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Exact Structures for Operator Modules

Martin Mathieu and Michael Rosbotham

Abstract. Wedemonstrate how exact structures can be placed on the additive category of right opera-

tor modules over an operator algebra in order to discuss global dimension for operator algebras. The

properties of the Haagerup tensor product play a decisive role in this.

1 Introduction

Among themost important operator spacemodules overC*-algebras are theHilbertC*-
modules, the operator modules and the matrix normed modules. The first class became
prominent through the work of Paschke and Rieffel and was intensively studied by
Blecher, amongst others, see, e.g., [5] and [6]. The main difference between the second
and the third class lies in the kind of complete boundedness which is required of the
bilinear mappings that give the module action. For operator modules (we will follow the
terminology of [6] in this paper), one demands (multiplicatively) completely bounded
bilinear mappings, and the associated tensor product is the Haagerup module tensor
product ⊗ℎ� over the C*-algebra �. Jointly completely bounded bilinear mappings
and themodule operator space projective tensor product ⊗

⌢

� govern the class ofmatrix
normed modules; for details, we refer to [6, Chapter 3]. Both these classes have been put
to good use and found a range of interesting applications; we only mention the recent
papers [4], [10] and [11], [12] as samples.

For historical reasons the terminology is (still) not uniform; we will follow the con-
vention in [6], see also [27, Appendix A]. Suffice it to say at this point that operator
modules form a full subcategory of thematrix normedmodules (over any operator alge-
bra). These categories are not abelian and therefore the usual homological algebra does
not apply directly. Nevertheless, homologicalmethods have been successfully developed
in this framework, for example by Helemskii and his school. In [15, Theorem III.5.17,
Corollary IV.4.12] Helemskii proved that a C*-algebra � is classically semisimple (i.e.,
finite dimensional) if and only if all objects in the category Ban∞

�
of Banach �-

modules are projectivewith respect to the class of epimorphisms that split asmorphisms
inBan∞. See also [2], [3] and [16].

For an operator algebra � (on a Hilbert space) it is pertinent to use operator modules
to build a cohomology theory (for the definitions, see Section 2.2); of the numerous con-
tributions we only mention [7], [16], [23], [31] and [33] here. In this paper, we focus on
an appropriate definition of cohomological dimension and, in particular, answer a ques-
tion raised by Helemskii [16] whether quantised global dimension zero is equivalent to
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2

the algebra being classically semisimple; see Theorem 5.3 below. In contrast to the sit-
uation in ring theory, it appears necessary to limit ourselves to a relative cohomology
theory since, otherwise, there exist too many monomorphisms (equivalently, epimor-
phisms) and the concepts of injectivity (respectively, projectivity) become too restrictive.
For example, the canonically defined injective global dimension of any C*-algebra with
regards to the category of its operator modules always is at least 2, as shown in [27].
Paulsen discussed relative cohomology in [23] and related it to completely bounded
Hochschild cohomology. His notions of relative injectivity and projectivity coincide
with ours (defined in Section 4 below) and Helemskii’s approach is also compatible.

The main novelty in this paper is the systematic use of exact categories enabling us
to bring category theory to the foreground in order to take advantage of its unifying
strength. Typically, categories that appear in analysis are not abelianwhich has hindered
the full application of homological algebra methods. Exact structures in the sense of
Quillen [26] (to be defined in Section4) on additive categories likeBan∞were employed
by Bühler in [9], see also [8] for a very nice introduction. The use of exact structures for
categories of operator modules, and indeed sheaves of operator modules overC*-ringed
spaces, was initiated in [1], see also the survey articles [19] and [20], and further studied
in [27]. Exact categories are ideally suited for the important tools of homological algebra
such as (short) exact sequences, diagram lemmas and derived functors.

Not assuming an in-depth knowledge of category theory (as this article is written for
functional analysts) we have included the main categorical concepts deployed through-
out this paper in Section2.1. In Section 2.2 our assumptions onoperator spaces, operator
algebras and the type of operator space modules we work with are stated.

In Section 3 we show how the categorical notions of kernels and cokernels can be
expressed, using language and concepts of operator space theory, in the additive cate-
goryOMod∞

� of non-degenerate right operator �-modules over an operator algebra �.
This prepares Section 4 in which we explore the concept of exact categories and some
techniques for working in this setting. We show that there is a canonical exact struc-
ture that can be placed on our main category OMod∞

� (Theorem 4.4) and discuss how
a global dimension arises in exact categories with enough injectives.

Section 5 deals with another exact structure that can be placed on OMod∞
� . This

structure is related to the study of ‘relative homological algebra’ for operator modules
as it is done in [3], [16] and [23], for example. Our main Theorem 5.3 states that, for a
unital operator algebra �, the global dimension of this exact category is zero if and only
if � is classically semisimple, hence a finite direct sum of full matrix algebras over the
complex numbers. We also discuss similarities and differences between our preferred
category, OMod∞

� , and mnMod∞
� , the category of matrix normed modules over an

operator algebra � in this section.

2 Terminology, Notation and Conventions

2.1 Category Theory

Let A be a category. To indicate that � belongs to the class of objects in A, we write
� ∈ A. The set of morphisms from � ∈ A to � ∈ A is denoted MorA (�, �),
with the A sometimes dropped if the category we are working in is obvious. If M is
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Exact Structures for Operator Modules 3

a class of morphisms in A we denote the subset of MorA (�, �) that consists only of
the morphisms inM byM(�, �) . Two of the most important classes of morphisms in
a category are the classes of monomorphisms and of epimorphisms. Recall that a mor-
phism 5 inA is amonomorphism if it is ‘left cancellable’, that is, if 6, ℎ are morphisms in
A, composable with 5 , such that 5 6 = 5 ℎ, then we must have 6 = ℎ. The ‘right can-
cellable’ morphisms in a category are epimorphisms. An important class of epimorphisms
are the retractions. A morphism A ∈ MorA (�, �) is a retraction if there exists a mor-
phism B ∈ MorA (�, �) such that AB = id� , the identity morphism of � . In this case we
say B is a section of A and � is a retract of � .

The categories we work inwill contain a zero object and, therefore, zeromorphisms.
Thus we can talk about kernels and cokernels.

Definition 2.1 Let A be a category with a zero object. Suppose �, � ∈ A and 5 ∈

Mor(�, �) .
A kernel of 5 is a pair ( , `), where  ∈ A and ` ∈ Mor( , �) with 5 ` = 0 such

that, when� ∈ A and 6 ∈ Mor(�, �) satisfies 5 6 = 0, there exists a uniquemorphism
6 ∈ Mor(�,  ) making the following diagram commutative

 � �

�

` 5

0

6
06

(2.1)

A cokernel of 5 is a pair (�, c), where � ∈ A and c ∈ Mor(�, �) such that c 5 =

0 and, whenever � ∈ A and 6 ∈ Mor(�, �) satisfy 6 5 = 0, there exists a unique
morphism 6 ∈ Mor(�, �) making the following diagram commutative

� � �

�

5 c

0

6
0 6

(2.2)

Remark 2.1 It is easy to see that kernel morphisms must be monomorphisms. We also
note that the property of being a kernel of a morphism is universal. That is, in Dia-
gram 2.1, (�, 6) is a kernel for 5 if and only if 6 is an isomorphism. Similarly, cokernel
morphisms are epimorphisms and cokernel objects are unique up to isomorphism.

It is not difficult to show that, in a category A where every morphism has a kernel
and a cokernel, a morphism is a kernel if and only if it is the kernel of its cokernel and
is a cokernel if and only if it is the cokernel of its kernel. Moreover, let the following
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diagram inA be commutative.

 � �

� � ′ �

` c

5 6

(2.3)

Suppose ` is a kernel of c and c is a cokernel of ` and that all of the vertical arrows are
isomorphisms. Then, by the universal properties of kernels and cokernels, 5 is a kernel
of 6 and 6 is a cokernel of 5 .

Definition 2.2 LetA be a category.
SupposeM is a class of monomorphisms inA, closed under composition and such

that every isomorphism in A is in M. An object � ∈ A is M-injective if, when given
` ∈ M(�, �) and 5 ∈ MorA (�, �), for objects �, � ∈ A, there exists a morphism
6 ∈ MorA (�, �) making the following diagram commutative

� �

�

`

5
6

(2.4)

SupposeP is a class of epimorphisms inA, closed under composition and such that
every isomorphism in A is in P. An object % ∈ A is P-projective if, when given c ∈

P(�, �) and 5 ∈ MorA (%, �), for objects �, � ∈ A, there exists a morphism 6 ∈

MorA (%, �) making the following diagram commutative

%

� �
c

5
6

(2.5)

We sayA has enoughM-injectives (resp., enoughP-projectives) if, for every � ∈ A, there
exists an M-injective object � (resp., P-projective object %) such that M(�, �) ≠ ∅

(resp.,P(%, �) ≠ ∅).

