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MORSE PROPERTIES IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMETRY

MITUL ISLAM AND THEODORE WEISMAN

ABSTRACT. We study properties of “hyperbolic directions” in groups acting co-
compactly on properly convex domains in real projective space, from three dif-
ferent perspectives simultaneously: the (coarse) metric geometry of the Hilbert
metric, the projective geometry of the boundary of the domain, and the sin-
gular value gaps of projective automorphisms. We describe the relationship
between different definitions of “Morse” and “regular” quasi-geodesics arising
in these three different contexts. This generalizes several results of Benoist
and Guichard to the non-Gromov hyperbolic setting.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Group actions on H" have classically played a pivotal role in the study of
discrete subgroups of Lie groups, geometric topology, and geometric group the-
ory. Hyperbolic geometry provides a strong link between these fields, since hy-
perbolic manifolds (whose holonomy representations have discrete images lying in
PO(n,1) ~ Isom(H™)) give some of the most important examples of geometric
structures on manifolds, and the properties of hyperbolic space are effectively coar-
sified via the theory of Gromov-hyperbolic groups.

It is thus natural to try and find a substitute for hyperbolic geometry which
extends this connection beyond the negative curvature setting. In particular, one
would like to find a model geometry which facilitates the study of discrete subgroups
of higher-rank Lie groups, such as SL(d,R) for d > 3. One reasonable possibility to
consider is the non-positively curved Riemannian symmetric space SL(d, R)/SO(d),
but actions on the symmetric space are often unsatisfyingly rigid. For instance,
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when d > 3, any discrete Zariski-dense subgroup of SL(d, R) which acts cocompactly
on a convex subset of SL(d, R)/ SO(d) is a uniform lattice in SL(d, R) [Qui05, KL06].

Convex projective geometry fills this gap by providing examples of natural spaces—
properly conver domains—for discrete subgroups of SL(d,R) to act on. A prop-
erly convex domain €2 is an open subset of real projective space P(Rd), which is
bounded in some affine chart. Such a domain can be equipped with its Hilbert
metric dg, and the group Aut(Q) € PGL(d,R) of projective transformations pre-
serving €2 acts by isometries of this metric. When §2 is a round ball in P(Rd+1), then
Aut(Q) ~ PO(d, 1) and the space (€, dg) is precisely the projective Beltrami-Klein
model of the real hyperbolic space H?. By virtue of this example, convex pro-
jective geometry can be viewed as a far-reaching generalization of real hyperbolic
geometry. This viewpoint has been of much interest lately, and consequently convex
projective geometry has developed close connections with higher Teichmiiller theory
(see e.g. [Gol90, CG93, GWO08, Wiel8]) and the theory of Anosov representations
[DGK17, Zim21].

Outside of coarse negative curvature, however, convex projective geometry can
also be used to model examples which have a mixture of “negatively curved” and
“flat” behavior. This allows for the study of discrete subgroups of Lie groups which
have markedly different behavior from those in rank one. For instance, consider a
closed 3-manifold M with a geometric decomposition along a nonempty collection
of tori, into pieces whose interiors admit finite-volume complete hyperbolic struc-
tures. Benoist [Ben06a] constructed examples of such 3-manifolds M which are
diffeomorphic to a quotient Q/I"; where €2 is a properly convex domain and I is a
discrete subgroup of Aut(f2) In this case, I' ~ 71 M, is relatively hyperbolic relative
to 2-flats and the domain (2 is quasi-isometric to w1 (M).

