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MEASURES OF NONCOMPACTNESS IN HILBERT
C*-MODULES

DRAGOLJUB J. KECKIC AND ZLATKO LAZOVIC

ABSTRACT. Consider a countably generated Hilbert C*-module M over a C*-
algebra A. There is a measure of noncompactness A\ defined, roughly as the
distance from finitely generated projective submodules, which is independent of
any topology. We compare A to the Hausdorff measure of noncompactness with
respect to the family of seminorms that induce a topology recently iontroduced
by Troitsky, denoted by x*. We obtain A = x*. Related inequalities involving
other known measures of noncompactness, e.g. Kuratowski and Istratescu are
laso obtained as well as some related results on adjontable operators.

1. INTRODUCTION

Hilbert modules, i.e. modules over some C'*-algebra have been studied intensively
for several decades. Briefly, they are counterparts of Hilbert spaces where the field
C of complex scalars is replaced by some C*-algebra.

Definition 1.1. Let A be some C*-algebra. A pre-Hilbert C*-module is a (right)
C*-module M equipped with a sesquilinear form: M x M — A with the following
properties:

i) (z,x) > 0 for each x € M,

ii) (x,2z) =0 implies that = = 0;

iii) (x,y) = (y,2)" for each ,y € M;

iv) (z,ya) = (x,y) a for any z,y € M and any a € A.

A pre-Hilbert C*-module over A is a Hilbert C*-module if it is complete with

respect to the norm ||z| = || (x,z) ||2.

A Cauchy-Schwartz type inequality holds for Hilbert C*-modules ([15, Proposi-
tion 1.2.4])
(x,y) (y, ) < |ly|* (x,z) for each z,y € N.

Example 1.2. Given a unital C*-algebra A, the standard Hilbert module H 4 is
defined as

Hy={z=(&,%&,...) | & €A, Zg;gj converges in the norm topology}

j=1

with the A-valued inner product
<$;y> = Zf;ng; r = (517627 <. )Jy = (77177727 .. ) S H.A
j=1
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Unlike Hilbert spaces, an A-linear bounded operator on a Hilbert module need
not have an adjoint. Therefore, it is usual to consider B*(M) the set of all bounded,
adjointable, A-linear operators on a Hilbert module M.

Among them, A-linear combinations of

Gy,z:M%N,yEN,ZEM, Gy,z(:v)zy(z,:v)

are called finite rank operators. Those belonging to the norm closure of the set of
finite rank operators are called ”compact” or A-compact. In general, A-compact
operators need not map bounded sets into relatively compact sets, as is the case
in the framework of Hilbert (and also Banach) spaces, though they share many
properties of proper compact operators on a Hilbert space (see [10], [9]). Hence,
”compact”. Indeed, infinite dimensionality of the image of some bounded set is
contained in the algebra of scalars.
For instance, P, : H4 — H 4 given by

(11) Pn(é-lag?a"'):(517527"'757170707"')7

is A-compact. Indeed, if A is unital it can be written as P, = Y ,_, O, ,, where
e is the basic vector consisting of zeros except on kth place it has the unity of A.
If A is not ubnital, then P, can be obtained as the limit of Ezzl O eo, Where eff
has e® the approximate identity on its kth coordinate. However the image of the
unit ball in H 4 is the unit ball in A™ which is obviously not compact, unless A is
finite dimensional itself.

For general literature concerning Hilbert modules over C*-algebras, including
the standard Hilbert module, the reader is referred to [3] or [11].

In [5], the autors pose a question whether there exists a topology on Hilbert
module N, where A is a unital C*-algebra, such that each operator on M is A-
compact iff it maps a unit ball (in the norm) to a totally bounded set, and gave a
partial answer for the standard Hilbert module, H 4 (Example 1.2), by constructing
the appropriate topology, here denoted by 73

Soon after, in [18], Troitsky gave a complete answer in the case of countable
generated Hilbert C*-modules, constructing more suitable topology, her denoted
by 7.

Both topologies were constructed via a family of seminorms, converting the un-
derlying Hilbert module in a uniform sapce. This allows to consider measures of
noncompactness that arise from some family of seminorms, in particular Hausdorff,
Kuratowski and Istratescu measure of noncompactness, see [12] and [1].