Remark 2.2 Fix a category A and classes M and P of morphisms. It is easy to see
that any retract of anM-injective object must beM-injective and every retract of aP-
projective object must beP-projective. Moreover, if � isM-injective and there exists a
morphism ` ∈ M(�, �), then `must be a section of some retraction A ∈ MorA (�, �).
If % isP-projective and c ∈ P(�, %), then c must be a retraction.

Wewill need the notion of kernels and cokernels whenwe talk about exact categories
and the notion of injectives and projectives when we discuss their global dimensions in
Section 4.
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Exact Structures for Operator Modules 5

2.2 Operator Spaces

In the background we will be using Ruan’s Representation Theorem ([13, Theorem
2.3.5]). Hence we will not distinguish between spaces arising as subspaces of �(�), the
bounded operators on a Hilbert space � , and matrix normed spaces satisfying Ruan’s
axioms (see, for example, [6, 1.2.12]). However, when we refer to operator spaces, we will
mean spaces of this type that we also assume to be complete. If � is an operator space
we will write G = [G8 9 ] ∈ "= (�) to say that G is an = × = matrix with entries G8 9 ,
8, 9 ∈ {1, . . . , =} in � , and ‖G‖= is the norm of G in the Banach space "= (�), whose
norm is inherited by the matrix norm of � .

When �, � are operator spaces, we will denote the operator space consisting of all
completely bounded linear maps from � to � by ��(�, �). The completely bounded
norm of an element q ∈ ��(�, �) is ‖q‖cb.

By � being an operator algebrawewill mean � is a closed subalgebra of �(�) of some
Hilbert space� such that � contains a contractive approximate identity. By theBlecher–
Ruan–Sinclair Theorem ([6, Theorem 2.3.2]), we need not distinguish between � being
an operator algebra and � being an operator space which is also a Banach algebra with
a contractive approximate identity such that the map � ⊗ℎ � → � from the Haagerup
tensor product of � with itself to � induced by the multiplication on � is completely
contractive.

A complex algebra is said to be classically semisimple if it is a direct sum of mini-
mal right ideals and if it is finitely generated, finitely many minimal right ideals suffice.
Hence, combining the Artin–Wedderburn theorem with the Gelfand–Mazur theorem
it follows that a unital complex Banach algebra is classically semisimple if and only if
it is the direct sum of finitely many full matrix algebras over the complex numbers; in
particular it is finite dimensional.

Definition 2.3 Let � be an operator algebra. We say that a right �-module � that is
also an operator space is a right operator �-module if the map � ⊗ℎ � → � , induced by
the module action, is completely contractive.

It follows from the associativity of theHaagerup tensor product that, for any operator
space � , � ⊗ℎ � is a right operator �-module; this works analogous to [6, 3.1.5 (3)].

Definition 2.4 Let � be a right Banach �-module. If the linear span of elements of the
form G ·0, where G ∈ �, 0 ∈ �, is dense in � thenwe say � is non-degenerate. By Cohen’s
Factorisation Theorem [6, Theorem A.6.2], this happens if and only if, for each G ∈ � ,
there exist G′ ∈ �, 0 ∈ � such that G = G′ · 0.

We will always restrict ourselves to categories of non-degenerate operator modules,
and unital modules if the algebra is unital. If � is an non-degenerate right operator
�-module and � is a closed subspace of � then � and �/� become non-degenerate
right operator �-modules when equipped with the standard induced operator space
structures and module actions [6, Section 3.1].

For a Banach space � and some W > 0 we will denote {G ∈ � | ‖G‖ < W} by � ‖ · ‖<W .
Recall that a linear map 5 : � → � between Banach spaces is an open map if and only
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6

there exists W > 0 such that 5 (� ‖ · ‖<1) ⊇ �‖ · ‖<W . If � and � are, moreover, operator
spaces we say that 5 is completely open if there exists some common W such that each
amplification 5= is open and for each = ∈ N, 5=

(
"= (�) ‖ · ‖<1

)
⊇ "= (�) ‖ · ‖<W . These

maps can be characterised in the following way.

Proposition 2.3 Let � and � be operator spaces. Then 5 ∈ ��(�, �) is completely open if
and only if there exists _ > 1 such that, for each = ∈ N, every H ∈ "= (�) is equal to 5= (G)

for some G ∈ "= (�) with ‖G‖= ≤ _‖H‖= .

For a completely open map 5 , we will refer to _ as in Proposition 2.3 as an openness
constant for 5 .

Example 2.4 When � is an operator space and � is a closed subspace, then the canoni-
cal projection c ∈ ��(�, �/�) is a completely open map and any _ > 1 is an openness
constant.

Injectivity and self-duality of the Haagerup tensor product provide us with the
following useful result.

Lemma 2.5 Let � and � be operator spaces and let D ∈ � ⊗ℎ � be non-zero. There exist
bounded linear functionals U ∈ �∗, V ∈ �∗ such that (U ⊗ V) (D) ≠ 0.

This follows immediately from the completely isometric embeddings

� ⊗ℎ � ↩→ �∗∗ ⊗ℎ �
∗∗ ↩→ (�∗ ⊗ℎ �

∗)∗

given by (G ⊗ H) (U ⊗ V) = U(G)V(H) for G ∈ � , H ∈ � , U ∈ �∗ and V ∈ �∗, see [13,
Proposition 9.2.5 and Theorem 9.4.7].

3 The additive category of operator modules

It iswell knownhow the notionof the global dimension formodule categories extends to
the setting of abelian categories with enough injectives (or enough projectives). See, e.g.,
[18], [21] or [22]. In this sectionwewill see towhat extent the canonical additive category
of non-degenerate (right) operator �-modules over an operator algebra � fails to be
abelian. In order to remedy this by introducing an exact structure in the next section,
we need to study the kernels and cokernels in this category in detail.

We first recall the definition of an additive category.

Definition 3.1 A category A is additive if A has a zero object; morphism sets have
the structure of abelian groups; composition is distributive with respect to this abelian
group structure; and a product exists for each pair of objects.

For �, � ∈ A, where A is additive, we denote by HomA (�, �) the morphism set
equipped with the abelian group structure. A functor F : A → B is additive if, when
�, � ∈ A, F( 5 + 6) = F( 5 ) + F(6) for all morphisms 5 , 6 ∈ HomA (�, �) . Note
that, in an additive category, �, � ∈ A have a product � ∈ A if and only if � is
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Exact Structures for Operator Modules 7

also their coproduct. Moreover, this happens precisely when � is a direct sum of � and
� , that is, there exists a quintuplet (�, ]� , ]� , c� , c� ), where ]� ∈ Hom(�,�), ]� ∈

Hom(�, �), and c� ∈ Hom(�, �), c� ∈ Hom(�, �), such that c� ]� = id� , c� ]� =

id� and ]�c� + ]�c� = id� .
For the remainder of this section we fix an operator algebra �. We will use

OMod∞
� to denote the category whose objects are the non-degenerate right operator

�-modules andwhosemorphisms are the completely bounded �-modulemaps. Instead
of OMod∞

C
we write Op∞. For �, � ∈ OMod∞

� , we denote the set MorOMod∞
�
(�, �)

by ���(�, �), and by ��(�, �) if � = C. It is clear that this is an abelian group.

Proposition 3.1 Let � be an operator algebra. The category OMod∞
� is additive.

The only part of Proposition 3.1 that is perhaps not immediately apparent is the exis-
tence of a product for each pair of objects inOMod∞

� . For any operator spaces �1, �2,

let �1⊕�2 be the vector space direct sum equipped with the norm ‖(G, H)‖ = ‖G‖+ ‖H‖

for each G ∈ �1, H ∈ �2. For each = ∈ N, the obvious identifications "= (�1 ⊕ �2) �

"= (�1) ⊕"=(�2) yield an operator space structure on �1 ⊕ �2. Moreover, if �1, �2 ∈

OMod∞
� , then we equip �1 ⊕ �2 with the module action (G, H) · 0 := (G · 0, H · 0) for

all G ∈ �1, H ∈ �2, 0 ∈ �. With this, we have �1 ⊕ �2 ∈ OMod∞
� and the quintu-

plet (�1 ⊕ �2, ]1, ]2, c1, c2), where for each 8 ∈ {1, 2}, ]8 : �8 → �1 ⊕ �2 denotes the
inclusion and c8 : �1 ⊕ �2 → �8 is the projection, makes �1 ⊕ �2 a direct sum of �1

and �2.
The next result is elementary.

Proposition 3.2 Let �, � ∈ OMod∞
� . For every 5 ∈ ���(�, �), we have

(i) 5 is a monomorphism inOMod∞
� if and only if it is injective.

(ii) 5 is an epimorphism inOMod∞
� if and only if it has dense range.

Kernels and cokernels are fundamental tools in our approach.

Proposition 3.3 Let � be an operator algebra. Suppose �, � ∈ OMod∞
� and 5 ∈

���(�, �). Then 5 has a kernel and a cokernel.

