therefore to weak measurability of F in the weak^∗ topology on V^∗_∗ . By Theorem 2.1.1(iii), the requirement (3.2) is precisely the requirement that ∫ Σ |ℓ ∘ F | dρ < ∞, for all ℓ ∈ V_∗ = (V, σ-WOT)^∗. Proposition 3.2.5(i) and the form of the identification V ∼= V^∗_∗ then give the second equivalence.

(iv) Again, we may assume T = WOT. This item follows from the fact that ∗-isomorphisms are automatically σ-WOT-homeomorphisms (Theorem 2.1.1(vi)), pointwise weak measurability is equivalent to weak measurability in the σ-WOT (item (i)), and Proposition 3.2.3(iii) applied to π and π^{−1}.

Let V ⊆ B(H; K) be a σ-weakly closed linear subspace and F : Σ → V . In view of Theorem 3.3.6(iii) and its proof, we have the following. First, weak measurability of F in the σ-WOT is equivalent to weak measurability of F in the weak^∗ topology when we identify V ∼= V^∗_∗ in the usual way, which in turn is equivalent to pointwise weak measurability of F . We are therefore justified in using the term weak^∗ measurable in place of pointwise weakly measurable. Second, Gel’fand–Pettis integrability of F in the σ-WOT is equivalent to weak^∗ integrability of F when we identify V ∼= V^∗_∗ in the usual way, which in turn is equivalent to weak^∗ measurability of F and the requirement (3.2). We are therefore justified in using the term weak^∗ integrable in place of (any of) the terms in the previous sentence. We end this section by isolating an important takeaway from this possibly confusing development.

Corollary 3.3.7 (Criterion for weak^∗ integrability). Let V ⊆ B(H; K) be a σ-weakly closed linear subspace and F : Σ → V be a map. If F is pointwise weakly measurable and ∫ Σ‖F ‖ dρ < ∞, then F is weak^∗ integrable, and, for S ∈ H , the weak^∗ integral ∫ S F dρ ∈ V is uniquely determined by ⟨( ∫ S F dρ ) h, k ⟩ K = ∫ Σ ⟨F (σ)h, k⟩_K ρ(dσ), for all h ∈ H and k ∈ K, i.e., ∫ S F dρ = ρ_S (F ). Proof. If (h_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; H) and (k_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^2(N; K), then ∫ Σ |⟨(F (σ)h_n)_{n∈N}, (k_n)_{n∈N}⟩_ℓ2_{(N;K)}| ρ(dσ) ≤ ∫ Σ ‖(F (σ)h_n)_{n∈N}‖_ℓ2_{(N;K)}‖(k_n)_{n∈N}‖_ℓ2_{(N;K)} ρ(dσ) ≤ ‖(h_n)_{n∈N}‖_ℓ2_{(N;H)}‖(k_n)_{n∈N}‖_ℓ2_{(N;K)} ∫ Σ ‖F ‖ dρ by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. Therefore, if the right hand side is finite, then we conclude from Theorem 3.3.6(iii) that F is weak^∗ integrable with agreement of weak^∗ and pointwise Pettis integrals of F .

3.4 Minkowski’s inequality for operator valued integrals

Our last order of business concerning operator valued integrals is to prove a Schatten p-norm Minkowski inequality for pointwise Pettis integrals. This will be absolutely crucial, at least in the case p = 1, for our development of MOIs. After doing so, we use a similar technique to prove a noncommutative L^p-norm Minkowski inequality for weak^∗ integrals in a semifinite von Neumann algebra. We begin by proving a well known and useful recharacterization of ‖ · ‖_{S1} = ‖ · ‖_{S1(H;K)}.

Definition 3.4.1 (Orthonormal frames). For n ∈ N_0 , write

O_n(H) := {e = (e_1, . . . , e_n) ∈ H^n : e_1, . . . , e_n is orthonormal}

for the set of orthonormal frames of length n. Note O_0(H) = ∅.

Lemma 3.4.2. If A ∈ B(H; K), then

‖A‖_{S1} = sup {_n ∑ j=1 |⟨Ae_j , f_j ⟩_K | : n ∈ N_0 , e ∈ O_n(H), f ∈ O_n(K) } , where empty sums are zero. In particular, A ∈ S_1(H; K) if and only if the right hand side is finite.

When H = K, this recharacterization is the p = 1 case of Lemma 2.3.4 in [34].

Proof. Let A = U|A| be the polar decomposition of A and E_1 be an orthonormal basis of ker |A| = ker A. We recall that the polar decomposition of A is the (unique) product decomposition A = U|A|, where U ∈ B(H; K) is a partial isometry with initial space (ker A)^⊥ = (ker |A|)^⊥ and final space im A. Note in this case that |A| = U^∗A.

First, by definition, if e ∈ E_1, then |A|e = 0 and therefore ⟨|A|e, e⟩_H = 0. Next, complete E_1 to an orthonormal basis E ⊇ E_1 of H. Then ‖A‖_{S1} = ∑ e∈E ⟨|A|e, e⟩_H = ∑ e∈E\E_1 ⟨|A|e, e⟩_H = ∑ e∈E\E_1 ⟨U^∗Ae, e⟩_H = ∑ e∈E\E_1 ⟨Ae, Ue⟩_K .

Of course, E \ E_1 is an orthonormal basis of (ker |A|)^⊥, the initial space of U, on which U is an isometry by definition. Therefore, defining f_e := Ue for e ∈ E \ E_1, we see that ⟨f_e, f_ẽ⟩_K = ⟨Ue, Uẽ⟩_K = ⟨e, ẽ⟩_H = δ_{eẽ} whenever e, ẽ ∈ E \ E_1, i.e., (f_e)_{e∈E\E1} is orthonormal. It follows (by taking finite subsets E ⊆ E \ E_1) that ‖A‖_{S1} ≤ sup {_n ∑ j=1 |⟨Ae_j , f_j ⟩_K | : n ∈ N_0 , e ∈ O_n(H), f ∈ O_n(K) } .

For the other inequality, suppose ‖A‖_{S1} < ∞, and fix n ∈ N, e ∈ O_n(H), and f ∈ O_n(K). Let V : H → K be the unique partial isometry such that V e_j = f_j for 1 ≤ j ≤ n and V ≡ 0 on (span{e_1, . . . , e_n})^⊥. If we complete {e_1, . . . , e_n} to an orthonormal basis E of H, then n∑ j=1 |⟨Ae_j , f_j ⟩_K | = n∑ j=1 |⟨Ae_j , V e_j ⟩_K | = n∑ j=1 |⟨V^∗Ae_j , e_j ⟩_H | ≤ ∑ e∈E |⟨V^∗Ae, e⟩_H | ≤ ‖V^∗A‖_{S1} ≤ ‖A‖_{S1} because ‖V^∗‖_{K→H} = ‖V ‖_{H→K} = 1. Thus sup {_n ∑ j=1 |⟨Ae_j , f_j ⟩_K | : n ∈ N_0 , e ∈ O_n(H), f ∈ O_n(K) } ≤ ‖A‖_{S1} , as desired.

Theorem 3.4.3 (Schatten norm Minkowski integral inequality). Suppose that F : Σ → B(H; K) is pointwise Pettis integrable. Then ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Sp} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_{Sp} dρ, for all p ∈ [1, ∞]. In particular, if the right hand side is finite, then ∫ Σ F dρ ∈ S_p(H; K). Proof. The case p = ∞ is contained in Theorem 3.3.6(ii). We first prove the case p = 1, from which the rest of the cases will follow. Define A := ∫ Σ F dρ ∈ B(H; K), and fix e = (e_1, . . . , e_n) ∈ O_n(H) and f = (f_1, . . . , f_n) ∈ O_n(K). By definition of the pointwise Pettis integral and Lemma 3.4.2, we have n∑ j=1 |⟨Ae_j , f_j ⟩_K | = n∑ j=1 | | | | ∫ Σ ⟨F (σ)e_j , f_j ⟩_K ρ(dσ) | | | | ≤ ∫ Σ n∑ j=1 |⟨F (σ)e_j , f_j ⟩_K | ≤‖F (σ)‖_{S1} ρ(dσ) ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_{S1} dρ.

Taking a supremum over n ∈ N_0 , e ∈ O_n(H), and f ∈ O_n(K) gives, again by Lemma 3.4.2, ‖A‖_{S1} ≤ ∫ Σ‖F ‖_{S1} dρ. Next, let p, q ∈ (1, ∞) be such that^1_p +^1_q = 1. If B ∈ B(K; H), then, by what we have just proven and Hölder’s inequality for the Schatten norms, ‖AB‖_{S1} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F (σ)B ρ(dσ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{S1} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F (σ)B‖_{S1} ρ(dσ) ≤ ‖B‖_{Sq} ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_{Sp} dρ. Therefore, if ∫ Σ‖F ‖_{Sp} dρ < ∞, then A ∈ S_p(H; K) and ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Sp} = ‖A‖_{Sp} = sup{| Tr(AB)| ≤‖AB‖_{S1} : B ∈ B(K; H), ‖B‖_{Sq} ≤ 1} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_{Sp} dρ

by duality for the Schatten classes (Theorem 2.2.3(v)).

As we just saw, the case p = 1 is really the key to Theorem 3.4.3. Since this case is also the most important for our application of interest, we offer a few more words about it. The proof we have just presented is “from first principles” in the sense that we did not use any technology from the theory of vector valued integrals; we only used Lemma 3.4.2 and the definition of the pointwise Pettis integral. There is, however, an interesting alternative proof that uses Proposition 3.2.5(i) instead of Lemma 3.4.2.

Second proof of Theorem 3.4.3 when p = 1. Since the conclusion is clear when ∫ Σ‖F ‖_{S1} dρ = ∞, we assume ∫ Σ‖F ‖_{S1} dρ < ∞. In this case, ‖F ‖_{S1} < ∞ almost everywhere (exercise). Since neither ∫ Σ F dρ nor ∫ Σ‖F ‖_{S1} dρ changes if we modify F on a set of measure zero, we may assume ‖F (σ)‖_{S1} < ∞, for all σ ∈ Σ; i.e., F (Σ) ⊆ S_1(H; K). We claim in this case that F : Σ → S_1(H; K) is weak^∗ integrable when we identify S_1(H; K) ∼= K(K; H)^∗ as in Theorem 2.2.3(v). Indeed, if B : K → H is a finite rank linear operator, then

Tr(F (·)B): Σ → C is measurable by Theorem 3.3.6(i). Now, if B ∈ K(K; H) is arbitrary, then there is a sequence (B_n)_{n∈N} of finite rank linear operators K → H such that ‖B − B_n‖_{K→H} → 0 as n → ∞. If σ ∈ Σ, then this gives | Tr(F (σ)B) − Tr(F (σ)B_n)| = | Tr(F (σ)(B − B_n))| ≤ ‖F (σ)‖_{S1} ‖B − B_n‖_{K→H} → 0 as n → ∞. Thus Tr(F (·)B): Σ → C is measurable. Also, ∫ Σ | Tr(F (σ)B)| ρ(dσ) ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F (σ)B‖_{S1} ρ(dσ) ≤ ‖B‖_{K→H} ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_{S1} dρ < ∞. Therefore, by Proposition 3.2.5(i), F : Σ → K(K; H)^∗ is weak^∗ integrable and ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{S1} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{K(K;H)∗} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_{K(K;H)}∗ dρ = ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_{S1} dρ. Modulo the detail, which we leave to the reader, that the weak^∗ integral of F agrees with its pointwise Pettis integral, this completes the proof.

Remark 3.4.4. It is worth mentioning that when H and K are separable, it is possible to prove Theorem 3.4.3 using the basic theory of the Bochner integral because in this case S_p(H; K) is separable (when p < ∞). Since we dealt with the general case, additional care — in the form of either Lemma 3.4.2 or Proposition 3.2.5(i) — was required.

Corollary 3.4.5 (Schatten dominated convergence theorem). Fix some p ∈ [1, ∞]. Let (F_n)_{n∈N} be a sequence of pointwise Pettis integrable maps Σ → B(H; K) such that F_n(Σ) ⊆ S_p(H; K), for all n ∈ N. Suppose F : Σ → S_p(H; K) ⊆ B(H; K) is such that F_n → F pointwise in S_p(H; K) as n → ∞. If ∫ Σ sup_{n∈N} ‖F_n‖_{Sp} dρ < ∞, (3.5) then F is pointwise Pettis (in fact, weak^∗ ) integrable and we have the following convergence in S_p(H;K) as n → ∞: ∫ Σ F_n dρ → ∫ Σ F dρ. (3.6) Proof. By a standard exercise using the principle of uniform boundedness, (B(H; K), σ-WOT) is sequentially complete. Since ‖·‖ ≤ ‖·‖_{Sp} , it follows from Proposition 3.2.3(v) (applied to the collection of seminorms from Section 2.1 defining the σ-WOT) that F : Σ → B(H; K) is weak^∗ integrable and the convergence (3.6) occurs in the σ-WOT. But if n ∈ N, then (3.5) and Theorem 3.4.3 imply that ∫ Σ F_n dρ ∈ S_p(H; K). Finally, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F_n dρ − ∫ Σ F dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Sp} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ (F_n − F ) dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Sp} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F_n − F ‖_{Sp} dρ → 0 as n → ∞ by Theorem 3.4.3 and Proposition 3.1.2(iv), where the latter applies because of (3.5).

Finally, we generalize Theorem 3.4.3 (with H = K) to noncommutative L^p-norms of a semifinite von Neumann algebra. (The reader who is uninterested in semifinite von Neumann algebras may skip at this time to Section 4.) For this purpose, we first prove a version of Lemma 3.4.2 appropriate for this setting; this is rather standard, but we supply a transparent proof for the reader’s convenience.

Lemma 3.4.6. Let (M, τ) be a semifinite von Neumann algebra. If a ∈ M, then ‖a‖_L1_{(τ )} = τ(|a|) = sup{|τ(ab)| : b ∈ L^1(τ), ‖b‖ ≤ 1}. Proof. Let a ∈ M. If b ∈ L^1(τ), then, by Theorem 2.2.7(ii)–(iii), |τ(ab)| ≤ ‖ab‖_L1_{(τ )} ≤ ‖a‖_L1_{(τ )}‖b‖_L∞_{(τ )} = τ(|a|) ‖b‖. Thus τ(|a|) ≥ sup{|τ(ab)| : b ∈ L^1(τ), ‖b‖ ≤ 1}.

Now, let a = u|a| be the polar decomposition of a. Suppose p ∈ M is a τ-finite projection, i.e., p ∈ Proj(M) := {q ∈ M : q^2 = q = q^∗} and τ(p) < ∞. If b := pu^∗, then b ∈ L^1(τ), ‖b‖ ≤ 1, and τ(ab) = τ(apu^∗) = τ(u^∗ap) = τ(|a|p) = τ ( |a|^{12} |a|^{12} p ) = τ ( |a|^{12} p|a|^{12} ) . If we can show that the net of τ-finite projections (directed by ≤) increases to the identity, then the normality of τ would give τ(|a|) = sup{τ ( |a|^{12} p|a|^{12} ) : p ∈ L^1(τ) ∩ Proj(M)}.

Combining this with the identity above, we would conclude, as desired, that τ(|a|) ≤ sup{|τ(ab)| : b ∈ L^1(τ), ‖b‖ ≤ 1}. To complete the proof, we show Proj(L^1(τ)) := L^1(τ) ∩ Proj(M) increases to the identity — in other words, sup Proj(L^1(τ)) = 1. (A priori, this supremum is a projection in M by Proposition 1.1 in Chapter V of [38].) To this end, suppose 0 ≠ q ∈ Proj(M) is arbitrary. We claim that there exists 0 ≠ p ∈ Proj(L^1(τ)) such that p ≤ q. Indeed, by faithfulness and semifiniteness of τ, there is some 0 ≤ x ∈ M such that 0 ≠ x ≤ p and τ(x) < ∞. Since x is positive, it is selfadjoint and σ(x) ⊆ [0, ∞). Letting P^x : B_{σ(x)} → M be its projection valued spectral measure, we have that if ε > 0 and G_ε := σ(x) ∩ [ε, ∞), then

ε P^x(G_ε) = ∫ σ(x) ε 1_{Gε} dP^x ≤ ∫ σ(x) λ P^x(dλ) = x. Since x ≠ 0 and x is normal, σ(x) ≠ {0}. Therefore, there is some ε > 0 such that P^x(G_ε) ≠ 0. For this choice of ε, let p := P^x(G_ε). Then 0 ≠ ε p ≤ x, so that τ(p) ≤ ε^{−1}τ(x) < ∞, i.e., p ∈ Proj(L^1(τ)). But also, ε p ≤ x ≤ q. Since p and q are both projections, this implies p ≤ q. This proves the claim. But now, by definition of sup Proj(L^1(τ)), there can be no nonzero τ-finite projection ≤ 1 − sup Proj(L^1(τ)), so 1 − sup Proj(L^1(τ)) = 0 by what we have just proven.

Theorem 3.4.7 (Noncommutative Minkowski inequality for integrals). Let (M, τ) be a semifinite von Neumann algebra. If F : Σ → M is weak^∗ integrable, then ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Lp(τ )} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_Lp_{(τ )} dρ, for all p ∈ [1, ∞]. In particular, if the right hand side is finite, then ∫ Σ F dρ ∈ L^p(τ). Proof. Write a := ∫ Σ F dρ. The case p = ∞ is contained in Theorem 3.3.6(ii). We first prove the case p = 1, from which the rest of the cases will follow. Let b ∈ L^1(τ). Since the map M ∋ c → τ(cb) ∈ C is σ-weakly continuous and F is weak^∗ integrable (i.e., weakly integrable in the σ-weak topology), we have τ(ab) = ∫ Σ τ(F (σ) b) ρ(dσ) by definition. Then, by Lemma 3.4.6 (twice),

‖a‖_L1_{(τ )} = sup { |τ(ab)| = | | | | ∫ Σ τ(F (σ) b) ρ(dσ) | | | | : b ∈ L^1(τ), ‖b‖ ≤ 1 }

≤ sup { ∫ Σ |τ(F (σ) b)| ρ(dσ) : b ∈ L^1(τ), ‖b‖ ≤ 1 } ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_L1_{(τ )} dρ, as desired.

