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A new approach to projectivity in the categories of

complexes, II
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Abstract. It is now very known how the subprojectivity of modules provides a fruitful

new unified framework of the classical projectivity and flatness. In this paper, we extend

this fact to the category of complexes by generalizing and unifying several known classical

results. We further provide various examples to illustrate the scopes and limits of the

established results.

This paper is a continuation of a recent work in which it was shown among other several

things that the subprojectivity of complexes can be characterized in terms of morphisms

in the homotopy category.
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1 Introduction

Throughout the paper R will denote an associative ring with unit (nonnecessarily commutative).

The category of left R-modules will be denoted by R − Mod. Modules are, unless otherwise ex-

plicitly stated, left R-modules. The category of complexes ofR-modules will be denoted by C (R).

For two complexes X and Y , we use HomC (R)(X,Y ) to present the group of all morphisms of

complexes from X to Y . The homotopy category will be denoted by K (R). For two complexes

X and Y , we use HomK (R)(X,Y ) to present the homotopy equivalence classes of morphisms of

complexes from X to Y .

Given a class of modules L, a complex X : · · · // Xi+1
di+1

// Xi
di

// Xi−1
// · · · is said

to be HomR(L,−)-exact (resp., HomR(−,L)-exact) if the complex of abelian groups HomR(L,N)
(resp., HomR(N,L)) is exact for every L ∈ L. We will denote by ǫXn : Xn → Imdn the canonical

epimorphism and by µX
n : Ker(dn−1) → Xn−1 the canonical monomorphism. The nth boundary
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(resp., cycle, homology) of a complex X is defined as Im dX
n+1 (resp., Ker dX

n , Ker dn/Im dn+1)

and it is denoted by Bn(X) (resp., Zn(X), Hn(X)). If there is a bound b such that Xn = 0 for all

n > b (resp. n 6 b) we say that the complex X is bounded above (resp. bounded below). When a

complex is bounded above and below, we say simply say it is bounded.

Also, throughout the paper, for a module M , we denote by M the complex with all terms 0 except

M in the degrees 1 and 0 with identity morphism of M . Also, we denote by M the complex with

all terms 0 except M in the degree 0. Given a complex X with differential dX and an integer n,

we denote by X[n] the complex consisting of Xi−n in degree i with differential (−1)ndX
i−n.

Given two objects M and N of an abelian category A with enough projectives, M is said to be

N -subprojective if for every epimorphism g : B → N and every morphism f : M → N , there ex-

ists a morphism h : M → B such that gh = f , or equivalently, if every morphism M → N factors

through a projective object (see [1, Proposition 2.7]). The subprojectivity domain of any object M ,

denoted by Pr−1
A

(M), is defined as the class of all objects N such that M is N -subprojective, and

the subprojectivity domain of a whole class C of A , denoted by Pr−1
A

(C), is defined as the class

of objects N such that every C of C is N -subprojective. In [2, Theorem 3.11], it is proved that,

for any two complexes M and N with Nn+1 ∈ Pr−1
R−Mod

(Mn) for every n ∈ Z, the conditions

N ∈ Pr−1
C (R)

(M) and HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 are equivalent. As a consequence of [2, Theorem

3.11], subprojectivity of some classes were determined. Namely, it is shown that the subprojectiv-

ity of the class {R[n] n ∈ Z} is the class of exact complexes (see [2, Corollary 3.17]).

The notion of subprojectivity was introduced in [7] as a new treatment in the analysis of the

projectivity of a module. However, the study of the subprojectivity goes beyond that goal and,

indeed, provides, among other things, a new and interesting perspective on some other known

notions. In this way, an alternative perspective on the projectivity of an object of an abelian category

A with enough projectives was investigated in [1]. It is proved among several things, that the

subprojectivity provides a new unified framework of the classical projectivity and flatness. Namely,

one can see clearly that, for an abelian category A with enough projectives, Pr
A

−1(PA ) = A ,

where PA denotes the class of projective objects of A. On the other hand, we have Pr
A

−1(A ) =

PA and Pr
A

−1(FPA ) = FA , where FPA denotes the class of finitely presented objects, and

FA denotes the class of flat objects (an object F is said to be flat if every short exact sequence

0 → A → B → F → 0 is pure, that is, if for every finitely presented object P , HomA (P,−)
makes this sequence exact, [8]).