Proof We first deal with the kernel of 5 . Let  be ker 5 = 5 −1(0); this is clearly an
object inOMod∞

� . Let ` :  → � be the inclusion. Then ` ∈ ���(�, �) and 5 ` = 0.
Suppose� ∈ OMod∞

� and there exists 6 ∈ ���(�, �) with 5 6 = 0. Then 6(�) ⊆  ,

so we let 6 ∈ ���(�,  ) just be the �-module map 6. As morphisms we have 6 = `6.
That this is the only such morphism making Diagram (2.1) commutative, follows from
the fact that ` is a monomorphism.

To prove that 5 has a cokernel, we let � = �/ 5 (�) and c ∈ ���(�, �) be the
canonical projection. Obviously, c 5 = 0. Suppose there exist � ∈ OMod∞

� and 6 ∈

���(�, �) such that 6 5 = 0. For each H ∈ �, let 6(c(H)) = 6(H). If c(H) = 0 then
H ∈ � (�) and, by continuity, 6(H) = 0. Hence 6 : � → � is a well-defined map and is
clearly an �-module map. In fact, it is completely open with openness constant _ > 1

since "= (�) � "= (�)/"= (� (�)) [6, 1.2.14]. For each = ∈ N and 2 ∈ "= (�) choose

2021/05/12 00:58
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H ∈ "= (�) such that c=(H) = 2 and ‖H‖= ≤ _‖2‖= . Then ‖6(2)‖= = ‖6(H)‖= ≤

‖6‖cb_‖2‖= . Hence 6 is completely bounded, i.e., 6 ∈ ���(�, �) such that 6c = 6.
Lastly, we note since c is an epimorphism, 6 is the only morphism � → � making
Diagram (2.2) commutative. �

Proposition 3.4 Let � be an operator algebra. Let �, � ∈ OMod∞
� and ` ∈ ���(�, �).

Then ` is the kernel of some morphism c ∈ ���(�, �), � ∈ OMod∞
� if and only if `

has closed range and is an isomorphism in OMod∞
� (that is, a completely bounded bijective

�-module map, with completely bounded inverse) when viewed as a map onto its range.

Proof By Remark 2.1 and Proposition 3.3 we need only consider the case where� =

�/`(�) and c is the canonical quotient mapping. Let  = ker c and ] ∈ ���( , �)
be the inclusion map. Then ` is a kernel of c if and only if there exists an isomorphism
q ∈ ���( , �) making the following diagram commutative.

� � �

 

` c

0

]
0q

(3.1)

Note that `(�) = ]( ). Suppose ` has closed range and is an isomorphism inOMod∞
�

when considered as a map onto its range. Then `(�) = ]( ) and we simply let q be the
completely bounded inverse `(�) → � composed with ]. So ` is a kernel.

On the other hand, if ` is the kernel of c then q exists. Since ` = ] ◦ q−1 and ] is an
isometry, `(�) is closed and we are done. �

Proposition 3.5 Let � be an operator algebra. Let �, � ∈ OMod∞
� and c ∈ ���(�, �).

Then c is the cokernel of some morphism ` ∈ ���(�, �),� ∈ OMod∞
� if and only if c is

completely open.

Proof By Remark 2.1 and Proposition 3.3 we need only look at the case where � =

ker c and ` is the inclusionmapping. Let� = �/`(�) and 6 ∈ ���(�, �) be the quo-
tientmap. Then c is cokernel for ` if and only if there exists an isomorphism q : � → �

making the following diagram commutative.

� � �

�

` c

0

6
0 q

(3.2)

Suppose that c is completely open and hence surjective. Note that, if G ∈ � is such that
c(G) = 0, then G ∈ `(�) and 6(`(G)) = 0, so the map q : � → �, c(G) ↦→ 6(G) is

2021/05/12 00:58



Exact Structures for Operator Modules 9

well defined. As c, 6 are �-module maps so is q. For any = ∈ N and H ∈ "= (�), we
have by Proposition 2.3 that ‖q= (H)‖= = ‖6= (G)‖= ≤ _‖6‖cb‖H‖= for some G ∈ � and
openness constant _ > 1. So q ∈ ���(�, �). A similar argument (using the fact that 6
is completely open) gives that there is a morphism k ∈ ���(�, �) defined by setting
k(6(G)) = c(G) for any G ∈ � . By definition, qc = 6 and it is clear that k is the inverse
of q, thus q is an isomorphism. It follows that c is a cokernel of `.

Conversely, suppose there exists an isomorphism q making Diagram (3.2) commu-
tative. Let = ∈ N and H ∈ "= (�). By Proposition 2.3, there exists G ∈ "= (�) such
that 6= (G) = q= (H) and ‖G‖= ≤ _‖q= (H)‖= ≤ _‖q‖cb‖H‖= , where _ is an open-
ness constant for 6. Moreover, the commutativity of Diagram (3.2) gives that c= (G) =

q−1= 6= (G) = q
−1
= q=(H) = H and by Proposition 2.3, c is completely open. �

An additive category A is called abelian if every morphism in A has both a ker-
nel and a cokernel; every monomorphism inA is the kernel of its cokernel; and every
epimorphism in A is the cokernel of its kernel. Comparing the descriptions above of
the kernels and cokernels inOMod∞

� with the monomorphisms and epimorphisms in
that category, it is perhaps obvious that OMod∞

� fails to be abelian. Here is the prob-
ably simplest example for � = C. Let � be an infinite-dimensional Banach space.
Recall that the identity map on � is completely contractive when considered as a map
5 : Max(�) → Min(�), where Max(�) is � equipped with its maximal quantization
and Min(�) is its minimal quantization. Then 5 ∈ ��C (Max(�), Min(�)) is surjec-
tive and hence an epimorphism inOMod∞

C
. However it cannot be completely open, that

is, an isomorphism as � is infinite dimensional (see, e.g., [25, Corollary 3.9]).
As a result, the homological algebra which is highly developed in abelian categories

is not directly available inOMod∞
� . In the next section we show howwe can get around

this issue by introducing exact categories. The following two results will be essential.

Proposition 3.6 Let �, �, � ∈ OMod∞
� with 5� ∈ ���(�, �) and 5� ∈ ���(�, �).

(i) There exist ! ∈ OMod∞
� and ℓ� ∈ ���(!, �), ℓ� ∈ ���(!, �) making the

following diagram a pullback square.

! �

� �

ℓ�

ℓ� 5�

5�

(3.3)

(ii) For any such pullback square, if 5� is a cokernel map, then so is ℓ� .

Proof (i) Let ! = {(G, H) ∈ � ⊕ � | 5� (G) = 5� (H)}. Then ! is a closed submodule
of � ⊕ � so inherits the operator �-module structure of � ⊕ � . Let ℓ� and ℓ� be the
restrictions to ! of the canonical projections c� : � ⊕ � → � and c� : � ⊕ � → � ,
respectively. By definition of !, Diagram (3.3) is commutative.

If there exist !′ ∈ OMod∞
� and ℓ′

�
∈ ���(!

′, �), ℓ′
�

∈ ���(!
′, �) such that

5�ℓ
′
�

= 5�ℓ
′
�
, then, by the universal property of products, there exists a unique q ∈
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���(!
′, !) such that ℓ′

�
= c�q and ℓ

′
�
= c�q and it is clear that q(!

′) ⊆ !; hence !
must make Diagram (3.3) a pullback square.

(ii) By Remark 2.1 and the universal property of pullbacks, the result holds if and
only if it holds for the pullback square defined in (i). Suppose that 5� is a cokernel map.
Proposition 3.5 tells us that 5� is completely open and we are done if ℓ� is completely
open.

Let _ be an openness constant for 5� and set _′ = max {_‖ 5� ‖cb, 1}. For = ∈ N

and H ∈ "= (�), we have ( 5� )= (H) ∈ "= (�) and, by Proposition 2.3, there exists
G ∈ "= (�) such that ( 5� )= (G) = ( 5� )=(H) (hence (G, H) ∈ !) with ‖G‖= ≤

_‖( 5� )= (H)‖= ≤ _′‖H‖= . We note that (ℓ� )=(G, H) = H with ‖(G, H)‖= ≤ 2_′‖H‖= .
Proposition 2.3 tells us ℓ� is completely open. �

Proposition 3.7 Let �, �, � ∈ OMod∞
� with 5� ∈ ���(�, �) and 5� ∈ ���(�, �).

(i) There exist � ∈ OMod∞
� and ℎ� ∈ ���(�, �), ℎ� ∈ ���(�, �) making the

following diagram a pushout square.

� �

� �

5�

5� ℎ�

ℎ�

(3.4)

(ii) For any such pushout square, if 5� is a kernel map, then so is ℎ� .

Proof (i) Let� = {( 5� (I),− 5� (I)) | I ∈ �} and� = � ⊕ �/� . Let ℎ� be the com-
position of the embedding ]� : � → � ⊕ � with the canonical projection c : � ⊕ � →

� and ℎ� = c]� , where ]� is the embedding � → � ⊕ � . Clearly ℎ� ∈ ���(�, �)

and ℎ� ∈ ���(�, �). For any I ∈ �, ( 5� (I), 0)−(0, 5� (I)) = ( 5� (I), − 5� (I)) ∈ �;
this means that Diagram (3.4) is commutative.