In this above example, the projective structure on the manifold /T is not
“non-positively curved,” in the sense that €2 equipped with its Hilbert metric dg
is not a CAT(0) metric space. In fact, a classical theorem states that a Hilbert
geometry (£2,dg) is CAT(0) if any only if © is equivalent to the projective model
of hyperbolic space [KS58]. Despite this, convex projective domains share some
striking similarities with CAT(0) geometry. Lately, there has been much activity
in understanding these similarities [1Z23, Isl, Wei23, Bob21, 1721, Bla2l]. A key
upshot of these recent developments is the realization that irreducible properly
convex domains with a cocompact action essentially come in two flavors: rank one
and higher rank [Isl, Zim23]. The higher-rank domains are special, and have a
complete classification. On the other hand, many different examples of rank one
domains have been constructed [Ben06b, Ben06a, Kap07, CLM16, BDL18, BV23],
and their classification seems difficult. These domains are characterized by the
presence of abundant “negatively curved behavior” (see Section 1.4.2).

Summary of results. Motivated by this, we initiate in this paper a study of “hyper-
bolic” geodesic directions in (,dq). We are mainly interested in the case where
there is a discrete subgroup I' C Aut(2) acting cocompactly on €2; in this situation,
following Benzécri [Ben60] and Benoist [Ben08], we say that I' divides © and that
Q is divisible. 'We consider projective geodesic rays in a divisible domain €2, i.e.
geodesic rays ¢ : [0,00) — Q whose image is a projective line segment, and se-
quences {7y, } in T whose orbits give a coarse approximation of ¢. In this paper we
understand “hyperbolicity” of these geodesic rays from three different perspectives:



MORSE PROPERTIES IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMERTY 3

(I) The coarse metric geometry of the space (2,dg). In this context, there
are two notions of “hyperbolic geodesic” which are relevant for this paper: Morse
geodesics, which are geodesics which satisfy the same “Morse” or “quasi-geodesic
stability” property as geodesics in hyperbolic spaces, and contracting geodesics,
whose nearest-point projection maps have a similar “contracting” property as hy-
perbolic geodesics. In CAT(0) spaces, Morse and contracting geodesics coincide;
we prove that the same is true for Hilbert geometries (Theorem 1.16).

(II) The linear algebraic behavior of the sequence {v,} in SL(d,R). Here,
our understanding of “hyperbolicity” of a geodesic comes from results of Benoist
[Ben04], Bochi-Potrie-Sambarino [BPS19], and Kapovich-Leeb-Porti [KLP17], im-
plying that a discrete group I' C Aut(Q2) acting cocompactly on Q is Gromov-
hyperbolic if and only if the singular values of I' satisfy a uniform exponential gap
condition along all geodesics in I'. Thus we understand “hyperbolic directions” as
geodesics in I" whose singular value gaps satisfy a similar exponential growth condi-
tion. This perspective is closely tied to the notion of a k-Morse quasi-geodesic in the
Riemannian symmetric space SL(d, R)/SO(d), introduced by Kapovich-Leeb-Porti
[KLP18].

(IIT) The projective geometry of the boundary of the domain Q. Our
motivation for this perspective comes from results of Benoist [Ben04] and [Gui05],
which imply that, if " is a discrete hyperbolic group dividing a domain 2, then the
boundary of €2 is a C'* hypersurface in projective space for some « > 1. From this
perspective, the “hyperbolicity” of a geodesic ray ¢ in a general divisible domain €2
is captured by the local regularity of the hypersurface 9Q2 at the endpoint of c.

Our main aim in this paper is to establish relationships between geodesics satisfy-
ing various versions of these notions of “hyperbolicity.” Many of these relationships
(in the case of a projective geodesic ¢ in a convex divisible domain with exposed
boundary, see Definition 2.2) are summarized in Figure 1 below.

strongly unif. uniformly -
= [B-convex

1-regular l-regular |* 1.12

1.6

contracting L.16 Morse L8 +
1-Morse = strongly unif. | uniformly |].1
(KLP) (d — 1)-regular (d — 1)-regular “Teguar

FIGURE 1. Relationships between various notions of “hyperbolic-
ity” for a projective geodesic in a convex divisible domain with
exposed boundary.