Now, let p, q ∈ (1, ∞) be such that^1_p +^1_q = 1. If b ∈ L^q (τ), then, by what we have just proven and noncommutative Hölder’s inequality, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F (σ) b ρ(dσ) ab

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ L^1(τ ) ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F (σ) b‖_L1_{(τ )} ρ(dσ) ≤ ‖b‖_Lq_{(τ )} ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_Lp_{(τ )} dρ.

Therefore, if ∫ Σ‖F ‖_Lp_{(τ )} dρ < ∞, then ∫ Σ F dρ = a ∈ L^p(τ) and ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Lp(τ )} = sup{‖ab‖_L1_{(τ )} : b ∈ M, ‖b‖_Lq_{(τ )} ≤ 1} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_Lp_{(τ )} dρ by the dual characterization of the noncommutative L^p-norm (Theorem 2.2.7(iv)).

The motivation for the name is, of course, the classical Minkowski inequality for integrals (e.g., 6.19 in [22]). In view of 3.2.3(iv), it would be just as reasonable to call Theorems 3.4.3 and 3.4.7, respectively, the Schatten p-norm and noncommutative L^p-norm “(integral) triangle inequalities.”

4 Multiple operator integrals (MOIs)

For the duration of Section 4, fix k ∈ N and, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}, a projection valued measure space (Ω_j , F_j , H_j , P_j ). Also, write (Ω, F , H, P ) for their (tensor) product

(Ω_1 × · · · × Ω_{k+1}, F_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ F_{k+1}, H_1 ⊗_2 · · · ⊗_2 H_{k+1}, P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1}).

Please see Theorem 1.1.2 for the definition of P .

4.1 Integral projective tensor products of L^∞-spaces

We now discuss integral projective tensor products of L^∞-spaces. Formally, the idea is to replace the countable sum in the decomposition (2.1) of elements of the classical projective tensor product with an integral over a σ-finite measure space. To make this rigorous, we first observe that Minkowski’s inequality for integrals with p = ∞ holds for projection valued measures.

Lemma 4.1.1. Fix a projection valued measure space (Ξ, G , K, Q) and a σ-finite measure space (Σ, H , ρ). If Φ: Ξ × Σ → [0, ∞] is measurable, then ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ Φ(·, σ) ρ(dσ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞(Q)} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Q)} ρ(dσ), (4.1)

i.e., ∫ Σ Φ(ξ, σ) ρ(dσ) ≤ ∫ Σ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Q)} ρ(dσ) for Q-almost every ξ ∈ Ξ.

Proof. If ∫ Σ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Q)} ρ(dσ) = ∞, then the conclusion is obvious. We therefore suppose

c := ∫ Σ ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Q)} ρ(dσ) < ∞. Next, note that by (the proof of) Tonelli’s theorem, the function Ξ ∋ ξ → ∫ Σ Φ(ξ, σ) ρ(dσ) ∈ [0, ∞] is measurable. Thus G := { ξ ∈ Ξ : ∫ Σ Φ(ξ, σ) ρ(dσ) > c } ∈ G . Now, let h ∈ K. Since Q_{h,h} = ⟨Q(·)h, h⟩_K is a finite measure, the classical Minkowski inequality for integrals (e.g., 6.19 in [22]) gives ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ Φ(·, σ) ρ(dσ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞(Qh,h )} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Qh,h )} ρ(dσ) ≤ ∫ Σ ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Q)} ρ(dσ) = c. (Part of what we are using from Minkowski’s inequality for integrals is measurability of σ → ‖Φ(·,σ)‖_L∞_{(Qh,h)}.) In particular, ⟨Q(G)h, h⟩_K = Q_{h,h}(G) = 0. Since h was arbitrary, we conclude Q(G) = 0.

Definition 4.1.2 (Integral projective tensor products). Let φ: Ω → C be a function. A L^∞_P -integral projective decomposition (L^∞_P -IPD) of φ is a choice (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) of a σ-finite measure space (Σ, H , ρ) and measurable functions φ_1 : Ω_1 × Σ → C , . . . , φ_{k+1} : Ω_{k+1} × Σ → C such that:

(i) φ_j (·, σ) ∈ L^∞(Ω_j , P_j ), for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1} and σ ∈ Σ;

(ii) ∫ Σ ‖φ_1(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(P1 )} · · · ‖φ_{k+1}(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pk+1)} ρ(dσ) < ∞; and

(iii) for P -almost every ω = (ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) ∈ Ω, we have φ(ω) = ∫ Σ φ_1(ω_1, σ) · · · φ_{k+1}(ω_{k+1}, σ) ρ(dσ).

Note that the integral on the right hand side is defined for P -almost every ω = (ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) ∈ Ω by Lemma 4.1.1 and requirement (ii).

Now, define ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P1) ^⊗i··· ^⊗i L}∞_{(Pk+1)} to be the infimum of the set of numbers ∫ Σ ‖φ_1(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(P1)} · · · ‖φ_{k+1}(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pk+1 )} ρ(dσ), where (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) is a L^∞_P -integral projective decomposition of φ. (We take inf ∅ := ∞.) Noting that ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P1) ^⊗i ··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1 )} = ‖ψ‖_L∞_{(P1) ^⊗i ··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1 )} if φ = ψ P -a.e., so that ‖ · ‖_L∞_{(P1 ) ^⊗i··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1 )} is well-defined on L^∞(Ω, P ), we define L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) to be the set of φ ∈ L^∞(Ω, P ) such that ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P1 ) ^⊗i ··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1 )} < ∞ and call it the integral projective tensor product (IPTP) of L^∞(Ω_1, P_1), . . . , L^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}).

Remark 4.1.3 (Measurability issues). The literature is rather cavalier with the definition of the IPTP above. Indeed, if (Ξ, G , K, Q) is a projection valued measure space, (Σ, H , ρ) is a σ-finite measure space, and Φ: Ξ × Σ → C is measurable, then the function Σ ∋ σ → ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Q)} ∈ [0, ∞] is not necessarily measurable. In particular, it is important to specify in (4.1) and (ii) which integral (upper or lower) is being used. This detail, which is important in arguments to come, has been side stepped in the existing literature.

It is worth discussing “how non-measurable” σ → Φ_Q(σ) := ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Q)} can be in various circumstances. We proceed from least to most pathological. First, if Q is equivalent to a σ-finite scalar measure — as is always the case when K is separable — then Φ_Q is actually measurable. In the next two examples, suppose Q(G) = 0 ⇔ G = ∅. (Please see Example 4.1.5.) For the second example, suppose X is a complete, separable metric space and (Ξ, G ) = (X, B_X ). Then Φ_Q is “almost measurable,” i.e., Φ_Q is measurable with respect to the ρ-completion of H . This fact follows from Corollary 2.13 in [11], which relies on the nontrivial “measurable projection theorem” (Theorem III.23 in [8]). Because in this case Φ_Q is “almost measurable,” the upper and lower integrals of Φ_Q agree. This is used implicitly — and perhaps unknowingly — in the literature (e.g., [3, 14, 18]) but is never proven or cited as it should be. Third, let Y ⊆ [0, 1] be a non- Lebesgue-measurable set, (Ξ, G ) = (Y, B_Y ), and (Σ, H , ρ) = ([0, 1], B_{[0,1]}, Lebesgue). If Φ := 1_{Δ∩(Y ×[0,1])}, where Δ := {(x, x) : x ∈ [0, 1]} is the diagonal, then we have Φ_Q(σ) = ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_ℓ∞_{(Y )} = 1_Y (σ), for all σ ∈ [0, 1]. Thus Φ_Q is not even Lebesgue measurable in this case.

Here are the basic properties of L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}). Special cases of the following proposition have been stated in the literature (e.g., Lemma 4.6 in [14]), but no proofs are written down. For the sake of completeness — especially in view of the measurability issues discussed in Remark 4.1.3 — we provide a full proof here. In the statement below, a Banach ∗-algebra is a unital Banach algebra endowed with an isometric ∗-operation.

Proposition 4.1.4 (Basic properties of IPTPs). If φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}), then ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P )} ≤ ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P1 ) ^⊗i··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1 )}. Also, L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) ⊆ L^∞(Ω, P ) is a ∗-subalgebra, and ( L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}), ‖ · ‖_L∞_{(P1 ) ^⊗i··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1)} ) is a unital Banach ∗-algebra.

Proof. Let B := L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and ‖ · ‖_B := ‖ · ‖_L∞_{(P1 ) ^⊗i ··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1 )}. If φ ∈ B has L^∞_P -IPD (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) and Φ(ω, σ) := φ_1(ω_1, σ) · · · φ_{k+1}(ω_{k+1}, σ), then ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P )} ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ |Φ(·, σ)| ρ(dσ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞(P )} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖Φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(P )} ρ(dσ)

≤ ∫ Σ ‖φ_1(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(P1 )} · · · ‖φ_{k+1}(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pk+1)} ρ(dσ) by definition of Φ, the third requirement in Definition 4.1.2, and Lemma 4.1.1. Using the fact that ∫ Σ ≤ ∫ Σ and taking the infimum over the decompositions (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) gives the first result. In particular, ‖φ‖_B = 0 ⇔ φ ≡ 0 P -a.e. Now, we begin the proof that B ⊆ L^∞(Ω, P ) is a ∗-subalgebra and that (B, ‖ · ‖_B) is a Banach ∗-algebra.

First, it is clear from the definition that B ⊆ L^∞(Ω, P ) is closed under scalar multiplication and complex conjugation and that ‖αφ‖_B = |α| ‖φ‖_B = |α| ‖φ‖_B, for all α ∈ C and φ ∈ B.

Second, let (φ_n)_{n∈N} be a sequence in B such that ∑_∞ n=1 ‖φ_n‖_B < ∞. Then ∞∑ n=1 ‖φ_n‖_L∞_{(P )} ≤ ∞∑ n=1 ‖φ_n‖_B < ∞, so that φ := ∑_∞ n=1 φ_n converges in L^∞(Ω, P ). We claim that ‖φ‖_B ≤ ∑_∞ n=1 ‖φ_n‖_B, from which it follows that B ⊆ L^∞(Ω, P ) is a linear subspace and (B, ‖ · ‖_B) is a Banach space. To see this, fix ε > 0 and n ∈ N. By definition of ‖ · ‖_B, there exists a L^∞_P -IPD (Σ_n, ρ_n, φ_{1,n}, . . . , φ_{k+1,n}) of φ_n such that ∫ Σ_n k+1∏ j=1 ‖φ_{j,n}(·, σ_n)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ_n(dσ_n) < ‖φ_n‖_B + ε 2^n . This gives_∞ ∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n k+1∏ j=1 ‖φ_{j,n}(·, σ_n)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ_n(dσ_n) ≤ ∞∑ n=1 ‖φ_n‖_B + ε < ∞. If we redefine (Σ, H , ρ) to be the disjoint union of the set of measure spaces {(Σ_n, H_n, ρ_n) : n ∈ N} and

χ_j (ω_j , σ) := φ_{j,n}(ω_j , σ), ω_j ∈ Ω_j , σ ∈ Σ_n ⊆ ∐ ℓ∈N Σ_ℓ = Σ,

for j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}, then we claim (Σ, ρ, χ_1, . . . , χ_{k+1}) is a L^∞_P -IPD of φ. Indeed, item (i) is easy to check. Next, by Proposition 3.1.2(v), ∫ Σ k+1∏ j=1 ‖χ_j (·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ(dσ) = ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n k+1∏ j=1 ‖φ_{j,n}(·, σ_n)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ_n(dσ_n) < ∞. Finally, for P -almost every ω = (ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) ∈ Ω, ∫ Σ k+1∏ j=1 χ_j (ω_j , σ) ρ(dσ) = ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n k+1∏ j=1 φ_{j,n}(ω_j , σ_n) ρ_n(dσ_n) = ∞∑ n=1 φ_n(ω) = φ(ω). From this, we conclude that φ ∈ B and ‖φ‖_B ≤ ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n k+1∏ j=1 ‖φ_{j,n}(·, σ_n)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ_n(dσ_n) ≤ ∞∑ n=1 ‖φ_n‖_B + ε. Taking ε ↘ 0 completes the proof of the claim.

Third, we show that if φ, ψ ∈ B, then ‖φψ‖_B ≤ ‖φ‖_B‖ψ‖_B, which will complete the proof of the proposition. To this end, suppose (Σ_1, ρ_1, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) and (Σ_2, ρ_2, ψ_1, . . . , ψ_{k+1}) are L^∞_P -IPDs of φ and ψ, respectively. Redefine

(Σ, H , ρ) := (Σ_1 × Σ_2, H_1 ⊗ H_2, ρ_1 ⊗ ρ_2) and χ_j (ω_j , σ) := φ_j (ω_j , σ_1) ψ_j (ω_j , σ_2), (ω_j , σ) = (ω_j , σ_1, σ_2) ∈ Ω_j × Σ,

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}. We claim (Σ, ρ, χ_1, . . . , χ_{k+1}) is a L^∞_P -IPD of (any representative of) φψ. Once again, item (i) is clear. Now, by Fubini’s theorem and the definition of the upper integral, ∫ Σ k+1∏ j=1 ‖χ_j (·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ(dσ) ≤ ∫ Σ_1 k+1∏ j=1 ‖φ_j (·, σ_1)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ_1(dσ_1) ∫ Σ_2 k+1∏ j=1 ‖ψ_j (·, σ_2)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ_2(dσ_2) < ∞.

Finally, for P -almost every ω = (ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) ∈ Ω, φ(ω) ψ(ω) = ∫ Σ_1 k+1∏ j=1 φ_j (ω_j , σ_1) ρ_1(dσ_1) ∫ Σ_2 k+1∏ j=1 ψ_j (ω_j , σ_2) ρ_2(dσ_2) = ∫ Σ k+1∏ j=1 χ_j (ω_j , σ) ρ(dσ) again by Fubini’s theorem. This proves φψ ∈ B and, after taking infima, ‖φψ‖_B ≤ ‖φ‖_B‖ψ‖_B as well.

Example 4.1.5 (ℓ^∞-IPTPs). Let (Ξ, G ) be a measurable space, and write ℓ^2(Ξ) := L^2(Ξ, 2^Ξ, κ), where κ is the counting measure on Ξ. For G ∈ G , let Q(G) ∈ B(ℓ^2(Ξ)) be multiplication by 1_G. Then we call Q: G → B(ℓ^2(Ξ)) the projection valued counting measure on (Ξ, G ). Note that L^∞(Ξ, Q) = ℓ^∞(Ξ, G ) with norm ‖ · ‖_L∞_{(Q)} = ‖ · ‖_ℓ∞_{(Ξ)} because Q(G) = 0 if and only if G = ∅.

We define

ℓ^∞(Ω_1, F_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iℓ^∞(Ω_{k+1}, F_{k+1}) := L^∞(Ω_1, Q_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, Q_{k+1}),

where Q_j is the projection valued counting measure on (Ω_j , F_j ), and ‖ · ‖_ℓ∞_{(Ω1,F1 ) ^⊗i··· ^⊗iℓ}∞_{(Ωk+1,Fk+1 )} := ‖ · ‖_L∞_{(Q1 ) ^⊗i ··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Qk+1 )}. It is easy to see that Q := Q_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Q_{k+1} is the projection valued counting measure on (Ω, F ) when we identify ℓ^2(Ω_1) ⊗_2 · · · ⊗_2 ℓ^2(Ω_{k+1}) ∼= ℓ^2(Ω_1 × · · · × Ω_{k+1}) = ℓ^2(Ω). Thus

ℓ^∞(Ω_1, F_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iℓ^∞(Ω_{k+1}, F_{k+1}) ⊆ L^∞(Ω, Q) = ℓ^∞(Ω, F ).

We call this space the integral projective tensor product of ℓ^∞(Ω_1, F_1), . . . , ℓ^∞(Ω_{k+1}, F_{k+1}) and refer to ℓ^∞-integral projective decompositions rather than L^∞_Q -integral projective decompositions.

Variants of the ℓ^∞-integral projective tensor product are often used in the literature (e.g., [3, 14, 18]). As the above example shows, ℓ^∞-integral projective tensor products are special cases of L^∞-integral projective tensor products if one allows non-separable Hilbert spaces.

4.2 (Well-)Definition of MOIs

The goal of this section is to show that if φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) is a L^∞_P -IPD of φ, then the object ∫ Σ P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ∈ B(H_{k+1}; H_1)

makes sense as a pointwise Pettis (in fact, weak^∗) integral that is independent of the chosen decomposition (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) of φ whenever b_j ∈ B(H_{j+1}; H_j ) for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k}.

Definition 4.2.1 (Complex Markov kernel). Let (Ξ, G ) and (Σ, H ) be measurable spaces. A complex Markov kernel (with source Σ and target Ξ) is a map ν : Σ → M(Ξ, G ) = {complex measures on (Ξ, G )} such that the function Σ ∋ σ → ν_σ (G) := ν(σ)(G) ∈ C is (H , B_C )-measurable, for every G ∈ G .