Suppose there exists � ′ ∈ OMod∞
� and ℎ′

�
∈ ���(�, �

′) and ℎ′
�
∈ ���(�, �

′)

with ℎ′
�
5� = ℎ′

�
5� . By the universal property of coproducts, there exists q ∈

���(� ⊕ �, � ′) such that q]� = ℎ′
�
and q]� = ℎ′

�
. For Diagram (3.4) to be a pushout

square it remains to show that there exists g ∈ ���(�, �
′) such that gℎ� = ℎ′

�
and

gℎ� = ℎ′
�
. Suppose (G, H) ∈ � , then there exists I ∈ � such that G = 5� (I) and

H = − 5� (I). Therefore,

q(G, H) = ℎ′� ( 5� (I)) + ℎ
′
� (− 5� (I)) = ℎ

′
� ( 5� (I)) − ℎ

′
� ( 5� (I)) = 0.

That is, the �-module map g : � → � ′, c(G, H) ↦→ q(G, H) is well defined. Let 2 ∈

"= (�) and_ > 1. As inExample 2.4, c is completely open and_ is an openness constant
for c. Therefore, there exists (G, H) ∈ "= (�⊕�) such that 2 = c=(G, H)with ‖g(2) ‖= =
‖q(G, H)‖= ≤ ‖q‖cb‖(G, H)‖= ≤ _‖q‖cb‖2‖= . Hence g is completely bounded.

(ii) By Remark 2.1 and the universal property of pushouts, the result holds if and
only if it holds for the pushout square defined in (i). Suppose that 5� is a kernel map in
OMod∞

� . That is, 5� (�) is closed in � and there exists 6 ∈ ���( 5� (�), �) such that
6 5� = id� and 5�6 = id 5� (�) . We will show that ℎ� is a kernel map too.
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Exact Structures for Operator Modules 11

Suppose we have a sequence ( 5� (I=),− 5� (I=))=∈N in� with limit (G, H) ∈ � ⊕ � .
By continuity, 6(G) is the limit of (I=)=∈N = (6 5� (I=))=∈N and H = − 5� (6(G)). That
is, (G, H) = ( 5� (6(G)),− 5� (6(G))) ∈ � . Therefore � is closed and� = � ⊕ �/� .

For ℎ� to be a kernel map, we need that ℎ� (�) is closed in�. Let (ℎ� (H=))=∈N ⊆ �

and 2 ∈ � be such that ‖ℎ� (H=) −2‖ → 0. There exist G ∈ � , H ∈ � with 2 = c(G, H) is
the limit of (c(0, H=))=∈N; that is, ‖c(−G, H=− H) −c(0, H=)‖ → 0. Because� is closed
in � ⊕ � there must exist a sequence (I=) ∈ � such that ( 5� (I=),− 5� (I=)) ∈ �

with ‖(−G − 5� (I=), H= − H + 5� (I=))‖ → 0. In particular, ‖−G − 5� (I=)‖ → 0
and, as 5� (�) is closed in � , there exists some I ∈ � with 5� (I) = −G. By continuity,
I= = 6( 5� (I=)) → I and 5� (I=) → 5� (I). Set H

′ = H − 5� (I), then ‖H= − H
′‖ → 0.

Therefore

ℎ� (H
′) = c(0, H′) = c((G, H) + ( 5� (I),− 5� (I))) = c(G, H)

and hence, c(G, H) ∈ ℎ� (�).
Note that ℎ� is injective. Indeed, if ℎ� (H) = 0, then there exists I ∈ � such that

(0, H) = ( 5� (I), − 5� (I)) but 5� is injective so I = 0 and therefore H = 0. So we
certainly have an �-module map ℓ : ℎ� (�) → � defined by ℓ(ℎ� (H)) = H. We are
done if ℓ is completely bounded.

Note that, for each I ∈ "= (�), we have

‖( 5� )= (I)‖= ≤ ‖ 5� ‖cb‖I‖= ≤ ‖ 5� ‖cb ‖6‖cb ‖( 5� )= (I)‖= . (3.5)

If 5� = 0, the result is obvious, so we can suppose otherwise. Then Equation (3.5) tells
us that ‖ 5� (I)‖= ≥  ‖ 5� (I)‖= where  = min {(‖ 5� ‖cb ‖6‖cb)

−1, 1}. Recall that for
each H ∈ "= (�), ‖(ℎ� )=(H)‖= = inf‖(0, H) + (( 5� )=(I),−( 5� )=(I))‖= , where the
infimum is over all I ∈ "= (�). Then, for each = ∈ N, there exists I ∈ "= (�) such that

‖(ℎ� )= (H)‖= ≥
1

2
‖(0, H) + (( 5� )= (I),−( 5� )= (I))‖= =

1

2
‖(( 5� )= (I), H − ( 5� )=(I))‖=

=
1

2

(
‖( 5� )= (I)‖= + ‖H − ( 5� )= (I)‖=

)

≥
 

2

(
‖( 5� )= (I)‖= + ‖H − ( 5� )= (I)‖=

)
≥
 

2
‖H‖= .

Therefore ‖ℓ= ((ℎ� )= (H))‖= = ‖H‖= ≤ 2
 
‖(ℎ� )=(H)‖= for all = and ℓ is completely

bounded. �

We are now ready to embark on setting up the new framework for homological
algebra.

4 Exact Categories and Global Dimension

Exact categories are additive categories equipped with a class of kernel-cokernel pairs
that satisfy certain axioms (see Definition 4.2 below). In this section we show how exact
categories provide a framework to arrive at a more general version of the notion of a
global dimension for an abelian category. Our main source for exact categories is the
survey article of Bühler [8]. We show that for a general operator algebra �,OMod∞

� has
a canonical exact structure.
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Definition 4.1 Suppose we have a pair of composable morphisms

 � �
` c�

in an additive category A, where ` is a kernel of c� and c� is a cokernel of ` .
Then we say that (` , c�) is a kernel-cokernel pair. SupposeE is a fixed class of kernel-
cokernel pairs in A. Then a morphism ` is called an admissible monomorphism if there
exists a morphism c such that (`, c) ∈ E. A morphism c is called an admissible epi-
morphism if there exists a morphism ` such that (`, c) ∈ E. In diagrams admissible
monomorphisms (resp., epimorphisms) will be depicted by֌ (resp.,։).

We define exact categories using the axioms of an exact structure given in [8]. In
Section 2 of that paper, Bühler shows these axioms are equivalent to Quillen’s axioms
([26]).

Definition 4.2 An exact structure onA is a classEx of kernel-cokernel pairs which is
closed under isomorphisms and satisfies the following axioms:

[E0] ∀ � ∈ A : id� is an admissible monomorphism;
[E0op] ∀ � ∈ A : id� is an admissible epimorphism;
[E1] the class of admissible monomorphisms is closed under composition;

[E1op] the class of admissible epimorphisms is closed under composition;
[E2] the pushout of an admissiblemonomorphism along an arbitrarymorphism exists

and yields an admissible monomorphism;
[E2op] the pullback of an admissible epimorphism along an arbitrary morphism exists

and yields an admissible epimorphism.

An exact category is a pair (A,Ex) consisting of an additive category A and an exact
structureEx onA.

Definition 4.3 For an additive categoryA, a kernel-cokernel pair

 � �
` c�

is split if there exist morphisms `� ∈ Hom(�, �) and c ∈ Hom(�,  ) such that the
quintuplet (�, ` , `� , c , c�) makes � a direct sum.

Example 4.1 The class of all split kernel-cokernel pairs forms an exact structure on
any additive category. We denote this classEx<8= and note thatEx<8= will be a sub-
structure of any other exact structure placed onA. This is trivial to show, but has useful
consequences (see Section 5 below).

Example 4.2 The class of all kernel-cokernel pairs in an additive category A is
denotedEx<0G . IfA is an abelian category then (A,Ex<0G) is an exact category and
Ex<0G is the class of all short exact sequences inA.
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Exact Structures for Operator Modules 13

For a general additive category A, the classEx<0G is closed under isomorphisms
(Remark 2.1) and satisfies [E0] and [E0op]. We introduce some conditions that ensure
that this class forms an exact structure onA.

Definition 4.4 LetA be an additive category. We sayA is a quasi-abelian category if:
(i) each morphism inA has a kernel and a cokernel;
(ii) the class Ex<0G of all kernel-cokernel pairs satisfies conditions [E2] and [E2op]

from Definition 4.2.

The following can be proven by diagram chasing, from the definitions of kernels,
cokernels, pushouts and pullbacks. (See [8, Proposition 4.4].)

Proposition 4.3 ([29, Proposition 1.1.7]) LetA be a quasi-abelian category. ThenEx<0G ,

the class of all kernel-cokernel pairs, satisfies conditions [E1] and [E1op] from Definition 4.2
and thus forms an exact structure.

Theorem 4.4 Let � be an operator algebra. The class of all kernel-cokernel pairs inOMod∞
�

forms an exact structure onOMod∞
� .