Before giving precise theorem statements in the next section, we briefly outline
the main results expressed by this diagram. Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 1.8 relate
perspectives (I) and (IT) above. These theorems show that, if ¢ is a projective geo-
desic in a divisible domain tracked by a sequence {7, }, then Morseness of ¢ (in the
sense of (I)) is characterized by the behavior of singular value gaps of the sequence
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{n}- In particular, this implies that for projective geodesics, the Kapovich-Leeb-
Porti notion of “I-Morseness” for quasi-geodesics in symmetric spaces coincides
with the coarse metric notion of Morseness in (I) (Corollary 1.10).

Theorem 1.12 in the diagram directly relates perspectives (II) and (III). The the-
orem concerns projective geodesics ¢ whose endpoint ¢(co) in OS2 satisfies a certain
regularity property; roughly, this property asserts that if 9 is locally the graph
of a convex function f(z) near ¢(oo), then f is sandwiched between Cy ||z||* and
Cs Hx||5 for some o > 1 and 8 < oco. We prove that this property is characterized
by the behavior of the singular values of the sequence {~,}, and give a formula for
the optimal constants a and S in terms of these singular values. Via the results
alluded to in the previous paragraph, this also relates perspectives (I) and (III),
and shows that every Morse quasi-geodesic in the sense of (I) satisfies the regularity
property mentioned above. However, the converse to this statement turns out to
be false (see Theorem 1.9). Effectively, this theorem says that the reverse of the
implications “strong uniform regularity” = “uniform regularity” in Figure 1 do
not always hold.

Statement of the main results. We now provide a more detailed and precise
account of the main results in the paper.

1.1. M-Morse geodesics and uniform regularity.

Definition 1.1. Let (X, d) be a proper geodesic metric space and M : R>¢ x R>o —
R>o be any function. A geodesic (segment, ray, line) £ is M-Morse if any (), a)-
quasi-geodesic ¢ with endpoints z,y € £ lies in the M (), a)-neighborhood of ¢.

The function M is called a Morse gauge for the geodesic £. At times, we will
skip explicit mention of the Morse gauge and only say that ¢ is Morse, instead of ¢
is M-Morse.

Geodesic rays in H? are all My-Morse for a fixed Morse gauge My. On the
other hand, flat spaces like R? and higher rank CAT(0) spaces like H? x H? or
SL(3,R)/SO(3) do not contain any Morse geodesics. The results in [Is]] and [Zim23]
indicate that a “generic” divisible domain 2 has many Morse geodesics that project
to closed geodesics in the quotient /T (see Section 1.4.2). It is also straightforward
to check (see Section 3) that any M-Morse geodesic ray in a convex projective
domain 2 is uniformly close to a projective geodesic ray.

We would like to understand the Morseness of a projective geodesic ray by study-
ing the sequence of automorphisms that approximates the ray via an orbit map.
To make this precise, we use the following terminology throughout this paper.

Definition 1.2 (Tracking sequences). Let 2 be a properly convex domain, ¢ :
[0,00) — € be a projective geodesic ray, zo € Q, and R > 0. We say that a
sequence {vn},cy in Aut(Q) R-tracks ¢ with respect to xq if da(zo, 7, '¢(n)) < R
for every n € N.

Remark 1.3. While discussing tracking sequences, unless necessary we will omit
the specific constant R and the basepoint xg, and simply say that {v,} tracks c.
Note that if /T is compact, then every geodesic is R-tracked by some sequence
in I for R = diam(Q2/T"). Also, by definition, {v,} tracks ¢ along a sequence of
equally-spaced points {¢(n)}. One can consider other kinds of sequences, but we
do not pursue this here.
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Now, for any g € GL(d,R), let o1(g) > ... > 04(g) be the singular values of g,
and for any 1 < i < j < d, let p;;(g) : Z;gg%
well-defined map on PGL(d, R).

log Note that pu; ; descends to a

Definition 1.4. For 1 < k < d, we say that a sequence {g,} in GL(d,R) is
uniformly k-regular if it is divergent (it leaves every compact set in GL(d,R)) and

lim inf 7/%’]“1(9”)
n—00 NLd(gn)

We say that the sequence {g,} is strongly uniformly k-regular if it is divergent and
there are constants C, N > 0 such that for all n,m € N with m > N, we have

> 0.