Despite of any uniform structure, there is a natural distance of a given set from
finite rank sets, based on [11, Proposition 2.6.2] and the definition preceding it. It
was introduced in [6], as follows:

Definition 1.3. Let E C H4 be a bounded set. The measure of noncompactness
of E, denoted by A(E), is the greatest lower bound of all n > 0 for which there
exists a free finitely generated module L < H 4 such that

d(E, L) := sup inf ||z —y|| <n.
zeEYEL
In [6] there were considered Hausdorff, Kuratowski and Istratescu measures of

noncompactness, with respect to topology 73 (or more precisely, the family of semi-
norms defining it), denoted by x*, o* and I*, respectively. Besides the expected



MEASURES OF NONCOMPACTNESS IN HILBERT C*-MODULES 3

inequalities
(1.2) X'(E) < I'(E) < o (E) < 2x"(E),

for any bounded subset E of the standard Hilbert module H 4, the following re-
lationships with the measure A was obtained. For an arbitrary bounded £ C H 4
there holds

(1.3 X(B) < ME) < VIETF(E). 1B = sup x|

The first inequality is proved for an arbitrary C*-algebra A, whereas the second
holds if A = B(H).

The aim of this note is to examine an arbitrary countably generated Hilbert mod-
ule M and the corresponding measures of noncompactness related to the topology
7 defined by Troitsky in [18], i.e from the family of seminorms that define it, as
well as their relationship to the measure .

In addition to the expected inequalities (1.2) we prove

AE) = X" (E),

for all countably generated Hilbert modules over an arbitrary C*-algebra, which is
much stronger result then (1.3). Some related results for adjointable operators are
also given.

2. PREREQUISITS

In this section we list known results and definitions necessary for the main result.

2.1. Measure of noncompactness on uniform spaces. Uniform spaces are
usually defined as spaces endowed with a family of sets in X x X given as some kind
of neighborhoods of the diagonal, or so-called entourages [3, p. 169], for our purposes
it is more convenient to give an equivalent definition via a family of semimetrics.

Definition 2.1. A nonempty set X endowed with a family of pseudometrics {d, }
(functions do: X x X — [0,+00) satisfying (i) do(z,2) = 05 (i) do(z,y) =
do(y,x); (ii7) do(x,y) < do(z, z) +dao(z,y) for each z,y, z € X) is called a uniform
space.

By [4, Theorem 1, p.142] this definition is equivalent to the usual definition via
entourages.

The family of sets By, (r;¢) = {y € X | do(z,y) < €} forms a basis for the
corresponding topology.

Definition 2.2. A set E C X is totally bounded if for every d, and every € > 0
there exists a finite collection y1,ys,...,y, of elements of F such that the sets
Bo(yj;e) ={x € E | duo(x,y;) <€}, j=1,2,...n form a cover of E.

Remark 2.3. In the usual framework, where uniform space is defined by entourages,
there is also another different definition of totally bounded sets. These two defini-
tions are equivalent, see [7, page 198]

It is well known that every locally convex topological vector space is a uniform
space.
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Three most common measures of noncompactness on metric spaces are Hausdorff
measure x, Kuratowski measure o and Istratescu measure I. Nothing is lost if we
replace metric by some pseudometric. Hence, for a given pseudometric d we have

Xxa(E) =inf{e >0 | E C U Bg(zj,¢), for some z; € X}.

Jj=1

aqg(E)=inf{e >0 | E = U E;, for some E;, diam(E;) < e},
j=1

I;(E) = sup{e > 0| 3 infinite S C E so that Va,, # x, € S,d(zpn,zm) > € }.

The following properties of x, a and I are well known. Their proof can be found
in [16] and [2].

Proposition 2.4. Let E, Ey, E5 be bounded subsets of some metric space X, and
let u denote either x or o or I. Then

(1) if E1 C Es then p(Er) < p(Es);

(2) w(Ey + E2) < u(Er) + p(Es), provided that X is a Banach space;

(3) X(E) < I(E) < o(E) < 2x(E).

