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Abstract. We revisit and generalize the notion of dilation distance dD(u, v) between uni-
tary tuples and study its relation to the natural Haagerup-Rørdam distance dHR(u, v) =
inf{∥π(u) − ρ(v)∥}, where the infimum is taken over all pairs of faithful representations
π : C∗(u) → B(H), ρ : C∗(v) → B(H). We show that dHR(u, v) ≤ 10 drD(u, v)

1/2, where
drD(u, v) is a relaxed dilation distance, improving and extending earlier results. For an an-
tisymmetric matrix Θ, we show via a concrete dilation construction that a tuple of unitaries
u that almost commutes according to Θ (i.e., ∥uℓuk − eiθk,ℓukuℓ∥ is small) can be nearly
dilated to a tuple of unitaries v that commutes according to Θ (i.e., vℓvk − eiθk,ℓvkvℓ = 0).
We show that the dilation can be “reversed” by a second application of the dilation con-
struction, which leads to a rotated version of the original tuple. Thus, a gauge invariant
almost Θ-commuting unitary tuple can be approximated (in some faithful representation)
by a Θ-commuting unitary tuple. Moreover, when Θ is ergodic, a Θ-commuting tuple is
shown to be almost gauge invariant, and it follows from the results above that these can
be approximated in norm by Θ-commuting tuples. In particular, we obtain the following
counterpart of Lin’s theorem on almost commuting unitaries: if q ∈ T is not a root of unity,
then for every ε > 0 there exists δ > 0 such that for every pair of unitaries u1, u2 ∈ B(H)
for which ∥u1u2 − qu2u1∥ < δ, there exists two q-commuting unitaries v1, v2 ∈ B(H ⊗ ℓ2)
such that ∥vi − ui ⊗ 1∥ < ε (i = 1, 2).

1. Introduction

1.1. Background. A fundamental question, which must have occurred to anyone who has
ever solved a mathematical problem in practice (i.e., needed to get the numbers right), is:

Given an object that approximately solves a problem, is it approximately a solution, that is,
is this object close to a true solution of the problem?

A specific version of this question was answered by Hyers [14], who showed that for every
ε > 0 there exists a δ > 0 such that whenever f : X → Y is a map between Banach spaces
X and Y such that

(1.1) ∥f(x1 + x2)− f(x1)− f(x2)∥ < δ , for all x1, x2 ∈ X
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there exists a map A : X → Y which is additive (that is, A(x1 + x2) = A(x1) + A(x2)) such
that

∥f(x)− A(x)∥ < ε , for all x ∈ X;

(in fact, in this setting δ = ε works, but the δ, ε formulation is better suited for generaliza-
tion). This is one instance of a classical problem of Ulam [19], where X and Y are replaced
by some group and in (1.1) the operation ‘+’ is replaced by group multiplication and the
norm is replaced by some metric on the group. Roughly, Ulam asked whether or not every
almost-homomorphism between metric groups is close to a true homomorphism. This prob-
lem, which is briefly referred to as stability, has attracted much attention through the years;
for example, in the paper [15] Kazhdan showed that every amenable group G is stable, in the
sense that for every ε there exists δ such that every δ-almost homomorphism from G into a
unitary group is ε-close to a true unitary representation. Moreover, Kazhdan showed that
the (noncommutative) free groups are not stable.

An operator theoretic variation on this theme was suggested by Halmos [11], who asked
whether for every ε there exists a δ such that for every pair of selfadjoint matrices (of arbitrary
finite size) A,B, if A and B δ-almost commute, in the sense that ∥AB−BA∥ < δ, then A and
B are ε-close to commuting selfadjoints, in the sense that there exist commuting selfadjoint
matrices A′ and B′, such that ∥A−A′∥ < ε and ∥B−B′∥ < ε. This was solved affirmatively
(for matrices) by Lin [16]; for pairs of selfadjoint operators on an infinite dimensional space
the answer is in general negative, as it is negative for three or more selfadjoint matrices [1].

There are interesting variations on Halmos’s question. One can ask the same question but
replace the word “selfadjoint” with “unitary”: is it true that for every ε there exists δ such
that every pair of δ-almost commuting unitaries is ε-close to a pair of commuting unitaries?
Voiculescu showed that even if one restricts attention to matrices then the answer to this
question is: no [20] (see [4] for a very elegant proof of this fact). Note that this does not
contradict Kazhdan’s result mentioned above, since having a pair of δ-almost commuting
unitaries is a significantly weaker assumption then having a δ-almost homomorphism from
the amenable group Z2 into a unitary group (in the latter case, the analogue of (1.1) has
to hold for every two elements in the group, not just the generators). Still, we think of the
circle of problems coming out of Halmos’s question as part of the broad stability perspective.

1.2. Objective. In this paper we attack another variant of the stability, in which the ques-
tion is whether a tuple of unitaries that almost satisfies a certain relation has a ∗-isomorphic
copy that is close to a tuple that truly satisfies the relations. In more detail, the problem we
solve is as follows.

Recall that for a real and antisymmetric d × d matrix Θ = (θk,ℓ) and a unitary tuple
U = (U1, . . . , Ud), we say that U is Θ-commuting, or that U commutes according to Θ, if

(1.2) UℓUk = eiθk,ℓUkUℓ,

for all k, ℓ = 1, . . . , d. Alternatively, we put Q = (exp(iθk,ℓ)), and we say that U is Q-
commuting. For every Θ as above there exists a universal Θ-commuting unitary tuple uΘ,
characterized by the property that for every Θ-commuting unitary tuple U there exists a
∗-homomorphism π : C∗(uΘ) → C∗(U) such that π(uΘ) = U .

We say that Θ is ergodic if the columns of Q generate a dense subgroup of Td. Thus, for
example, if d = 1 and Q =

(
1 q
q̄ 1

)
, then Θ is ergodic if and only if q is not a root of unity.
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Given δ > 0 and a matrix Θ as above, we say that U ∈ U(d) is δ-almost Θ-commuting if

(1.3) ∥UℓUk − eiθk,ℓUkUℓ∥ ≤ δ,

for all k, ℓ = 1, . . . , d.