Mk k+1 (.gvglgn-&-m) S C.
MLd(gn Intm)

Remark 1.5. Tt is immediate that a strongly uniformly k-regular sequence is also
uniformly k-regular. In general, the converse does not hold; the construction in
Section 7 of this paper provides a counterexample.

Note that our definition of “uniform regularity” is slightly different from defini-
tions appearing in the work of Kapovich-Leeb-Porti [KLP17, KLP18, KL18|. This
is unavoidable as the definitions of uniform regularity appearing in those papers
are not mutually consistent. Our “strongly uniformly regular” sequences coincide
with the “coarsely uniformly regular” sequences defined in [KLP18].

We prove the following:

Theorem 1.6 (Section 5). Suppose ) is a properly convex domain, ¢ : [0,00) — Q
is a geodesic ray, and {v,} R-tracks ¢ with respect to xo € Q. If ¢ is M-Morse,
then {yn} is strongly uniformly k-regular for both k =1 and k =d — 1.

Moreover, the constants C, N in the definition of strong uniform reqularity de-
pend only on M, R, and the basepoint xq € 2.

This theorem implies in particular that Morse geodesics give rise to uniformly
regular sequences. We express this via the corollary below.

Corollary 1.7. Suppose that € is a properly conver domain, c¢ is a projective
geodesic ray, and {v,} R-tracks c with respect to xo € Q. For any Morse gauge M,
there exists £ = &(M, R, xg) > 1 so that

1

n—oo 1,4—1(Vn) £-1 n—oo  H1,2(7n)
If we impose additional assumptions on the domain €2, then a partial converse
to Theorem 1.6 also holds. Specifically, we have the following:

Theorem 1.8 (Section 5). Let Q be a convex divisible domain with exposed bound-
ary and let ¢ be a projective geodesic ray in 2. Suppose {v,} R-tracks ¢ with respect
to xg € Q. If {vn} is strongly uniformly k-regular for k =1 and k =d — 1, then ¢
is M -Morse for some Morse gauge M.

Moreover, M can be chosen to depend only on xg, R, and the constants in the
definition of strong uniform k-regularity.

We provide the precise definition of a convex projective domain with ezposed
boundary in Definition 2.2. The additional assumptions on €2 in Theorem 1.8 are
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necessary, as is the assumption that c is a projective geodesic; see Example 5.5 and
Example 5.6.

Together, Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 1.8 show that, when € is a convex divisible
domain with exposed boundary, it is possible to completely characterize (projective)
Morse geodesics in terms of the singular values of tracking sequences. We also
show that the weaker uniform regularity condition in Corollary 1.7 does not imply
Morseness:

Theorem 1.9 (Section 7). There exists a convex diwisible domain 2 with exposed
boundary, a projective geodesic ray ¢, and a sequence {~,} tracking c so that {~,} is
both uniformly 1-regular and uniformly (d — 1)-regular, but not strongly uniformly
1-regular. In particular, due to Theorem 1.6, ¢ is not M-Morse for any Morse
gauge M.

1.1.1. k-Morseness in symmetric spaces. In [KLP18], Kapovich-Leeb-Porti devel-
oped a notion of “Morseness” for quasi-geodesics in certain symmetric spaces. If
X is the Riemannian symmetric space PGL(d,R)/PO(d), then a quasi-geodesic
ray q : [0,00) — X is k-Morse in the sense of Kapovich-Leeb-Porti if it satis-
fies a “higher-rank Morse property” with respect to the Grassmannian of k-planes
Gr(k, d), viewed as a space of simplices in the visual boundary of X. This property
says that ¢ lies in a bounded neighborhood of a Euclidean Weyl sector asymptotic
to a k-plane in Gr(k,d).