In [2], a first treatment of the subprojectivity in the category of complexes is done. It is proved

among several things that the concept of subprojectivity in the category of complexes is closely

linked to that of null-homotopy of morphisms. In this paper, we go further in the study of subpro-

jectivity in the category of complexes. Namely, we approve that the subprojectivity in the category

of complexes provides also a new interesting unified framework of the classical projectivity and

flatness from which arise several natural questions that we will answer throughout the paper. The

structure of the paper is as follows:
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In Section 2, we study the relationship between the subprojectivity of a complex and the subpro-

jectivity of its cycles. As a first natural question, inspired by some classical facts, we ask whether

for an exact complex M and a complex N , N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M) if Nn ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Zn−1(M))

for every n ∈ Z. In Proposition 2.2, we show that this holds for every exact complex M and

every bounded complex N only on quasi-Fröbenius rings (rings over which every projective mod-

ule is injective or equivalently, every injective module is projective). Then, we are interested in

the subprojectivity domain of contractible complexes, that is, complexes of the form ⊕n∈ZMn[n]
for some family of modules {Mn}n∈Z. For a complex N and a family of modules {Mn}n∈Z,

we show that N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(⊕n∈ZMn[n]) if and only if Nn+1 ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Mn) for every

n ∈ Z. This can be seen as a new extension of the known fact that the projective complexes are

exactly the contractible ones with projective cycles. As a second main result of Section 2, we

prove that for an exact complex N and a bounded below complex M , N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M) if ev-

ery Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Mn) (see Theorem 2.6). Recall that a complex is finitely presented

if and only if it is bounded and its terms are all finitely presented modules (see for instance [4,

Lemma 4.1.1]). So the second main result is a natural generalization of the characterization of flat

complexes being as complexes which are exact with flat cycles. At the end of Section 2, relations

between the conditions given in Theorem 2.6 are discussed. Namely, we show that the condition

“M is bounded below” cannot be dropped (see Example 2.9). Also, we give an example showing

that the reverse implication of Theorem 2.6 does not hold true in general (see Example 2.10).

Section 3 is devoted to the study of subprojectivity domains of classes of complexes. Namely,

inspired by some classical facts, we focus our study on the classes of complexes constructed from

a class of modules L:

• The class of complexes X such that every Xn ∈ L will be denoted by #L.

• The class of bounded complexes (resp., bounded below complexes) X such that every Xn ∈
L will be denoted by C b(L) (resp., C −(L)).

• The class of exact complexes X such that every Z(X)n ∈ L will be denoted by L̃.

For some particular cases of classes of modules L, the classes of complexes #L, C b(L) and L̃

are usual. For instance, we have C (R) = #R− Mod, PC (R) = ˜PR−Mod (i.e., the class of projec-

tive complexes) and FPC (R) = C b(FPR−Mod) (i.e., the class of finitely presented complexes).

Thus, the following questions arise naturally: Let L and G be two classes of modules such that

Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G:

1. When do we have Pr
C (R)

−1(L̃) = #G?

2. When do we have Pr
C (R)

−1(#L) = G̃?

3. When do we have Pr
C (R)

−1(C b(L)) = G̃?
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We will show in Theorem 3.1, that if 0 ∈ L ∩ G, then Pr
C (R)

−1(L̃) = #G if and only if

Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G and HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 for any M ∈ L̃ and N ∈ #G.

To answer the second question, we will show in Theorem 3.2, that if 0, R ∈ L. Then, Pr
C (R)

−1(#L) =

G̃ if and only if Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G and HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 for any M ∈ #L and N ∈ G̃.

We end the paper with Theorem 3.6 which answers Question 3 as follows: If 0, R ∈ L, then

Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G if and only if Pr
C (R)

−1(C b(L)) = G̃.

Some consequences of the main results are established (see Proposition 3.3 and Corollaries 3.7,

3.8 and 3.9).

2 Subprojectivity domains of particular complexes

The purpose of this section is to study the relationship between the subprojectivity of complexes

and the subprojectivity of their cycles.

The prove of the first main result is based on the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1. Let L be a class of modules, M be an exact complex which is HomR(−,L)-exact and

N a bounded complex above. If every morphism Zn−1(M) → Nn factors through a module in L,

then every morphism of complexes M → N is null-homotopic by a morphism s such that every sn

factors through a module of L.

