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POLYNOMIAL GROWTH, COMPARISON, AND THE SMALL BOUNDARY

PROPERTY

PETR NARYSHKIN

Abstract. We show that a minimal action of a finitely generated group of polynomial growth
on a compact metrizable space has comparison. It follows that if such an action is free and has
the small boundary property then it is almost finite and its C∗-crossed product is Z-stable, and
consequently that such crossed products are classified by their Elliott invariant.

1. Introduction

Over the last couple of decades the notion of Z-stability has come to play a central role in the
classification theory for separable simple nuclear C∗-algebras, with its decisive importance as a
regularity property having been recently cemented in [2]. It has therefore become a significant
problem to determine when a free minimal action G y X of a countable amenable group on
a compact metrizable space gives rise to a Z-stable C∗-crossed product C(X) ⋊ G. Using the
theory of subhomogeneous algebras, Niu and Elliott proved in [7] that this holds when G = Z

and G y X has mean dimension zero. Later, Niu improved on this result and showed ([16], [17])
that when G = Z

d the radius of comparison of the crossed product C(X) ⋊ Z
d is at most half

of the mean dimension of the action. On the other hand, Hirshberg and Phillips [12], following
the work of Giol and Kerr [8], proved that for a certain class of minimal subshifts the radius of
comparison of the crossed product is bounded from below in terms of the mean dimension and
under some conditions is at least 1

2mdim(G y X)− 1.
An alternative approach was developed by Kerr who introduced a dynamical notion of almost

finiteness [13] for a free action of an amenable group on a compact metrizable space and showed
that when minimal it implies the Z-stability of crossed product. Kerr and Szabó [15] proved
that almost finiteness is equivalent to the action having both the small boundary property and
comparison. They also showed that if every action of a group G on a zero-dimensional space
is almost finite then every action of G on a finite-dimensional space is almost finite (note that
for these actions the small boundary property is automatic). There have been a number of
results establishing almost finiteness when the space X is zero-dimensional: Downarowicz and
Zhang proved [5] that the actions of groups with locally subexponential growth have compari-
son; Conley–Jackson–Kerr–Marks–Seward–Tucker-Drob showed [3] that a generic action of any
countable amenable group is almost finite when the space X is assumed to be perfect (i.e. a
Cantor set); Conley–Jackson–Marks–Seward–Tucker-Drob proved [4] later that actions of groups
from a certain class which includes polycyclic groups as well as the lamplighter group are almost
finite; finally, in a recent paper by Kerr and the author [14] it was shown that actions of all
elementary amenable groups are almost finite. In view of the result of Kerr and Szabó above,
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we thus now know for a large class of groups that their free actions on finite dimensional spaces
are almost finite.

The main result of this paper is the following.

Theorem A. A minimal action G y X of a finitely generated group of polynomial growth on

a compact metrizable space has comparison.

Note that by the celebrated theorem of Gromov [10] a finitely generated groups has polynomial
growth if and only if it is virtually nilpotent. The next statement is a corollary to Theorem A
and follows from the results of Kerr [13] and Kerr-Szabó [15] mentioned above.

Theorem B. A free minimal action G y X of a finitely generated group of polynomial growth

on a compact metrizable space has the small boundary property if and only if it is almost finite.

It follows that when G y X has the small boundary property its C∗-crossed product C(X)⋊G

is Z-stable. Consequently, these crossed products are classified by their Elliott invariant.

In an independent work Bosa, Perera, Wu, and Zacharias [1] have used the theory of Cuntz
semigroup to establish Theorem A for Z

d-actions. In this setting a version of comparison and
the conclusion of Theorem B also appears in the work of Niu [17] mentioned above (note that
the small boundary property is equivalent to mean dimension zero for Z

d-actions [11]). Our
approach, however, is more purely dynamical in nature and in particular avoids the use of
subhomogeneous subalgebras.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In section 2 we recall the definition of comparison
as well as give several weaker notions all of which end up being equivalent for minimal actions
(Lemma 2.3). In section 3 we prove Theorems A and B using one of these notions and give a
few closing remarks.
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1442, and ERC Advanced Grant 834267 - AMAREC

2. Comparison properties

Let G y X be a continuous action of a countable amenable group on a compact metric space.
Let A and B be subsets of X. Recall that A is subequivalent to B (A ≺ B) if for every closed

set C ⊆ A there are finitely many open sets U1, . . . , Un and elements s1, . . . , sn ∈ G such that
C ⊂

⋃n
i=1 Ui and the sets siUi for i = 1, . . . , n are pairwise disjoint and contained in B. We say

that A is m-subequivalent to B (A ≺m B) if for every closed set C ⊆ A there are a finite open
cover U of C, an element sU ∈ G for every U ∈ U , and a partition of U into subcollections
U0, . . . ,Um such that for every i = 0, ...,m the sets sUU for U ∈ Ui are pairwise disjoint and
contained in B.