Thus, on a uniform space we have a family of measures of noncompactness,
one for each pseudometric. Sadovskii [17] considered them as functions that maps
bounded (with respect to all pseudometrics) sets into functions which domain is the
set of all pseudometrics. In other words he put [a(F)](d) := aq(E), [x(E)](d) =
Xd(F). A similar can be done for Istratescu measure I.

Instead of the family of measures of noncompactness, one for each pseudometric,
it is possible to consider a single measure of noncompactness, as it was done in [1]
and [12], in the following way. To each pseudometric d; assign a function p; which
satisfies some list of axioms (y, o and I fulfill all of them). Such a function is called
just measure of noncompactness, or shortly MNC. Then it is possible to take their
supremum as the measure of noncompactness. Note, however, that such defined
measure of noncompactness highly depend on the family of pseudometrics and can
differ even if two families determine the same uniformity.

Definition 2.5. Let X be a uniform space and let {d;|¢ € J} be a family of
pseudometrics which defines topology on X. Denote by p; an arbitrary MNC with
respect to the pseudometric space (X, d;) for each ¢ € J. For a bounded (w.r.t all
pseudometrics) £ C X We define
p*(E) = sup i (E).
i€
The following properties of such defined measure p* were proved.

Proposition 2.6. Let X be a uniform space with a family of pseudometrics {d; |i €
J}. The function p* has the following properties

(1) p*(E) = 400 if and only if E is unbounded;

(2) @ (E) = p*(E);

(3) from p*(E) =0 it follows that E is totally bounded set;

(4) from E C F it follows p*(E) < p*(F);

(5) W (EU{z}) = p*(E);
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(6) if X is complete, and if {En}nen is a sequence of closed subsets of X
such that Eny1 C E, for each n € N and lim, o p*(E,) = 0, then
K =N,en En is a nonempty compact set.

Remark 2.7. Although only one direction of item (3) is proved in [1] and [12], the
other is easy to see. Indeed, if F is totally bounded then pu,;(E) = 0 for all ¢ and
hence p*(E) = 0.

Lemma 2.8. There holds
X(E) < I'(E) < o (E) < 2x"(E).
Proof. It follows immediately from Proposition 2.4 (3) and the definition. O

2.2. Measure of noncompactness A\. The measure of noncompactness A defined
by Definition 1.3 was studied in [6]. Among others, the following properties of A
were proved.

Proposition 2.9. The measure of noncompactness X\ has the following properties

(1) ME) = infyrersup,epd(x, M) = lim, o0 sUp,cp |2 — Poz||, where F is
the set of all free finitely generated modules and P, : Ha — H 4 is given by
P, (x1,xe,...) = (x1,22,...,2,,0,0,...).

(2) if ECF, then \(E) < \(F);

(3) ME+F) < XE)+ A\F);

(4) MN(B1) =1, where By is the unit ball in H 4;

(5) ME) < sup,ep ||l;

(6) M(E) =0 iff E is A-precompact.

2.3. Troitsky’s topology.

Definition 2.10. Let A be a Hilbert C*-module over A. A countable system
X = {z;} of its elements is called admissible for a (possibly non-closed) submodule
NO C N (or N-admissible) if

1) for every z € N© the series Y, (z,z;) (x;, ) is convergent;

2) the sum in the previous item is bounded by (x, x);

3) ||lzi|| <1 for each .

Lemma 2.11. Let N, N0 be as in the previous definition, and let ® be a countable
collection {¢1,p2,...} of states on A. Further, let X = {z;} be an N°-admissible
system. The function px o defined by

(2.1) px.a(x) = szpz lor((z,z:))|2, x € N°.
i=k

is well-defined seminorm on N° and px o(x) < ||z||.
Proof. Tt was shown in [18, Lemma 2.5, Theorem 2.6]. O

Definition 2.12. Let N be a Hilbert C* —module over a unital C*-algebra A, and
let NV be some (possibly non closed) submodule of A/. Troitsky’s topology 7 (or
more informatively (N, Np)-topology) is the locally convex topology defined by the
family of seminorms (2.1), where X = {x;} is N-admissible and ® = {1, 2, ...}
is a countable collection of states on A.
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This family of seminorms, which determine the uniform structure on N was
initially introduced in [18]. This uniform structure perfectly fits the notion of .A-
compact operators.