Proof. Let f : M → N be a morphism of complexes. We are going to construct a family of

morphisms sn : Mn−1 → Nn, such that fn = dN
n+1sn+1 + snd

M
n . We suppose that Nn = 0

for every n > 0. Then f0d
M
1 = 0, so there exists a morphism t0 : Z−1(M) → N0 such that

t0ǫ
M
0 = f0. Then, there exist two morphisms β0 : Z−1(M) → L0 and α0 : L0 → N0 with L0 ∈ L

and t0 = α0β0. Since M is HomR(−,L)-exact, there exists a morphism γ0 : M−1 → L0 such
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that γ0µ
M
0 = β0.

· · · //M0
dM

0
//

ǫM
0

$$❍
❍❍

❍❍
❍❍

❍❍

f0

��
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳
✳✳

M−1

dM
−1

//

γ0

��☞☞
☞☞
☞☞
☞☞
☞☞
☞☞
☞☞
☞☞

f−1

��
✲✲
✲✲
✲✲
✲✲
✲✲
✲✲
✲✲
✲✲
✲✲
✲✲
✲✲
✲

· · ·

Z−1(M)

β0
$$❍

❍❍
❍❍

❍❍
❍❍

µM
0

55❧❧❧❧❧❧❧❧❧❧❧❧❧❧❧

t0

��

L0

α0

zz✈✈
✈✈
✈✈
✈✈
✈✈

0 // N0
dN

0

// N−1
dM

−1

// · · ·

Let s0 = α0γ0. One can check that s0d
M
0 = f0, hence f−1d

M
0 = dN

0 f0 = dN
0 s0d

M
0 , so there

exists a morphism t−1 : Z−2(M) → N−1 such that t−1ǫ
M
−1 = f−1 − dN

0 s0. Then, there exist two

morphisms β−1 : Z−2(M) → L−1 and α−1 : L−1 → N−1 with L−1 ∈ L and t−1 = α−1β−1.

Since M is HomR(−,L)-exact there exists a morphism γ−1 : M−2 → L−1 such that γ−1µ
M
−1 =

β−1. Let s−1 = α−1γ−1. Then, f−1 − dN
0 s0 = t−1ǫ

M
−1 = α−1β−1ǫ

M
−1 = α−1γ−1µ

M
−1ǫ

M
−1 =

α−1γ−1d
M
−1 = s1d

M
−1, hence f−1 = dN

0 s0 + s−1d
M
−1. Using the same arguments we construct, and

for any n 6 0, sn : Mn−1 → Nn, such that fn = dN
n+1sn+1 + snd

M
n , for n > 0, we take sn = 0.

Therefore, f : M → N is null homotopic by the morphism s such that every sn factors through a

module Ln of L.

Proposition 2.2. The following conditions are equivalent.

1. For every exact complex M and every bounded complex above N , if for every n ∈ Z,

Nn ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Zn−1(M)), then N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M).

2. For every exact complex M and every module N , if there exists n ∈ Z such that N ∈
Pr

R−Mod
−1(Zn−1(M)), then N [n] ∈ Pr

C (R)
−1(M).

3. R is quasi-Fröbenius.

Proof. 1. ⇒ 2. is clear.

2. ⇒ 3. Let P be a projective module and i : P → E be a monomorphism with E is injective. Let

us prove that HomR(i,M) : HomR(E,M) → HomR(P,M) is epic for every module M . For let

f : P → M be a morphism of modules and consider the exact complex X : · · · → 0 → P →
E → C → 0 → · · · with P is in the 0 position. Then, M holds in the subprojectivity domain of

X by assumption. Thus, there exist two morphisms of complexes β : X → Q and α : Q → M
such that Q is projective and αβ = φ where φ0 = f and φi = 0 otherwise. We have α0d

Q
1 = 0,

hence there exists a morphism h : Z−1(Q) → M such that hǫQ0 = α0. Since Q is projective, the
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morphism µQ
0 : Z−1(Q) → Q−1 splits, that is, there exists a morphism νQ

0 : Q−1 → Z−1(Q) such

that νQ
0 µ

Q
0 = id. Then,

hνQ
0 β−1i = hνQ

0 d
Q
0 β0 = hνQ

0 µ
Q
0 ǫ

Q
0 β0 = hǫQ0 β0 = α0β0 = φ0 = f.

Thus, HomR(i,M) : HomR(E,M) → HomR(P,M) is epic for every module M . Therefore, P
is injective.