In the same paper, Kapovich-Leeb-Porti proved a higher-rank Morse lemma,
characterizing Morse quasi-geodesics in terms of their uniform regularity. Applying
this result with Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 1.8, we obtain the following;:

Corollary 1.10. Let Q be a convex divisible domain with exposed boundary, let
¢ : [0,00) = Q be a projective geodesic, and let {y,} be a sequence in Aut(f2)
which tracks c. Then c is a Morse geodesic if and only if the mapping N —
PGL(d,R)/ PO(d) given by n — ~, PO(d) is a 1-Morse quasi-geodesic in the sense
of Kapovich-Leeb-Porti.

1.2. Uniform regularity and boundary regularity. We now relate the singular
value gap conditions appearing in Theorem 1.6 and Corollary 1.7 to the smoothness
or regularity of the boundary 0 at the endpoint of a projective geodesic. The
boundary 02 is a convex hypersurface in P(Rd), meaning it is locally the graph of
a convex function f : R?"2 — R. Typically, this hypersurface is nowhere C, but
we can still make sense of local regularity using convexity.

We say that a point z € 9Q is a C! point if there is a unique supporting hyper-
plane of Q at z, i.e. a hyperplane containing z, but not intersecting Q. At a C!
point z, we further have a local notion of a-Hélder regularity. We say that z is a
C® point if there exist Euclidean coordinates on an affine chart in P(R?) such that
0N is the graph of a convex function f, (z, f(z)) is the origin, and f(x) < Ci||=||*
for some C; > 0 and all z sufficiently close to z. Dually, we say that z is a 5-convex
point if f(z) > Cy||x||? for some Cy > 0 and all x sufficiently close to z.

Definition 1.11. Let Q be a properly convex domain and = € 99Q be a C* point.
Set

a(z,Q) ==sup{a >1:0Qis C° at z}
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and
B(x, Q) :=inf{8 < oo : O is B-convex at z}.

If O is not C* at x for any a > 1, we define a(z, Q) = 1. Similarly if 9 is not
B-convex at z for any 8 < oo, we define B(z, ) = oco.

We show that for a divisible domain €, the functions a(z, ) and 8(x, Q) defined
above are determined by singular values of tracking sequences. To state our result,
we require x to be an exposed boundary point; see Definition 2.2 and Fig. 5.

Theorem 1.12 (Section 6). Let Q be a properly convex domain, let {~,} track a
projective geodesic ray c : [0,00) — €2, and suppose that c(o0) = x is an exposed C*
extreme point in 0. Define

g := lim inf 7#1@(’}%) and  [p := limsup 7#141(%,)

n—o0 :U/l,dfl('}/n) n—ro0 /141,2<’7n) '
Then oy = a(z, Q) and By = B(z, Q).
In particular, c(00) is a C point for some o > 1 if and only if {yn} is uniformly
(d — 1)-regular, and c(c0) is f-convex for f < oo if and only {y,} is uniformly 1-
reqular.

An immediate consequence of Corollary 1.7 and Theorem 1.12 is the following,
which is our link between perspectives (I) and (III) in this paper:

Corollary 1.13. Suppose Q) is a properly convexr domain and {v,} R-tracks a
projective geodesic ray ¢ with respect to xg € Q. If ¢ is M-Morse, then ¢(c0) is C¢
and [-convex for some o > 1,8 < 0o, depending only on M, R, and xy. Moreover

ac(0), ) = lim inf H1.d(n) >1 and B(c(o0),Q) = limsup #1,a(7n)

< 00
n—00 ,Ufl,d—l(’)/n) n—00 Hl,Q("Yn)

By applying Theorem 1.9 and Theorem 1.12; we can also see that the converse
to Corollary 1.13 does not hold:

Corollary 1.14. There exists a conver divisible domain 2 with exposed boundary
and a projective geodesic ray c so that c is not M-Morse for any Morse gauge M,
but ¢(00) is both a C* point for some o > 1 and a -convex point for some B < oo.