Lemma 4.2.2. Fix measurable spaces (Ξ, G ) and (Σ, H ) and a complex Markov kernel ν : Σ → M(Ξ, G ). If φ: Ξ × Σ → C is measurable and φ(·, σ) ∈ L^1(Ξ, |ν_σ |), for all σ ∈ Σ, then the following function is (H , B_C )-measurable: Σ ∋ σ → ∫ Ξ φ(ξ, σ) ν_σ (dξ) ∈ C . Sketch of proof. By a truncation argument, it suffices to prove the claim when φ is bounded. To this end, let

H := { φ ∈ ℓ^∞(Ξ × Σ, G ⊗ H ) : σ → ∫ Ξ φ(ξ, σ) ν_σ (dξ) is measurable } . Clearly, H is a vector space that is closed under complex conjugation. It is closed under sequential bounded convergence by the dominated convergence theorem. Now, if G ∈ G and S ∈ H , then ∫ Ξ 1_{G×S}(ξ, σ) ν_σ (dξ) = 1_S (σ) ν_σ (G),

for all σ ∈ Σ. Thus 1_{G×S} ∈ H by definition of a complex Markov kernel. By the multiplicative system theorem (in the form of Corollary 1.2.3), we conclude that ℓ^∞(Ξ × Σ, G ⊗ H ) ⊆ H , as desired.

Proposition 4.2.3. Fix a projection valued measure space (Ξ, G , K, Q), another complex Hilbert space (L, ⟨·, ·⟩_L), a measure space (Σ, H , ρ), and a measurable function φ: Ξ × Σ → C . If φ(·, σ) ∈ L^∞(Ξ, Q), for all σ ∈ Σ, and A: Σ → B(K; L) and B : Σ → B(L; K) are pointwise weakly measurable, then the maps Σ ∋ σ → A(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) ∈ B(K; L) and Σ ∋ σ → Q(φ(·, σ)) B(σ) ∈ B(L; K) are pointwise weakly measurable as well. If in addition ∫ Σ ‖A(σ)‖_{B(K;L)}‖φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Q)} ρ(dσ) + ∫ Σ ‖φ(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Q)}‖B(σ)‖_{B(L;K)} ρ(dσ) < ∞, then the aforementioned maps are pointwise Pettis (in fact, weak^∗) integrable.

Proof. Fix σ ∈ Σ, k ∈ K, and l ∈ L. Then ⟨ A(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) k, l ⟩ L = ⟨ Q(φ(·, σ)) k, A(σ)^∗l ⟩ K = ∫ Ξ φ(ξ, σ) Q_{k,A(σ)}∗_l(dξ). But ν^A_σ (G) := Q_{k,A(σ)}∗_l(G) = ⟨Q(G)k, A(σ)^∗l⟩_K = ⟨A(σ)Q(G)k, l⟩_L defines a complex Markov kernel ν^A : Σ → M(Ξ, G ) by the pointwise weak measurability of A. We conclude from Lemma 4.2.2 that A(·) ∫ Ξ φ(ξ, ·) Q(dξ) is pointwise weakly measurable. A similar argument proves that ∫ Ξ φ(ξ, ·) Q(dξ) B(·) is pointwise weakly measurable.

The second part follows from Corollary 3.3.7 because, for all σ ∈ Σ, we have ‖ A(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) ‖ B(K;L) ≤ ‖A(σ)‖B(K;L)‖Q(φ(·, σ))‖B(K) = ‖A(σ)‖B(K;L)‖φ(·, σ)‖L^∞(Q) and ‖ ‖Q(φ(·, σ)) B(σ) ‖ ‖_{B(L;K)} ≤ ‖Q(φ(·, σ))‖_{B(K)}‖B(σ)‖_{B(L;K)} = ‖φ(·, σ)‖_{L∞(Q)}‖B(σ)‖_{B(L;K)}. Corollary 4.2.4. Fix φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}), a L^∞_P -IPD (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) of φ, and b_1 ∈ B(H_2; H_1), . . . , b_k ∈ B(H_{k+1}; H_k). If

F (σ) := P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k (φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ∈ B(H_{k+1}; H_1) = ∫ Ω_1

φ_1(·, σ) dP_1 b_1 · · · ∫ Ω_k φ_k(·, σ) dP_k b_k ∫ Ω_{k+1} φ_{k+1}(·, σ) dP_{k+1} for σ ∈ Σ, then F : Σ → B(H_{k+1}; H_1) is pointwise Pettis (in fact, weak^∗) integrable and ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ F dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{B(Hk+1;H1 )} ≤ (_k ∏ j=1 ‖b_j ‖_{B(Hj+1 ;Hj )} )∫ Σ k+1∏ m=1 ‖φ_m(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pm )} ρ(dσ). (4.2)

Proof. An inductive application of the first part of Proposition 4.2.3 implies that F is pointwise weakly measurable. The fact that ‖F (σ)‖_{B(Hk+1;H1 )} ≤ (_k ∏ j=1 ‖b_j ‖_{B(Hj+1 ;Hj )} )_{k+1} ∏ m=1 ‖φ_m(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pm)} allows us to conclude from Corollary 3.3.7 that F is pointwise Pettis (in fact, weak^∗) integrable. The bound (4.2) then follows from the triangle inequality in Theorem 3.3.6(ii).

Notation 4.2.5 (MOI, take I). Let φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) be a L^∞_P -IPD of φ. Write P = (P_1, . . . , P_{k+1}) and, whenever b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k), define I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] to be the following pointwise Pettis (weak^∗) integral, from Corollary 4.2.4: ∫ Σ P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k (·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ∈ B(H_{k+1}; H_1).

By linearity of the integral and (4.2), the map

I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}): B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k) → B(H_{k+1}; H_1)

is k-linear and bounded. Our next—and most important—task is to prove this map is ultraweakly continuous in each argument. As described in Section 1.2, this is quite technical when H_1, . . . , H_{k+1} are not separable.

Lemma 4.2.6. Suppose that (Ξ, G , K, Q) is a projection valued measure space. If (φ_n)_{n∈N} ∈ L^∞(Ξ, Q)^N, sup_{n∈N} ‖φ_n‖_L∞_{(Q)} < ∞, and φ_n → φ ∈ L^∞(Ξ, Q) pointwise Q-a.e. as n → ∞, then Q(φ_n) → Q(φ) in the S^∗OT as n → ∞.

Proof. Since Q is linear and Q(ψ)^∗ = Q(ψ), for all ψ ∈ L^∞(Ξ, Q), it suffices to assume φ ≡ 0 and, in this case, to prove Q(φ_n) → 0 in the SOT as n → ∞. To this end, let h ∈ K. Then the dominated convergence theorem gives, as n → ∞, ‖Q(φ_n)h‖^2_K = ⟨Q(φ_n)^∗Q(φ_n)h, h⟩_K = ⟨Q(|φ_n|^2)h, h⟩_K = ∫ Ξ |φ_n|^2 dQ_{h,h} → 0. Lemma 4.2.7. Let K, L be Hilbert spaces, (Q_n)_{n∈N} ∈ B(K; L)^N, Q ∈ B(K; L), and C ∈ S_1(L; K). If Q_n → Q in the SOT, then Q_nC → QC in S_1(L) as n → ∞. If Q^∗_n → Q^∗ in the SOT, then CQ_n → CQ in S_1(K) as n → ∞. In particular, if Q_n → Q in the S^∗OT, then Q_nC → QC in S_1(L) and CQ_n → CQ in S_1(K) as n → ∞.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can take Q = 0. Assume Q_n → 0 in the SOT as n → ∞, and let D ∈ S_2(L; K) and E ⊆ L be an orthonormal basis. Then ‖Q_nD‖^2_{S2} = ∑ e∈E ‖Q_nDe‖^2_L → 0 as n → ∞ by the dominated convergence theorem. More explicitly, we have ‖Q_nDe‖_L → 0 as n → ∞, for all e ∈ E; and ‖Q_nDe‖^2_L ≤ ‖De‖^2_K sup_{j∈N} ‖Q_j ‖^2_{B(K;L)} ∈ L^1(E, counting) because D ∈ S_2(L; K). Next, assume Q^∗_n → 0 in the SOT as n → ∞. Then ‖DQ_n‖_{S2} = ‖Q^∗_nD^∗‖_{S2} → 0 as n → ∞ by the previous argument. Finally, let C = U|C| be the polar decomposition of C ∈ S_1(L; K). Then |C|^{12} ∈ S_2(L) and U|C|^{12} ∈ S_2(L; K), so ‖Q_nC‖_{S1} = ‖ ‖Q_nU|C|^12 |C|^12 ‖ ‖_{S1} ≤ ‖ ‖Q_nU|C|^12 ‖ ‖_{S2} ‖ ‖|C|^12 ‖ ‖_{S2} → 0 or ‖CQ_n‖_{S1} = ‖ ‖U|C|^12 |C|^12 Q_n ‖ ‖_{S1} ≤ ‖ ‖U|C|^12 ‖ ‖_{S2} ‖ ‖|C|^12 Q_n ‖ ‖_{S2} → 0

if Q_n → 0 or Q^∗_n → 0 in the SOT as n → ∞, respectively, by Hölder’s inequality for the Schatten norms and what we just proved.

We are now finally prepared to prove Theorem 1.2.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.2.4. The first conclusion is clear from Proposition 4.2.3(to see that A(·) ∫ Ξ φ(ξ, ·) Q(dξ) and ∫ Ξ φ(ξ, ·) Q(dξ) A(·) are pointwise Pettis integrable) and Theorem 3.4.3 (to see that their pointwise Pettis integrals belong to S_1(K)). For the second, we use the multiplicative system theorem. Let

H := {φ ∈ ℓ^∞(Ξ × Σ, G ⊗ H ) : (1.8) holds for A and A^∗}.

(Note A^∗ and A satisfy the same hypotheses.) Clearly H is a vector space. To show H is closed under complex conjugation, note that if φ ∈ H and B ∈ {A, A^∗}, then

Tr ( ∫ Σ B(σ) Q ( φ(·, σ) ) ρ(dσ) ) = Tr (( ∫ Σ Q(φ(·, σ)) B(σ)^∗ ρ(dσ) )_∗) = Tr ( ∫ Σ Q(φ(·, σ)) B(σ)^∗ ρ(dσ) )

= Tr ( ∫ Σ B(σ)^∗ Q(φ(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ) = Tr (( ∫ Σ B(σ)^∗ Q(φ(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) )_∗)

= Tr ( ∫ Σ Q ( φ(·, σ) ) B(σ) ρ(dσ) ) . Therefore, φ ∈ H . Next, we show H is closed under sequential bounded convergence. Suppose (φ_n)_{n∈N} ∈ H^N converges boundedly to φ ∈ ℓ^∞(Ξ × Σ, G ⊗ H ). We claim that ∫ Σ B(σ) Q(φ_n(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) → ∫ Σ B(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) and ∫ Σ Q(φ_n(·, σ)) B(σ) ρ(dσ) → ∫ Σ Q(φ(·, σ)) B(σ) ρ(dσ) in S_1(K) as n → ∞ for B ∈ {A, A^∗}. Indeed, let σ ∈ Σ. By Lemma 4.2.6, Q(φ_n(·, σ)) → Q(φ(·, σ)) in the S^∗OT as n → ∞. By Lemma 4.2.7, B(σ) Q(φ_n(·, σ)) → B(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) and Q(φ_n(·, σ)) B(σ) → Q(φ(·, σ)) B(σ) in S_1(K) as n → ∞. Finally, note that ∫ Σ sup_{n∈N} ‖ ‖B(σ) Q(φ_n(·, σ)) ‖ ‖_{S1} ρ(dσ) + ∫ Σ sup_{n∈N} ‖ ‖Q(φ_n(·, σ)) B(σ) ‖ ‖_{S1} ρ(dσ) is bounded above by 2ρ(Σ) sup_{σ∈Σ} ‖B(σ)‖_{S1} sup_{n∈N} ‖φ_n‖_ℓ∞_{(Ξ×Σ)} < ∞. The claim then follows from Corollary 3.4.5. This establishes (1.8) for φ and B by allowing us to take n → ∞ in (1.8) for φ_n and B. Thus φ ∈ H , as desired.

Finally, if G ∈ G , S ∈ H , φ := 1_{G×S}, and B ∈ {A, A^∗}, then Tr ( ∫ Σ B(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ) = Tr ( ∫ Σ B(σ) 1_S (σ) Q(G) ρ(dσ) ) = Tr ( ∫ Σ 1_S (σ) B(σ) ρ(dσ) Q(G) )

= Tr ( Q(G) ∫ Σ 1_S (σ) B(σ) ρ(dσ) ) = Tr ( ∫ Σ Q(G) 1_S (σ) B(σ) ρ(dσ) )

= Tr ( ∫ Σ Q(φ(·, σ)) B(σ) ρ(dσ) )

by Theorem 2.2.3(iv). Thus φ ∈ H . We conclude from the multiplicative system theorem (Corollary 1.2.3) that ℓ^∞(Ξ × Σ, G ⊗ H ) ⊆ H , as desired.

Remark 4.2.8. There is an easy argument available when K is separable. Indeed, since any orthonormal basis is countable, one can show that if (Σ, H , ρ) is any measure space and A: Σ → S_1(K) ⊆ B(K) is pointwise weakly measurable with ∫ Σ‖A(σ)‖_{S1} ρ(dσ) < ∞, then Tr ( ∫ Σ A(σ) ρ(dσ) ) = ∫ Σ Tr(A(σ)) ρ(dσ).

The result (actually, a more general result) therefore follows from pointwise application of Theorem 2.2.3(iv).

Theorem 4.2.9. Fix φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}), a L^∞_P -integral projective decomposition (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) of φ, and

b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k).

If b_j ∈ S_1(H_{j+1}; H_j ) for some j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, then

Σ ∋ σ → P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ∈ S_1(H_{k+1}; H_1)

is Gel’fand–Pettis integrable as a map Σ → (S_1(H_{k+1}; H_1), ‖ · ‖_{S1} ), and its Gel’fand–Pettis integral (over Σ) is I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] ∈ S_1(H_{k+1}; H_1).

Proof. First, notice that I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] ∈ S_1(H_{k+1}; H_1) by Theorem 3.4.3. Now, for σ ∈ Σ, write

F (σ) := P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ∈ S_1(H_{k+1}; H_1).

By definition of Gel’fand–Pettis integrals and the identification (Theorem 2.2.3(v)) of B(H_1; H_{k+1}) as S_1(H_{k+1}; H_1)^∗, we must show that if b_{k+1} ∈ B(H_1; H_{k+1}), then:

(1) Σ ∋ σ → Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1}) ∈ C is measurable; (2) ∫ Σ | Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1})| ρ(dσ) < ∞; and

(3) Tr ( I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] b_{k+1} ) = ∫ Σ Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1}) ρ(dσ).

This suffices because if S ∈ H , then we can apply the above to (S, ρ|_S , φ_1|_{Ω1 ×S} , . . . , φ_{k+1}|_{Ωk+1×S} ) to conclude that the S_1-weak integral over S of F is I^P (S, ρ|_S , φ_1|_{Ω1 ×S} , . . . , φ_{k+1}|_{Ωk+1 ×S} )[b]. We take each item in turn.

(1) If σ ∈ Σ, then

Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1}) = Tr(P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k (φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) b_{k+1}) = Tr(P_{j+1}(φ_{j+1}(·, σ)) b_{j+1} · · · P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) b_{k+1} P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_j (φ_j (·, σ))

:=F_j (σ)

b_j )

by Theorem 2.2.3(iv). But F_j : Σ → B(H_{j+1}; H_j ) is pointwise Pettis integrable by Corollary 4.2.4, and b_j ∈ S_1(H_{j+1}; H_j ). Thus Tr(F (·) b_{k+1}) = Tr(F_j (·) b_j ) is measurable by Theorem 3.3.6(i).

(2) We have ∫ Σ | Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1})| ρ(dσ) ≤ ∫ Σ ‖F (σ) b_{k+1}‖_{S1} ρ(dσ) ≤ ‖b_{k+1}‖ ∫ Σ ‖F ‖_{S1} dρ

≤ ‖b_j ‖_{S1} ∏ p≠j ‖b_p‖ ∫ Σ k+1∏ j_0 =1 ‖φ_{j0} (·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pj0 )} ρ(dσ) < ∞, as desired. (Note that we have been sloppy with our notation for different operator norms above.)

(3) This step is the most involved; we reduce it to the result of Theorem 1.2.4. First, let (Σ_n)_{n∈N} ∈ H^N be a countable partition of Σ by sets of finite ρ-measure. Then ∫ Σ Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1}) ρ(dσ) = ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n

Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1}) ρ(dσ)

by the last step. Now, if F_0 : Σ → B(H_{k+1}; H_1) is pointwise Pettis integrable, then ∫ Σ F_0 dρ = WOT- ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n

F_0 dρ and ∞∑ n=1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ_n F_0 dρ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ S_1 ≤ ∞∑ n=1 ∫ Σ_n

‖F_0‖_{S1} dρ = ∫ Σ ‖F_0‖_{S1} dρ by definition of the pointwise Pettis integral, Theorem 3.4.3, and Proposition 3.1.2(v). This implies Tr ( I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] b_{k+1} ) = ∞∑ n=1 Tr ( I^P (Σ_n, ρ|_{Σn} , φ_1|_{Ω1 ×Σn} , . . . , φ_{k+1}|_{Ωk+1 ×Σn} )[b] b_{k+1} ) . It therefore suffices to assume ρ(Σ) < ∞.

Second, let m ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}, n ∈ N, φ_{m,n} := φ_m 1_{{(ωm,σ)∈Ωm ×Σ:|φm(ωm,σ)|≤n}}, and σ ∈ Σ. Then φ_{m,n} is bounded, φ_{m,n}(·, σ) → φ_m(·, σ) P_m-almost everywhere as n → ∞, and sup_{n∈N} ‖φ_{m,n}(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pm)} ≤ ‖φ_m(·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pm)} < ∞. Thus P_m(φ_{m,n}(·, σ)) → P_m(φ_m(·, σ)) in the S^∗OT as n → ∞ by Lemma 4.2.6. Now, let (ψ_{1,n}, . . . , ψ_{k+1,n}) := (φ_1, . . . , φ_{m−1}, φ_{m,n}, φ_{m+1}, . . . , φ_{k+1}) and F_{m,n}(σ) := P_1(ψ_{1,n}(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(ψ_{k,n}(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(ψ_{k+1,n}(·, σ)) ∈ B(H_{k+1}; H_k).