3. ⇒ 1. Let M be an exact complex and N a bounded complex above such that, for every n ∈
Z, Nn ∈ Pr

R−Mod
−1(Zn−1(M)). Hence, every morphism Zn−1(M) → Nn factors through a

projective module. Then, by Lemma 2.1, every morphism of complexesM → N is null-homotopic

by a morphism s such that every sn : Mn → Nn+1 factors through a projective module. Then, by

[2, Lemma 3.10], every morphism of complexes M → N factors through a projective complex.

Therefore, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M).

Now, we are interested in the study of the subprojectivity domain of contractible complexes. It is

inspired by the fact that projective complexes are contractibles.

The following result treats a particular case which will be useful.

Lemma 2.3. Let n ∈ Z, N be a complex and M a module. Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M [n]) if and

only if Nn+1 ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M).

Proof. Suppose that N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M [n]) and let f : M → Nn+1 be a morphism of modules.

Then, by assumption, there exists a morphism of complexes f : M [n] → N such that fn+1 = f .

f : M [n] → N factors through a projective complex P . Hence, f : M → Nn+1 factors through

the projective module Pn+1.

Conversely, Suppose that Nn+1 ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M) and let f : M [n] → N be a morphism of

complexes. Then, by assumption, there exists two morphisms α : P → Nn+1 and β : M → P
such that fn+1 = αβ. We define two morphisms of complexes g : P [n] → N and h : M [n] →
P [n] such that gn+1 = α, gn = dN

n+1α, hn+1 = hn = β, and gm = hm = 0 otherwise. It is clear

that f = gh. Therefore, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M [n]).

Proposition 2.4. Let N be a complex and {Mn}n∈Z be a family of modules. Then, we get that

N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(⊕n∈ZMn[n]) if and only if Nn+1 ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Mn) for every n ∈ Z.

Proof. We have Pr
C (R)

−1(⊕n∈ZMn[n]) = Pr
C (R)

−1({Mn[n] n ∈ Z}), by [1, P roposition2.16],

and we conclude by Lemma 2.3.

Now, we turn to the second aim of this section which consists of studying the subprojectivity

counterpart of the flateness. Namely, for a bounded complex M and an exact complex N , we ask

whether N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M) if Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Mn) for every n ∈ Z. Next, we will show

that this holds for every bounded complex below M .
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Lemma 2.5. Let L be a class of modules, M a bounded complex below and N an exact complex

which is HomR(L,−)-exact. If every morphism Mn → Zn(N) factors through a module in L
then every morphism of complexes M → N is null-homotopic by a morphism s such that every

sn : Mn → Nn+1 factors through a module of L.

Proof. Let f : M → N be a morphism of complexes. We are going to construct a family of

morphisms sn : Mn → Nn+1, such that fn = dN
n+1sn + sn−1d

M
n . We suppose that Mn = 0 for

every n < 0, then dN
0 f0 = 0, so there exists a morphism t0 : M0 → Z0(N) such that µN

1 t0 = f0.

By assumption, there exist two morphisms β0 : M0 → L0 and α0 : L0 → Z0(N) with L0 ∈ L
and t0 = α0β0. Since N is HomR(L,−)-exact, there exists a morphism γ0 : L0 → N1 such that

ǫN1 γ0 = α0.

· · ·
dM

2
//M1

dM
1

//

f1

��

M0
//

f0

��

β0

{{✇✇
✇✇
✇✇
✇✇
✇

t0

��✑✑
✑✑
✑✑
✑✑
✑✑
✑✑
✑✑
✑✑
✑✑
✑✑
✑✑
✑

0

��

// · · ·

L0

γ0

{{✇✇
✇✇
✇✇
✇✇
✇

α0

��

· · ·
dN

1
// N1

dN
1

//

ǫN
1 ##●

●●
●●

●●
●●

N0

dN
0

// N−1
// · · ·

Z0(N)

##❍
❍❍

❍❍
❍❍

❍❍

µN
1

;;✇✇✇✇✇✇✇✇✇

0

;;✈✈✈✈✈✈✈✈✈
0

Let s0 = γ0β0. One can check that dN
1 s0 = f0, hence dN

1 s0d
M
1 = f0d

M
1 = dN

1 f1. Thus, there

exists a morphism t1 : M1 → Z1(N) such that µN
2 t1 = f1 − s0d

M
1 . By assumption, there exist

two morphisms β1 : M1 → L1 and α1 : L1 → Z1(N) with L1 ∈ L and t1 = α1β1. Since N is