Main Result (Theorem 4.9 below). Let Θ be an ergodic real antisymmetric d × d matrix.
For every ε > 0, there exists δ > 0, such that for every δ-almost commuting unitary tuple U
on H there exists a Θ-commuting unitary tuple on H⊗ ℓ2 such that

∥U ⊗ idℓ2 − VΘ∥ < ε.

This theorem is a counterpart of Lin’s result [17, Theorem 2.5] that, if u and v are almost
commuting unitaries, then their infinite ampliations u⊗ idℓ2 and v⊗ idℓ2 are near commuting
unitaries, that is, Lin’s result is the above statement for d = 1 and Θ = 0. For d > 2, the
Θ = 0 analogue of Theorem 1.2 follows from the main result in the recent paper [18]. It is
interesting to mention that stability results for the case Θ ̸= 0 have already been obtained
under certain assumptions; see [12, 13].

The reader might wonder about the infinite ampliation appearing in the theorem. The
first thing to say here is that it is necessary: the analogous statement is false with the
ampliation removed, as can be seen by considering rational rotations tending towards an
irrational one. The second comment is that this theorem solves the problem we posed, of
approximating an almost Θ-commuting tuple by a Θ-commuting tuple up to isomorphism.
It is interesting that in some cases our approximation result can be bootstrapped to provide
approximation without ampliation; see Example 4.10. Finally, we note that approximation
up to isomorphism (or up to infinite ampliation) is of interest and may lead to striking
consequences, see for example [10].

Theorem 1.2 falls within a broader long term project of applying dilation techniques to
stability questions, building on and refining our work from [6, 7, 9]. We now turn to describing
our framework.

1.3. Distances on the space of unitary tuples. At this point we begin the technical
discussion, and introduce the various measurements of “closeness” to be used in our investi-
gation of stability. The metrics that we define below will be shown in the next section to be
equivalent in an explicitly quantitative sense (see Theorem 2.1); this will be key in obtaining
the main result.

For tuples u = (u1, . . . , ud), v = (v1, . . . , vd) ∈ B(H)d, we define

∥u− v∥ = max{∥ui − vi∥ : i = 1, . . . , d}.

If u and v are two d-tuples of unitaries, then we say that u and v are equivalent, and we
write u ∼ v, if there is a ∗-isomorphism ϕ : C∗(u) → C∗(v) such that π(u) = v, by which
we mean that π(ui) = vi for all i = 1, . . . , d. Let U(d) denote the space of all equivalence
classes of d-tuples of separably acting unitaries. We shall sometimes identify a tuple with
the equivalence class it belongs to.

In [6], we considered three distance functions on the space U(d). Perhaps the most natural
way to measure a distance between u, v ∈ U(d) is given by the following distance function
which we call the Haagerup-Rørdam-distance:

dHR(u, v) := inf
{
∥u′ − v′∥ : u′, v′ ∈ B(H)d, u ∼ u′ and v ∼ v′

}
.
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It is worth pointing out that that dHR(u, v) = 0 if and only if u ∼ v (see [6, Proposition 2.3];
alternatively this can be shown directly be constructing a representation into an appropriate
direct sum).

Another distance function is given by the matrix range distance, defined by

dmr(u, v) := dH

(
W(u),W(v)

)
.

Here, the matrix range of a tuple A ∈ B(H)d is given by W(A) = ⊔∞
n=1Wn(A) where

Wn(A) = {ϕ(A) : UCP(C∗(A),Mn)},

and dH

(
W(u),W(v)

)
is the Hausdorff distance between the matrix ranges, by which we

mean the supremum over the Hausdorff distances supn dH

(
Wn(u),Wn(v)

)
.

It will be convenient to define also the one-sided matrix range distance between tuples
A ∈ B(H)d and B ∈ B(K)d:

dmr(A → B) := sup
n

sup
X∈W(A)

inf
Y ∈Wn(B)

∥X − Y ∥.

Recall that the one sided matrix range distance has been discussed before as δW(A)(W(B)) =
dmr(B → A) by Davidson, Dor-On, Solel and the second named author [3]. The matrix range
distance is then given by

dmr(A,B) = max(dmr(A → B), dmr(A → B)).

Note that the matrix range distance is a metric only when considered on classes of certain
rigid tuples, for example on U(d). For general operator tuples it is not true that the matrix
range determines the tuple up to ∗-isomorphism.

A third measure of difference between tuples was given by the dilation distance, which was
defined in [6] as follows. First, we define the dilation constant c(u, v). Given two unitary
tuples u, v and a positive real number c, we write u ≺ cv if there exist two Hilbert spaces
H ⊆ K and two operator tuples U ∈ B(H)d and V ∈ B(K)d, such that u ∼ U , v ∼ V and

U = PHcV
∣∣
H.

By Stinespring’s theorem, u ≺ cv if and only if there is a unital completely positive (UCP)
map from the operator system generated by v to the operator system generated by u, that
maps cv to u. For u, v ∈ U(d), we put

c(u, v) = inf{c : u ≺ cv}.

The dilation distance is then defined by

dD(u, v) := logmax
{
c(u, v), c(v, u)

}
.

Various aspects of this notion were studied in [6], where among other things it was compared
to dmr and used to prove that the noncommutative tori form a continuous field of C*-algebras
in a strong sense, recovering results of Haagerup and Rørdam [10] and of Gao [5]. In [9]
a variant of the dilation distance suited for groups of unitary operators was employed to
show that the infinite multiplicity versions of the momentum and position operators from
quantum mechanics can be boundedly perturbed to a strongly commuting pair of operators
(again, recovering and somewhat improving results from [5, 10]). In this paper, we modify
the definition of dilation distance in order to give some more flexibility.
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Definition 1.1. For A ∈ B(H)d and B ∈ B(K)d d-tuples of operators, we define

• the one-sided relaxed dilation distance drD(A → B) := inf
π(A)∼A
Ψ(B)≺B

∥π(A)−Ψ(B)∥ ,

• the relaxed dilation distance drD(A,B) := max(drD(A → B), drD(A → B)) .