Since b_j ∈ S_1(H_{j+1}; H_j ), Lemma 4.2.7 gives that F_{m,n}(σ) → F (σ) in S_1(H_{k+1}; H_1) as n → ∞. But ∫ Σ sup_{n∈N} ‖F_{m,n}‖_{S1} dρ ≤ ‖b_j ‖_{S1} ∏ p∉{j,k+1} ‖b_p‖ ∫ Σ k+1∏ j_0 =1 ‖φ_{j0} (·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pj0 )} ρ(dσ) < ∞. Therefore, by Corollary 3.4.5, I^P (Σ, ρ, ψ_{1,n}, . . . , ψ_{k+1,n})[b] = ∫ Σ F_{m,n} dρ → ∫ Σ F dρ = I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] (4.3)

in S_1(H_{k+1}; H_1) as n → ∞, and, by the dominated convergence theorem, ∫ Σ Tr(F_{m,n}(σ) b_{k+1}) ρ(dσ) → ∫ Σ Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1}) ρ(dσ)

as n → ∞. It therefore suffices to assume φ_m is bounded.

Finally, assume ρ(Σ) < ∞ and φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1} are all bounded. Also, retain the definition of the map F_j : Σ → B(H_{j+1}; H_j ) from the first step of the proof. Then Tr ( I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] b_{k+1} ) = Tr ( ∫ Σ k+1∏ j_0 =1

P_{j0} (φ_{j0} (·, σ)) b_{j0} ρ(dσ) )

= Tr ( ∫ Σ j∏ j_1 =1

P_{j1} (φ_{j1} (·, σ)) b_{j1} k+1∏ j_2 =j+1

P_{j2} (φ_{j2} (·, σ)) b_{j2} ρ(dσ) )

= Tr ( ∫ Σ k+1∏ j_2 =j+1

P_{j2} (φ_{j2} (·, σ)) b_{j2} j∏ j_1 =1

P_{j1} (φ_{j1} (·, σ)) b_{j1} ρ(dσ) ) (4.4)

= Tr (( ∫ Σ F_j dρ ) b_j ) = ∫ Σ Tr(F_j (σ) b_j )

=Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1}) ρ(dσ), (4.5)

where (4.4) follows from repeated, alternating applications of Theorems 1.2.4 and 2.2.3(iv); and (4.5) follows from the σ-weak continuity of c → Tr(cb_j ) and the calculation from the first step. Remark 4.2.10. By inspection of the proof, justifying (4.4) is where essentially all the difficulty lies. Using the generalization of Theorem 1.2.4 for separable K alluded to in Remark 4.2.8, (4.4) can be justified much more easily and directly (i.e., without need to go through all the reductions from the third step of the proof) when H_1, . . . , H_{k+1} are separable.

It is interesting to note that the “truncation argument” from the third step of the proof above is the only place in this section where we have actually used that the upper (as opposed to the lower) ρ-integral of σ → ∏_{k+1} j=1 ‖φ_j (·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} is finite. Specifically, we only used it to prove (4.3). In all other arguments, finiteness of the lower integral sufficed.

Corollary 4.2.11 (Ultraweak continuity of MOI). Let φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_i L^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) be a L^∞_P -IPD of φ. If b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k), b_{k+1} ∈ S_1(H_1; H_{k+1}), and γ ∈ S_{k+1} is a cyclic permutation of {1, . . . , k + 1}, then Tr ( I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] b_{k+1} ) = Tr ( I^{P γ} (Σ, ρ, φ_{γ(1)}, . . . , φ_{γ(k+1)})[b_γ ] b_{γ(k+1)} ) , where P_γ = (P_{γ(1)}, . . . , P_{γ(k+1)}) and b_γ = (b_{γ(1)}, . . . , b_{γ(k)}). In particular, the map I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}): B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k) → B(H_{k+1}; H_1) is (k-linear and) ultraweakly continuous in each argument.

Proof. Fix b ∈ B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k), b_{k+1} ∈ S_1(H_1; H_{k+1}), and j ∈ {1, . . . , k}. Let γ ∈ S_{k+1} be the cyclic permutation j_0 → j_0 + j mod k + 1, and define

F (σ) := P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ∈ B(H_{k+1}; H_1) and F_j (σ) := P_{j+1}(φ_{j+1}(·, σ)) b_{j+1} · · · P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) b_{k+1} P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_{j−1}(φ_{j−1}(·, σ)) b_{j−1} P_j (φ_j (·, σ)) = P_{γ(1)}(φ_{γ(1)}(·, σ)) b_{γ(1)} · · · P_{γ(k)}(φ_{γ(k)}(·, σ)) b_{γ(k)} P_{γ(k+1)}(φ_{γ(k+1)}(·, σ)) ∈ B(H_j ; H_{j+1}), for all σ ∈ Σ. Then I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] = ∫ Σ F dρ and Tr (( ∫ Σ F dρ ) b_{k+1} ) = ∫ Σ Tr(F (σ) b_{k+1}) ρ(dσ) (4.6) = ∫ Σ Tr(F_j (σ) b_j ) ρ(dσ) (4.7)

= Tr (( ∫ Σ F_j dρ ) b_j ) (4.8)

= Tr ( I^{P γ} (Σ, ρ, φ_{γ(1)}, . . . , φ_{γ(k+1)})[b_γ ] b_{γ(k+1)} ) , where (4.6) holds because c → Tr(cb_{k+1}) is σ-weakly continuous, (4.7) holds by Theorem 2.2.3(iv), and (4.8) holds by Theorem 4.2.9 (plus the fact that the map S_1 ∋ c → Tr(cb_j ) ∈ C is bounded linear). This completes the proof for the cyclic permutation γ. Since j ∈ {1, . . . , k} was arbitrary, we are done.

We now reap the benefits of this technical work: the ultraweak continuity we have just proven will allow us to show that I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) as defined in Notation 4.2.5 does not depend on the chosen L^∞_P -IPD of φ and is therefore a reasonable definition of (1.1).

Theorem 4.2.12 (Well-definition of MOI). If φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}), then I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) = I^P (Σ̃, ρ̃, φ̃_1, . . . , φ̃_{k+1}) whenever (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) and (Σ̃, ρ̃, φ̃_1, . . . , φ̃_{k+1}) are L^∞_P -IPDs of φ.

Proof. By the argumentwise ultraweak continuity of I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) and I^P (Σ̃, ρ̃, φ̃_1, . . . , φ̃_{k+1}) (i.e., Corollary 4.2.11) and the ultraweak density of finite rank operators, it suffices to prove I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b] = I^P (Σ̃, ρ̃, φ̃_1, . . . , φ̃_{k+1})[b] (4.9) whenever b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ B(H_2; H_1)×· · ·×B(H_{k+1}; H_k) is such that b_j has finite rank for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k}. By k-linearity, it therefore also suffices to prove (4.9) when b_j has rank at most one for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k}.

To this end, write m := k +1 and, for 1 ≤ j ≤ m−1, let b_j = ⟨·, h_j ⟩_{Hj+1} k_j , where k_j ∈ H_j and h_j ∈ H_{j+1}. Then P_j (φ_j (·, σ)) b_j = ⟨·, h_j ⟩_{Hj+1} P_j (φ_j (·, σ)) k_j , for all σ ∈ Σ and j ∈ {1, . . . , m − 1}. If also k_m ∈ H_m, then F (σ)k_m := P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_{m−1}(φ_{m−1}(·, σ)) b_{m−1} P_m(φ_m(·, σ))k_m = m∏ j=2 ⟨ P_j (φ_j (·, σ))k_j , h_{j−1} ⟩ H_j P1(φ1(·, σ))k1 = (_m ∏ j=2 ∫ Ω_j φ_j (·, σ) d ( P_j ) k_j ,h_{j−1} ) P_1(φ_1(·, σ))k_1. (4.10)

Next, if h_0 ∈ H_1 and ν := (P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m)_{k1 ⊗···⊗km ,h0⊗···⊗hm−1} ∈ M(Ω, F ) = (P_1)_{k1 ,h0} ⊗ (P_2)_{k2 ,h1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ (P_m)_{km,hm−1} , then ∫ Ω m∏ j=1 |φ_j (ω_j , σ)| |ν|(dω) ≤ m∏ j=1 ‖φ_j (·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pj )}‖k_j ‖_{Hj} ‖h_{j−1}‖_{Hj} < ∞, (4.11) for all σ ∈ Σ. Therefore, by (4.10) and Fubini’s theorem,

⟨F (σ)k_m, h_0⟩_{H1} = (_m ∏ j=2 ∫ Ω_j φ_j (·, σ) d ( P_j ) k_j ,h_{j−1} ) ⟨ P_1(φ_1(·, σ))k_1, h_0 ⟩ H_1 = m∏ j=1 ∫ Ω_j φ_j (·, σ) d ( P_j ) k_j ,h_{j−1} = ∫ Ω φ_1(ω_1, σ) · · · φ_m(ω_m, σ) ν(dω), (4.12)

for all σ ∈ Σ. Now, by (4.11), ∫ Σ ∫ Ω |φ_1(ω_1, σ)| · · · |φ_m(ω_m, σ)| |ν|(dω) ρ(dσ) ≤ (_m ∏ j=1 ‖k_j ‖_{Hj} ‖h_{j−1}‖_{Hj} )∫ Σ m∏ j=1 ‖φ_j (·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ(dσ) < ∞. Thus, by definition of pointwise Pettis integrals, (4.12), and Fubini’s theorem, ⟨ I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_m)[b]k_m, h_0 ⟩ H_1 = ∫ Σ ∫ Ω φ_1(ω_1, σ) · · · φ_m(ω_m, σ) ν(dω) ρ(dσ) = ∫ Ω ∫ Σ φ_1(ω_1, σ) · · · φ_m(ω_m, σ) ρ(dσ) ν(dω) (4.13)

Finally, note that ν ≪ P = P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m in the sense that {G ∈ F : P (G) = 0} ⊆ {G ∈ F : ν(G̃) = 0 when F ∋ G̃ ⊆ G}. Therefore, the definition of L^∞_P -IPD implies φ(ω) = ∫ Σ φ_1(ω_1, σ) · · · φ_m(ω_m, σ) ρ(dσ) for ν-almost every (i.e., |ν|-almost every) ω ∈ Ω. Thus (4.13) becomes ⟨ I^P (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1})[b]k_m, h_0 ⟩ H_1 = ∫ Ω φ dν, and ∫ Ω φ dν = ⟨P (φ)(k_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ k_m), h_0 ⊗ · · · ⊗ h_{m−1}⟩_{H1 ⊗2···⊗2 Hm} . Since the right hand side is independent of the chosen L^∞_P -IPD, we are done.

We are finally allowed to make the following long awaited definition.

Definition 4.2.13 (MOI, take II). If φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}), then we define ( I^P φ ) [b] = ∫ Ω_{k+1} · · · ∫ Ω_1

φ(ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) P_1(dω_1) b_1 · · · P_k(dω_k) b_k P_{k+1}(dω_{k+1}) := ∫ Σ P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ρ(dσ),

for all b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k) and any L^∞_P -integral projective decomposition (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) of φ. We call I^P φ the multiple operator integral (MOI) of φ with respect to P = (P_1, . . . , P_{k+1}). We also write (P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1})(φ)#[b_1, . . . , b_k] = P (φ)#b := ( I^P φ ) [b]. Remark 4.2.14 (# Operation). The # in the definition above formally stands for the algebraic action #: B(H_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ B(H_{k+1}) → Hom(B(H_2; H_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ B(H_{k+1}; H_k); B(H_{k+1}; H_1)) determined (linearly) by (a_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ a_{k+1})#[b_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ b_k] := a_1b_1 · · · a_1b_ka_{k+1} for a_1 ∈ B(H_1), . . . , a_{k+1} ∈ B(H_{k+1}) and b_1 ∈ B(H_2; H_1), . . . , b_k ∈ B(H_{k+1}; H_k). Now, the von Neumann algebra tensor product B(H_1) ¯⊗ · · · ¯⊗B(H_{k+1}) is naturally isomorphic to B(H) = B(H_1 ⊗_2 · · · ⊗_2 H_{k+1}). Therefore, morally speaking, “the multiple operator integral (I^{P1 ,...,Pk+1} φ)[b_1, . . . , b_k] is

P (φ) = ∫ Ω_1 ×···×Ω_{k+1} φ d(P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1}) ∈ B(H) = B(H_1) ¯⊗ · · · ¯⊗B(H_{k+1})

acting on b_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ b_k via #,” even though this does not actually make sense (i.e., # may not extend to the von Neumann algebra tensor product). We continue this discussion in Remark 4.4.2.

We end this section by restricting the MOI we just defined to a von Neumann algebra. Notice first that Theorem 4.2.12 and Corollary 4.2.4 give ‖ ‖(I^P φ)[b] ‖ ‖_{B(Hk+1;H1 )} ≤ ‖φ‖_{L∞(P1 ) ^⊗i··· ^⊗iL∞(Pk+1 )}^k ∏ j=1 ‖b_j ‖_{B(Hj+1;Hj )}, (4.14)

for all b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k).

Lemma 4.2.15. Suppose (Ξ, G , K, Q) is a projection valued measure space and M ⊆ B(K) is a von Neumann algebra. If Q(G) ∈ M, for all G ∈ G , then Q(f) ∈ M, for all f ∈ L^∞(Ξ, Q).

Proof. Of course, it suffices to prove Q(f) ∈ M, for all f ∈ ℓ^∞(Ξ, G ). To this end, let H := {f ∈ ℓ^∞(Ξ, G ) : Q(f) ∈ M}. Since M is a linear subspace closed under taking adjoints, H is a vector space that is closed under complex conjugation. Since M is closed in the SOT, Lemma 4.2.6 implies that H is closed under sequential bounded convergence. By assumption M := {1_G : G ∈ G } ⊆ H . Since M is closed under multiplication and complex conjugation, the multiplicative system theorem gives ℓ^∞(Ξ, G ) = ℓ^∞(Ξ, σ(M )) ⊆ H , as desired.

Theorem 4.2.16 (MOIs in M). Suppose H_1 = · · · = H_{k+1} = K, M ⊆ B(K) is a von Neumann algebra, and P_j takes values in M for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}. If φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) is a L^∞_P -IPD of φ (where P := P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1}), then ( I^P φ ) [b] = ∫ Σ P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k (·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) (4.15)

is a weak^∗ integral in M whenever b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ M^k. Moreover, I^P φ: B(K)^k → B(K) restricts to a bounded k-linear map M^k → M with operator norm at most ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P1) ^⊗i··· ^⊗i L}∞_{(Pk+1)} that is σ-weakly continuous in each argument. Finally, I^P φ is independent of the representation of M in the sense that if N is another von Neumann algebra, and π : M → N is an algebraic ∗-isomorphism, then π (( I^{P1 ,...,Pk+1} φ ) [b_1, . . . , b_k] ) = ( I^{π∘P1 ,...,π∘Pk+1} φ ) [π(b_1), . . . , π(b_k)], for all b_1, . . . , b_k ∈ M.

Proof. By Lemma 4.2.15, the definition of I^P φ, and Corollary 3.3.7, the expression (4.15) defining ( I^P φ ) [b] is a weak^∗ integral in M whenever b ∈ M^k. We know from (4.14) that the restriction I^P φ: M^k → M has the claimed operator norm bound. Corollary 4.2.11 implies the restriction I^P φ: M^k → M is σ-weakly continuous in each argument because the σ-weak operator topology on M is the subspace topology induced by the σ-weak topology on B(K), and the latter is the same as the ultraweak topology. The final claim follows from Theorem 3.3.6(iv) and the fact that π(P_j (f)) = (π ∘ P_j )(f), for all f ∈ L^∞(Ω_j , P_j ), by another multiplicative system theorem argument, which we leave to the reader.

Remark 4.2.17 (The general semifinite case). Let (M, τ) be a semifinite von Neumann algebra. The arguments in this section are robust in the sense that they can be used to prove the following generalizations (in the case H_j = K for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}) of Theorems 1.2.4 and 4.2.9:

(i) Let (Ξ, G , K, Q) be a projection valued measure space such that Q takes values in M, (Σ, H , ρ) be a finite measure space, A: Σ → M be weak^∗ measurable, and φ ∈ ℓ^∞(Ξ × Σ, G ⊗ H ). If

sup_{σ∈Σ} max { ‖A(σ)‖_L1_{(τ )}, ‖A(σ)‖_L∞_{(τ )} } < ∞, then ∫ Σ A(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) ρ(dσ), ∫ Σ Q(φ(·, σ)) A(σ) ρ(dσ) ∈ L^1(τ) and τ ( ∫ Σ Q(φ(·, σ)) A(σ) ρ(dσ) ) = τ ( ∫ Σ A(σ) Q(φ(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ) .

(ii) Suppose we are in the setup of Theorem 4.2.16. If j ∈ {1, . . . , k} and b_j ∈ L^1(τ), then the map

Σ ∋ σ → P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ∈ L^1(τ)

is Gel’fand–Pettis integrable as a map Σ → (L^1(τ), ‖ · ‖_L1_{(τ )}), and its Gel’fand–Pettis integral is the multiple operator integral (4.15).

To prove these, one uses the same arguments but with Theorem 3.4.7 in place of Theorem 3.4.3, a replacement for Lemma 4.2.7 (e.g., Lemma 2.5 in [3]), and duality/basic properties of L^1 instead of S_1. Facts such as the two above are of use when proving trace formulas; please see Section 5.5 of [37] for a survey of some existing results on trace formulas.