Theorem 2.13. [18, Theorem 2.13] Suppose, F : M — N is an adjointable mor-
phism of Hilbert C*-modules over C*-algebra A. Then F is A-compact if and only
if F(B) is (N, N)-totally bounded with respect to uniform structure T, where B is
the unit ball of M.

Although [18] didn’t deal with sets, but only with operators, the following state-
ment is easy to derive.

Corollary 2.14. Let Hy be the standard Hilbert C*-module over a unital C*-
algebra A and let P, : Ha — H 4 be the projection given by (1.1). If E is a norm
bounded set, then P, (E) is totally bounded with respect to T.

Proof. Let e,, n > 1 be the standard basis for H 4 (n-th coordinate of e,, being the
unity of A and otghers vanishes). Then P, (z) = >_;'_, (z, ex) ex, hence A compact.
If F is norm bounded then E C ¢B, for a suitable ¢t > 0. Hence P, (F) C tP,(B)
wich is totally bounded. O

Finally, we quote a simple and well known property of positive elements.

Lemma 2.15. [13, Lemma 3.3.6] If a is a normal element of a non-zero C*-algebra
A, then there is a state ¢ of A such that |p(a)| = |la].

3. MAIN RESULTS
3.1. Standard Hilbert module.

Lemma 3.1. Let H4 be the standard Hilbert module over A, and let py, o € J be a
family of seminorms such that po(x) < ||z|| for every o € J, x € H 4, which turns
H 4 into a locally convex space.

Let By denote the unit ball in H4. Then x*(B;) < 1.

Proof. Indeed, from p,(x) < ||z|| we have By C {z € H4 | po(z) < 1} for any
. O

Lemma 3.2. Let H 4 be the standard Hilbert module over A, and let py, o € J be a
family of seminorms such that po(x) < ||z|| for every o € J, x € H 4, which turns
H 4 into a locally convex space.

Let P, : Hy — H denote the projection (1.1) and let E C H4 be a norm
bounded set. If P,E is totally bounded (with respect to all p,) for every n € N,
then

(3.1) w(E) < ME)p*(By), By unit ball in H 4,
for every measure of noncompactness u that satisfies
(3.2) w(F)=0 4ff F is totally bounded.

In particular, (3.1) holds for p € {x,a, I} and the family of seminorms (2.1).
Concerning Hausdorff measure of noncompactness, by virtue of Lemma 3.1, we
have

(3.3) X (E) < ME).
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Proof. Let E be a bounded set. Since E C P,E 4 (I — P,)E, and since p* is
subadditive (Proposition 2.4), we have

1 (B) < 1" (PaB) + 1 (I — P,)E).
Since, by assumption p*(P,FE) = 0 we have
p(E) < p'((I = P)E) < sup (I = Po)z||pw*(B1),

for all n € N. (The last inequality follows from (I — P,)(E) C sup,cg||(I —
P,)z||B;1.) Therefore, by Proposition 2.9, p*(E) < A(E)u*(By).

By Corollary 2.14 P, FE is totally bounded, with respect to seminorms (2.1),
whereas by Proposition 2.4, Theorem 2.6 and Remark 2.7 all x*, a® and I* are
subadditive and satisfy (3.2). O

Lemma 3.3. Let Hy be a standard Hilbert C*-module over A and E C H 4. Let
Y ={yi},yi € E be a countable system and (ny) be an increasing sequence in N.
Then

X = {Zl}a Zi = ”Pnl (I - Pni—l)yiH_ani (I - Pni—l)yi
is H a-admissible, where P, is defined by (1.1).