1.3. D-contracting geodesics and Morse local-to-global spaces. We now
mention a few additional results regarding notions of “coarsely negatively curved”
geodesic directions in €2. Recall that geodesics in hyperbolic metric spaces always
satisfy a contracting property, which motivates the following definition:

Definition 1.15. Let (X, d) be a proper metric space, ¢ a geodesic (ray, segment,
line), and let 7, : X — 2 denote the closest-point projection on /, i.e.

mo(z) ={y € L+ d(z,y) = d(z,0)}.
Then ¢ is D-contracting for D > 0 if, for any metric ball B,.(z) disjoint from ¢,
diam(7y(B,(z))) < D.
If ¢ is D-contracting for some D > 0, then we simply say that ¢ is contracting.

A result of Charney-Sultan [CS15] implies that, if X is a CAT(0) metric space,
then contracting geodesics are exactly the same as Morse geodesics. We prove:
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Theorem 1.16 (Section 3). Let Q be a properly convex domain, and let ¢ be a
geodesic in ). Then c is Morse if and only if ¢ is contracting.

Remark 1.17. Tt is well-known that in general metric spaces, every D-contracting
geodesic is M-Morse for some Morse gauge M depending only on D. So, our main
contribution in Theorem 1.16 is proving the converse, i.e. that Morse geodesics are
always contracting. Our proof for this direction relies on specific features of the
projective geometry of €.

When we prove this direction, we do mot in general obtain uniform control over
the contraction constant D in terms of the Morse gauge M. However, we do
have uniform control if we additionally assume that €2 has a cocompact action by
automorphisms; see Corollary 3.28.

1.3.1. Morse local-to-global property. One may apply Theorem 1.16 to prove that
divisible convex domains have the so-called Morse local-to-global property [RST22].
As the name suggests, this property means the following. Suppose c is a path in
a metric space X, such that any sufficiently long finite sub-segment of ¢ is an M-
Morse quasi-geodesic. Then the entire path ¢ is an M’-Morse quasi-geodesic, for
some Morse gauge M’. Metric spaces that have Morse local-to-global property were
studied extensively in [RST22]. This property holds for a large class of spaces, e.g.
hyperbolic spaces, CAT(0) spaces, and mapping class groups of most finite-type
surfaces. In Section 3.13 we observe:

Theorem 1.18. If Q is any convex divisible domain, the metric space (Q,dq) is
Morse local-to-global.

1.4. Comparison to previous results.

1.4.1. The Gromouv-hyperbolic case. Several of the results in this paper are inspired
by previous work of Benoist and Guichard on convex divisible domains. In partic-
ular, we are motivated by the following theorem:

Theorem 1.19 ([Ben04)). Let T' be a group dividing a properly convex domain
QC P(Rd). Then the following are equivalent:

(a) T is Gromov-hyperbolic;

(b) The inclusion T — PGL(d,R) is a 1-Anosov representation.

(¢) The domain € is strictly convex, i.e. its boundary O contains no nontrivial

projective segments;
d) The boundary 0N is a C hypersurface.
Y yp

We can interpret this theorem as giving a link between our perspectives (I), (II)
(ITI) in the hyperbolic setting. In particular, if I' is a Gromov-hyperbolic group,
then every geodesic in I' is My-Morse for some uniform Morse gauge M, so every
geodesic direction in T' is “hyperbolic” in the sense of our perspective (I). Part
(b) of the theorem connects to perspective (II) via work of Kapovich-Leeb-Porti
[KLP17] and Bochi-Potrie-Sambarino [BPS19], who poved that a representation
I' - PGL(d, R) is 1-Anosov if and only if it is a quasi-isometric embedding and every
geodesic is strongly uniformly 1-regular. From this viewpoint, our Theorem 1.6,
Theorem 1.8, and Corollary 1.13 give a generalization of Theorem 1.19 to the
situation where I' is not necessarily a Gromov-hyperbolic group. FEffectively, we
prove that the equivalences in Theorem 1.19 still hold locally, “along hyperbolic
directions.”