4.3 Algebraic properties and noncommutative L^p estimates

In this section, we prove linearity and multiplicativity properties of the MOI defined in the previous section. Then we prove Schatten p-norm and — in the case of a semifinite von Neumann algebra — noncommutative L^p-norm estimates for MOIs.

Proposition 4.3.1 (Algebraic properties of MOIs). Suppose 1 ≤ m ≤ k.

(i) If φ, ψ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and α ∈ C , then I^P (φ + α ψ) = I^P φ + α I^P ψ.

(ii) If

ψ_1 ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_m, P_m) and ψ_2 ∈ L^∞(Ω_{m+1}, P_{m+1}) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}),

then (the P -almost everywhere equivalence class of) the function

(ψ_1 ⊗ ψ_2)(ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) := ψ_1(ω_1, . . . , ω_m) ψ_2(ω_{m+1}, . . . , ω_{k+1})

belongs to L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and ( I^P (ψ_1 ⊗ ψ_2) ) [b] = ( I^{P1 ,...,Pm} ψ_1 ) [b_1, . . . , b_{m−1}] b_m ( I^{Pm+1,...,Pk+1} ψ_2 ) [b_{m+1}, . . . , b_k], for all b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k).

(iii) If ψ ∈ L^∞(Ω_m, P_m) ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{m+1}, P_{m+1}),

ψ̃(ω) := ψ(ω_m, ω_{m+1}) for ω = (ω_1, . . . , ω_{k+1}) ∈ Ω,

and φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}), then ( I^P (φψ̃) ) [b] = ( I^P φ )[ b_1, . . . , b_{m−1}, ( I^{Pm,Pm+1} ψ ) [b_m], b_{m+1}, . . . , b_k ] , for all b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k).

Proof. We take each item in turn.

(i) Let φ, ψ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and α ∈ C . It is easy to see that I^P (αφ) = α I^P φ. To prove additivity, let (Σ_1, ρ_1, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) and (Σ_2, ρ_2, ψ_1, . . . , ψ_{k+1}) be L^∞_P -IPDs of φ and ψ, respectively. Then we take (Σ, H , ρ) to be the disjoint union of the measure spaces (Σ_1, H_1, ρ_1) and (Σ_2, H_2, ρ_2) and, for j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}, define χ_j : Ω_j × Σ → C by

χ_j (ω_j , σ) := { φ_j (ω_j , σ) if σ ∈ Σ_1 ⊆ Σ, ψ_j (ω_j , σ) if σ ∈ Σ_2 ⊆ Σ, for all (ω_j , σ) ∈ Ω_j ×Σ. Then, as is argued in the proof of Proposition 4.1.4, (Σ, ρ, χ_1, . . . , χ_{k+1}) is a L^∞_P -IPD of φ + ψ. Thus, by definition of the disjoint union measure space and pointwise Pettis integrals,

I^P (φ + ψ) = I^P (Σ, ρ, χ_1, . . . , χ_{k+1}) = I^P (Σ_1, ρ_1, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) + I^P (Σ_2, ρ_2, ψ_1, . . . , ψ_{k+1}) = I^P φ + I^P ψ.

Thus φ → I^P φ is linear.

(ii) Let ψ_1 ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_m, P_m) and ψ_2 ∈ L^∞(Ω_{m+1}, P_{m+1}) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}). If (Σ_1, ρ_1, φ_1, . . . , φ_m) and (Σ_2, ρ_2, φ_{m+1}, . . . , φ_{k+1}) are, respectively, L^∞_{P1⊗···⊗Pm} - and L^∞_{Pm+1⊗···⊗Pk+1} -IPDs of ψ_1 and ψ_2, then

(Σ_1, ρ_1, φ_1, . . . , φ_m, 1, · · · , 1 k+1−m ) and (Σ_2, ρ_2, 1, . . . , 1 m , φ_{m+1}, . . . , φ_{k+1}) are, respectively, L^∞_P -IPDs of ψ_1 ⊗ 1 and 1 ⊗ ψ_2. But then

ψ_1 ⊗ ψ_2 = (ψ_1 ⊗ 1)(1 ⊗ ψ_2) ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1})

because L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) is an algebra. And actually, by the argument from the proof of Proposition 4.1.4, if we redefine

(Σ, H , ρ) := (Σ_1 × Σ_2, H_1 ⊗ H_2, ρ_1 ⊗ ρ_2) and

χ_j (ω_j , σ) := { φ_j (ω_j , σ_1) if 1 ≤ j ≤ m, φ_j (ω_j , σ_2) if m + 1 ≤ j ≤ k + 1,

for ω_j ∈ Ω_j and σ = (σ_1, σ_2) ∈ Σ_1 × Σ_2 = Σ, then (Σ, ρ, χ_1, . . . , χ_{k+1}) is a L^∞_P -IPD of ψ_1 ⊗ ψ_2. This observation implies the result. Indeed, let h_1 ∈ H_{k+1}, h_2 ∈ H_1,

h_3 := (I^{Pm+1 ,...,Pk+1} ψ_2)[b_{m+1}, . . . , b_k]h_1, and

T := ( I^{P1 ,...,Pm} ψ_1 ) [b_1, . . . , b_{m−1}] b_m ( I^{Pm+1,...,Pk+1} ψ_2 ) [b_{m+1}, . . . , b_k]. Then

⟨T h_1, h_2⟩_{H1} = ⟨( I^{P1 ,...,Pm} ψ_1 ) [b_1, . . . , b_{m−1}]b_mh_3, h_2 ⟩ H_1 = ∫ Σ_1 ⟨(_m ∏ j=1 P_j (φ_j (·, σ_1)) b_j ) h_3, h_2 ⟩ H_1

ρ_1(dσ_1)

= ∫ Σ_1 ∫ Σ_2 ⟨(_m ∏ j_1 =1

P_{j1} (φ_{j1} (·, σ_1)) b_{j1} )(_k ∏ j_2 =m+1

P_{j2} (φ_{j2} (·, σ_2)) b_{j2} )

× P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ_2))h_1, h_2 ⟩ H_1

ρ_2(dσ_2) ρ_1(dσ_1) = ∫ Σ ⟨ P_1(χ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(χ_k (·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(χ_{k+1}(·, σ))h_1, h_2 ⟩ H_1 ρ(dσ) = ⟨( I^P (ψ_1 ⊗ ψ_2) ) [b_1, . . . , b_k]h_1, h_2 ⟩ H_1

by definition and Fubini’s theorem. This completes the proof of the first multiplicativity claim.

(iii) Let (Σ_1, ρ_1, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) be a L^∞_P -IPD of φ and (Σ_2, ρ_2, ψ_m, φ_{m+1}) be a L^∞_{Pm⊗Pm+1} -IPD of ψ. Then

(Σ_2, ρ_2, 1, . . . , 1 m−1 , ψ_m, ψ_{m+1}, 1, · · · , 1 k−m )

is a L^∞_P -IPD of ψ̃ (as defined in the statement of this item). Once again, by the argument from the proof of Proposition 4.1.4, if we redefine

(Σ, H , ρ) := (Σ_1 × Σ_2, H_1 ⊗ H_2, ρ_1 ⊗ ρ_2) and

χ_j (ω_j , σ) := φ_j (ω_j , σ_1) if 1 ≤ j ≤ m − 1, φ_j (ω_j , σ_1) ψ_j (ω_j , σ_2) if m ≤ j ≤ m + 1, φ_j (ω_j , σ_1) if m + 2 ≤ j ≤ k + 1, for ω_j ∈ Ω_j and σ = (σ_1, σ_2) ∈ Σ_1 ×Σ_2 = Σ, then (Σ, ρ, χ_1, . . . , χ_{k+1}) is a L^∞_P -IPD of φψ̃. Now, if h_1 ∈ H_{k+1},

h_2 ∈ H_1, b^ψ_m := ( I^{Pm,Pm+1} ψ ) [b_m], and

T := ( I^{P1 ,...,Pk+1} φ )[ b_1, . . . , b_{m−1}, b^ψ_m, b_{m+1}, . . . , b_k ] , then

⟨T h_1, h_2⟩_{H1} = ⟨( I^{P1,...,Pk+1} φ )[ b_1, . . . , b_{m−1}, b^ψ_m, b_{m+1}, . . . , b_k ] h_1, h_2 ⟩ H_1 = ∫ Σ_1 ⟨(_{m−1} ∏ j_1 =1

P_{j1} (φ_{j1} (·, σ_1)) b_{j1} ) P_m(φ_m(·, σ_1)) b^ψ_m

× (_k ∏ j_2 =m+1

P_{j2} (φ_{j2} (·, σ_1)) b_{j2} ) P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ_1))h_1, h_2 ⟩ H_1

ρ_1(dσ_1)

= ∫ Σ_1 ∫ Σ_2 ⟨(_{m−1} ∏ j_1 =1

P_{j1} (φ_{j1} (·, σ_1)) b_{j1} ) P_m(φ_m(·, σ_1))

× P_m(ψ_m(·, σ_2)) b_m P_{m+1}(ψ_{m+1}(·, σ_2)) P_{m+1}(φ_{m+1}(·, σ_1)) b_{m+1} × (_k ∏ j_2 =m+2

P_{j2} (φ_{j2} (·, σ_1)) b_{j2} ) P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ_1))h_1, h_2 ⟩ H_1

ρ_2(dσ_2) ρ_1(dσ_1) = ∫ Σ ⟨ P_1(χ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(χ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(χ_{k+1}(·, σ))h_1, h_2 ⟩ H_1 ρ(dσ) = ⟨( I^P (ψ_1 ⊗ ψ_2) ) [b_1, . . . , b_k]h_1, h_2 ⟩ H_1

by definition, multiplicativity of integration with respect to a projection valued measure, and Fubini’s theo-

rem. This completes the proof of the second multiplicativity claim.

Proposition 4.3.2 (Schatten estimates on MOIs). If φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_i L^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and

p, p_1, . . . , p_k ∈ [1, ∞] are such that^1_p =^1_{p1} + · · · +^1_{pk} , then ‖ ‖(I^P φ)[b] ‖ ‖_{Sp} ≤ ‖φ‖_{L∞(P1 ) ^⊗i ··· ^⊗iL∞(Pk+1 )}‖b_1‖_{Sp1} · · · ‖b_k‖_{Spk} , for all b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ B(H_2; H_1) × · · · × B(H_{k+1}; H_k). (As usual, 0 · ∞ := 0.)

Proof. Let (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) be a L^∞_P -IPD of φ. By definition, Theorem 3.4.3, and Hölder’s inequality, ‖ ‖(I^P φ)[b] ‖ ‖_{Sp} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Σ P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k (φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ρ(dσ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Sp} ≤ ∫ Σ ‖ ‖P_1(φ_1(·, σ)) b_1 · · · P_k(φ_k(·, σ)) b_k P_{k+1}(φ_{k+1}(·, σ)) ‖ ‖_{Sp} ρ(dσ)

≤ ‖b_1‖_{Sp1} · · · ‖b_k‖_{Spk} ∫ Σ k+1∏ j=1 ‖φ_j (·, σ)‖_L∞_{(Pj )} ρ(dσ). Using ∫ Σ ≤ ∫ Σ and then taking the infimum over all L^∞_P -IPDs (Σ, ρ, φ_1, . . . , φ_{k+1}) gives the desired result.

By the same proof, using Theorem 3.4.7 in place of Theorem 3.4.3 and noncommutative Hölder’s inequal-

ity in place of Hölder’s inequality for the Schatten norms, we get the following.

Proposition 4.3.3 (Noncommutative L^p estimates on MOIs). Suppose that H_1 = · · · = H_{k+1} = K,

(M ⊆ B(K), τ) is a semifinite von Neumann algebra, and P_j takes values in M for all j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}.

If φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}) and p, p_1, . . . , p_k ∈ [1, ∞] are such that^1_p =^1_{p1} + · · · +^1_{pk} , then ‖ ‖(I^P φ)[b] ‖ ‖_{Lp(τ )} ≤ ‖φ‖_{L∞(P1 ) ^⊗i ··· ^⊗iL∞(Pk+1 )}‖b_1‖_{Lp1 (τ )} · · · ‖b_k‖_{Lpk (τ )}, for all b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ M^k. (As usual, 0 · ∞ := 0.) In particular, I^P φ extends to a bounded k-linear map

L^{p1} (τ) × · · · × L^{pk} (τ) → L^p(τ) with operator norm at most ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P1 ) ^⊗i··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1)}.

4.4 Relation to other definitions

For completeness, we now review one frequently used alternative definition — due to Pavlov and Birman– Solomyak — of (1.1) and prove that it agrees with our definition from the previous section when both definitions apply. This alternative definition requires the construction of a certain vector measure. (Please see Section A.2 for the terminology in the following statement.)

Theorem 4.4.1 (Pavlov, Birman–Solomyak). If b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ S_2(H_2; H_1) × · · · × S_2(H_{k+1}; H_k), then there exists a unique vector measure P #b: F → S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1) with bounded semivariation such that

(P #b)(G_1 × · · · × G_{k+1}) = P_1(G_1) b_1 · · · P_k(G_k ) b_k P_{k+1}(G_{k+1})

for all G_1 ∈ F_1, . . . , G_{k+1} ∈ F_{k+1}. The semivariation ‖P #b‖_{svar} of P #b is at most ‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_k‖_{S2} , and P #b ≪ P in the sense that {G ∈ F : P (G) = 0} ⊆ {G ∈ F : (P #b)(G̃) = 0 whenever F ∋ G̃ ⊆ G}.

Remark 4.4.2. The notation for the vector measure in Theorem 4.4.1 is not standard. It is inspired by the # operation discussed in Remark 4.2.14. As the notation suggests, morally speaking, “P #b is the projection valued measure P = P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1} acting on b = b_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ b_k via #.” Indeed, the condition uniquely characterizing P #b can be rewritten genuinely as (P #b)(G) = P (G)#b for all G = G_1 × · · · × G_{k+1} with G_1 ∈ F_1, . . . , G_{k+1} ∈ F_{k+1} because in this case P (G) ∈ B(H_1)⊗· · ·⊗B(H_{k+1}) ⊆ B(H). Therefore, morally speaking, integrating a function φ with respect to this vector measure may also be viewed as “ ∫ Ω φ dP acting on b via #,” which also matches the interpretation discussed in Remark 4.2.14.

The proof Pavlov originally provided in [29] that this construction is possible has an error. Birman– Solomyak pointed out and sketched a correction of this error in [6]. For the benefit of the reader, we provide a complete proof, including the necessary background in vector measure theory in Section A.2. In any case, following Pavlov, Theorem 4.4.1 allows us to define (1.1) as ∫ Ω φ d(P #b) ∈ S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1)

for all φ ∈ L^∞(Ω, P ), where Ω = Ω_1 × · · · × Ω_{k+1}, but only b ∈ S_2(H_2; H_1) × · · · × S_2(H_{k+1}; H_k). (Please see pages 5–6 in [15] for the definition of the integral above.) In this case, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ Ω φ d(P #b) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{S2} ≤ ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P #b)}‖P #b‖_{svar} ≤ ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P )}‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_k‖_{S2} . (4.16)

We now show this definition agrees with the one we developed in Section 4.2 when they both apply.

Theorem 4.4.3 (Agreement with Pavlov MOI). If φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i · · · ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_{k+1}, P_{k+1}), then ( I^P φ ) [b] = ∫ Ω φ d(P #b), for all b ∈ S_2(H_2; H_1) × · · · × S_2(H_{k+1}; H_k).

Proof. First, note that

S_2(H_2; H_1) × · · · × S_2(H_{k+1}; H_k) ∋ b → ∫ Ω φ d(P #b) ∈ S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1)

is a bounded k-linear map with operator norm at most ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P )} by (4.16) and the k-linearity of the condition uniquely characterizing P #b. By Proposition 4.3.2,

S_2(H_2; H_1) × · · · × S_2(H_{k+1}; H_k) ∋ b → ( I^P φ ) [b] ∈ S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1)

is a bounded k-linear map with operator norm at most ‖φ‖_L∞_{(P1) ^⊗i ··· ^⊗iL}∞_{(Pk+1)}. Since finite rank operators are dense in S_2, it therefore suffices to prove ( I^P φ ) [b] = ∫ Ω φ d(P #b), for all b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ S_2(H_2; H_1) × · · · × S_2(H_{k+1}; H_k) such that b_1, . . . , b_k all have rank at most one.

Now, recall S_2(H_1; H_{k+1}) ∼= S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1)^∗ via the map B → (A → Tr(AB)). Therefore, ∫ Ω φ d(P #b) is determined by the requirement that Tr ( ∫ Ω φ d(P #b) b_{k+1} ) = ∫ Ω φ(ω) Tr((P #b)(dω) b_{k+1}), (4.17)

for all b_{k+1} ∈ S_2(H_1; H_{k+1}). Once again, since finite rank operators are dense in S_2 and the above equation is bounded linear in b_{k+1}, ∫ Ω φ d(P #b) is determined by (4.17) for all b_{k+1} : H_1 → H_{k+1} with rank at most one. It therefore suffices to prove that Tr (( I^P φ ) [b] b_{k+1} ) = ∫ Ω φ(ω) Tr((P #b)(dω) b_{k+1}),

for all b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ S_2(H_2; H_1) × · · · × S_2(H_{k+1}; H_k) and b_{k+1} ∈ S_2(H_1; H_{k+1}) such that b_1, . . . , b_{k+1} all have rank at most one. Now, write m := k + 1, T := (I^P φ)[b], b_j := ⟨·, h_j ⟩_{Hj+1} k_j for 1 ≤ j ≤ m − 1, and b_m := ⟨·, h_0⟩_{H1} k_m. Then, by the calculation done in the proof of Theorem 4.2.12, Tr (( I^P φ ) [b] b_m ) = Tr(T ∘ (⟨·, h_0⟩_{H1} k_m)) = ⟨T k_m, h_0⟩_{H1} = ∫ Ω φ dν, where ν = P_{k1 ⊗···⊗km,h0⊗···⊗hm−1} = (P_1)_{k1 ,h0} ⊗ (P_2)_{k2 ,h1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ (P_m)_{km ,hm−1} . But now, by definition of the vector measure P #b, if G = G_1 × · · · × G_{k+1} ∈ F with G_1 ∈ F_1, . . . , G_{k+1} ∈ F_{k+1}, then

Tr((P #b)(G) b_{k+1}) = Tr(P_1(G_1) b_1 · · · P_{k+1}(G_{k+1}) b_{k+1}) = m∏ j=1 ⟨ P_j (G_j )k_j , h_{j−1} ⟩ H_j = m∏ j=1 (P_j )_{kj ,hj−1} (G_j )

= ((P_1)_{k1 ,h0} ⊗ (P_2)_{k2 ,h1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ (P_m)_{km,hm−1} )(G) = ν(G).