Proof. 1) Let = (x1,22,...) € Hy and € > 0 be arbitrary. Since > = afz; is
convergent in norm there exists mg € N such that for any m > my and p; € N we

have
m+pi

*
E :Ei X
i=m

Denote T; = P,, (I — P,,_,); then z; = || Tiy;||~*T;y; and hence, taking into account
that T; are selfadjoint projections:

< €.

m+p m-—+p
D (wz) (o) = || D0 (@ Tl Toys) (I Tl Ty, )
B mtp
= Z (Tix, | Tyyi|| " Thoys) (|| Tyysll ' Toys, Tiw)

However, by Cauchy Scwartz inequality [1 1, Proposition 1.2.4],
(Tyx, | Tyyi| " Toyi) (| Toyill~ Toys, Tiw) < (Tiw, Tyw) .

Hence
m-+p m+p
E (x,2i) (=i, 2) || < E (Tiz, Tix)|| =
i=m i=m
Nm+4p N —1+P1
* *
= E T; Ti|| = E T; Tl ,
=N —1+1 i =MNm—1+1

for p1 = nymyp — Nm—1 — 1. Since n,,—1 + 1 > m, the last term does not exceed .
Therefore, >, (x, ;) (2, x) is convergent in the norm.
2) For every x € Hy4

Z (@, 2:) (zi,x) < Z (Tyx, Tiz) = (x,x)

3) Obviously, ||z;|| <1 for each . O
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Theorem 3.4. Let E C Ha be a bounded set, let w € A be a unitary and let u
stands for any of Hausoorff, Kuratowski or Istratescu measure of noncompactness.

Then p*(Eu) = p*(E).

Proof. Let € > 0 be arbitrary. There exists an H 4-admissible pair (X, ®), X =
{z;},® = {pi} such that p(Eu)(ps,x) > p*(Eu) — . Let ¢} (x) = p;i(u*zu) and
z¥ = z;u* for ¢ € N. Obviously, ¢¥(1) = 1 and ¢}'(x) > 0 whenever x > 0, so ¢}
are states on H 4. Since

(x,xdy (x} o) = (x,m;) wu {z;, x) = (@, 2;) (2, x)

and
il = Nz || < llaall - || = llzll,

the pair (X", ®") is H g-admissible, where ®* = {¢¥, ¢¥, ...} and X" = {z¥, 2%, .. .}.

Thus
+o0
PX.elru) = sgpzm(@cu,xz —SUPZ|<Pk (z,2:)) [
1=k

Supzm (2, wu”) )I2=Sl;lozIso}i(@c,ﬂmf‘>)l2
i=k

s%pz i (2, 2))* = P g (@)
i=k

Therefore, [(E)](pxu,ou) > p*(Eu) —e and hence p*(E) > p*(Eu). The opposite
inequality follows by E = (Eu)u~". O

Theorem 3.5. For any bounded set E C H 4, we have
X' (E) = A(E).

)
Proof. By Lemma 3.2 we have x*(E) < A\(E). Therefore it is enough to prove the
opposite inequality.

Let A = XNE) = inf;>1sup,cp||/(I — P;)z| and let 0 < ¢ < X be arbitrary.
Suppose that the Hausdorff measure of noncompactness y*(E) is at most A — ¢,
that is for every pair (X, ®) with H4-admissible X there are yi,y2,...,y1 € Ha
such that for every y € E there exists k € {1,2,...,1} such that dx & (y,yx) < A—e.

Since sup, ¢ g ||(I—P;)x|| = A, there is a sequence z; € E such that ||(I—P;)z]|| >

— ¢/4. Further, there is an increasing sequence i; of positive integers for which

HRJ+1 — 2, || <e/4. We have
||( Tj41 T 'LJ )Z'LJ || = ||( Z'LJ Zij) - (Pi]‘FlZ. - ZZ])”
> II( Pz | = 1Py zi, — 2]l > A —e/4—e/4
= A—¢g/2.
Choose z; = ||(P;;,, P»j)zzj |=*(P;,,,—P;;)zi,)- By Lemma 3.3 X = {21, z2,. ..
is H g-admissible.
Note that
<xj’ (Pijir = Pij)zij> = (P — Bi))zi, |l (5, 25) > 0,
as well as

H <Ij7 (Pij+1 - Bj )Zlg> ” = ||(Bj+l - Bj )Zij ” > A= 6/2'

}
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Therefore, by Lemma 2.15 there are states ¢; such that |p; ((z;, (P;,,, — P;,)zi, )| >
A—eg/2.