The notation drD(A → B) < δ should be understood as “A almost dilates to B with
error δ”. Note that the ∗-isomorphic map π is not really necessary in the definition of one-
sided relaxed dilation distance; indeed any unital completely isometric (UCI) map from the
operator system SA generated by A to B(L) has a UCI inverse π−1 : π(SA) → SA which
extends to a UCP map Φ: B(L) → B(H). Since ∥π(A) − Ψ(B)∥ ≥ ∥Φ(π(A) − Ψ(B))∥ =
∥A− ΦΨ(B)∥, we see that

inf
π(A)∼A
Ψ(B)≺B

∥π(A)−Ψ(B)∥ = inf
Ψ(B)≺B

∥A−Ψ(B)∥.

Theorem 1.2 (This is [3, Theorem 5.7] with minimal adjustments). Let A ∈ B(H)d and
B ∈ B(K)d such that dmr(B → A) = δW(A)(W(B)) = r. Then there is a UCP map Ψ of SA

into B(K) such that ∥Ψ(A)−B∥ ≤ r.

We rephrase this as drD(A → B) ≤ dmr(A → B). The reverse inequality also holds, so we
get a characterization of matrix range distance in terms of dilations.

Lemma 1.3. Let Let A ∈ B(H)d and B ∈ B(K)d. Then

dmr(A → B) = drD(A → B).

Proof. We only need to show the inequality dmr(A → B) ≤ drD(A → B). For any UCP
map Ψ: SB → B(H) we find that X = Φ(A) ∈ W(A) with Φ: SA → Mn implies

d(X,W(B)) ≤ ∥X − Φ(Ψ(B))∥ = ∥Φ(A−Ψ(B))∥ ≤ ∥A−Ψ(B)∥.

By taking the infimum over all such Ψ, we obtain the desired inequality.

From here on we shall use freely the above relationship between the dilation distance and
the matrix range distance.

Corollary 1.4. The matrix range distance dmr and the relaxed dilation distance drD are
equal.

Remark 1.5. The reader might wonder why we have two names for the same distance.
On the one hand, it is for the practical reason that the proofs in this section leading to
the equality can be better structured if we distinguish them at first. But also, drD and dmr

each come from a slightly different point of view, where drD is directly related to dilations
and therefore suggests the method of attack that we use to prove our main result in this
article, namely to construct dilations, not to compute matrix ranges. Finally, in hindsight,
we realized that the original definition of the dilation distance dD proposed in [6] was not
optimal. Although its domination of dHR is a powerful resource, dD is best suited for gauge
invariant tuples; on general operator tuples it behaves badly. For example, the dilation
distance between two distinct complex numbers z1, z2 ∈ T is always infinite. So we want to
promote the idea to use drD instead, whenever distance shall be measured via dilations.
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Remark 1.6. In the next section we will see that if u(k) is a sequence of tuples then
limk→∞ dmr(u

(k), v) = 0 implies limk→∞ dHR(u
(k), v) = 0 (see Theorem 2.1), thus

sup
n

dH

(
Wn(u

(k)),Wn(v)
) k→∞−−−→ 0 ⇐⇒ dHR(u

(k), v)
k→∞−−−→ 0.

It is interesting to note that levelwise convergence of the matrix ranges, that is,

dH

(
Wn(u

(k)),Wn(v)
) k→∞−−−→ 0 , for all n,

is equivalent to convergence in the sense of continuous fields of C*-algebras, that ∥p(u(k))∥ →
∥p(v)∥ for every ∗-polynomial p; see Theorems 2.3 and 2.4 in [8]. This was used in [8] to
identify the numerical range and the matrix range of tuples of random matrices.

2. The dilation distance dominates the Haagerup-Rørdam distance

The following theorem is proved very closely along the lines of [6, Theorem 2.6]. However,
we need to adapt the proof for our relaxed notion of dilation distance, and so we take this
opportunity to introduce several small improvements in order to lower the constant.

Theorem 2.1. For u, v ∈ U(d), dHR(u, v) ≤ 10 drD(u, v)
1/2.

Proof. We put δ := drD(u, v) and assume that

(2.1) u ∼
(
v′ x
y z

)
and v ∼

(
u′ r
s t

)
with ∥v − v′∥, ∥u− u′∥ ≤ δ.
As u and v are unitary, we find that

y∗y = 1− v′∗v′ = v∗(v − v′) + (v − v′)∗v′

and, since ∥v′∥ ≤ 1, ∥y∥ ≤
√
2δ. Analogous reasoning yields ∥x∥, ∥s∥, ∥r∥ ≤

√
2δ. With the

block matrices

E :=

(
v′ − v x
y 0

)
, F :=

(
u′ − u r

s 0

)
,

we obtain

u ∼ v ⊕ z + E, v ∼ u⊕ t+ F.(2.2)

The norm of E can be estimated as

∥E∥ ≤ max(∥x∥, ∥y∥) + ∥(v′ − v)∥ ≤
√
2δ + δ,

and, analogously, ∥F∥ ≤
√
2δ + δ.

We will need to be careful and track the identifications made. But first, we replace every
operator a appearing above with the infinite ampliation a⊕ a⊕ · · · , so we may assume that
u, v, x, y, etc., are all given as concrete operators acting on an infinite dimensional Hilbert
space H. So the equivalences in (2.2) are due to ∗-isomorphisms π : C∗(u) ⊂ B(H) →
B(H⊕H) and ρ : C∗(v) ⊂ B(H) → B(H⊕H) such that

π(u) = v ⊕ z + E and ρ(v) = u⊕ t+ F.
6



In fact, by applying the standard combination of Arveson’s extension theorem and Stine-
spring’s dilation theorem, we may assume that π and ρ are ∗-homomorphisms defined on all
of B(H). Letting π(k) and ρ(k) denote the ampliations of the representations, we obtain

π(2)ρ(v) = π(u)⊕ π(t) + π(2)(F ) = v ⊕ z ⊕ π(t) + E ⊕ 0H2 + π(2)(F ) ∈ B(H4).