Proof By Propositions 3.3, 3.6 and 3.7,OMod∞
� is quasi-abelian. The result then fol-

lows from Proposition 4.3. Alternatively, one can check [E1] and [E1op] ‘by hand’ [27,
Section 3.4]. �

In an abelian category, the short exact sequences are the smallest building blocks for
homological algebra which then emerges from long exact sequences and so-called dia-
gram lemmas. The kernel-cokernel pairs take the role of short exact sequences, and the
axioms of an exact category entail enough of the diagram lemmas to build a viable the-
ory. This is demonstrated in detail in [8] and successfully applied to a functional analytic
setting in [9].

Another fundamental tool is the concept of an exact functor.

Definition 4.5 An additive functor F : (A,Ex1) → (B,Ex2) between two exact
categories is exact if F(Ex1) ⊆ Ex2.

We will note for later (see Section 5) how exact functors are useful for inducing
alternate exact structures on an exact category.

Proposition 4.5 Let F : (A,Ex1) → (B,Ex2) be an exact functor between exact
categories. Suppose there is another exact structureEx′

2 onB. Then

Ex′
1 =

{
(`, c) ∈ Ex1 | (F`, Fc) ∈ Ex′

2

}

forms an exact structure onA.

Proposition 4.5 is [17, Proposition 7.3]; the proof also follows easily from [8, Propo-
sition 5.2]. We will call the exact structure Ex′

1 appearing in this way a relative exact
structure as it involves constraints relative to another exact structure.
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Injectivity and projectivity can be described using the notion of exact functors. For
any object � in an additive categoryA we have the following contravariant functor

Hom(−, �) : A −−−→ Ab

� ↦−→ HomA (�, �)

HomA (�, �) ∋ 5 ↦−→ 5 ∗ = Hom( 5 , �)

where 5 ∗(6) = 6 5 for 6 ∈ HomA (�, �) and Ab is the category of abelian
groups. There is also the similarly defined covariant functor Hom(�,−), where 5∗ =

Hom(�, 5 ) is given by post-composition of 5 . We call these Hom-functors.

Let M be the class of admissible monomorphisms in an exact category (A,Ex)
and P be the class of admissible epimorphisms in this category. We shall writeEx =

(M,P) for brevity. Then an object � ∈ A is M-injective precisely when Hom(−, �)

is exact as a functor to (Ab,Ex<0G) and % ∈ A is P-projective precisely when
Hom(%,−) is exact.

In an abelian category with enough injectives there is a standard notion of injective
dimension of an object. This is defined using injective resolutions. In order for these
methods to transfer to the setting of exact categories we need to take extra care in our
set up. To this end, we work with resolutions built from particular types of morphisms.

Definition 4.6 Let (A,Ex) be an exact category and Ex = (M,P). A morphism
5 ∈ Hom(�, �) is called admissible if there exist an object � ∈ A and morphisms
c 5 ∈ P(�, �) and ` 5 ∈ M(�, �) such that 5 = ` 5 c 5 . (Such decomposition is
unique up to isomorphism.)

A sequence of admissible morphisms

· · · �1 �2 �3 · · ·

�1 �2 �3

51 52 53

c1 c2 c2]1 ]2 ]3

is called exact if, for each = ∈ Z, (]=, c=+1) is inEx.
An exact sequence of admissible morphisms of the form

� �0 �1 �2 · · ·
] 30 31 32

where each �= isM-injective is called anM-injective resolution of � .

It is easy to see that, ifM is the class of admissible monomorphisms in an exact cat-
egory (A,Ex) andA has enoughM-injectives, then an injective resolution exists for
every object inA. In the same situation, a little more work gives the following analogue
of the injective dimension theorem for modules over rings.

Theorem 4.6 Let M be the class of admissible monomorphisms in an exact category

(A,Ex). Suppose A has enough M-injectives. The following are equivalent for = ≥ 1 and
every � ∈ A.
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Exact Structures for Operator Modules 15

(i) If there is an exact sequence of admissible morphisms

� �0 · · · �=−1 � (4.1)

with each �< , 0 ≤ < ≤ = − 1 injective, then � must be injective;

(ii) There is an exact sequence of admissible morphisms

� �0 · · · �=−1 �= (4.2)

with each �< , 0 ≤ < ≤ = injective.

Remark 4.7 That (i) implies (ii) in Theorem 4.6 follows easily from the fact that every
object in such a category A has an M-injective resolution and by the definition of an
exact sequence of admissiblemorphisms. To get (ii) implies (i), one can follow themethod
of the same result for general abelian categories, or indeed module categories, making
slight adjustments when necessary. That is, one goes via the route of Ext groups. These
are defined using derived functors arising from Hom-functors. A nice explanation of
derived functors from exact categories can be found in [8, Section 12]. Themodule cate-
gory versions of the injective dimension theorem can be found in various places, see, for
example, [32, Lemma 4.1.8] or [22, Proposition 4.8]. An explicit proof of Theorem 4.6 is
given in [27].

We now introduce the homological dimension we are after.

Definition 4.7 Let � ∈ A and M be the class of admissible monomorphisms in an
exact category (A,Ex). We say � has finiteM-injective dimension if there exists an exact
sequence of admissible morphisms as in Diagram (4.2) with all �< M-injective. If � is
of finite M-injective dimension we write InjM-dim (�) = 0 if � is M-injective and
InjM-dim (�) = = if � is notM-injective and = is the smallest natural number such that
there exists an exact sequence of admissible morphisms as in Diagram (4.2) with all �<

M-injective. If � is not of finiteM-injective dimension, we write InjM-dim (�) = ∞.
The global dimension of the exact category (A,Ex) is

sup
{
InjM-dim (�) | � ∈ A

}
∈ N0 ∪ {∞}.

Remark 4.8 It is easy to observe, using Theorem 4.6, that theM-injective dimension
of an object � in an exact category (A,Ex) is independent of any choice of injective
resolutions. That is, if there exists an exact sequence of admissible morphisms as in
Diagram (4.2) with all �< injective and also the following injective resolution of �

� �0 · · · �=−1 �= · · ·
30 3=−1 3= (4.3)

then, by Theorem 4.6, 3=−1 must also be an admissible epimorphism.

If P is the class of admissible epimorphisms then the dual procedure to the above
yields the notion of projective resolutions and projective dimension for an object. There
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is a dual result to Theorem 4.6 which leads to the notion of the projective dimension of
an object. An object will have projective dimension 0 if and only if it isP-projective.We
are able to characterise global dimension 0 using projectives by Corollary 4.11 below.

Remark 4.9 LetM be the class of admissible monomorphisms and P be the class of
admissible epimorphisms in an exact category. If there are enough P-projectives and
enough M-injectives, the supremum of all the P-projective dimensions will coincide
with the supremum of all theM-injective dimensions. So we are always able to define
the global dimension using onlyP-projectives provided there are enough of them.

The following proposition is a classical result known as the ‘Splitting Lemma’.

Proposition 4.10 (Splitting Lemma) Let A be an additive category with kernels and

cokernels and suppose

� � �
` c

is a kernel-cokernel pair inA. Then the following are equivalent:

(i) The kernel-cokernel pair is split;

(ii) there exists c� ∈ HomA (�, �) such that c�` = id� ;
(iii) there exists `� ∈ HomA (�, �) such that c`� = id� .

Corollary 4.11 Let (A,Ex) be an exact category andEx = (M,P). Every object in A

isM-injective if and only if every object isP-projective.

Proof This follows from the Splitting Lemma and Remark 2.2. �

5 Operator Algebras with Global Dimension Zero

When � is a unital operator algebra andM is the class of admissible monomorphisms
in the exact category (OMod∞

� ,Ex<0G), it is unclear whether there are enough M-
injectives. The canonical object ��(�, �), where � is injective in Op∞, which is the
analogue of the canonical injective object in algebraic module categories, lies in the
larger category of matrix normed modules [10], [28]. We will discuss this issue at the
end of the present section. However, there is a different exact structure we can place on
OMod∞

� that has enough projectives. In this section we discuss this structure and give a
characterisation of when the global dimension associated to this exact category is zero.

LetExA4; be the class of kernel-cokernel pairs inOMod∞
� that split inOp∞.

Proposition 5.1 Let � be an operator algebra. Then (OMod∞
� ,ExA4;) is an exact category.

Proof By Theorem 4.4, (OMod∞
� ,Ex<0G) is an exact category. In particular,

this holds for OMod∞
C

= Op∞. The forgetful functor (OMod∞
� ,Ex<0G) −→

(Op∞,Ex<0G) is exact and as in Example 4.1, we know that Ex<8= forms an exact
structure onOp∞. The result follows from Proposition 4.5. �
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Exact Structures for Operator Modules 17

We next show that (OMod∞
� ,ExA4;) has enough projectives.

Proposition 5.2 Let � be a unital operator algebra. For every � ∈ Op∞, the Haagerup

tensor product � ⊗ℎ � is PA4;-projective. In particular, (OMod∞
� ,ExA4;) has enough

PA4;-projectives.