HomR(L,−)-exact, there exists a morphism γ1 : L1 → N2 such that ǫN2 γ1 = α1. Let s1 = γ1β1,

then dN
2 s1 = µN

2 ǫ
N
2 γ1β1 = µN

2 α1β1 = µN
2 t1 = f1 − s0d

M
1 . Using the same arguments we

construct sn : Mn → Nn+1, such that fn = dN
n+1sn + sn−1d

M
n , for any n > 0. For n < 0, we take

sn = 0.

Now, we are in position to prove the desired result.

Theorem 2.6. Let N be an exact complex and M a bounded below complex. Then, if every

Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Mn), then N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M).

Proof. Suppose that Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Mn) for every n ∈ Z. Then, every morphism Mn →

Zn(N) factors through a projective module. Thus, by Lemma 2.5, every morphism f : M → N
is null-homotopic by a morphism s such that each sn factors through a projective module. Then,
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every f : M → N factors through a projective complex, by [2, Lemma 3.10]. Thus, N ∈
Pr

C (R)
−1(M).

Recall that the subprojectivity domain of the class of all finitely presented modules is the class

of all flat modules (see [1, Proposition 2.18]). In particular, the subprojectivity domain of a finitely

presented module contains the class of all flat modules. So, by Theorem 2.6, we get the following

consequences.

Corollary 2.7. The subprojectivity domain of a bounded complex below of finitely presented mod-

ules contains the class of all flat complexes.

Corollary 2.8. The subprojectivity domain of a bounded complex below of projective modules

contains the class of all exact complexes.

The following example shows that Theorem 2.6 fails without assuming the condition “M is

bounded below”.

Example 2.9. If R is a quasi-Fröbenius ring which is not semisimple, then there exist a non

bounded complex P and an exact complex E such that E does not hold in Pr
C (R)

−1(P ) and

Zn(E) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Pn) for every n ∈ Z.

Proof. Let M be a non projective module and N be a module such that N does not hold in

Pr
R−Mod

−1(M) (N exists since M is not projective). Let E be an exact complex with E1 = N ,

En = 0 for every n > 1 and En is injective for every n < 1. Let P be an other exact com-

plex with projective components and Z0(P ) = M (we can construct such a complex since R is

quasi-Fröbenius). Since the components of P are projectives, it is clear that for every n ∈ Z,

Zn(E) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Pn). Now, suppose that E ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(P ) and let f : M → N be a

morphism of modules. We construct a morphism of complexes g : P → E as follows

· · · // P2
dP

2
//

g2=0

��

P1
dP

1
//

g1=fǫP
1

��

ǫP
1   

❅❅
❅❅

❅❅
❅❅

P0
dP

0
//

g0

��

ǫP
0 ""❋

❋❋
❋❋

❋❋
❋❋

P−1
//

g−1

��

· · ·

M
µP

1

>>⑦⑦⑦⑦⑦⑦⑦⑦

f
~~⑦⑦
⑦⑦
⑦⑦
⑦⑦

Z1(P )
µP

0

;;✇✇✇✇✇✇✇✇

z1

��

· · · // 0 // N
dE

1

// E0
dE

0

//

ǫE
0 ""❋

❋❋
❋❋

❋❋
❋ E−1

// · · ·

Z1(E)
µE

0

;;✇✇✇✇✇✇✇✇

where g0 : P0 → E0 exists such that g0µ
P
1 = dE

1 f since E0 is injective (one can verifies that

g0d
P
1 = dE

1 g1), z1 : Z1(P ) → Z1(E) exists such that z1ǫ
P
0 = ǫE0 g0 by the universal property of
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cokernels, g−1 : P−1 → E−1 exists such that g−1µ
P
0 = µE

0 z1 since E−1 is injective. It is clear

that g−1d
P
0 = dE

0 g0. Using the same arguments we construct gn : Pn → En such that gnd
P
n+1 =

dE
n+1gn+1 for every n < 0. For every n > 1 we take gn = 0. Now, the morphism of complexes

g : P → E factors through a projective complex Q since we supposed that E ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(P ).