On the other hand, we find that

π(4)ρ(2)π(u) = π(4)ρ(2)(v ⊕ z) + π(4)ρ(2)(E)

= π(4)(u⊕ t⊕ ρ(z)) + π(4)(F ⊕ 0H2) + π(4)ρ(2)(E)

= v ⊕ z ⊕ π(t)⊕ π(2)ρ(z) + E ⊕ 0H6 + π(2)(F )⊕ 0H4 + π(4)ρ(2)(E) ∈ B(H8).

To summarize a little more concisely what we found:

v ∼ (v ⊕ z ⊕ π(t)) +R ∈ B(H⊕H⊕H2),

and
u ∼ (v ⊕ z ⊕ π(t)⊕ π(2)ρ(z)) + S ∈ B(H⊕H⊕H2 ⊕H4),

where ∥R∥ + ∥S∥ ≤ 3∥E∥ + 2∥F∥ ≤ 5(
√
2δ + δ). Applying a permutation on the direct

summands, it is convenient to rewrite this as follows:

v ∼ V := (v ⊕ π(t)⊕ z) +R′ ∈ B(H⊕H2 ⊕H),

and
u ∼ U := (v ⊕ π(t)⊕ z ⊕ π(2)ρ(z)) + S ′ ∈ B(H⊕H2 ⊕H⊕H4).

If we restrict π(2)ρ to the C*-algebra generated by z (which we have assumed to have infinite
multiplicity), then we are in the situation of Voiculescu’s theorem, which tells us that the
representations id and id ⊕ π(2)ρ are approximately unitarily equivalent, that is, there is a
sequence of unitaries wn : H → H⊕H4 such that limn→∞ ∥wnzw

∗
n − z ⊕ π(2)ρ(z)∥ = 0 (see

[2, Corollary II.5.5]). Then letting Wn = IH ⊕ IH2 ⊕ wn, we have

lim sup
n→∞

∥WnVW ∗
n − U∥ ≤ ∥R′∥+ ∥S ′∥ = ∥R∥+ ∥S∥ = 5(

√
2δ + δ).

Since U ∼ u and WnVW ∗
n ∼ v for all n, we conclude that

dHR(u, v) ≤ 5(
√
2δ + δ).

If
√
δ ≥ 1

5
, the estimate claimed in the theorem is trivial because dHR is globally bounded

by 2. For
√
δ < 1

5
, we have 5δ <

√
δ and we can also conclude the claimed inequality

dHR(u, v) ≤ 5(
√
2δ + δ) ≤ (5

√
2 + 1)

√
δ ≤ 10

√
δ.

Remark 2.2. If dHR(u, v) < r then there are faithful representations π : C∗(u) → B(H)
and ρ : C∗(v) → B(H) such that ∥π(u) − ρ(v)∥ < r. We may as well assume that π and
ρ have infinite multiplicity. By Voiculescu’s theorem then both π and ρ are approximately
unitary equivalent to the infinite ampliation. We therefore conclude that whenever u is a
unitary tuple on H and dHR(u, v) < r, then there exists ρ : C∗(v) → B(H ⊗ ℓ2) such that
∥u⊗ idℓ2 − ρ(v)∥ < r. We shall make use if this observation repeatedly below.

Corollary 2.3. The metrics dHR and dmr = drD are equivalent on U(d).
7



Proof. By Corollary 1.4, dmr = drD. The straightforward observation that dmr ≤ dHR is
made in [6, Lemma 2.2].

3. Dilating almost Θ-commuting tuples to Θ-commuting tuples

3.1. The basic dilation construction.

Lemma 3.1. Let q ∈ T, let δ ∈ (0, 1) and let u and v be two unitaries on H such that
∥vu− quv∥ ≤ δ. Then there exist two unitaries ũ, ṽ such that ṽũ = qũṽ and

drD((u, v) → (ũ, ṽ)) <
√
δ.

Proof. Let S be the bilateral shift on ℓ2(Z) given by Sek = ek+1, where {ek}k∈Z is the
standard basis of ℓ2(Z). Let pk be the projection onto Cek and define

ũ := u⊗ S

and

ṽ :=
∑

qkukvu−k ⊗ pk.

Then ũ, ṽ are q-commuting unitaries:

qũṽ =
∑

qk+1uk+1vu−k ⊗ Spk

=
∑

qk+1uk+1vu−k ⊗ pk+1S

=
∑

qkukvu−k+1 ⊗ pkS = ṽũ.

Put ξN := 1√
2N+1

∑N
k=−N ek, which is a unit vector in ℓ2(Z). We compress ũ, ṽ with respect

to the isometry ι := id⊗ ξN : H → H⊗ ℓ2(Z), i.e.,

ιh =
1√

2N + 1
h⊗

N∑
k=−N

ek and ι∗
∞∑

k=−∞

hk ⊗ ek =
1√

2N + 1

N∑
k=−N

hk

and obtain

ι∗ũι = u⟨SξN , ξN⟩ =
2N

2N + 1
u, ι∗ṽι =

1

2N + 1

N∑
k=−N

qkukvu−k.

Now suppose that N is chosen such that N+1
2

< δ−
1
2 < 2N + 1. We obtain

∥u− ι∗ũι∥ =
1

2N + 1
< δ

1
2 .

To see that also v and ι∗ṽι are close, note that, for k > 0,

∥v − qkukvu−k∥| ≤
k−1∑
m=0

∥qmumvu−m − qm+1um+1vu−m−1∥

=
k−1∑
m=0

∥vu− quv∥ ≤ kδ;

8



the calculation for k < 0 is analogous. Therefore, we can conclude

∥v − ι∗ṽι∥ =
1

2N + 1

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑

k=−N

v − qkukvu−k

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ 1

2N + 1

N∑
k=−N

∥v − qkukvu−k∥

≤ 1

2N + 1

N∑
k=−N

|k|δ

=
N(N + 1)

2N + 1
δ <

N + 1

2
δ < δ

1
2 .