Proof Suppose we have the following diagram of morphisms inOMod∞
� ,

� ⊗ℎ �

� �

5

c

with c ∈ PA4; and that c̃ ∈ ��(�, �) satisfies cc̃ = id� . Let 6
′ : � ⊗ℎ � → � be the

map defined on elementary tensors by 6′(G ⊗ 0) = (c̃ 5 (G ⊗ 1)) · 0 for G ∈ �, 0 ∈ �.
Since 6′ is the composition of

� ⊗ℎ � (� ⊗ℎ �) ⊗ℎ � � ⊗ℎ � �
] ⊗ id� c̃ 5 ⊗ id� <

where ] : � → � ⊗ℎ � is G ↦→ G⊗ 1 and< is the completely contractive linearisation of
themodule action of � on � , it is a well-defined completely bounded �-modulemap. As

c6′(G ⊗ 0) = c(c̃ 5 (G ⊗ 1) · 0) = (cc̃ 5 (G ⊗ 1)) · 0 = 5 (G ⊗ 1) · 0 = 5 (G ⊗ 0).

we have c6′ = 5 .
Now let � ∈ OMod∞

� . Let % : � ⊗ℎ � → � be the canonical complete contraction
given by %(G ⊗ 0) = G · 0. As each G = [G8 9 ] ∈ "= (�) is of the form %= ( [G8 9 ⊗ 1]) and
‖[G8 9 ⊗ 1] ‖= ≤ ‖[G8 9 ] ‖=, % is completely open. For each G ⊗ 0 in � ⊗ℎ � and 00 ∈ �,
we have

%(G ⊗ 0) · 00 = (G · 0) · 00 = G · 000 = %(G ⊗ 000) = %((G ⊗ 0) · 00),

that is, % is an �-module map. Define %̃ ∈ ��(�, � ⊗ℎ �) by %̃(G) = G ⊗ 1. Then
%%̃ = id� , hence % ∈ PA4; as required. �

Here comes the main result of the paper.

Theorem 5.3 Let � be a unital operator algebra. The following are equivalent:

(i) The global dimension of (OMod∞
� ,ExA4;) is zero.

(ii) Every object in OMod∞
� is MA4;-injective, where MA4; is the class of admissible

monomorphisms inExA4; .

(iii) Every object in OMod∞
� is PA4;-projective, where PA4; is the class of admissible

epimorphisms inExA4; .

(iv) � is classically semisimple.
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In keeping with traditional notation we shall write dg21 � for the global dimension
of (OMod∞

� ,ExA4;) and call it the completely bounded global dimension of the operator
algebra �.

Corollary 5.4 For every unital operator algebra �, its completely bounded global dimension

dg21 � is zero if and only if � is a finite direct sum of full matrix algebras.

The equivalence of (i) and (ii) in Theorem 5.3 follows from Definition 4.7 and
(ii) ⇐⇒ (iii) is a consequence of the splitting lemma (Corollary 4.11).

The argument for the implication (iv) ⇒ (iii) follows closely the proof of [15,
Theorem 3.5.17]; for the details see [27], Section 5.3. A direct argument of (iv) ⇒ (ii)
is provided by Proposition 5.11 below. The final implication (iii) ⇒ (iv) needs some
preparation.

Our approach is based on the following well-known characterisation; see, e.g., [22,
Theorem 4.40].

Proposition 5.5 A unital algebra is classically semisimple if and only if each of its maximal
submodules is a direct summand.

In other words, to show that a unital algebra � is classically semisimple, we have to
show that, for every maximal right ideal � of �, the exact sequence of right �-modules

0 � � �/� 0
] c

(5.1)

splits. As �/� is a simple right �-module, this is evidently equivalent to the existence of
an �-module map 5 : �/� → � such that 5 (�/�) * � (cf. Lemma 4.10).

Let � be a unital operator algebra; as every maximal right ideal � of � is closed, we
can consider the sequence (5.1) above within OMod∞

� . The next auxiliary result will
enable us to complete the final step in the proof in the proof of Theorem 5.3.

Lemma 5.6 Let � be a closed right ideal in the unital operator algebra �. Set

(1 = { 5 (G) | G ∈ �/�, 5 : �/� → � is an �-module map} ,

(2 = {01 | 0, 1 ∈ �, 0H = 0 for all H ∈ �} .

Then (1 = (2 and its linear span ( is a two-sided ideal.

Proof That the linear span of (2 is a two-sided ideal is obvious. Let c : � → �/�

be the canonical quotient map. Let 0 ∈ �. We claim there exists an �-module map
5 : �/� → � such that 5 (c(1�)) = 0 if and only if 0H = 0 for all H ∈ � .

Suppose there exists such an 5 . Take H ∈ � . Then 0H = 5 (c(1�))H = 5 (c(H)) =

5 (0) = 0. Now suppose 0H = 0 for all H ∈ � . Define 5 : �/� → � by 5 (G) = 01, where
c(1) = G. Clearly this is well defined and 5 (c(1�)) = 0. So the claim is true. The result
then follows as an element is of the form 5 (G) if and only if it is of the form 5 (c(1�))1
for 1 ∈ � such that c(1) = G. �
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The proof of the next result mirrors [15, Proposition IV.4.4.].

Proposition 5.7 Let q : � → � be a unital completely contractive homomorphism between

unital operator algebras and let � ∈ OMod∞
� be PA4;-projective. Suppose � ∈ OMod∞

�

and 5 : � → � is a completely bounded �-module map, where we consider � as an �-module

by the restriction of scalars via q. For any G ∈ � with 5 (G) ≠ 0, there exists a completely
bounded �-module map 6 : � → � such that q6(G) ≠ 0.

Proof In the following proof, for any � ∈ OMod∞
� , where � is an operator algebra,

wewill denote by%�,� the completely contractive�-modulemap�⊗ℎ� → � defined
on elementary tensors by %�,� (I ⊗ 2) = I · 2 (where I ∈ �, 2 ∈ �). If � is a left
operator �-module, we denote the similarly defined completely contractive �-module
map by �,�% : � ⊗ℎ � → � .

By our assumptions, we have the following commutative diagram of completely
bounded linear maps.

� � ⊗ℎ �

� � ⊗ℎ �

%�,�

5

%�,�

5 ⊗ q

As in the proof of Proposition 5.2, we have %�,� ∈ PA4; . Hence, there exists a com-
pletely bounded �-module map ] : � → � ⊗ℎ � such that %�,� ] = id� . Then it is
clear that the above diagram stays commutative if we replace %�,� with ]. Moreover,
for any (completely) bounded linear functional U : � → C it is easy to see the following
diagram of completely bounded linear maps is commutative:

� � ⊗ℎ � C ⊗ℎ � �

� � ⊗ℎ � C ⊗ℎ � �

] U 5 ⊗ id� C,�%

5 5 ⊗ q idC ⊗ q q

%�,� U ⊗ id� C,�%

Let 0 ∈ � and G ⊗ 0′ be an elementary tensor in � ⊗ℎ � and _ ⊗ 0′′ be an elementary
tensor in C ⊗ℎ �. Then

((U 5 ⊗ id�) (G ⊗ 0
′)) · 0 = U 5 (G) ⊗ 0′0 = (U 5 ⊗ id�) ((G ⊗ 0

′) · 0)

and C,�%(_ ⊗ 0′′) · 0 = _0′′0 = C,�%((_ ⊗ 0′′) · 0). By continuity and linearity,
U 5 ⊗ id� and C,�% are �-module maps. So, for any linear functional U, we have that

C,�%(U 5 ⊗ id�)] : � → � is a completely bounded �-module map. We now show that
there exists an U that makes this the desired �-module map.

Let G ∈ � such that 5 (G) ≠ 0. Then %�,� ( 5 ⊗ q)](G) ≠ 0; in particular D =

( 5 ⊗ q)](G) ∈ � ⊗ℎ � is non-zero. By Lemma 2.5, there exist U ∈ �∗, V ∈ �∗ such
that (U ⊗ V) (D) ≠ 0. As U ⊗ V is the composition (id� ⊗ V) (U ⊗ id�) we obtain that
(U ⊗ id�)D ≠ 0 and therefore C,�%(U ⊗ id�)D ≠ 0.
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Let 6 = C,�%(U( 5 )⊗id�)]. Commutativity of the diagramgives then that q6(G) ≠ 0
as required. �

We can now complete the Proof of Theorem 5.3 (iii) ⇒ (iv):

Let � be a maximal right ideal of �. Suppose that the image of every �-module map
�/� → � is a subset of � ; then, with notation as in Lemma 5.6, (1 ⊆ � , and hence ( ⊆ � .
Put � = �/� and % = {0 ∈ � | G · 0 = 0,∀G ∈ �} , the right annihilator of � . Then %
is a closed two-sided ideal in �. Moreover, ( ⊆ %. Indeed, suppose 0 ∈ ( and G ∈ �

is of the form c(1) for some 1 ∈ �, where c : � → � is the canonical epimorphism.
Then G · 0 = c(1) · 0 = c(10) = 0 because ( is a left ideal contained in � .