Let A be a subset of X and ε > 0. By Aε we denote the set {x ∈ X | d(x,A) < ε} where d is
the metric on X. Similarly, by A−ε we denote the set {x ∈ A | d(x,X \ A) > ε}.



POLYNOMIAL GROWTH, COMPARISON, AND THE SMALL BOUNDARY PROPERTY 3

For a set A ⊂ X we define lower and upper densities respectively:

D(A) = sup
F⋐G

inf
x∈X

1

|F |

∑

s∈F

1A(sx), D(A) = inf
F⋐G

sup
x∈X

1

|F |

∑

s∈F

1A(sx).

By [15, Lemma 3.2] if Fn is a Følner sequence for G,

D(A) = lim
n→∞

inf
x∈X

1

|Fn|

∑

s∈Fn

1A(sx), D(A) = lim
n→∞

sup
x∈X

1

|Fn|

∑

s∈Fn

1A(sx).

Let MG(X) be the space of G-invariant probability measures on X. By [15, Propositions 3.3
and 3.4],

D(A) = inf
µ∈MG(X)

µ(A) = lim
ε→0+

D(A−ε) when A is open,(2.1)

D(A) = sup
µ∈MG(X)

µ(A) = lim
ε→0+

D(Aε) when A is closed.(2.2)

Parts (i) and (ii) of the following definition were introduced in [13] and [15] respectively. Parts
(iii) and (iv) are their natural weaker versions, similar to the Definition 6.3 in [5].

Definition 2.1. Let G y X be an action of a countable group on a compact metrizable space
and m a nonnegative integer. We say that the action has

(i) comparison if A ≺ B for all open sets A,B ⊆ X such that µ(A) < µ(B) for every
G-invariant measure µ,

(ii) m-comparison if A ≺m B for all open sets A,B ⊆ X such that µ(A) < µ(B) for every
G-invariant measure µ,

(iii) weak comparison if A ≺ B for all open sets A,B ⊆ X such that D(A) < D(B),
(iv) weak m-comparison if A ≺m B for all open sets A,B ⊆ X such that D(A) < D(B).

Remark 2.2. In the above definition one can equivalently take A to range over closed sets
instead of open ones.

For a free action on a zero-dimensional space Downarowicz and Zhang proved that comparison
and weak comparison are equivalent [5, Lemma 6.4]. We modify their argument to prove the
following.

Lemma 2.3. Let G y X be a minimal action of a countably infinite group on a compact

metrizable space. Then the properties (i)-(iv) are equivalent.

Proof. Note that any minimal actions on a finite space has comparison. We can therefore assume
that X is infinite. It is clear that (i) implies (ii) and (iii) and that either of them implies (iv).
Thus, it remains to show that (iv) implies (i). Let A be a closed set and B an open set such
that µ(A) < µ(B) for every G-invariant measure µ. It follows from [15, Lemma 3.3] that there
exists an ε > 0 such that µ(B) − µ(A) > ε for every G-invariant measure µ. Choose a point
x ∈ X and elements h0, h1, . . . , hm of the group such that hix ∈ B for every i = 0, 1, . . . ,m and
hix 6= hjx unless i = j. Using (2.2) we can find a neighbourhood U of x such that hiU are

disjoint subsets of B for i = 0, 1, . . . ,m and D(U) < D(U ) < ε
(m+1) . Since the action is minimal,

we have D(U) > 0. Define B1 = B \ (h0U ∪ h1U ∪ . . . ∪ hmU) and note that it is an open set
such that µ(B1) > µ(A) for every G-invariant measure µ.
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Set A1 = A and use [15, Lemma 3.3] again to find ε1 > 0 such that µ(B−ε1
1 ) > µ(Aε1

1 ) + ε1
for every G-invariant measure µ. Next, choose an arbitrary linear order for the elements of the
group, i.e. write G = {g1, g2, . . .} and do the following inductive process. Assume that at step
n we have µ(B−εn

n ) > µ(Aεn
n ) + ε1. Choose εn+1 such that

εn+1 < εn,

g−1
n

(

(gnAn)
3εn+1

)

⊂ Aεn
n ,

gn

(

(

g−1
n (X \Bn)

)2εn+1

)

⊂ (X \Bn)
εn ,

and define

Un = g−1
n (Bn ∩ (gnAn)

εn+1) ,

Bn+1 = Bn \ gnUn,

An+1 = An \ Un.