Since a 7→ ι∗aι is a UCP map, this completes the proof.

Remark 3.2. We point out that by tensoring ũ, ṽ with a universal commuting unitary pair
and using arguments from Proposition 2.4 in [6], one can find two unitaries û, v̂ such that
v̂û = qûv̂ and

(u, v) ≺ c(û, v̂)

with the constant c = 1 + 2
√
2δ. Since this will not be needed we omit the details.

Lemma 3.3. Let Q = (exp(iθk,ℓ)) where Θ = (θk,ℓ) is a real d × d antisymmetric matrix,
and let δ ∈ (0, 1). Let U ∈ B(H)d be a unitary d-tuple such that for some m ∈ {2, . . . , d}

• U1, . . . , Um−1 commute according to the submatrix (θk,ℓ)
m−1
k,ℓ=1

• ∥UiUj − qj,iUiUj∥ ≤ δ for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d.

Then there exists a Hilbert space K, an isometry ι : H → K and a unitary d-tuple Û ∈ B(K)d

such that

• Û1, . . . , Ûm commute according to the submatrix (θk,ℓ)
m
k,ℓ=1

• ∥ÛiÛj − qj,iÛiÛj∥ ≤ δ for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d

• ∥U − ι∗Û ι∥ <
√
δ.

Proof. The proof is modeled on the proof of Lemma 3.1, where Um plays the role of u and
Uj (j ̸= m) all play the role of v. Let S be the bilateral shift on ℓ2(Z) given by Sek = ek+1,
where {ek}k∈Z is the standard basis of ℓ2(Z). Let pk be the projection onto Cek and define

Ûj :=

{
Um ⊗ S j = m,∑

qkj,mU
k
mUjU

−k
m ⊗ pk j ̸= m.

For i, j ̸= m, it is easy to see that ∥ÛiÛj − qj,iÛjÛi∥ = ∥UiUj − qj,iUjUi∥. The exact same

calculations as in Lemma 3.1 with u = Um, v = Uj, q := qj,m for j ̸= m show that Ûm

has the desired commutation relation with all Ûj and also yield the isometry ι such that

∥U − ιÛ ι∗∥ <
√
δ.

Corollary 3.4. Let Q = (exp(iθk,ℓ)) where Θ = (θk,ℓ) is a real d× d antisymmetric matrix.
Assume that U ∈ U(d) is δ-almost Θ-commuting. Then there exists a Θ-commuting VΘ ∈
U(d) such that drD(U → VΘ) < (d− 1)

√
δ.
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Proof. We iterate Lemma 3.3 (d−1) times form = 2, . . . d, and the unitary tuple Û obtained
in the last step is the desired Θ-commuting tuple VΘ.

3.2. Gauge invariant tuples and applications to universal tuples. A unitary tuple
U is called gauge invariant if U ∼ λU := (λ1U1, . . . λdUd) for every λ ∈ Td. Clearly, U is
gauge invariant if and only if U ∼ U ⊗ z := (U1 ⊗ z1, . . . , Ud ⊗ zd), where z is the universal
commuting unitary tuple.

If U is a Θ-commuting unitary tuple, then U ∼ uΘ is the universal Θ-commuting tuple if
and only if it is gauge invariant (see [6, Lemma 4.1]).

Lemma 3.5. If U is gauge invariant then the Θ-commuting dilation VΘ constructed in
Corollary 3.4 is also gauge invariant.

Proof. This follows from the construction.

Given Θ = (θk,ℓ) and Q = (exp(iθk,ℓ)) as above and δ > 0, we let uΘ,δ be the universal
unitary tuple (u1, . . . , ud) that satisfies

(3.1) ∥uℓuk − eiθk,ℓukuℓ∥ ≤ δ,

for all k, ℓ = 1, . . . , d. Clearly, uΘ,δ is gauge invariant and δ-almost Θ-commuting. Henceforth
we shall ignore the care δ ≥ 1 since in that case the assumption is not very exciting and the
result trivial.

Theorem 3.6. The universal Θ-commuting unitary tuple uΘ and the universal δ-almost
Θ-commuting unitary tuple uΘ,δ satisfy

dHR(uΘ, uΘ,δ) ≤ 10

√
(d− 1)

√
δ.

Proof. It is clear that uΘ ≺ uΘ,δ (because one way to define uΘ,δ is to take the direct
sum over all tuples that Θ-commute up to an error of at most δ, and clearly uΘ satisfies
this), thus drD(UΘ → UΘ,δ) ≤ 1. On the other hand, by Corollary 3.4 and Lemma 3.5,

we have that drD(UΘ,δ → UΘ) < (d − 1)
√
δ. Combining the one sided estimates, we have

drD(uΘ, uΘ,δ) < (d− 1)
√
δ. Invoking Theorem 2.1 we obtain the desired result.

In [6, Section 5] it was shown that the family {uΘ} is continuous in U(d) with respect to
any of the metrics, in the sense that if Θ and Θ′ are close then dHR(uΘ, uΘ′) is small. Since
a Θ′-commuting tuple is almost Θ-commuting, we can recover this result with a somewhat
weaker quantitative control.

Theorem 3.7. For the universal Θ and Θ′ commuting unitary tuples, we have

dHR(uΘ, uΘ′) ≤ 10

√
(d− 1)

√
δ.

for δ = max{|qk,ℓ − q′k,ℓ| : k, ℓ = 1, . . .}.

Proof. Note that if u, v are q-commuting unitaries and q′ ∈ T, then
∥vu− q′uv∥ = ∥vu− quv∥+ ∥quv − q′uv∥

= 0 + |q − q′|∥uv∥
= |q − q′|.
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It follows that uΘ′ = (u1, . . . , ud) satisfies (3.1). by Corollary 3.4 and Lemma 3.5, we have

that drD(UΘ′ → UΘ) < (d−1)
√
δ. Symmetrically, we have that drD(UΘ → UΘ′) < (d−1)

√
δ.