Put � = �/% and let q : � → � be the canonical epimorphism of unital operator
algebras. Then� is a right �-modulewith action defined in the followingway: for G ∈ �

and 1 ∈ �, G · 1 = c(00′) where G = c(0), 1 = q(0′). This is well defined by the
definition of %. Then G · 1 = G · 0′. In fact, � ∈ OMod∞

� ; suppose G ∈ "= (�), 1 ∈

"= (�). For every 0
′ ∈ "= (�) with 1 = q= (0

′), ‖G · 1‖= = ‖G · 0′‖= ≤ ‖G‖=‖0
′‖=, so

‖G ·1‖= ≤ ‖G‖=‖1‖= . Let � = � and 5 = id� ; then obviously we have that 5 (c(1�)) ≠
0. If � isPA4;-projective, by Proposition 5.7, for each G ∉ � , there exists an �-module
map 6 : � → � such that q(6(c(G))) ≠ 0, so 6(c(G)) ∉ %.

Since, by (the proof of) Lemma 5.6, 6(c(G)) ∈ ( ⊆ % it follows that � cannot be
PA4;-projective. Consequently, if � is not classically semisimple, using Proposition 5.5,
we conclude that not all modules inOMod∞

� can bePA4;-projective. That is, if (iv) does
not hold, then (iii) cannot hold either. �

Remark 5.8 Implication (iii) ⇒ (iv) in Theorem 5.3 answers Helemskii’s question, for
operator algebras, in [16, Section 7] in the positive since it is easy to see that his rela-
tive structure is equivalent to ours. Relative homological algebra is common in the ring
theory setting, cf., e.g., [18, Chapter IX] or [21, Section V.7]. Paulsen undertook a sys-
tematic study in the setting of operator modules in [23], see also [14]. He discovered an
intimate interrelation between the cohomology groups that arise in this relative theory
(which is equivalently described here by our relative exact structure) and the completely
bounded Hochschild cohomology groups. See in particular Propositions 5.5 and 6.4
in [23]. Specialising to bimodules it then follows that all operator �-bimodules over a
unital C*-algebra � are relatively projective if and only if � is finite dimensional which
in turn is equivalent to � possessing a diagonal [23, Theorem 6.13 and Corollary 6.14].
For an extension of the latter to unital operator algebras, see [24].

In the remainder of this section we shall discuss the interrelations between the var-
ious types of injectivity within OMod∞

� but also in comparison to the larger category
mnMod∞

� . It will become clear that injectivity is not determined by the category but
rather the exact structure which one puts on the category. For a discussion of injectivity
in general terms, we refer to [20].

Let XMod∞
� be any additive category whose objects are operator spaces which

are right �-modules and whose morphisms are the completely bounded �-module
maps between these objects, where � is a unital operator algebra (in the sense of
[6, Section 2.1]). Suppose XMod∞

� is closed under direct sums, closed submodules
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and quotients. Then the kernels (respectively, cokernels) in XMod∞
� are as described

in Proposition 3.4 (resp., Proposition 3.5). Moreover, the proofs of Propositions 3.7
and Proposition 3.6 still work for XMod∞

� and therefore, (XMod∞
� ,Ex<0G) and

(XMod∞
� ,ExA4;) are exact categories, whereExA4; again denotes the kernel-cokernel

pairs that split inOp∞ (Proposition 5.1).
In particular, this holds for the category mnMod∞

� , whose objects are the non-
degenerate matrix normed �-modules. An operator space � that is also a right �-
module is known as a matrix normed �-module if the �-module action induces a com-
pletely contractive linear mapping � ⊗

⌢
� → �, where ⊗

⌢
denotes the operator space

projective tensor product. Comparing ⊗
⌢
with ⊗ℎ immediately tells us that OMod∞

� is
a full subcategory of mnMod∞

� . (see [6, Example 3.1.5]). The category mnMod∞
� is,

e.g., used in [3], [10] and [28].
For each� ∈ Op∞, on��(�, �)wedefine the right �-module action by () ·0) (1) =

) (01), for all ) ∈ ��(�, �) and 0, 1 ∈ �. Then��(�, �) is an object inmnMod∞
�

which is just a specific case of [6, 3.5.2].

Proposition 5.9 Let � be a unital operator algebra and let NA4; be the class of admissible
monomorphisms in (mnMod∞

� ,ExA4;). For any � ∈ Op∞, the matrix normed module

��(�, �) isNA4;-injective inmnMod∞
� . Moreover, � ∈ mnMod∞

� isNA4;-injective if

and only if it is a retract of some ��(�, �).

Proof Suppose �, � ∈ mnMod∞
� , � ∈ Op∞. Let ` ∈ NA4; (�, �) and 5 ∈

���(�, ��(�, �)). We show that ��(�, �) isNA4;-injective by finding a morphism
6 ∈ ���(�, ��(�, �)) such that 5 = 6`.

As ` ∈ NA4; , there exists ˜̀ ∈ ��(�, �) such that ˜̀` = id� . For H ∈ � write
5 ( ˜̀(H · 0)) (1�) as 6(H) (0), for each 0 ∈ �. This defines a completely bounded linear
map 6(H) ∈ ��(�, �).

It is routine to verify that, in fact, this yields a morphism 6 ∈ ���(�, ��(�, �))

and moreover, for all G ∈ �, 0 ∈ �

6(`(G)) (0) = 5 ( ˜̀(`(G) · 0)) (1) = 5 ( ˜̀(`(G · 0)) (1) = 5 (G · 0) (1)

= ( 5 (G) · 0) (1) = 5 (G) (0).

So 6` = 5 as required.
Now suppose that � ∈ mnMod∞

� and define ] : � → ��(�, �) by ](G) (0) =

G · 0 for each G ∈ �, 0 ∈ �. Clearly, ] is a completely isometric �-module map and
thus a kernel map in mnMod∞

� . Define ]̃ : ��(�, �) → � by ]̃()) = ) (1�) for all
) ∈ ��(�, �). Then ]̃ is a completely bounded linear map such that ]̃] = id� . That is,
] ∈ NA4; . The result follows by Remark 2.2. �

The above proposition is obtained in [10, Section 2] in a similar way but without
making the categorical setting explicit. Since we shall compare injectivity in different
categories, we need to make sure our arguments fit the correct situation.

Remark 5.10 Let MA4; denote the class of admissible monomorphisms
in (OMod∞

� ,ExA4;) and NA4; be the admissible monomorphisms in
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(mnMod∞
� ,ExA4;). If �, �, � ∈ OMod∞

� , thenMA4; (�, �) = NA4; (�, �) and

MorOMod∞
�
(�, �) = ���(�, �) = MormnMod∞

�
(�, �).

Hence, if � isNA4;-injective it must also beMA4;-injective. Therefore, if � ∈ OMod∞
�

and � is a retract (inmnMod∞
� ) of��(�, �), then � will beMA4;-injective.

The next result shows that ‘completely bounded global dimension zero’ does not
depend on which of the two categories one chooses.

Proposition 5.11 Suppose � is a classically semisimple unital operator algebra. Then every

object inOMod∞
� isMA4;-injective and every object inmnMod∞

� isNA4;-injective.

Proof By Proposition 5.9 and Remark 5.10, it suffices to show that for every � ∈

mnMod∞
� , there exist A ∈ ���(��(�, �), �) and B ∈ ���(�, ��(�, �)) such

that AB = id� . First we will fix some notation:
There exists = ∈ N such that � = "<1 (C) ⊕ "<2 (C) ⊕ · · · ⊕ "<= (C). For each

: ∈ {1, . . . , =} and 8, 9 ∈ {1, . . . , <:}, let 4
:
8 9 denote the =-tuple in � with all zero

entries apart from the :-th entry which is a matrix in"<: (C) with 1 for the 8 9-th entry
and 0 everywhere else.

Note that � is the linear span of the elements 4:8 9 . Moreover, ‖4:8 9 ‖ = 1 and 4:8 94
ℓ
?@ =

0 unless 9 = ?, and : = ℓ in which case 4:8 94
ℓ
?@ = 4:8@ . Then 1� =

∑=
:=1

∑<:
8=1 4

:
88 and

for any G ∈ � we have G =
∑=
:=1

∑<:
8=1 G · 4

:
88
.

Let B : � → ��(�, �) be the completely bounded �-module map defined by
B(G) (0) = G · 0 for all G ∈ � , 0 ∈ �. For each ) ∈ ��(�, �), let

A ()) =

=∑

:=1

<:∑

8=1

) (4:81) · 4
:
18 .

It is clear that this defines a linear mapping A : ��(�, �) → � and so will be an �-
module map if for each ) ∈ ��(�, �) we have A ()) · 4ℓ?@ = A () · 4ℓ?@) for arbitrary
C ∈ {1, . . . , =} and ?, @ ∈ {1, . . . , <:}.