Let β : P → Q and α : Q → E be two morphisms of complexes such that f = αβ. Consider the

following commutative diagram

0 //M
µP

1
//

γ

��

P0

dP
0

//

β0

��

P−1
//

β−1

��

· · ·

0 // Z0(Q)
µ

Q
1

//

δ

��

Q0

d
Q
0

//

α0

��

Q−1
//

α−1

��

· · ·

0 // N
dE

1
// E0

dE
0

// E−1
// · · ·

The morphisms γ : M → Z0(Q) and δ : Z0(Q) → N exist and make the diagram commute,

by the universal property of kernels. We claim that f = δγ. Indeed, dE
1 fǫ

P
1 = dE

1 g1 = g0d
P
1 =

α0β0µ
P
1 ǫ

P
1 = α0µ

Q
1 γǫ

P
1 = dE

1 δγǫ
P
1 , then f = δγ. Thus, any morphism f : M → N factors

through a projective module. Then, N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M) which is not the case. Therefore, E

does not hold in Pr
C (R)

−1(P ) even if Zn(E) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Pn) for every n ∈ Z.

The following example shows that the reverse implication of Theorem 2.6 does not hold true in

general.

Example 2.10. Let R be an IF ring which is not von Neumann regular, then there exists a finitely

presented module which is not projective, so there exists a module K which does not belong to the

subprojectivity domain of M . Consider an exact complex N : · · · → 0 → K → E → C → 0 →
· · · such that K is in position 2 and E is an injective module. Since M is finitely presented (then

every flat module holds in its subprojectivity domain) and R is an IF -ring, E ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M).

Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M) (as we will see in Lemma 2.3). However, Z1(N) = K does not belong

to Pr
R−Mod

−1(M).

3 Subprojectivity domains of classes of complexes

In this section, we deal with the subprojectivity domain of classes of complexes. We will answer

questions raised at the end of the introduction. The first main result, which answers the first ques-

tion, is given as follows:

Theorem 3.1. Let L and G be two classes of modules such that L is closed under extensions and

0 ∈ L ∩ G. Then, the following conditions are equivalent.
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1. Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G and HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 for any N ∈ #G and M ∈ L̃.

2. Pr
C (R)

−1(L̃) = #G.

Proof. 1. ⇒ 2. Let N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(L̃) and M ∈ L. Then, ⊕n∈ZM [n] ∈ L̃. Hence, N ∈

Pr
C (R)

−1(⊕n∈ZM [n]). Then, by Proposition 2.4, for every n ∈ Z,Nn ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M). Thus,

for every n ∈ Z, Nn ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G. Then, Pr
C (R)

−1(L̃) ⊆ #G. Conversely, let N ∈

#G and M ∈ L̃. Then, for every n ∈ Z, Nn ∈ G and Mn ∈ L since L is closed under extensions.

Then, for every n ∈ Z, Nn+1 ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(Mn). Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M), by [2, Theorem

3.11], since HomK (R)(M,N) = 0. Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(L̃). Therefore, Pr
C (R)

−1(L̃) = #G.

2. ⇒ 1. let N ∈ #G and M ∈ L̃, then N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M), hence every morphism M → N

factors through a projective complex, then every morphism M → N is null homotopic (see [6,

Corollary 3.5]). Thus, HomK (R)(M,N) = 0. Now, let us prove that Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G. For let

N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) and M ∈ L̃, then N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M0) since every M0 ∈ L (L is closed

under extensions). Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M) by [2, Lemma 3.7]. Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(L̃) =

#G. Thus, N ∈ G. Therefore, Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) ⊆ G. Conversely, let N ∈ G and M ∈ L, hence

N ∈ #G and G ∈ L̃. Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M ) by assumption. Then, by [2, Lemma 3.7],

N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M), then N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L). Therefore, Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G.

Now, the second main result of this section is as follows :

Theorem 3.2. Let L and G be two classes of modules such that 0, R ∈ L. Then, the following

conditions are equivalent.

1. G = Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) and HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 for any M ∈ #L and N ∈ G̃.

2. Pr
C (R)

−1(#L) = G̃ .

Proof. 1. ⇒ 2. Let N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(#L), then N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(R[n]) for every n ∈ Z, so N

is exact by [2, Corollary 3.17]. Now, let L ∈ L, then N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(L[n]) for every n ∈

Z. Then, by [2, Lemma 3.6], Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) for every L ∈ L and n ∈ Z. Then,

Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G for every n ∈ Z. Thus, N ∈ G̃. Conversely, let N ∈ G̃ and

M ∈ #L. For every n ∈ Z, Zn(N) ∈ G = Pr
R−Mod

−1(L), hence Nn ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) since

Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) is closed under extensions. Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(L) by [2, Theorem 3.11] since

HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 by assumption. Thus, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(#L).