Similar to the inductive step in the proof of Lemma 3.1 one can show that

g−1
n

(

B−εn
n \B

−εn+1

n+1

)

⊂ Aεn
n \A

εn+1

n+1 .

It follows that for every G-invariant measure µ

µ
(

B
−εn+1

n+1

)

> µ
(

A
εn+1

n+1

)

+ ε1.

Set

A∞ =
∞
⋂

k=1

Ak, B∞ =
∞
⋂

k=1

Bk.

Clearly, for every G-invariant measure µ

µ(B∞)− µ(A∞) > ε1.

We claim that D(A∞) = 0. By (2.2) it is sufficient to show that µ(A∞) = 0 for every ergodic
measure µ. However, by construction we have GA∞ ∩ B∞ = ∅. Since µ(B∞) > 0 and µ is
ergodic that can only happen if µ(A∞) = 0.

Since each of the sets Ak is closed, the function µ 7→ µ(Ak) is upper semicontinuous on the set
of G-invariant measures. Thus, by Dini’s theorem the sequence µ 7→ µ(Ak) converges uniformly
to its pointwise limit µ 7→ µ(A∞) = 0. Therefore, we can find k such that D(Ak) < D(U). By
weak m-comparison, Ak ≺m U which implies that Ak ≺ h0U ∪h1U ∪ . . .∪hmU . By construction
A \ Ak is covered by open sets U1, U2, . . . , Uk−1 which become disjoint open subsets of B1 after
applying g1, g2, . . . , gk−1 respectively. We conclude that A ≺ B. �

3. Main results

Lemma 3.1. Let G y X be an action of a discrete group on a metrizable space X. Suppose

that A ⊂ X is close, B ⊂ X is open, and there exist a finite set D ⊂ G and ε > 0 such that for

every x ∈ X

(3.1)
∣

∣{g ∈ D−1D | gx ∈ Aε}
∣

∣ < m
∣

∣{g ∈ D | gx ∈ B−ε}
∣

∣ .

Then A ≺m−1 B.
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Proof. Choose a bijection σ from the set D × {1, . . . ,m} to the set {1, . . . ,m |D|} (i.e., endow
the first set with a linear order). We will perform an algorithm with m |D| steps which will end
up producing families U1,U2, . . . ,Um of disjoint open sets and group elements gU for each set in
every family which taken together implement the subequivalence A ≺m−1 B. The algorithm is
similar to the one in the proof of Lemma 2.3: it is greedy in nature and we use the given margin
of error (initially ε) to modify the sets so that they become either open or closed.

For the initial data at step 1 set A1 = A, B1,k = B for all k = 1, . . . ,m, ε1 = ε and Uk = ∅
for all k = 1, . . . ,m. Now, assume that at step n we have the initial data consisting of a closed
set An, a m-tuple of open sets (Bn,1, Bn,2, . . . , Bn,m) and an εn > 0 such that

(3.2)
∣

∣{g ∈ D−1D | gx ∈ Aεn
n }

∣

∣ <

m
∑

k=1

∣

∣

∣
{g ∈ D | gx ∈ B−εn

n,k }
∣

∣

∣

for all x ∈ X. It follows from (3.1) that the initial data for the first step satisfies those assump-
tions. Let σ−1(n) = (g, k0) and choose εn+1 such that

εn+1 < εn,

g−1
(

(gAn)
3εn+1

)

⊂ Aεn
n ,

g
(

(

g−1 (X \Bn,k0)
)2εn+1

)

⊂ (X \Bn,k0)
εn .

Set Un = g−1 (Bn,k0 ∩ (gAn)
εn+1). Add the set Un to the family Uk0 and then define

Bn+1,k = Bn,k, if k 6= k0;

gUn
= g, Bn+1,k0 = Bn,k0 \ gUn, An+1 = An \ Un.