(This is a special case of the calculation resulting in (4.10) and (4.12) from the proof of Theorem 4.2.12.) It follows that Tr((P #b)(·) b_m) = ν as complex measures on (Ω, F ). This completes the proof.

We end this section by relating this to Birman–Solomyak’s original definition of DOIs, i.e., the case k = 1. Before doing so, however, we make an observation. Redefine H := H_1 and K := H_2. It is a standard fact that H ⊗_2 K^∗ ∼= S_2(K; H) isometrically via the bounded linear map determined by h ⊗ ℓ → ℓ(·)h. This identification gives us a natural isometric isomorphism #: B(H ⊗_2 K^∗) → B(S_2(K; H)) that is a homeomorphism with respect to all the usual topologies — in particular, the WOT. Viewing B(H) ⊗ B(K^∗) as a subset of B(H ⊗_2 K^∗), one can show this map is the unique WOT-continuous linear extension of the linear map determined by B(H) ⊗ B(K^∗) ∋ a ⊗ b^t → (c → acb) ∈ B(S_2(K; H)), where for b ∈ B(K) the transpose b^t ∈ B(K^∗) is defined by ℓ → ℓ∘b, i.e., the adjoint of b without identifying K^∗ with K via the Riesz representation theorem. (What is being said here is that the operation # from Remark 4.2.14 does extend to the von Neumann algebra tensor product B(H) ¯⊗B(K^∗) = B(H ⊗_2 K^∗) when the codomain is taken to be B(S_2(K; H)).) Noting that both the transpose P^t_2 : F_2 → B(K^∗) and the composition P̃ := #(P_1 ⊗ P^t_2 ): F_1 ⊗ F_2 → B(S_2(K; H)) are still projection valued measures, we can therefore define, following Birman–Solomyak [4], T^{P1,P2} φ (b) := # ( ∫ Ω_1×Ω_2

φ d(P_1 ⊗ P^t_2 ) ) b = P̃ (φ)b ∈ S_2(K; H), for all φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1 × Ω_1, P_1 ⊗ P_2) = L^∞(Ω_1 × Ω_2, P_1 ⊗ P^t_2 ) = L^∞(Ω_1 × Ω_2, P̃ ) and b ∈ S_2(K; H). One can show (e.g., starting with finite rank b and then approximating in S_2) that T^{P1,P2} φ (b) = ∫ Ω_1 ×Ω_2

φ d((P_1 ⊗ P_2)#b),

i.e., this agrees with Pavlov’s definition.

Now, Birman–Solomyak defined T^{P1,P2}_φ (b) for b ∈ B(K; H) as follows. Recall B(H; K) ∼= S_1(K; H)^∗ isometrically via the map B → (A → Tr(AB)). Thus B(K; H) is isometrically conjugate isomorphic to S_1(K; H)^∗ via the map C → (A → Tr(AC^∗)). Therefore, if T : S_1(K; H) → S_1(K; H) is a bounded linear map, then we may speak of its adjoint T^∗ : B(K; H) → B(K; H), which is characterized by Tr(T (A) C^∗) = Tr(A T^∗(C)^∗), for all A ∈ S_1(K; H) and C ∈ B(K; H). Now, if φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1 × Ω_2, P_1 ⊗ P_2) satisfies T^{P1,P2} φ (S_1(K; H)) ⊆ S_1(K; H) ⊆ S_2(K; H) and if T^{P1,P2}_φ |_{S1(K;H)} : S_1(K; H) → S_1(K; H) is bounded — as is the case when φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_2, P_2) by Theorem 4.4.3 and Proposition 4.3.2 — then it is easy to show that T^{P1,P2} φ (S_1(K; H)) ⊆ S_1(K; H) and ‖ ‖T^{P1,P2} φ ‖ ‖_{B(S1(K;H))} = ‖ ‖T^P1^{,P}2 φ ‖ ‖_{B(S1(K;H))} < ∞. In this situation, Birman–Solomyak define, for all b ∈ B(K; H), T^{P1,P2} φ (b) := ( T^{P1,P2} φ | S_1(K;H) )_∗ (b) ∈ B(K; H). Now, let φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_iL^∞(Ω_2, P_2). By Corollary 4.2.11, if b_1 ∈ B(K; H) and b_2 ∈ S_1(K; H), then Tr ( ∫ Ω_2 ∫ Ω_1

φ(ω_1, ω_2) P_1(dω_1) b_1 P_2(dω_2) b^∗_2 ) = Tr ( ∫ Ω_1 ∫ Ω_2

φ(ω_1, ω_2) P_2(dω_2) b^∗_2 P_1(dω_1) b_1 )

= Tr ( b_1 ( ∫ Ω_2 ∫ Ω_1

φ(ω_1, ω_2) P_1(dω_1) b_2 P_2(dω_2) )_∗) . This says precisely that ( I^{P1,P2} φ|_{S1(K;H)} )_∗ = I^{P1 ,P2} φ. Since we already know our definition of MOIs agrees with that of Pavlov when they both apply, and therefore (I^{P1 ,P2} φ)[b] = T^{P1,P2}_φ (b) when b ∈ S_2(K; H), we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 4.4.4 (Agreement with Birman–Solomyak DOI). If φ ∈ L^∞(Ω_1, P_1) ^⊗_i L^∞(Ω_2, P_2), then I^{P1 ,P2} φ = T^{P1,P2}_φ on all of B(K; H).

A Proofs of auxiliary MOI results

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1.2

In this section, we present the proof of Theorem 1.1.2. As this result is analogous to the construction of product measures, it should be no surprise that the proof goes through an extension theorem (Theorem A.1.4) for projection valued measures.

Definition A.1.1. Let E be a collection of subsets of a set Ω such that ∅, Ω ∈ E , H be a complex Hilbert space, and P^0 : E → B(H) be a function. We call P^0

(i) projection valued if P^0(Ω) = id_H = 1 and P^0(G)^2 = P^0(G) = P^0(G)^∗ for all G ∈ E ; (ii) a projection valued protomeasure if E is an elementary family and P^0 is projection valued and countably additive (on E ) in the WOT; and (iii) a projection valued premeasure if E is an algebra and P^0 is projection valued and countably additive (on E ) in the WOT.

Remark A.1.2. It can be shown (as in the proof of Theorem 1 in Section 5.1.1 of [5]) that if E is a ring of sets and P^0 is projection valued and finitely additive, then P^0(G_1 ∩G_2) = P^0(G_1) P^0(G_2) for all G_1, G_2 ∈ E .

As in classical measure theory, one can extend a protomeasure in a unique way to a measure.

Lemma A.1.3. Let E be an elementary family of subsets of a set Ω, H be a complex Hilbert space, and P^{00} : E → B(H) be a projection valued protomeasure such that P^{00}(G_1) P^{00}(G_2) = 0 whenever G_1, G_2 ∈ E and G_1 ∩ G_2 = ∅. Then P^{00} extends uniquely to a projection valued premeasure P^0 : α(E ) → B(H), where α(E ) ⊆ 2^Ω is the algebra generated by E .

Sketch of proof. Recall α(E ) is the set of finite disjoint unions of elements of E . Therefore, if G_1, . . . , G_m ∈ E are pairwise disjoint and G = ⋃_m n=1 G_n ∈ α(E ), then we must have P^0(G) := ∑_m n=1 P^{00}(G_n). By a standard argument, P^0 is well-defined and finitely additive because P^{00} is finitely additive on E , and P^0 is WOTcountably additive on α(E ) because P^{00} is WOT-countably additive on E . Finally, P^0 is projection valued because P^0(G) is, by assumption on P^{00}, a sum of pairwise orthogonal projections.

Theorem A.1.4. Let A be an algebra of subsets of Ω, H be a complex Hilbert space, and P^0 : A → B(H) be a projection valued premeasure. Then P^0 extends uniquely to a projection valued measure P : σ(A ) → B(H), where σ(A ) ⊆ 2^Ω is the σ-algebra generated by A .

For a proof, please see Section 5.2 (specifically, Theorems 3 and 4.(2)) of [5]. It proceeds as in classical measure theory, using a projection valued analog of Carathéodory’s theorem, which concerns itself with the projection valued outer measure

P^∗(G) := inf { P^0(G_1) : G_1 ⊇ G, G_1 ∈ A } . In fact, the whole proof amounts to transferring the result of Carathéodory’s theorem for the outer measures μ^∗_{h,h}(G) := inf {⟨ P^0(G_1)h, h ⟩ H : G_1 ⊇ G, G_1 ∈ A } to a result about P^∗.

Proof of Theorem 1.1.2. Write m := k + 1, Ω := Ω_1 × · · · × Ω_m, and define

E := {G_1 × · · · × G_m ⊆ Ω : G_1 ∈ F_1, . . . , G_m ∈ F_m}

to be the set of measurable rectangles. Now, define

P^{00}(G_1 × · · · × G_m) := P_1(G_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m(G_m) ∈ B(H_1 ⊗_2 · · · ⊗_2 H_m),

for all G_1 ×· · ·×G_m ∈ E . Recall E is an elementary family. We claim P^{00} is a projection valued protomeasure such that P^{00}(G ∩ G̃) = P^{00}(G) P^{00}(G̃) for G, G̃ ∈ E . If so, then an appeal to Lemma A.1.3 and Theorem A.1.4 completes the proof because σ(α(E )) = σ(E ) = F_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ F_m.

If G := G_1 × · · · × G_m, G̃ := G̃_1 × · · · × G̃_m ∈ E , then

P^{00}(G ∩ G̃) = P^{00}((G_1 ∩ G̃_1) × · · · × (G_m ∩ G̃_m))

= P_1(G_1 ∩ G̃_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m(G_m ∩ G̃_m)

= (P_1(G_1) P_1(G̃_1)) ⊗ · · · ⊗ (P_m(G_m) P_m(G̃_m))

= (P_1(G_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m(G_m))(P_1(G̃_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m(G̃_m))

= P^{00}(G) P^{00}(G̃).

Also,

P^{00}(G)^∗ = (P_1(G_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m(G_m))^∗ = P_1(G_1)^∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m(G_m)^∗ = P_1(G_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m(G_m) = P^{00}(G).

Since clearly P^{00}(∅) = 0 and P^{00}(Ω) = 1, we only have WOT-countable additivity left to prove.

To this end, write ⟨·, ·⟩ := ⟨·, ·⟩_{H1 ⊗···⊗Hm} for the tensor inner product. By definition, we need to show that the assignment E ∋ G → P^{00}_{h,k}(G) := ⟨ P^{00}(G)h, k ⟩ ∈ C is countably additive for all h, k ∈ H_1 ⊗_2 · · · ⊗_2 H_m. Choosing first pure tensors h = h_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ h_m, k = k_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ k_m for h_1, k_1 ∈ H_1, . . . , h_m, k_m ∈ H_m, we have

P^{00}_{h,k}(G_1 × · · · × G_m) = ⟨(P_1(G_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_m(G_m))(h_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ h_m), k_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ k_m⟩

= ⟨P_1(G_1)h_1, k_1⟩_{H1} · · · ⟨P_m(G_m)h_m, k_m⟩_{Hm} = (P_1)_{h1 ,k1} (G_1) · · · (P_m)_{hm,km} (G_m) = ((P_1)_{h1,k1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ (P_m)_{hm,km} )(G).

We conclude that P^{00}_{h,k} is countably additive for pure tensors h, k and therefore also for h, k ∈ H_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ H_m.

Now, let (G_n)_{n∈N} ∈ E^N be a pairwise disjoint sequence such that ⋃ n∈N G_n ∈ E and h, k ∈ H_1 ⊗_2 · · ·⊗_2 H_m be

arbitrary. First, we show ∑_∞ n=1⟨P^{00}(G_n)h, k⟩ is absolutely convergent. Indeed, (P^{00}(G_n))_{n∈N} is a sequence

of pairwise orthogonal projections, so Bessel’s inequality implies (_∞ ∑ n=1 ‖ ‖P^{00}(G_n)h ‖ ‖^2

) 1_2 ≤ ‖h‖. Therefore, by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality (twice), ∞∑ n=1 | |⟨P^{00}(G_n)h, k⟩ | | =^∞ ∑ n=1 | |⟨P^{00}(G_n)h, P^{00}(G_n)k⟩ | | ≤^∞ ∑ n=1 ‖ ‖P^{00}(G_n)h ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖P^{00}(G_n)k ‖ ‖

≤ (_∞ ∑ n=1 ‖ ‖P^{00}(G_n)h ‖ ‖^2

) 1_2 (_∞ ∑ n=1 ‖ ‖P^{00}(G_n)k ‖ ‖^2

) 1_2 ≤ ‖h‖ ‖k‖. Next, choose sequences (h_j )_{j∈N}, (k_j )_{j∈N} in H_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ H_m such that h_j → h and k_j → k in H_1 ⊗_2 · · · ⊗_2 H_m

as j → ∞. Then | | | | ⟨ P^{00}(G)h_j , k_j ⟩ − ∞∑ n=1 ⟨ P^{00}(G_n)h, k ⟩ | | | | = | | | | ∞∑ n=1 ⟨ P^{00}(G_n)h_j , k_j ⟩ − ∞∑ n=1 ⟨ P^{00}(G_n)h, k ⟩ | | | | = | | | | ∞∑ n=1 (⟨ P^{00}(G_n)(h_j − h), k_j ⟩ + ⟨ P^{00}(G_n)h, k_j − k ⟩) | | | | ≤ ‖h_j − h‖ ‖k_j ‖ + ‖h‖ ‖k_j − k‖ → 0 as j → ∞. But we know ⟨P^{00}(G)h_j , k_j ⟩ → ⟨P^{00}(G)h, k⟩ as j → ∞ as well. We therefore conclude that ⟨P^{00}(G)h, k⟩ = ∑_∞ n=1⟨P^{00}(G_n)h, k⟩, as desired.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 4.4.1

In this section, we prove Theorem 4.4.1 using the approach of Pavlov and Birman–Solomyak from the begin-

ning of [29] and the end of [6], respectively. The construction is similar in spirit to that of the tensor product

of projection valued measures. One uses a Carathéodory-type theorem to extend a certain measure from

the measurable rectangles to the whole product σ-algebra. However, the difference is that building tensor

products of projection valued measures requires only the (relatively easy) projection valued Carathéodory’s

theorem, while the construction in Theorem 4.4.1 requires (the much more difficult) Carathéodory’s theo-

rem for vector measures. Therefore, before we launch into the proof of Theorem 4.4.1, we must review —

following some of Chapter I of [15] — some vector measure theory.

Definition A.2.1. Let E be collection of subsets of a set Ω that contains both ∅ and Ω, V be a Banach

space, μ: E → V be a function, and (G_n)_{n∈N} ∈ E^N be a pairwise disjoint sequence. We call μ

(i) finitely additive if μ ( ⋃_n k=1 G_k ) = ∑_n k=1 μ(G_k ) whenever ⋃_n k=1 G_k ∈ E ;

(ii) weakly countably additive (respectively, countably additive) if μ ( ⋃ n∈N G_n ) = ∑_∞ n=1 μ(G_n) in

the weak (respectively, norm) topology whenever ⋃ n∈N G_n ∈ E ; (iii) strongly additive if ∑_∞ n=1 μ(G_n) always exists in the norm topology;

(iv) a finitely additive vector measure if E is an algebra and μ is finitely additive; and

(v) a vector measure if E is a σ-algebra and μ is countably additive.

Of course, if μ: E → V is a (finitely additive) vector measure, then ℓ ∘ μ is a (finitely additive) complex

measure for all ℓ ∈ V^∗. Also, we write |ν| for the total variation of a (finitely additive) complex measure ν.

Definition A.2.2. Let A be an algebra of subsets of a set Ω, V be a Banach space, and μ: A → V be a finitely additive vector measure. Write ‖μ‖(G) := sup{|ℓ ∘ μ|(G) : ℓ ∈ V^∗, ‖ℓ‖_V ∗ ≤ 1} ∈ [0, ∞], for all G ∈ A , and ‖μ‖_{svar} := ‖μ‖(Ω). The function ‖μ‖ is called the semivariation of μ. If ‖μ‖_{svar} < ∞, then we say μ is of bounded semivariation.

Notation A.2.3. For a Banach space V and a measurable space (Ω, F ), let M(Ω, F ; V ) be the set of V -valued vector measures on (Ω, F ) of bounded semivariation.

We now record some results about extending vector measures. The following lemma has essentially the same proof as Lemma A.1.3, so we omit it.

Lemma A.2.4. Let E be an elementary family of subsets of a set Ω, V be a Banach space, and μ^{00} : E → V be finitely (respectively, (weakly) countably) additive. Then μ^{00} extends uniquely to a finitely (respectively, (weakly) countably) additive function μ^0 : α(E ) → V , where α(E ) is the algebra generated by E .