Once more, Theorem 2.1 gives the desired result.

4. Approximating almost Θ-commuting tuples by Θ-commuting tuples

In this section our goal is to prove that, under certain assumptions, an almost Θ-commuting
unitary tuple U ∈ B(H)d can be approximated with a Θ-commuting tuple in the sense that
there exists a Θ-commuting unitary tuple VΘ ∈ B(H⊗ℓ2) such that ∥U⊗ idℓ2−VΘ∥ is small1.
By Theorem 2.1 and Remark 2.2, it suffices to find some Θ-commuting VΘ ∈ U(d) such that
drD(VΘ, U) is small. By Corollary 3.4, we know that given U that is almost Θ-commuting,
we can “almost dilate” U to a tuple VΘ such that drD(U → VΘ) is small. Thus, our strategy
now will be to start from the dilation VΘ given the proof of 3.4, and to dilate it further to
an operator that we hope to relate to U somehow.

4.1. The basic reverse dilation construction.

Lemma 4.1. Let q, u and v as in Lemma 3.1, and let ũ, ṽ be the unitaries constructed in
the proof of that lemma. Define the unitaries ˜̃u and ˜̃v on H⊗ ℓ2(Z)⊗ ℓ2(Z) by

˜̃u = ũ⊗ S = u⊗ S ⊗ S

and

˜̃v =
∑
m

q−m(u⊗ id)−mṽ(u⊗ id)m ⊗ pm

=
∑
m,k

qk−muk−mvum−k ⊗ pk ⊗ pm.

Then the pair (˜̃u, ˜̃v) is equivalent to a direct sum ⊕(λ,µ)∈Λ(λu, µv) where Λ is a sequence of
points in T2. Moreover

drD((ũ, ṽ) → (˜̃u, ˜̃v)) <
√
δ.

Proof. For every ℓ ∈ N let

Hℓ = span{H ⊗ ek ⊗ ek+ℓ : k ∈ Z} ⊆ H ⊗ ℓ2(Z)⊗ ℓ2(Z).
Then clearly every Hℓ is a reducing subspace for (˜̃u, ˜̃v) and

H⊗ ℓ2(Z)⊗ ℓ2(Z) = ⊕ℓ∈ZHℓ.

We can think of Hℓ as H⊗ ℓ2(Z), and as such it carries a natural shift

idH ⊗ Sℓ : h⊗ ek ⊗ ek+ℓ 7→ h⊗ ek+1 ⊗ ek+1+ℓ.

On Hℓ the pair ˜̃u, ˜̃v reduces to the pair comprised of u⊗ Sℓ and q−ℓu−ℓvuℓ ⊗ idℓ2(Z). We see

that the pair ˜̃u, ˜̃v is unitary equivalent to the direct sum⊕
ℓ

(u⊗ Sℓ, v ⊗ q−ℓid)

which readily implies that it is equivalent to ⊕(λ,µ)∈Λ(λu, µv) where Λ is a sequence of point
in T× {qℓ : ℓ ∈ Z} ⊆ T2.

1Note the difference from Theorem 3.6: here we are interested in approximating a particular given almost
Θ-commuting tuple, and not the universal one.
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Now we show that ˜̃u, ˜̃v approximately compress to ũ, ṽ. This works like in Lemma 3.1, but
we repeat the details to make sure. We again choose N such that N + 1 < δ−

1
2 < 2N + 1

and we put ξN := 1√
2N+1

∑N
k=−N ek ∈ ℓ2(Z) as in Lemma 3.1. We compress ˜̃u, ˜̃v with respect

to ι := id⊗ ξN : H⊗ ℓ2(Z) → H⊗ ℓ2(Z)⊗ ℓ2(Z) and obtain as before

ι∗ ˜̃uι = ũ⟨SξN , ξN⟩ =
2N

2N + 1
ũ

and

ι∗ ˜̃vι =
1

2N + 1

N∑
m=−N

q−m(u⊗ id)−mṽ(u⊗ id)m.

This gives

∥ũ− ι∗ ˜̃uι∥ =
1

2N + 1
< δ

1
2 .

Now observe that

∥ṽ − ι∗ ˜̃vι∥ ≤ sup
k

∥∥∥∥∥qkukvu−k − 1

2N + 1

N∑
m=−N

qk−muk−mvum−k

∥∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∥v − 1

2N + 1

N∑
m=−N

q−mu−mvum

∥∥∥∥∥
but the last expression was already estimated in the course of the proof of Lemma 3.1, and
we conclude that

∥ṽ − ι∗ ˜̃vι∥ < δ1/2.

The “reverse” construction of Lemma 4.1 can also be iterated. If λ ∈ Cd and U ∈ U(d)
then we write λU as a shorthand for (λ1U1, . . . , λdUd).

Lemma 4.2. Let Q and U as in Lemma 3.3, and let Û be the unitary tuple constructed in

the proof of that lemma. Define the unitary tuple
ˆ̂
U on H⊗ ℓ2(Z)⊗ ℓ2(Z) by

ˆ̂
Um = Ûm ⊗ S = Um ⊗ S ⊗ S

and, for j ̸= m,

ˆ̂
Uj =

∑
r

q−r
j,m(Um ⊗ id)−rÛj(Um ⊗ id)r ⊗ pr

=
∑
r,k

qk−r
j,m Uk−r

m UjU
r−k
m ⊗ pk ⊗ pr.

Then the tuple
ˆ̂
U is equivalent to a direct sum ⊕λ∈Λ(λU) where Λ is a sequence of points in

Td. Moreover

drD(Û → ˆ̂
U) <

√
δ.
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Proof. For every ℓ ∈ N let

Hℓ = span{H ⊗ ek ⊗ ek+ℓ : k ∈ Z} ⊆ H ⊗ ℓ2(Z)⊗ ℓ2(Z).