We compute the two terms in question:

A () · 4ℓ?@) =

=∑

:=1

<:∑

8=1

) (4ℓ?@4
:
81) · 4

:
18 = ) (4

ℓ
?@4

ℓ
@1) · 4

ℓ
1@ = ) (4ℓ?1) · 4

ℓ
1@ , (5.2)

as every other term is zero. Similarly, as 4:184
ℓ
?@ = 0 unless : = ℓ and 8 = ?, we have

A ()) · 4ℓ?@ =

=∑

:=1

<:∑

8=1

) (4:81) · 4
:
184

ℓ
?@ = ) (4ℓ?1) · (4

ℓ
1?4

ℓ
?@) = ) (4

ℓ
?1) · 4

ℓ
1@ . (5.3)

Comparing equations (5.2) and (5.3) gives us that A is an �-module map.
Let G ∈ � . Then

AB(G) =

=∑

:=1

<:∑

8=1

B(G) (4:81) · 4
:
18 =

=∑

:=1

<:∑

8=1

(G · 4:81) · 4
:
18 =

=∑

:=1

<:∑

8=1

G · 4:88 = G,

so AB = id� and all that remains is to show A is completely bounded.
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Note that for ) ∈ ��(�, �),

A ()) =

=∑

:=1

<:∑

8=1

A:8 ()),

where A:
8
()) is defined to be ) (4:

81) · 4
:
18 . Each A

:
8
: ��(�, �) → � is a linear map.

Hence, it suffices that each A:8 is completely bounded.
Let : ∈ {1, . . . , =} and 8 ∈ {1, . . . , <: }. For each # ∈ N, let 4# ∈ "# (�) be the

matrix with 4:18 as every entry in the leading diagonal and zero everywhere else. Note
‖4# ‖# = ‖4:18 ‖ = 1. For each ) = [)EF ] ∈ "# (��(�, �)) we have



[(A:8 )# ()EF )]



#
=


[)EF (4:81)·4:18]




#

≤


[)EF (4:81)]




#
‖4# ‖# ≤ ‖) ‖# ≤ ‖) ‖cb .

So A:
8
is completely contractive and A is completely bounded as required. �

Corollary 5.12 Let � be a unital operator algebra. The following are equivalent.

(i) dg21 � = 0.

(ii) � is classically semisimple.

(iii) The global dimension of (mnMod∞
� ,ExA4;) is zero.

Proof Statements (i) and (ii) are equivalent by Theorem 5.3. That (ii) implies (iii) is
Proposition 5.11. Finally, we have the implication (iii) ⇒ (i) by Remark 5.10. �

It is interesting to compare the relation between ‘global injectivity’, that is, injectivity
with respect to themaximal exact structure and relative injectivity. To this endwe record
the following general resultwhich is part of the ‘injective version’ of [8, Proposition 11.3]
where it is obtained for projective objects.

Lemma 5.13 Let (A,Ex) be an exact category and M be the class of admissible mono-
morphisms. Then � ∈ A isM-injective if and only if it is an absoluteM-retract, that is, for

every ` ∈ M(�, �) with � ∈ A there exists a ∈ Mor(�, �) such that a` = id� .

Proof That everyM-injective is an absolute retract is immediate from the definition.
Suppose � ∈ A is an absolute M-retract and that �, � ∈ A with morphisms ` ∈

M(�, �) and 5 ∈ Mor(�, �) are given. By axiom [E2] of Definition 4.2, there exists a
(commutative) pushout square:

� �

� �

`

`′

5 6
a6

such that `′ ∈ M(�, �). As � is an absoluteM-retract, there exists a ∈ Mor(�, �) such
that a`′ = id� . Then a6 ∈ Mor(�, �) with (a6)` = a`′ 5 = 5 as required. �
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The next result can also be obtained in the general setting; however this would
require to fix two categories and four exact structures. In order to avoid such unneces-
sary generality,we restrict our attention to the two categories of operator spacemodules,
OMod∞

� and mnMod∞
� . We will suppress the formal forgetful functor from either

of these categories to Op∞ and simply consider the modules as operator spaces when
needed. But it is essential to note that themorphisms inOp∞ are the completely bounded
linear mappings and not the complete contractions. ThereforeOp∞-injectivity is not what
one usually calls ‘injective operator space’.

LetA denote eitherOMod∞
� ormnMod∞

� , for a unital operator algebra �. Since
themorphisms, the admissiblemonomorphisms and the admissiblemonomorphisms in
the relative structure are the same in both categories, we can simply talk about ‘injective
object’ and ‘relatively injective object’ inA below.

Proposition 5.14 Let � ∈ A. Suppose � is relatively injective and Op∞-injective. Then �
is injective.

Proof Take ` ∈ M(�, �) for some � ∈ A. By the lemma above, we are done if there
exists a ∈ ���(�, �) such that a` = id� . As ` is an admissible monomorphism there
exists a kernel-cokernel pair inEx<0G :

� � �
` c (5.4)

which gives a kernel-cokernel pair in (Op∞,Ex<8=)

� � �.
` c (5.5)

Since � is Op∞-injective, � is an absolute retract in Op∞ (Lemma 5.13); hence there
exists \ ∈ ��(�, �) such that \` = id� . By the Splitting Lemma (Lemma 4.10),
(`, c) ∈ Ex<8= in Op∞, in (5.5)and therefore (`, c) ∈ ExA4; in (5.4). In particular
` ∈ MA4; . As � is relatively injective, by the other implication in Lemma 5.13, there
exists a ∈ ���(�, �) such that a` = id� as required so that � is injective inA. �

With the same caveats as abovewe obtain a converse under an additional assumption.

Proposition 5.15 Suppose that, for every � ∈ A, there exists ` ∈ ���(�, �� ) for some

�� ∈ A such that �� is Op∞-injective. If � ∈ A is injective then � is relatively injective as
well asOp∞-injective.

Proof Let � ∈ A be injective inA; then it is clearly relatively injective. By assumption,
there exist �� ∈ A which isOp∞-injective and a kernel cokernel pair inEx<0G :

� �� �
` c

By Lemma 5.13, there exists a ∈ ���(�� , �) such that a` = id� . This identity persists
inOp∞ so that � is a retract of theOp∞-injective operator space �� . Hence � is injective
inOp∞ too. �
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For clarity, we formulate the individual statements for the two categories involved
separately.

Corollary 5.16 Let � be a unital operator algebra and � ∈ OMod∞
� . Then � isEx<0G-

injective in (OMod∞
� ,Ex<0G) if and only if � isEx<0G-injective in (Op

∞,Ex<0G) and

ExA4;-injective in (OMod∞
� ,ExA4;).

The “if”-part follows directly from Proposition 5.14 and the “only if”-part follows
from Proposition 5.15 together with the CES theorem [6, Theorem 3.3.1]: for every
� ∈ OMod∞

� there exists a Hilbert space � such that �(�) ∈ OMod∞
� and � is a

closed submodule of �(�). The fact that �(�) is the prototypical injective operator
space finished the argument.

This result was obtained forC*-algebras in [27, Proposition 5.11]. For � = � a unital
C*-algebra, the “if”-part is also given by [14, Theorem 3.5].

The next result implies [10, Proposition 2.3], without the estimate on the con-
stants which are irrelevant in the completely bounded category. It follows straight from
Proposition 5.14.

Corollary 5.17 Let � be a unital operator algebra and � ∈ mnMod∞
� . Then� isEx<0G-

injective in (mnMod∞
� ,Ex<0G) if � isEx<0G-injective in (Op∞,Ex<0G) andExA4;-

injective in (mnMod∞
� ,ExA4;).

The converse direction, however, fails in general as the following example from [10]
shows. Suppose Γ is a non-amenable discrete group; then the full C*-algebra �∗ (Γ) is
not nuclear and hence its bidual �∗(Γ)∗∗ not injective as a C*-algebra, hence not injec-
tive in Op∞ by [14, Theorem 3.2]. By duality, �∗ (Γ)∗∗ = ��(�, C) where � = �(Γ)

is the Fourier-Stieltjes algebra and ��(�, �) is alwaysEx<0G-injective for an injec-
tive operator space � (by the operator algebra version of [28, Corollary 4.11]) and thus
automaticallyExA4;-injective.

Considered as a �∗ (Γ)-module on the other hand, �∗ (Γ)∗∗ is not injective in
OMod∞

�∗ (Γ)
by [14, Theorem 3.4]. This reveals a subtle difference between the two

operator space module categories.

The above results help to understand the issue of the existence of enough injectives
in our module categories; that is, for each � ∈ A, do there exist � ∈ A injective and
` ∈ M(�, �)?When � is aC*-algebra, �(�) supplies (OMod∞

� ,Ex<0G) with enough
injectives, however it loses its role when � is a general operator algebra ([30, Exam-
ple 3.5]) and in fact, the question seems to be open. For C*-algebras, [28, Proposition
4.13] answers the question affirmatively for (mnMod∞

� ,Ex<0G), and the argument
extends to general (unital) operator algebras. The question remains unresolved for either
of the two categories with the relative structure ExA4; . The expectation seems to be
that it fails, compare [2], [3] for example. By the above corollaries, a module which is
not injective in Op∞ cannot be embedded into a module which is injective inEx<0G
which restricts the possible choices to modules which are onlyExA4;-injective and not
injective inEx<0G nor inOp

∞.
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