Theorem A.2.5 (Carathéodory–Hahn–Kluvánek). Let A be an algebra of subsets of a set Ω, V be a Banach space, and μ^0 : A → V be weakly countably additive and of bounded semivariation. If μ^0 is strongly additive, then μ^0 extends uniquely to a vector measure μ: σ(A ) → V with ‖μ‖_{svar} = ‖μ^0‖_{svar}.

For a proof, please see Theorem 2 in Section I.5 of [15]. Already, this takes some machinery (a “control measure,” the object in item (ii) of the aforementioned Theorem 2) to prove. It often takes additional machinery to verify strong additivity of a given finitely additive measure; for instance, here is a useful characterization of the situation in which you never have to check strong additivity.

Theorem A.2.6 (Diestel–Faires). Write c_0 := {(a_n)_{n∈N} ∈ ℓ^∞(N) : a_n → 0 as n → ∞}, and let V be a Banach space. The following are equivalent:

(i) V contains a copy of c_0 (i.e., there is a linear map T : c_0 → V and constants ε, C > 0 such that ε‖a‖_ℓ∞_{(N)} ≤ ‖T a‖_V ≤ C‖a‖_ℓ∞_{(N)} for all a ∈ c_0); and

(ii) there exists a finitely additive vector measure μ^0 : A → V , where A is an algebra of sets, of bounded semivariation that is not strongly additive.

For a proof, please see Theorem 2 and the example that follows it in Section I.4 of [15].

Corollary A.2.7. If V is a weakly sequentially complete Banach space, then every finitely additive V -valued vector measure of bounded semivariation is strongly additive. In particular, this is true for reflexive V .

Sketch of proof. By the Diestel–Faires theorem, it suffices to show V cannot contain a copy of c_0. But notice that any closed linear subspace of V is weakly sequentially complete, so it suffices to show c_0 is not weakly sequentially complete. To this end, let e_n ∈ c_0 be the n^{th} standard basis vector and s_n := ∑_n j=1 e_j ∈ c_0.

It is an easy exercise to show (s_n)_{n∈N} is weakly Cauchy but not weakly convergent.

It remains to prove that if V is reflexive, then V is weakly sequentially complete. Indeed, let (v_n)_{n∈N} be a weakly Cauchy sequence and ev : V → V^{∗∗} be the natural embedding. By the completeness of C , if ℓ ∈ V^∗, then there exists η(ℓ) ∈ C such that ℓ(v_n) → η(ℓ) as n → ∞. Clearly the map η : V^∗ → C is linear. By the principle of uniform boundedness, η is bounded. Since V is reflexive, η = ev(v) for some v ∈ V , and by definition v_n → v weakly as n → ∞.

Corollary A.2.8. Let A be an algebra of subsets of a set Ω, V be a Banach space, and μ^0 : A → V be weakly countably additive and of bounded semivariation. If V is weakly sequentially complete, then μ^0 extends uniquely to a vector measure μ: σ(A ) → V with ‖μ‖_{svar} = ‖μ^0‖_{svar}.

Proof. By Corollary A.2.7, μ^0 is strongly additive. Then the Carathéodory–Hahn–Kluvánek theorem gives the desired extension.

We are now almost ready to prove Theorem 4.4.1. Before beginning in earnest, we take care of a combinatorial detail that arises in the proof.

Lemma A.2.9. Let A_j be an algebra of subsets of Ω_j , for 1 ≤ j ≤ k + 1, and

E := {G_1 × · · · × G_{k+1} : G_1 ∈ A_1, . . . , G_{k+1} ∈ A_{k+1}}

be the elementary family of rectangles in Ω := Ω_1 × · · · × Ω_{k+1}. Suppose ν : E → C is finitely additive. If R_1, . . . , R_n ∈ E is a partition of Ω by rectangles and we write [m] := {1, . . . , m}, then there is a partition { G^ℓ := G^{ℓ1}_1 × · · · × G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} : ℓ = (ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_{k+1}) ∈ [n_1] × · · · × [n_{k+1}] =: [n] } of Ω, where G^1_j , . . . , G^{nj}_j ∈ A_j is a partition of Ω_j for all j ∈ [k + 1], such that n∑ m=1 |ν(R_m)| ≤ ∑ ℓ∈[n] | |ν(G^ℓ) | |.

Proof. The key observation is that if G̃^1, . . . , G̃^n ∈ A_1 is a cover (not necessarily a partition) of Ω_1, then there is a partition G^1, . . . , G^N ∈ A_1 of Ω_1 such that for all m ∈ [n], G̃^m is a disjoint union of some of the G’s. We prove this by induction on n, the case n = 1 being trivial. Assume the result for all sets, all algebras, and all covers of length less than n. Then, given a cover G̃^1, . . . , G̃^n ∈ A_1 of Ω_1, we get a partition G^1_0, . . . , G^{N0}_0 ∈ A_1 of ⋃_n m=2 G̃m with the property that G̃m is a disjoint union of G_0’s for all m ∈ {2, . . . , n}.

Let P := {G^1_0, . . . , G^{N0}_0 }. Then the desired partition of Ω_1 is {P ∈ P : G̃^1 ∩ P = ∅} ∪ {G̃^1 ∩ P : P ∈ P and G̃^1 ∩ P ≠ ∅} ∪ { G̃^1 \ ( ⋃ P ∈P P )} . Enumeratingthe(nonempty)setsintheabovefamilyG^1, . . . ,G^N ∈ A_1, wearedoneprovingthis initialobservation.

Now, writing R_m = G̃^m_1 ×· · ·×G̃^m_{k+1}, apply the observation from the previous paragraph to G̃^1_j , . . . , G̃^n_j ∈ A_j to obtain a partition G^1_j , . . . , G^{nj}_j ∈ A_j of Ω_j such that for all m ∈ [n], G̃^m_j is a disjoint union of some G_j ’s. By the finite additivity assumption, we then get

ν(R_m) = ∑ ℓ_1 :G^{ℓ1}_1 ⊆G̃^m_1 · · · ∑ ℓ_{k+1}:G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ⊆G̃^m_{k+1} ν ( G^{ℓ1}_1 × · · · × G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ) .

Because R_1, . . . , R_n are pairwise disjoint, if (ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_{k+1}) ∈ [n_1] × · · · × [n_{k+1}] is such that

G^{ℓ1}_1 ⊆ G̃^m_1 , . . . , G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ⊆ G̃^m_{k+1},

then it cannot be that G^{ℓ1}_1 ⊆ G̃^{m0}_1 , . . . , G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ⊆ G̃^{m0}_{k+1} for some m_0 ≠ m unless G^{ℓ1}_1 × · · · × G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} is empty — in which case ν ( G^{ℓ1}_1 × · · · × G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ) = 0. This “no double counting” observation and the above identity imply n∑ m=1 |ν(R_m)| ≤ n∑ m=1 ∑ ℓ_1:G^{ℓ1}_1 ⊆G̃^m_1 · · · ∑ ℓ_{k+1}:G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ⊆G̃^m_{k+1} | |ν(G^ℓ1_1 × · · · × G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ) | | ≤ ∑ ℓ∈[n] | |ν(G^ℓ) | |,

as desired.

Proof of Theorem 4.4.1. Let

b = (b_1, . . . , b_k) ∈ S_2(H_2; H_1) × · · · × S_2(H_{k+1}; H_k) and E := {G_1 × · · · × G_{k+1} : G_1 ∈ F_1, . . . , G_{k+1} ∈ F_{k+1}}.

For G_1 × · · · × G_{k+1} ∈ E , define

μ^{00}_b (G_1 × · · · × G_{k+1}) := P_1(G_1) b_1 · · · P_k(G_k ) b_k P_{k+1}(G_{k+1}) ∈ S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1) = (P_1(G_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1}(G_{k+1}))#[b_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ b_k]

in the notation of Remark 4.2.14 (of which we shall make some use). We break up the proof into five steps.

Step 1. Prove that μ^{00}_b is finitely additive and therefore, by Lemma A.2.4, extends to a finitely additive

vector measure μ^0_b : α(E ) → S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1).

Step 2. Prove that for any partition G^1_j , . . . , G^{nj}_j ∈ F_j of Ω_j (for each j ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1}) and any

b_{k+1} ∈ S_2(H_1; H_{k+1}), we have that ∑ (ℓ_1,...,ℓ_m)∈[n_1]×···×[n_m] | | Tr (μ^{00}_b (G^ℓ1_1 × · · · × G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ) b_{k+1}) | | ≤ ‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_{k+1}‖_{S2} .

Step 3. Conclude ‖ ‖μ^0_b ‖ ‖_{svar} ≤ ‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_k‖_{S2} .

Step 4. Prove that μ^{00}_b is weakly countably additive, which, again by Lemma A.2.4, means that μ^0_b is

also weakly countably additive. Then apply Corollary A.2.8 to get P #b from μ^0_b .

Step 5. Prove P #b ≪ P .

Let us begin. We shall use (Ω, F , H, P ) as shorthand for the (tensor) product (Ω_1×· · ·×Ω_{k+1}, F_1⊗· · ·⊗F_{k+1},

H_1 ⊗_2 · · · ⊗_2 H_{k+1}, P_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P_{k+1}).

Step 1. There are a number of direct ways to see μ^{00}_b is finitely additive. We provide a cute proof

using Theorem 1.1.2 and the # operation from Remark 4.2.14. By definition of P , if G ∈ E , then we have

P (G) ∈ B(H_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ B(H_{k+1}) ⊆ B(H). By definition, μ^{00}_b (G) = P (G)#[b_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ b_k] for G ∈ E . But P

is finitely additive on E because P : σ(E ) = F → B(H) is a projection valued measure. Thus μ^{00}_b is finitely

additive by the linearity of #. Moreover, the finitely additive extension μ^0_b : α(E ) → S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1) is also

given by the formula

μ^0_b (G) = P (G)#[b_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ b_k]

for G ∈ α(E ). This formula makes sense because α(E ) is the set of finite disjoint unions of elements of E ,

so P (G) is a finite sum of pure tensors and thus lies in B(H_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ B(H_{k+1}) when G ∈ α(E ).

Step 2. Let

Δ := { G^ℓ := G^{ℓ1}_1 × · · · × G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} : ℓ = (ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_{k+1}) ∈ [n_1] × · · · × [n_{k+1}] =: [n] } be the partition of Ω = Ω_1 × · · · × Ω_{k+1} obtained from the fixed partitions of Ω_1, . . . , Ω_{k+1}. For ease of

notation, write

T^ℓ := Tr ( μ^{00}_b ( G^ℓ ) b_{k+1} ) and |Δ| := ∑ ℓ∈[n] | |T^ℓ | |. Then the estimate |Δ| ≤ ‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_{k+1}‖_{S2} is the goal of this step.

To begin, note that if ℓ ∈ [n], then

T^ℓ = Tr ( P_1 ( G^{ℓ1}_1 ) b_1 · · · P_k ( G^{ℓk}_k ) b_k P_{k+1} ( G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ) b_{k+1} )

= Tr ( P_1 ( G^{ℓ1}_1

)_2 b_1 · · · P_k ( G^{ℓk}_k )_2 b_kP_{k+1} ( G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} )_2 b_{k+1} )

= Tr ([ P_1 ( G^{ℓ1}_1 ) b_1 P_2 ( G^{ℓ2}_2 )] · · · [ P_k ( G^{ℓk}_k ) b_k P_{k+1} ( G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} )][ P_{k+1} ( G^{ℓk+1}_{k+1} ) b_{k+1} P_1 ( G^{ℓ1}_1 )]) . If j ∈ [k + 1], ℓ_j ≤ n_j , and ℓ_{j+1} ≤ n_{j+1} (adding mod k + 1), then we define Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1}_j ∈ B(S_2(H_{j+1}; H_j )) by Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j (c) := P_j ( G^{ℓj}_j ) c P_{j+1} ( G^{ℓj+1}_{j+1} ) = ( P_j ( G^{ℓj}_j ) ⊗ P_{j+1} ( G^{ℓj+1}_{j+1} ))_# c, for c ∈ S_2(H_{j+1}; H_j ). Then T^ℓ = Tr ( Π^{ℓ1 ,ℓ2}_1 (b_1) · · · Π^{ℓk ,ℓk+1}_k (b_k) Π^{ℓk+1,ℓ1}_{k+1} (b_{k+1}) ) , so | |T^ℓ | | ≤ ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ1,ℓ2}_1 (b_1) · · · Π^{ℓk ,ℓk+1}_k (b_k) Π^{ℓk+1 ,ℓ1}_{k+1} (b_{k+1}) ‖ ‖_{S1} ≤^{k+1} ∏ j=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j (b_j ) ‖ ‖_{S2} (remembering to reduce mod k + 1), for all ℓ ∈ [n].

Next, since {

G^{ℓj}_j × G^{ℓj+1}_{j+1} : ℓ_j ∈ [n_j ], ℓ_{j+1} ∈ [n_{j+1}] } is a partition of Ω_j × Ω_{j+1} by rectangles, it is easy to see { Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j : ℓ_j ∈ [n_j ], ℓ_{j+1} ∈ [n_{j+1}] } is a collection of mutually orthogonal projections in B(S_2(H_{j+1}; H_j )) such that n_j∑

ℓ_j =1 n_{j+1}∑

ℓ_{j+1} =1 Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j (c) = (_{nj} ∑ ℓ_j =1 n_{j+1}∑

ℓ_{j+1} =1 P_j ( G^{ℓj}_j ) ⊗ P_{j+1} ( G^{ℓj+1}_{j+1} ) ) #c

= ((_{nj} ∑ ℓ_j =1 P_j ( G^{ℓj}_j ) ) ⊗ (_{nj+1} ∑ ℓ_{j+1} =1 P_{j+1} ( G^{ℓj+1}_{j+1} ) )) #c = (P_j (Ω_j ) ⊗ P_{j+1}(Ω_{j+1}))#c = c,

so that whenever c ∈ S_2(H_{j+1}; H_j ), we have n_j∑

ℓ_j =1 n_{j+1}∑

ℓ_{j+1} =1 ‖ Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j (c) ‖_2 S_2 = ‖c‖ 2 S_2 .

Therefore, if k + 1 is even, then by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, |Δ| ≤ ∑ ℓ∈[n] k+1∏ j=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j (b_j ) ‖ ‖_{S2}

= ∑ ℓ∈[n]

(k+1)/2 ∏ p=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ2p−1 ,ℓ2p} 2p−1 (b2p−1) ‖ ‖_{S2} (k+1)/2 ∏ q=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ2q ,ℓ2q+1} 2q (b_{2q} ) ‖ ‖_{S2}

≤ ( ∑ ℓ∈[n]

(k+1)/2 ∏ p=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ2p−1,ℓ2p} 2p−1 (b2p−1) ‖ ‖^2_{S2}

) 1_2 ( ∑ ℓ∈[n]

(k+1)/2 ∏ q=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ2q ,ℓ2q+1} 2q (b_{2q} ) ‖ ‖^2_{S2}

) 1_2

= (_{(k+1)/2} ∏ p=1 ‖b_{2p−1}‖^2_{S2} ) 1_2 (_{(k+1)/2} ∏ q=1 ‖b_{2q}‖^2_{S2}

) 1_2

= ‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_{k+1}‖_{S2} ,

as desired.

If k + 1 is odd, then we must estimate the expression in a slightly different way. Just as we write

ℓ = (ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_{k+1}) ∈ [n_1] × · · · × [n_{k+1}] = [n],

we shall use the shorthand ℓ̃ = (ℓ_2, . . . , ℓ_k) ∈ [n_2] × · · · × [n_k] = [ñ].

By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and above, |Δ| ≤ ∑ ℓ∈[n] k+1∏ j=1 ‖ Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j (b_j ) ‖ S_2 = n_1∑

ℓ_1=1 n_{k+1}∑

ℓ_{k+1}=1 ‖ Π^{ℓk+1,ℓ1} k+1 (b_{k+1}) ‖ S_2 ∑ ℓ̃∈[ñ] k∏ j=1 ‖ Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j (b_j ) ‖ S_2

≤ (_{n1} ∑ ℓ_1=1 n_{k+1}∑

ℓ_{k+1}=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓk+1,ℓ1} k+1 (b_{k+1}) ‖ ‖^2_{S2}

) 1_2 (_{n1} ∑ ℓ_1=1 n_{k+1}∑

ℓ_{k+1}=1 ( ∑ ℓ̃∈[ñ] k∏ j=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j (b_j ) ‖ ‖_{S2} )_2) 1_2

= ‖b_{k+1}‖_{S2} (_{n1} ∑ ℓ_1=1 n_{k+1}∑

ℓ_{k+1}=1 ( ∑ ℓ̃∈[ñ] k∏ j=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓj ,ℓj+1} j (b_j ) ‖ ‖_{S2}

=: S^{ℓ1,ℓk+1}

)_2) 1_2 .

Since k +1 is odd, k is even. We can therefore estimate as in the even case. If ℓ_1 ∈ [n_1] and ℓ_{k+1} ∈ [n_{k+1}], then S^{ℓ1,ℓk+1} = ∑ ℓ̃∈[ñ] k/2∏ p=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ2p−1,ℓ2p} 2p−1 (b2p−1) ‖ ‖_{S2} k/2∏ q=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ2q ,ℓ2q+1} 2q (b_{2q} ) ‖ ‖_{S2}

≤ ( ∑ ℓ̃∈[ñ] k/2∏ p=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ2p−1,ℓ2p} 2p−1 (b2p−1) ‖ ‖^2_{S2}

) 1_2 ( ∑ ℓ̃∈[ñ] k/2∏ q=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ2q ,ℓ2q+1} 2q (b_{2q} ) ‖ ‖^2_{S2}

) 1_2 .