Then clearly every Hℓ is a reducing subspace for
ˆ̂
U and

H⊗ ℓ2(Z)⊗ ℓ2(Z) = ⊕ℓ∈ZHℓ.

We can think of Hℓ as H⊗ ℓ2(Z), and as such it carries a natural shift

idH ⊗ Sℓ : h⊗ ek ⊗ ek+ℓ 7→ h⊗ ek+1 ⊗ ek+1+ℓ.

OnHℓ the tuple
ˆ̂
U reduces to the tuple comprised of Um⊗Sℓ and the unitaries q−ℓ

j,mU
−ℓ
m UjU

ℓ
m⊗

idℓ2(Z) for j ̸= m (in the natural order). We see that the tuple
ˆ̂
U is unitarily equivalent to

the direct sum⊕
ℓ

(U1 ⊗ q−ℓ
1,mid, . . . , Um−1 ⊗ q−ℓ

m−1,mid, Um ⊗ Sℓ, Um+1 ⊗ q−ℓ
m+1,mid, . . . , , Ud ⊗ q−ℓ

d,mid)

which readily implies that it is equivalent to ⊕λ∈ΛλU where Λ is a sequence of points in Td.

To show that
ˆ̂
U approximately compresses to Û works like in Lemmas 3.1, 3.3 and 4.1.

Theorem 4.3. Let Q = (exp(iθk,ℓ)) where Θ = (θk,ℓ) is a real d × d antisymmetric matrix
and let δ ∈ (0, 1). Assume that U ∈ U(d) such that ∥UiUj − qj,iUiUj∥ ≤ δ for 1 ≤ i, j < d.
Then there exist VΘ, U

′ ∈ U(d) such that

• VΘ is Θ-commuting
• U ′ ∼

⊕
λ∈Λ λU for a countable set Λ ⊂ Td

• drD(U → VΘ) < (d− 1)
√
δ

• drD(VΘ → U ′) < (d− 1)
√
δ.

Proof. Define U (k) as the k − 1-fold iteration of Lemma 3.3, so that the first k operators
in U (k) exactly commute according to Q while the norm of the other commutators remains
bounded by δ. Put VΘ := U (d). Then VΘ is Θ-commuting and, by triangle inequality,
drD(U → VΘ) < (d− 1)

√
δ. Now we apply Lemma 4.2 to U (k+1) = Û (k), the kth step of the

iteration, and obtain

ˆ̂
U (k) ∼

⊕
λk∈Λk

λkU
(k), drD(U

(k+1) → ˆ̂
U (k)) <

√
δ

for some countable subset Λk ⊂ Td. Put V (d) := U (d) and, for k < d,

V (k) :=
⊕

ℓ∈{k,...,d−1}
λℓ∈Λℓ

λk · · ·λd−1U
(k) ∼

⊕
ℓ∈{k+1,...,d−1}

λℓ∈Λℓ

λk+1 · · ·λd−1
ˆ̂
U (k).

Note that, for arbitrary countable families of operator tuples Ai ∈ B(Hd
i ), Bi ∈ B(Kd

i ), we
have

drD(
⊕

i Ai →
⊕

i Bi) = infΨ(B)≺B ∥
⊕

i Ai −Ψ(
⊕

i Bi)∥
≤ sup

i
inf

Ψi(Bi)≺Bi

∥Ai −Ψi(Bi)∥ = sup
i

drD(Ai → Bi)
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Also, drD(λA → λB) = drD(A → B) for all λ ∈ Td, A ∈ B(Hd), B ∈ B(Kd), obviously.
Therefore,

drD(V
(k+1) → V (k)) ≤ drD(U

(k+1) → ˆ̂
U (k)) <

√
δ

and, by the triangle inequality, U ′ := V (1) has all properties claimed in the theorem.

Corollary 4.4. If U is as in Theorem 4.3 and is gauge invariant, then

drD(U,UΘ) < (d− 1)
√
δ and dHR(U,UΘ) < 10

√
(d− 1)

√
δ.

Proof. If U is gauge invariant then so is VΘ and constructed in the proof of Theorem 4.3,
hence VΘ ∼ UΘ. Moreover if U is gauge invariant then U ′ ∼

⊕
λ∈Λ λU ∼ U . It follows from

the theorem that drD(U,UΘ) < (d − 1)
√
δ and therefore dHR(U,UΘ) < 10

√
(d− 1)

√
δ by

Theorem 2.1.

4.2. Almost gauge invariant tuples. We say that a unitary tuple U is ε-almost gauge
invariant if dmr(U,U ⊗ z) ≤ ε. In Corollary 4.4 above we saw that gauge invariant almost
Θ-commuting tuples can be approximated by a Θ-commuting tuple.

Lemma 4.5. A tuple U is ε-almost gauge invariant if and only if dmr(U, λU) ≤ ε for every
λ ∈ Td.

Proof. This follows from the definitions.

We will see that an almost Θ-commuting unitary tuple is ε-almost gauge invariant, where
ε depends on Θ. We shall use this to show that an almost Θ-commuting unitary tuple can
be approximated to a certain extent by a Θ-commuting unitary tuple.

As usual, let Θ = (θk,ℓ) be a real antisymmetric d× d matrix and let Q = (qk,ℓ)
d
k,ℓ=1 where

qk,ℓ = exp(iθk,ℓ). We let SQ (or simply S when no confusion can arise) be the subgroup of
Td generated by the columns {q∗,ℓ : ℓ = 1, . . . , d} of Q. We also define

ηQ = dH(Td,SQ),

where the Hausdorff distance between two subsets of Cd is computed with respect to the
underlying ℓ∞ norm on Cd given by ∥λ − µ∥∞ = maxi |λi − µi|. We will say that Q (or Θ)
is ergodic if ηQ = 0, that is, if SQ is dense in Td.