For the seminorm px, o,, ®o = {¥1,¥2,-.-}, let y1,y2,...,y1 € Ha be the
corresponding A — ¢ net. One can find a number j; such that

(I =Pyl <e/4 j=jo, k=1,....,D
and hence, for j > jo, k=1,2,...,1
H <yk7$j> ” - ” <H( [ZES )ZZ]” 1( 41 T Pij)zija (P'ij+1 - Bj)yk> H
”( Bi41 ij)yk” < 6/2'
Then, for all k =1,...,l and y = z;,,

IN

dxo,20 (Y, Ye) = sup Z loe((y — yr, i) 2
> i (Czi; =y, i) > o (i, )] = L (s )]
= 1Py - >zz],xj>>| s () > A= = = 2
= A—c¢.
This contradicts the choice of 1, ..., y;. Hence, the assumption that there isa A—e
net can not hold. Thus, \(E) < x*(E). O

Remark 3.6. Following [6, Theorem 4.7], one might prove the inequality A\(F) <
VIE|I*(E). However, due to the previous theorem, it is trivial. Indeed, A(E) =
X(E) < [|E], I*(E).

Corollary 3.7. Let E be a bounded set in standard Hilbert module H . There
holds

X"(E) = N(E) < I'(B) < a*(E) < 2\ (E) = 2\(E).

Proof. Follows immediately from Lemma 2.8 and Theorem 3.5. O

Corollary 3.8. Let By be the closed unit ball of Ha. Then x(By) = 1.

Proof. Follows immediately from Proposition 2.9 and Theorem 3.5. 0

3.2. Arbitrary countably generated Hilbert module. We want to extend
our results from standard Hilbert module H 4 to an arbitrary countably generated
Hilbert module M over A. As it is usual, we use the Kasparov stabilization theorem
MG H A= Hy.

Note that the measure of noncompactness A is defined via free finitely generated
submodules which was suitable for the standard Hilbert module. For more general
purpose we need to calculate A by finitely generated projective submodules.

Lemma 3.9. Let E be a bounded subset of Hy. Then

AME) = lim sup ||z — Pyz|| = sup d(E, M) = sup supd(z, M),
NP zeE MeP zel

where P, are defined by (1.1), and P denotes the set of all finitely generated pro-
jective submodules of H 4.
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Proof. The first equality was proved in [0, Proposition 2.2] and literally the same
argument leads to the second. Since it is short we repeat it.

Denote

ME) = sup d(E,M).
MeP

Since P, H 4 is finitely generated and projective (and moreover free), we have
A(E) < sup,cp ||z — Puz|| and hence A(E) < limy, o0 sUp, 5 ||z — Poz|.

For the opposite inequality, let ¢ > 0 be arbitrary. Then, there is a finitely
generated projective module I, C H4 such that sup,.pd(z, L) < A(E) +e. By
[19, Theorem 15.4.2], the corresponding projection Py, is A-compact, and by [11,
Proposition 2.2.1] ||Pr(I — P,)|| = 0, as n — oo. Then

lx — Poz|| = d(x, P,Ha) < ||z — P, Prz|| <
< ||z — Ppa|| + |Pre — PyPrz|| < ME) + e+ || E| | P — PuPy],
and taking sup, . and limit we obtain the desired inequality. O

We will use the previous characterization as a definition of measure of noncom-
pactness A on an arbitrary countably generated Hilbert module.

Definition 3.10. Let M be a countably generated Hilbert module over a C*-
algebra A, and let E C M be a bounded set. We define

AE) = inf d(z, L
)= fappp e )
where P denotes the set of all finitely generated projective submodules of M.

Proposition 3.11. Let M1 C My be two countably generated Hilbert modules over
the same C*-algebra A, such that My is complemented in Ma, i.e.
(3.4) Mo = My oN

for some N and let E C My be a bounded set. Consider two functions \;(E),
j = 1,2, the measures of noncompactness regarding I/ as a subset of M;. Then

M (E) = Ao (E).