2. ⇒ 1. Let N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L), then for every M ∈ #L, N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M0). Then, for

every M ∈ #L, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M) (see [2, Lemma 3.7]). Therefore, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(#L) =
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G̃, hence N ∈ G. Conversely, let N ∈ G and M ∈ L then, N ∈ G̃ and M ∈ #L. Then,

N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M ) by assumption. Then, N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M) by [2, Lemma 3.7]. Then,

N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L).

Recall that an object M of an abelian category A is said to be Gorenstein projective, if there

exists an exact and HomR(−,PA )-exact complex of projective objects

· · · → P−1 → P0 → P1 → · · ·

such that M = Ker(P0 → P1) (see [3, Definition 10.2.1]). We use GPA to denote the class of all

Gorenstein projective objects of A . The authors in [9], proved that the class GP⊥

C (R) is inside the

class of exact complexes with cycles in GP⊥
R−Mod, that is the class ˜GP⊥

R−Mod (see [9, Proposition

3.4 and Remark 3.3]). Here, we show when these two classes coincide.

Proposition 3.3. For any ring, GP⊥

C (R) = ˜GP⊥
R−Mod if and only if HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 for any

Gorenstein projective complex M and any complex N ∈ ˜GP⊥
R−Mod.

Proof. We have Pr
R−Mod

−1(GPR−Mod) = GP⊥
R−Mod by [1, Corollary 2.28], then, by Theorem

3.2, Pr
C (R)

−1(#GPR−Mod) = ˜GP⊥
R−Mod if and only if HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 for any M ∈

#GPR−Mod and N ∈ ˜GP⊥
R−Mod. But #GPR−Mod = GPC (R), by [10, Theorem 2.2]. Then,

Pr
C (R)

−1(#GPR−Mod) = Pr
C (R)

−1(GPC (R)) = GP⊥

C (R) (see [1, Corollary 2.28]). Therefore,

GP⊥

C (R) = ˜GP⊥
R−Mod if and only if HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 for any M Gorenstein projective

complex and any N ∈ ˜GP⊥
R−Mod.

Now, we turn our attention to the third question. In the study of this question, a new type of

classes appears naturally which are defined as follows: First, we fix some notations and recall

some facts: For complexes X and Y , we let Hom•(X,Y ) denote the complex of abelian groups

with

Hom•(X,Y )n =
∏

i∈Z

HomR(Xi, Yi+n)

and

dHom•(X,Y )
n (ψ) = (dY

i+nψi − (−1)nψi−1d
X
i )i∈Z.

Note that for every n ∈ Z,

Zn(Hom•(X,Y )) = HomC (R)(X[n], Y ) = HomC (R)(X,Y [−n])

and

Hn(Hom•(X,Y )) = HomK (R)(X[n], Y ) = HomK (R)(X,Y [−n]).

For every complex X, Hom•(X,−) is a left exact functor from the category of complexes of

modules to the category of complexes of abelian groups.
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Definition 3.4. Given a class of modules L, a complex X is said to be a dgL complex, if Xn ∈
L, for each n ∈ Z, and Hom•(X,G) is exact whenever G is an exact complex with cycles in

Pr
R−Mod

−1(L). We denote the class of dgL complexes by dgL̃.

The terminology used in this definition is inspired from dgL complexes introduced by Gillespie

[5] based on the fact that, when (L,G) is the classical cotorsion pair (Proj,R − Mod), dgL̃ is

nothing but the classical DG-projective complexes.

Lemma 3.5. If L is a class which contains 0, then C −(L) ⊆ dgL̃.

Proof. Set G = Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) and let f : X → N be a morphism of complexes with N ∈ G̃.

N is exact and Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L), for each n ∈ Z, hence N is HomR(Proj,−)-exact and

every morphism Xn → Zn(N) factors through a projective module. Therefore f : X → N is

null-homotopic, by Lemma 2.5. Thus, Hom•(X,N) is exact whenever N is a G̃ complex.

Now, our third main result of this section is given as follows.