To illustrate, consider the case d = 2. In this case Q =
(

1 q
q−1 1

)
, and it is easy to see that

SQ is finite if and only if ηQ > 0 and this happens if and only if q is a root of unity. In other
words, Q is ergodic if and only if q is not a root of unity.
For N ∈ N we let SQ(N) denote the subset of SQ that is generated by words of length at

most N in the columns {q∗,ℓ : ℓ = 1, . . . , d} of Q and their inverses. Given η > ηQ, we let
Nη = NQ,η be the least integer such that

(4.1) dH(Td, SQ(Nη)) < η.

Proposition 4.6. Let Θ and A be as above, and let η > ηQ. Suppose that U ∈ U(d) is
δ-almost Θ-commuting for some δ > 0. Then U is ε-almost gauge invariant for

ε = Nηδ + η.
14



Proof. For every ℓ = 1, . . . , d, we have an inner ∗-automorphism αℓ : C
∗(U) → C∗(U) given

by
αℓ(A) = UℓAU

∗
ℓ .

Applying this to Uk we find that

∥αℓ(Uk)− eiθk,ℓUk∥ ≤ δ,

where we have made use of (1.3). If we write g1, . . . , gd for the columns of Q, it follows by
induction that for every N , every M ≤ N and every λ = gi1 · · · giM ∈ SQ(N),

∥αi1 ◦ · · ·αiM (U)− λU∥ ≤ Nδ,

by which we mean
∥αi1 ◦ · · ·αiM (Uk)− λkUk∥ ≤ Nδ

for all k = 1, . . . , d. By applying a UCP map ϕ : C∗(U) → Mn to the above inequality, it
follows that for every X ∈ W(U) and every λ ∈ SQ(N),

d(λX,W(U)) := inf{∥λX − Y ∥ : Y ∈ W(U)} ≤ Nδ.

Now let µ ∈ Td and X ∈ W(U). If λ ∈ SQ(Nη) is such that ∥λ− µ∥∞ < η, then

d(µX,W(U)) ≤ ∥µX − λX∥+ d(λX,W(U)) < η +Nηδ.

From this combined with Lemma 4.5 we find that U is ε-almost gauge invariant for ε =
η +Nηδ, as required.

4.3. The main result.

Theorem 4.7. Let Θ = (θk,ℓ) be a real d × d antisymmetric matrix and let δ, ε ∈ (0, 1).
Assume that U ∈ U(d) is δ-almost Θ-commuting and is ε-almost gauge invariant. Then

there exists VΘ ∈ U(d) such that is Θ-commuting such that drD(U, VΘ) < ε+(d− 1)
√
δ, and,

consequently,

(4.2) dHR(U, VΘ) < 10

√
ε+ (d− 1)

√
δ.

Proof. Apply Theorem 4.3 to U in order to find VΘ, U
′ ∈ U(d) such that

• VΘ is Θ-commuting
• U ′ ∼

⊕
λ∈Λ λU for a countable set Λ ⊂ Td

• drD(U → VΘ) < (d− 1)
√
δ

• drD(VΘ → U ′) < (d− 1)
√
δ.

By ε-almost gauge invariance, dmr(U, λU) ≤ ε for every λ ∈ Td, therefore dmr(U,U
′) ≤ ε. It

follows that drD(VΘ → U) < ε+ (d− 1)
√
δ, and we conclude that

drD(U, VΘ) < ε+ (d− 1)
√
δ.

Finally, (4.2) now follows from Theorem 2.1.

One can combine Theorem 4.7 and Proposition 4.6 with Remark 2.2 to obtain the following
corollary

Corollary 4.8. Let U be a δ-almost Θ-commuting unitary d-tuple on a Hilbert space H. For
all η > ηQ, there exists a Θ-commuting unitary tuple on H⊗ ℓ2 such that

(4.3) ∥U ⊗ idℓ2 − VΘ∥ < 10

√
Nηδ + η + (d− 1)

√
δ.
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Finally, our main result.

Theorem 4.9. Let Θ be an ergodic real antisymmetric d× d matrix. For every ε > 0, there
exists δ > 0, such that for every δ-almost commuting unitary tuple U on H there exists a
Θ-commuting unitary tuple on H⊗ ℓ2 such that

∥U ⊗ idℓ2 − VΘ∥ < ε.

Proof. If Θ is ergodic then ηQ = 0. Let η < ε2/200. This determines the integer Nη.

Choosing δ > 0 such that Nηδ + (d − 1)
√
δ < ε2/200, we take another look at (4.3) and

notice that the proof is complete.

Obviously, the above corollary in the special case that d = 2 is precisely the final assertion
made in the abstract of the paper. For a non ergodic matrix Θ, ηQ > 0 and (4.3) becomes

∥U ⊗ idℓ2 − VΘ∥ < 10

√
NηQδ + ηQ + (d− 1)

√
δ.

Example 4.10. Let q = eiθ ∈ T with θ
2π

/∈ Q. Fix ε and the corresponding δ from Theorem
4.9. If r ∈ T satisfies |q− r| < δ, then every r-commuting pair u, v is δ-almost q-commuting,
therefore there is a q-commuting pair uq, vq such that

∥u⊗ idℓ2 − uq∥+ ∥v ⊗ idℓ2 − vq∥ < 2ε.

It is natural to ask whether the ampliation is necessary. As remarked in the introduction, if
r is a root of unity and u, v are represented on a finite dimensional space Cn, then there is
no q-commuting pair uq, vq on Cn, and in particular no q-commuting pair can approximate
the unampliated pair u, v.
On the other hand, in some cases, an ampliation is not necessary. Consider the pair S,Dr,

where S be the bilateral shift on ℓ2(Z), and Dr is the diagonal operator determined on the
standard basis of ℓ2(Z) by Dren = rnen. The C*-algebra generated by S and Dr contains no
nonzero compacts, therefore Voiculescu’s theorem (see [2, Corollary II.5.6]) implies that the
pair S,Dr is approximately unitarily equivalent to its infinite ampliation. Invoking Theorem
4.9, we find that if |q− r| < δ then there is a pair of q-commuting unitaries uq, vq ∈ B(ℓ2(Z))
such that

∥S − uq∥+ ∥Dr − vq∥ < 2ε.
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