Proof. Obviously, A\;(F) > X2(E) since in the latter the infimum is taken over a
larger set. Conversely, let € > 0 be arbitrary. Then, there is a finitely generated
projective L C My such that sup,cpd(z, L) < Ao(E) + €.

By (3.4) there exists the projection @ : My — Mj. Obviously, Q(L) C M;
is finitely generated. It is, also, projective, for if A™ = L & L; for some L1, then
Ar=Q(L) e (I - Q)(L) & L.

Now, let z € E C M; and y € L. Then = = Qz and therefore

(#—y,2—-y) =(Qr-y) - (I -Q)y,Qz-y) - ([ -Q)y) =
= (R —y),Qr —y) + (I = Q)y, (I = Q)y) > (Qx —y),Qr —y)).
Hence
lz =yl = Q= Qull = llz — Qu|| = d(z, Q(L)).
Taking the infimum over all y € L we obtain d(x, L) > d(z,Q(L)), and taking the

supremum over x € E we get

sup d(z, L) > sup d(x, Q(L)) > M (E),
el xeFR

which finally leads to A2(E) > A (E). O
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Proposition 3.12. Let M; j = 1,2 be two countably generated modules and let
M]O be their submodules. Also, let x be Hausdorff measure of noncompactness of
Troitsky (M, MP) topology, where M = My ® My and M°® = MY @& M3. Also, let
X; be the corresponding Hausdorff measures of noncompactness related to (M; ./\/lg))

topology.
Denote by p; projection from M onto M;. If E C M is a bounded set, then

(3.5) max{x1(p1E), x2(p2E)} < x(E) < x1(p1E) + x2(p2E).

Proof. The proof can be obtained by a slight modification of the proof of [18,
Lemma 2.15].

Denote J; = pj : M; — M the corresponding inclusions. Let X = {z;} be
an arbitrary sequence in M admissible for M? and let ® = {;} be an arbitrary
sequence of states on A. It is easy to see that X () = {pjz;} is admissible for M?—,
for details see the proof of [18, Lemma 2.15], as well as (for j = 1,2)

pxe(J5y) = igme(ujy,me: ig};lek(@,pﬂﬁ)I?:pxu>,<p(y)-
=" i=k =" i=k

Let 61 > x1(p1E), 62 > x2(p2E) be arbitrary. Then, there is a finite §; net for
p1E in the seminorm pya), ®, say z1,..., 2z, € M; and a finite d2 net for po E in
the seminorm px ) ¢, say wi, ..., w, € Ma.

We claim that Jyz; + Jows, 1 <i < m, 1 < s < r make a finite §; + d2 net for
E. Indeed, if y € F, then y = J1p1y + Jopoy. Also, there is an 1 < i < k such that
Pxw o(P1y — 2i) < 01 as well as an 1 < s < 7 such that pye ¢(pey — ws) < da.
Then

px.e(y — J1zk — Jows) < px.a(Ji(pry — 21)) + px.e(Ja(p2y — ws)) =

=pxm a(P1Y — 2k) + Px @ o(P2y — ws) < 61 + da.
Thus, x(F) does not exceed 01 + 2, and the second inequality in (3.5) is proved.
For the first inequality, let ® = {¢;} and let X = {x;} be an arbitray sequence

in M; admissible for MY. Then it is easy to see that J; X = {Jyz;} is admissible
for M° as well as

oo o0
pX,@(ply) = igfl)2|@k(<ply7$z>)|2 = 21;1]?Z|<Pk(<y,t]1xz>)|2 :pJ1X7¢(y).
=" i=k =" =k

If 6 > x(E) is arbitrary, then there is a finite ¢ net in the seminorm pj, x ¢ for
E, say z1,...,z;. Consequently, for an arbitrary y € p1 F, thereis an 1 < i < k
such that pj, x o(J1y — z;) < 6. Then

px,o(y —p1zi) = px,o(Pi1(1y — 2i)) = prx.a(J1y — ;) < 6.
Thus x1(FE) < 6, which proves the first inequality. O

Corollary 3.13. Let My C My be two countably generated Hilbert modules over
A, such that My is complemented in Ms, and let E C My be an arbitrary bounded
set.