Theorem 3.6. Let L and G be two classes of modules such that 0, R ∈ L. Then, the following

conditions are equivalent.

1. Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G.

2. Pr
C (R)

−1(C b(L)) = G̃.

3. Pr
C (R)

−1(C −(L)) = G̃.

4. Pr
C (R)

−1(dgL̃) = G̃.

Proof. 1. ⇒ 4. Let us prove that Pr
C (R)

−1(dgL̃) ⊆ G̃. For let N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(dgL̃), then N ∈

Pr
C (R)

−1(R[n]) for every n ∈ Z, by Lemma 3.5, so N is exact by [2, Corollary 3.17]. Now, let

n ∈ Z andL ∈ L, thenN ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(L[n]) for every n ∈ Z, by Lemma 3.5. Then, by [2, Lemma

3.6], Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) for every L ∈ L. Then, Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G for every

n ∈ Z. Thus, N ∈ G̃. Now, let us prove that G̃ ⊆ Pr
C (R)

−1(dgL̃). Let N ∈ G̃ and M ∈ dgL̃,

then HomK (R)(M,N) = 0 since Hom•(X,N) is exact (see [5, Lemma 2.1]). For every n ∈ Z,

Zn(N) ∈ G = Pr
R−Mod

−1(L), hence Nn ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) since Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) is closed

under extensions. Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(dgL̃) by [2, Theorem 3.11]. Thus, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(dgL̃).

4. ⇒ 1. Let N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L), then for every M ∈ dgL̃, N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M0) since

M0 ∈ L. Then, for every M ∈ dgL̃, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M) (see [2, Lemma 3.7]). Therefore, N ∈

Pr
C (R)

−1(dgL̃) = G̃, hence N ∈ G. Conversely, let N ∈ G and M ∈ L then, N ∈ L̃ and M ∈

dgL̃ (see Lemma 3.5). Then, N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(M) by assumption. Then, N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(M) by
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[2, Lemma 3.7]. Then, N ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L)

(4. ⇔ 1.) ⇒ 2. It is clear that G̃ ⊆ Pr
C (R)

−1(C b(L)) since C −(L) ⊆ dgL̃ by Lemma 3.5.

Conversely, let N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(C −(L)) then N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(R[n]) for every n ∈ Z, so N

is exact by [2, Corollary 3.17]. Now, let n ∈ Z and L ∈ L, then N ∈ Pr
C (R)

−1(L[n]) for

every n ∈ Z. Then, by [2, Lemma 3.6], Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) for every L ∈ L. Then,

Zn(N) ∈ Pr
R−Mod

−1(L) = G for every n ∈ Z. Thus, N ∈ G̃.

For 2. ⇒ 1. and 3. ⇒ 1. we use the same arguments of 4. ⇒ 1.
(2. ⇔ 4.) ⇒ 3. is clear since C b(L) ⊆ C −(L) ⊆ dgL̃ (by Lemma 3.5).

Apllying Theorem 3.6 to the class of finitely presented modules, we get the following character-

ization of flat complexes.

Corollary 3.7. The following conditions are equivalent for a complex F .

1. F is exact and every cycle is a flat module.

2. Every morphism X → F , with X is a finitely presented complex, factors through a projec-

tive complex.

3. Every morphism X → F , with X is a bounded below complex of finitely presented modules,

factors through a projective complex.

4. Every morphism X → F , withX is a dgF̃P complex, factors through a projective complex.

Apllying Theorem 3.6, to Pr
R−Mod

−1(Proj) = R−Mod, we get the following characterization

of exact complexes.

Corollary 3.8. The following conditions are equivalent for a complex F .

1. F is exact.

2. Every morphism X → F , with X is a bounded complex of projective modules, factors

through a projective complex.

3. Every morphism X → F , withX is a bounded complex below of projective modules, factors

through a projective complex.

4. Every morphism X → F ,with X is a DG-projective complex, factors through a projective

complex.

Finally, applying Theorem 3.6 to Pr
R−Mod

−1(R− Mod) = Proj, we get the following charac-

terization of projective complexes.

Corollary 3.9. The following conditions are equivalent for a complex F .
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1. F is exact and every cycle is a projective module.

2. Every morphism X → F , with X is bounded, factors through a projective complex.

3. Every morphism X → F , with X is bounded below, factors through a projective complex.

4. Every morphism X → F , factors through a projective complex.
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