We claim that this new data satisfies (3.2) and so the next step can be applied. Indeed, it is
clear that on the right hand side of the equation the only part which might get smaller between
steps n and n+1 is k0-th summand. Suppose h ∈ D is an element such that hx belongs to B−εn

n,k0

but not to B
−εn+1

n+1,k0
. The latter implies that d(hx, (X \ Bn,k0) ∪ gUn) ≤ εn+1. However, from

hx ∈ B−εn
n,k0

it follows that d(hx,X \ Bn,k0) ≥ εn > εn+1 which means that d(hx, gUn) ≤ εn+1.

Since gUn is a subset of (gAn)
εn+1 it follows that hx is in (gAn)

3εn+1 and therefore by our choice
of εn+1 the point g

−1hx is in Aεn
n . However, An+1 ⊂ g−1(X \Bn,k0) and since hx 6∈ (X \Bn,k0)

εn

we obtain that g−1hx 6∈ A
εn+1

n+1 . Therefore, for every h ∈ D such that hx is in B−εn
n,k0

but not in

B
−εn+1

n+1,k0
we have that g−1h ∈ D−1D and g−1hx is in Aεn

n but not in A
εn+1

n+1 . Thus, the inequality

(3.2) holds for the data at step n + 1. Note that the data produced in the last m |D|-th step
also satisfies (3.2).

It remains to prove that the families Uk, where k = 1, 2, . . . ,m, implement the subequivalence
A ≺m−1 B. It is clear from the construction that the sets gUn

Un are disjoint open subsets of
B when Un are taken from the same family Uk. We thus need only verify that the collection
U1, U2, . . . , Um|D| covers A. If this is not the case then Am|D|+1 is non-empty and we can find
a point x in this set. For every pair (g, k) ∈ D × {1, . . . ,m} the point x is not in Uσ(g,k)

which, in particular, implies that gx is not in Bσ(g,k),k and therefore not in Bm|D|+1,k. Thus,
∣

∣

∣
{g ∈ D−1D | gx ∈ A

εm|D|+1

m|D|+1}
∣

∣

∣
≥ 1 while for each k the set {g ∈ D | gx ∈ B

−εm|D|+1

m|D|+1,k} is empty.

This is in contradiction to (3.2). �
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Theorem 3.2. Let G be a finitely generated group with polynomial growth of order ord and

G y X be a continuous action on a compact metric space. Then the action has weak 2ord-
comparison.

Proof. Denote 2ord+1 by m. Let C be an open set and A be a closed set such that D(A) < D(C).
Find ε > 0 such that D(Aε) < D(C−ε) (see (2.1) and (2.2)). Equip G with the word metric
w.r.t. some symmetric generating set and let Bn be a ball of radius n around the identity. By
the assumption that the growth is polynomial with order ord and the fact that the sequence
Bn is Følner (see, e.g. [18]) it follows that there is an N such that |B2N | < m |BN | and for all
n1, n2 ≥ N and x1, x2 ∈ X we have

|{g ∈ Bn1
| gx1 ∈ Aε}|

|Bn1
|

<
|{g ∈ Bn2

| gx2 ∈ C−ε}|

|Bn2
|

.

In particular, for all x ∈ X

|{g ∈ B2N | gx ∈ Aε}| < m
∣

∣{g ∈ BN | gx ∈ C−ε}
∣

∣ .

It now follows from Lemma 3.1 that A ≺m−1 B.
�

Proof of Theorems A and B. Theorem A follows from Theorem 3.2 and Lemma 2.3.
It was proved in [15, Theorem 6.1] that almost finiteness is equivalent to the small boundary

property together with comparison. In the paper where he introduced almost finiteness Kerr
proved that if a minimal action of a countably infinite amenable group is almost finite then
the corresponding C∗-crossed product is Z-stable [13, Theorem 12.4]. The UCT is satisfied
automatically ([20]) and so it follows that such crossed products are classified by their Elliott
invariant (see [19], [9] and [6]). This completes the proof of Theorem B. �

Remark 3.3. It is clear from the proof of [15, Theorem 6.1] given there that weak m-comparison
is sufficient for the argument. Thus, for all free (not necessarily minimal) actions of finitely gen-
erated groups of polynomial growth on a compact metrizable space almost finiteness is equivalent
to the small boundary property.

Remark 3.4. There are free minimal actions of Z which are not almost finite and such that
the crossed product fails to have strict comparison ([8] and [13, Example 12.5]). Thus, we can
conclude the following.

(i) The dynamical version of the Toms-Winter conjecture fails: comparison does not imply
almost finiteness.

(ii) Dynamical comparison does not imply strict comparison of the crossed product.
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