Then xi(E) = x5(E), where x; denote the Hausdorff measure of noncompactnes
for Troitsky’s topology with respect to M.
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Proof. After some changes in notations we can apply the previous proposition with
./\/19» = M, and E C M;. Then poF is trivial, implying x5(p2E) = 0. Thus the
equation (3.5) becomes
Xi(E) <X (B) < xi(E) +0.
O

Theorem 3.14. Let M be a countably generated Hilbert C*-module over a C*-
algebra A. Let x denote the Hausdorff measure of noncompactness with respect to
Troitsky’s topology T, and let \ denote the A measure of noncompactness defined
in Definition 3.10.

If E C M is a bounded set, then x(E) = A(E).

Proof. By Kasparov stabilization theorem, we have
M@H_A%HA::MQ.

Thus M is complemented in My and My = H 4. Denote by x3(E) and \2(E)
the corresponding measures of noncompactness with respect to Ms = H4. By
Theorem 3.5 we have \2(F) = x5(F).

On the other hand, by Proposition 3.11 we have A(E) = A2(E). Finally, apply
Corollary 3.13 to obtain x*(F) = x5(E). O

3.3. Measures of noncompactness of operators.

Definition 3.15. Let M be a countably generated Hilbert module over a C*-
algebra A and let T' € B*(M be an adjointable operator. The functions o, x5, I3, A
B*(M) — [0, +00) defined by

Xo(T) = x"(T(B1)),  ag(T) =a*(T(B)),
15(T) = I'(T(By1)),  Xo(T) = MT(By)),

where Bj is the closed unit ball in M are called, respectively, Hausdorff, Kura-
towski, Istratescu and A measure of noncompactness of the operator 7.

Proposition 3.16. Let M be a countably generated Hilbert module over a C*-
algebra A and let T € B*(M). Then

Xo(T) =inf{k > 0| x*(T(E)) < kx™(M) for each bounded set E}.

Proof. The proof is, essentially, the same as in the case of metric spaces (see [14,
Theorem 2.25].)
Indeed, let £ > 0 be such that

(3.6) X (T(E)) < kx™(E),
holds for all bounded E C M. For E = B; we obtain xo(T) = x*(T(B1)) <
kx(B1) = k. Thus the infimum of such k is greater or equal to xo(T).

For the other inequality, let E be an arbitrary bounded set, let k > xo(T"), and
let n > x*(E). For any seminorm p,, there are two finite nets, the first y1, ya, ...,
y; makes a finite k net for By, and the other z;, 22, ..., 2, makes a finite 7 net for

E. If B(a;d) denote the ball with center at a and radius §, then E C UY_, B(z;; 1)
and hence

T(B) € [JTB(zim) = (T2 + 0T (Br).
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On the other hand, T'(B;) C Uéle(yj; k) and therefore

P l p 1

T(E)C |J | Tz +n U Bsisk) | = U BTz + ny;; nk).

i=1 j=1 i=1j=1
Thus x*(T(E)) does not exceed nk, wich can be arbitrarily close to kx*(E). O

Proposition 3.17. Let A be an arbitrary C*-algebra, let T, S € B*(H ) and let
w stands for any of MNCs o, x,I. Then

a) All ok, x5 and I are subadditive and positive homogeneous, i.e. there holds
to(T +8) < po(T) + 15(S),  po(cT) = cp™(T)  for all ¢ > 0.
b) The functions o, x5k, I% and N\, are equivalent to each other, that is,
Xo(T) < 1o(T) < ag(T) < 2x5(T),  Xo(T) = Ao(T).

&) X5(T) < IIT| and 3(T), I3(T) < 2|T]|.

d) Operator T is A-compact iff \o(T) = 0 iff u3(T) = 0.

e) ui(T + K) = pi(T), as well as M\o(T + K) = N(T) for all A-compact
operators K.

f) There holds

Xo(T) = Xo(T) < I5(T) < ag(T') < 2x5(T).

Proof. Parts a), b), ¢), and f) follow from the properties of «,x, ] and \. Part
d) follows from part b) and Theorem 2.13. Parts e) follows from part d) and the
properties of «, x, I and . O
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