Also, ∑ ℓ̃∈[ñ] k/2∏ p=1 ‖ Π^{ℓ2p−1 ,ℓ2p} 2p−1 (b2p−1) ‖_2 S_2 = n_2∑

ℓ_2=1 ‖ Π^{ℓ1 ,ℓ2}_1 (b_1) ‖_2 S_2 k/2∏ p=2 ‖b_{2p−1}‖^2_{S2} and ∑ ℓ̃∈[ñ] k/2∏ q=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ2q ,ℓ2q+1} 2q (b_{2q} ) ‖ ‖^2_{S2} = (k−1)/2 ∏ q=1 ‖b_{2q}‖_{S2} n_k∑

ℓ_k =1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓk ,ℓk+1} k (b_k) ‖ ‖^2_{S2} .

Therefore, S^{ℓ1,ℓk+1} ≤ ‖b_2‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_{k−1}‖_{S2} (_{n2} ∑ ℓ_2=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ1 ,ℓ2}_1 (b_1) ‖ ‖^2_{S2}

) 1_2 (_{nk} ∑ ℓ_k =1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓk ,ℓk+1} k (b_k) ‖ ‖^2_{S2}

) 1_2 , whence it follows that |Δ| ≤ ‖b_{k+1}‖_{S2} k−1∏ j=2 ‖b_j ‖_{S2} (_{n1} ∑ ℓ_1=1 n_2∑

ℓ_2 =1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓ1,ℓ2}_1 (b_1) ‖ ‖^2_{S2} n_k∑

ℓ_k =1 n_{k+1}∑

ℓ_{k+1}=1 ‖ ‖Π^{ℓk ,ℓk+1} k (b_k) ‖ ‖^2_{S2}

) 1_2

= ‖b_{k+1}‖_{S2} (_{k−1} ∏ j=2 ‖b_j ‖_{S2} ) ‖b_1‖_{S2} ‖b_k‖_{S2} = ‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_{k+1}‖_{S2} ,

as desired. This completes Step 2.

Step 3. By the Riesz representation theorem and the definition of the inner product on S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1),

for all ℓ ∈ S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1)^∗, there exists unique B ∈ S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1) such that ℓ(A) = ⟨A, B⟩_{S2} = Tr(B^∗A) =

Tr(AB^∗) for all A ∈ S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1). Writing b_{k+1} := B^∗ ∈ S_2(H_1; H_{k+1}) and ν_{b,bk+1} (G) = ν_{b1 ,...,bk+1} (G) := Tr ( μ^0_b ( G ) b_{k+1} ) for G ∈ α(E ), this tells us the goal of this step is to prove ‖ν_{b,bk+1} ‖_{var} = |ν_{b,bk+1} |(Ω) ≤ ‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_{k+1}‖_{S2} .

To begin, we make the simple observation that if ν : A → C is a finitely additive complex measure and

E_0 ⊆ A is an elementary family generating A as an algebra, then |ν|(G) = sup {_n ∑ m=1 |ν(R_m)| : R_1, . . . , R_n ∈ E_0 is a partition of G }

for all G ∈ α(E ). Applying this observation to our case, we have | |ν_{b1,...,bk+1} | |(G) = sup {_n ∑ m=1 | | Tr (μ^{00}_b (R_m) b_{k+1}) | | : R_1, . . . , R_n ∈ E is a partition of G } , for all G ∈ α(E ). Therefore, by Lemma A.2.9, we have ‖ ‖ν_{b1,...,bk+1} ‖ ‖_{var} = sup { ∑ ℓ∈[n] | | Tr (μ^{00}_b (G^ℓ) b_{k+1}) | | : Δ = {G^ℓ : ℓ ∈ [n]} as in Step 2 } . It then follows from Step 2 that ‖ν_{b1,...,bk+1} ‖_{var} ≤ ‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_{k+1}‖_{S2} . This completes Step 3.

Step 4. According to the comments at the beginning of and notation in Step 3, the goal of this step is

to prove that ν_{b1 ,...,bk+1} is countably additive for all b_j ∈ S_2(H_{j+1}; H_j ), j ∈ [k], and b_{k+1} ∈ S_2(H_1; H_{k+1}).

As mentioned in the outline of the proof, Lemma A.2.4 tells us we only need to check countable additivity

of ν_{b1,...,bk+1} on E . From now on, write m := k + 1.

First, suppose b_j = ⟨·, h_j ⟩_{Hj+1} k_j , where k_j ∈ H_j and h_j ∈ H_{j+1}, for all j ∈ [m−1], and b_m = ⟨·, h_0⟩_{H1} k_m,

where h_0 ∈ H_1 and k_m ∈ H_m. If G = G_1 × · · · × G_m ∈ E , then

μ^{00}_b (G) b_m = (_m ∏ j=2 ⟨P_j (G_j )k_j , h_{j−1}⟩_{Hj} ) ⟨·, h_0⟩_{H1} P_1(G_1)k_1, so that ν_{b1 ,...,bm} (G) = Tr ( μ^{00}_b ( G ) b_m ) = ⟨P_1(G_1)k_1, h_0⟩_{H1} m∏ j=2 ⟨P_j (G_j )k_j , h_{j−1}⟩_{Hj} = ((P_1)_{k1 ,h0} ⊗ (P_2)_{k2 ,h1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ (P_m)_{km,hm−1} )(G) = P_{k1 ⊗···⊗km,h0⊗···⊗hm−1} (G). (A.1) Since this formula is the restriction to E ⊆ F of a complex measure, we get that ν_{b1 ,...,bm} is countably additive. Since ν_{b1 ,...,bm} is clearly m-linear in (b_1, . . . , b_m), we then conclude that ν_{b1 ,...,bm} is countably additive for all finite rank operators b_1 ∈ S_2(H_2; H_1), . . . , b_{m−1} ∈ S_2(H_m; H_{m−1}) and b_m ∈ S_2(H_1; H_m). To finish this step, we approximate arbitrary b’s by finite rank ones.

Let b_1 ∈ S_2(H_2; H_1), . . . , b_{m−1} ∈ S_2(H_m; H_{m−1}) and b_m ∈ S_2(H_1; H_m) be arbitrary. If (G_p)_{p∈N} ∈ E^N is a pairwise disjoint sequence with G := ⋃ p∈N G_p ∈ E , then we must show

δ_N := | | | | ν_{b1 ,...,bm} (G) − N∑ p=1 ν_{b1 ,...,bm} (G_p) | | | | → 0

as N → ∞. To this end, let (b^n_1 )_{n∈N}, . . . , (b^n_m)_{n∈N} be sequences of finite rank operators such that b^n_j → b_j in S_2 as n → ∞ for all j ∈ [m]. Then, by the previous paragraph,

δ_N = | | | | ν_{b1,...,bm} (G) − ν_bn_{1 ,...,b}n_m (G) + ∞∑ p=1 ν_bn_{1 ,...,b}n_m (G_p) − N∑ p=1 ν_{b1 ,...,bm} (G_p) | | | | ≤ |ν_{b1 ,...,bm} (G) − ν_bn_{1 ,...,b}n_m (G)| + N∑ p=1 |ν_{b1 ,...,bm} (G_p) − ν_bn_{1 ,...,b}n_m (G_p)| + ∑ p>N |ν_bn_{1 ,...,b}n_m (G_p)| for all n, N ∈ N, where the last term — for fixed n ∈ N — goes to zero as N → ∞. But now, notice that m-linearity gives us that ν_{b1 ,...,bm} − ν_bn_{1 ,...,b}n_m = m∑ j=1 ν_bn_{1 ,...,b}n_{j−1 ,bj −b}n_{j ,bj+1 ,...,bm} (A.2) for all n ∈ N. This observation and Step 3 then imply

lim sup N→∞ δ_N ≤ m∑ j=1 ( | |ν_{bn1 ,...,bnj−1 ,bj −bnj ,bj+1 ,...,bm} (G) | | +^∞ ∑ p=1 | |ν_{bn1 ,...,bnj−1 ,bj −bnj ,bj+1 ,...,bm} (G_p) | | )

≤ 2 m∑ j=1 | ν_bn_{1 ,...,b}n_{j−1 ,bj −b}n_{j ,bj+1,...,bm} | (G) ≤ 2 m∑ j=1 ‖ν_bn_{1 ,...,b}n_{j−1 ,bj −b}n_{j ,bj+1 ,...,bm} ‖_{var}

≤ 2 m∑ j=1 ‖b^n_j ‖_{S2} · · · ‖b^n_{j−1}‖_{S2} ‖b_j − b^n_j ‖_{S2} ‖b_{j+1}‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_m‖_{S2} → 0

as n → ∞. We conclude lim_{N→∞} δ_N = 0. Thus μ^0_b is weakly countably additive.

Since S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1) is a Hilbert space and therefore reflexive, Step 3, what we just proved, and Corollary A.2.8 imply μ^0_b extends uniquely to a S_2(H_{k+1}; H_1)-valued vector measure μ_b = P #b on σ(E ) = F with ‖P #b‖_{svar} = ‖μ^0_b ‖_{svar} ≤ ‖b_1‖_{S2} · · · ‖b_k‖_{S2} . This completes Step 4 and the construction of P #b.

Step 5. We use the approximation argument from Step 4. Suppose G ∈ F is such that P (G) = 0 (which implies P (G̃) = 0 when F ∋ G̃ ⊆ G because P is a projection valued measure). If F ∋ G̃ ⊆ G and b_1, . . . , b_k and b_{k+1} ∈ S_2(H_1; H_{k+1}) have rank one, then (A.1) implies that Tr((P #b)(G̃) b_{k+1}) = 0. By multilinearity, this implies Tr((P #b)(G̃) b_{k+1}) = 0 for finite rank b_1, . . . , b_{k+1}. Now, approximating in S_2 arbitrary b_1, . . . , b_{k+1} by finite rank operators gives, using (A.2) and the semivariation bound, that Tr((P #b)(G̃) b_{k+1}) = 0. We conclude (P #b)(G̃) = 0, as claimed. This completes the proof.

Acknowledgements. I acknowledge support from NSF grant DGE 2038238 and partial support from NSF grants DMS 1253402 and DMS 1800733. Some of the arguments from this paper appear (less cleanly) in the first version of my paper [27] on noncommutative C^k functions. I am grateful to Edward McDonald for informing me that these arguments are of independent interest and for encouraging me to publish them on their own. I am also indebted to Bruce Driver for helpful conversations and guidance about writing.

References

[1] A. B. Aleksandrov and V. V. Peller. “Trace formulae for perturbations of class Sm.” Journal of Spectral Theory

1 (2011), 1–26.

[2] A. B. Aleksandrov and V. V. Peller. “Operator Lipschitz functions” (Russian). Uspekhi Matematicheskikh Nauk

71 (2016), 3–106. English translation: Russian Mathematical Surveys 71 (2016), 605–702. [3] N. A. Azamov, A. L. Carey, P. G. Dodds, and F. A. Sukochev. “Operator Integrals, Spectral Shift, and Spectral

Flow.” Canadian Journal of Mathematics 61 (2009), 241–263.

[4] M. S. Birman and M. Z. Solomyak. “Stieltjes Double-Integral Operators” (Russian). Problems of Mathematical

Physics, No. I: Spectral Theory and Wave Processes (M. S. Birman, ed.), pp. 33–67. Izdat. Leningrad. Univ., Leningrad, 1966. English translation: Spectral Theory and Wave Processes (M. S. Birman, ed.), pp. 25–54. Topics in Mathematical Physics, vol. 1. Consultants Bureau, New York, NY, 1967.

[5] M. S. Birman and M. Z. Solomyak. Spectral Theory of Self-Adjoint Operators in Hilbert Space (Russian). Izdat.

Leningrad. Univ., Leningrad, 1980. English translation: Mathematics and its Applications (Soviet Series), vol. 5. D. Reidel Publishing Company, Dordrecht, 1987.

[6] M. S. Birman and M. Z. Solomyak. “Tensor product of a finite number of spectral measures is always a spectral

measure.” Integral Equations and Operator Theory 24 (1996), 179–187.

[7] N. P. Brown and N. Ozawa. C^∗-Algebras and Finite-Dimensional Approximations. Graduate Studies in Mathematics, vol. 88. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2008.

[8] C. Castaing and M. Valadier. Convex Analysis and Measurable Multifunctions. Lecture Notes in Mathematics,

vol. 580. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1977.

[9] J. B. Conway. A Course in Functional Analysis, 2nd ed. Graduate Texts in Mathematics, vol. 96. Springer-Verlag,

New York, NY, 1990.

[10] J. B. Conway. A Course in Operator Theory. Graduate Studies in Mathematics, vol. 21. American Mathematical

Society, Providence, RI, 2000.

[11] H. Crauel. Random Probability Measures on Polish Spaces. Taylor & Francis, London, 2002. [12] Yu. L. Daletskii and S. G. Krein. “Integration and differentiation of functions of Hermitian operators and applications to the theory of perturbations” (Russian). Voronezh. Gos. Univ. Trudy Sem. Funktsional. Anal. 1 (1956), 81–105. English translation: Thirteen Papers on Functional Analysis and Partial Differential Equations, pp. 1–30. American Mathematical Society Translations: Series 2, vol. 47. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1965.

[13] R. C. da Silva. “Lecture Notes on Noncommutative Lp-Spaces.” Preprint, arXiv:1803.02390 [math.OA] (2018). [14] B. de Pagter and F. A. Sukochev. “Differentiation of operator functions in non-commutative Lp-spaces.” Journal

of Functional Analysis 212 (2004), 28–75.

[15] J. Diestel and J. J. Uhl, Jr. Vector Measures. Mathematical Surveys, vol. 15. American Mathematical Society,

Providence, RI, 1977.

[16] J. Dixmier. “Formes linéaires sur un anneau d’opérateurs” (French). Bulletin de la Société Mathématique de

France 81 (1953), 9–39.

[17] J. Dixmier. Von Neumann Algebras. North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam, 1981. [18] P. G. Dodds, T. K. Dodds, F. A. Sukochev, and D. Zanin. “Arithmetic–Geometric Mean and Related Submajorisation and Norm Inequalities for τ -Measurable Operators: Part II.” Integral Equations and Operator Theory 92 (2020), Article 32.

[19] B. K. Driver. Probability Tools with Examples. Notes, available at https://mathweb.ucsd.edu/~bdriver/280_18-19_prob/Lecture_Notes/2018-19-Lecture%20Notes.pdf. [20] K. Dykema and A. Skripka. “Perturbation Formulas for Traces on Normed Ideals.” Communications in Mathematical Physics 325 (2014), 1107–1138.

[21] T. Fack and H. Kosaki. “Generalized s-numbers of τ -measurable operators.” Pacific Journal of Mathematics

123 (1986), 269–300.

[22] G. B. Folland. Real Analysis: Modern Techniques and Their Applications, 2nd ed. Pure and Applied Mathematics.

John Wiley & Sons, New York, NY, 1999.

[23] S. Janson. Gaussian Hilbert Spaces. Cambridge Tracts in Mathematics, vol. 129. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1997.

[24] R. V. Kadison and J. R. Ringrose. Fundamentals of Operator Algebras, Volume I: Elementary Theory. Graduate Studies in Mathematics, vol. 15. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1997.

[25] C. Le Merdy and A. Skripka. “Higher order differentiability of operator functions in Schatten norms.” Journal of the Institute of Mathematics of Jussieu 19 (2020), 1993–2016.

[26] E. Nelson. “Notes on Non-commutative Integration.” Journal of Functional Analysis 15 (1974), 103–116. [27] E. A. Nikitopoulos. “Noncommutative C^k functions and Fréchet derivatives of operator functions.” Expositiones Mathematicae 41 (2023), 115–163.

[28] E. A. Nikitopoulos. “Higher derivatives of operator functions in ideals of von Neumann algebras.” Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 519 (2023), Article 126705.

[29] B. S. Pavlov. “Multidimensional Operator Integrals” (Russian). Problems of Mathematical Analysis, No. 2:

Linear Operators and Operator Equations (V. I. Smirnov, ed.), pp. 99–122. Izdat. Leningrad. Univ., Leningrad, 1969. English translation: Linear Operators and Operator Equations (V. I. Smirnov, ed.), pp. 81–97. Problems in Mathematical Analysis, vol. 2. Consultants Bureau, New York, NY, 1971.

[30] V. V. Peller. “Multiple operator integrals and higher operator derivatives.” Journal of Functional Analysis 233 (2006), 515–544.

[31] V. V. Peller. “Multiple operator integrals in perturbation theory.” Bulletin of Mathematical Sciences 6 (2016), 15–88.

[32] D. Potapov and F. A. Sukochev. “Double Operator Integrals and Submajorization.” Mathematical Modelling of Natural Phenomena 5 (2010), 317–339.

[33] D. Potapov, F. A. Sukochev, A. Usachev, and D. Zanin. “Singular traces and perturbation formulae of higher order.” Journal of Functional Analysis 269 (2015), 1441–1481.

[34] J. R. Ringrose. Compact Non-Self-Adjoint Operators. Van Nostrand Reinhold Mathematical Studies, vol. 35.

Van Nostrand Reinhold Company, London, 1971.

[35] R. A. Ryan. Introduction to Tensor Products of Banach Spaces. Springer Monographs in Mathematics. Springer- Verlag, London, 2002.

[36] A. Skripka. “Taylor asymptotics of spectral action functionals.” Journal of Operator Theory 80 (2018), 113–124. [37] A. Skripka and A. Tomskova. Multilinear Operator Integrals: Theory and Applications. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol. 2250. Springer, Cham, 2019.

[38] M. Takesaki. Theory of Operator Algebras I. Springer-Verlag, New York, NY, 1979. [39] M. Terp. “L^p spaces associated with von Neumann algebras.” Notes, Matematisk Institute, Copenhagen University, Copenhagen, 1981.

[40] F. J. Yeadon. “Non-commutative Lp-spaces.” Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society 77 (1975), 91–102.