MORSE PROPERTIES IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMERTY 9

Remark 1.20. There are explicit constructions for divisible domains in P(R?) that
are not strictly convex (so none of the conditions in Theorem 1.19 hold), but still
contain Morse geodesics (so that our main results apply); for examples, see [Ben06a,
CLM16, BDL18] when 4 < d < 7, and [BV23] for any d > 4.

In [Gui05], Guichard also investigated the relationship between regularity of the
boundary of a strictly convex divisible domain €2, and the linear algebraic properties
of the dividing group I'. In particular, Guichard showed that, assuming I' is a
hyperbolic group, the global Holder regularity of 992 can be computed in terms of
the asymptotic behavior of the eigenvalues of sequences in I'; this provides another
link between our perspectives (II) and (III), again in the case where I" is assumed
to be a hyperbolic group. We mention also related work of Crampon [Cra09], which
shows that for strictly convex divisible domains, the regularity of the boundary 2
is related to the Lyapunov exponent of the geodesic flow. Our Theorem 1.12 can
be thought of as a localized version of Guichard’s result, which applies to geodesic
directions in any (not necessarily strictly convex) divisible domain.

1.4.2. Closed geodesics in rank-one convex projective manifolds. In [Isl], the first
author introduced a notion of rank one properly convex domains, a family that
encompasses the Gromov hyperbolic ones. An infinite order element v € Aut(f2) is
called a rank one automorphism if v acts by a translation along a projective geo-
desic £y C Q, and ¢, is not contained in any half triangle (see Definition 3.7). The
results in [Isl] show that the axis ¢, of a rank one automorphism is always a Morse
geodesic, and also characterize rank-one automorphisms in terms of their eigenval-
ues. By combining this with results in the present paper, we obtain the following
more complete description of the relationship between rank one automorphisms and
Morseness.

Proposition 1.21. Suppose an infinite order element v € Aut(Q) acts by a trans-
lation along a projective geodesic £ C §). Then the following are equivalent:

(1) v is a rank one automorphism.
(2) The geodesic L., is Morse (equivalently, (., is contracting).

If, in addition, there is a discrete group T' C Aut(Q) such that T' divides Q and
~v € T, then either of the above conditions is equivalent to:

(3) ~ is biproximal, i.e. the matriz representing v has unique eigenvalues of
mazimum and minimum modulus.

Proof. (1) = (2) is [Is], Proposition 1.12]. (2) = (1) follows from the results in
Section 3 of this paper: since ¢, is Morse, Corollary 3.25 implies that the endpoints
of £, cannot lie in the closure of a non-trivial projective line segment in 9. Thus
¢, is not contained in any half triangle.

Finally, (1) <= (3) is [Is], Proposition 6.8]. O

A main result of [Is]] is that, if I divides © and T" contains a rank one automor-
phism, then I' in fact has many rank one automorphisms. In particular, I" is an
acylindrically hyperbolic group. That is to say that I' has a ‘nice’ action on some
(possibly non-proper) Gromov hyperbolic metric space, although (€2, dq) itself may
not be Gromov hyperbolic.

On the other hand, in [Zim23], Zimmer proved a rank rigidity theorem for prop-
erly convex domains. This result implies that if I' does not contain any rank one
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automorphisms, then either Q is reducible (meaning a cone over Q splits as a prod-
uct of cones) or else Q and I' are very restricted: in particular, Q is a projective
model for the Riemannian symmetric space G/K for a simple Lie group G, and I is
isomorphic to a uniform lattice in G. Taken together, the results in [Isl] and [Zim23]
indicate that a “generic” divisible domain contains many projective geodesics that
point in “hyperbolic” directions.

1.5. Comments on the proofs. The proof of Theorem 1.6 (our first main theo-
rem) relies on two key ingredients. The first is a “straightness” lemma (Lemma 4.10)
that does not rely on Morseness at all—it holds for any sequence {v,} tracking a
projective geodesic. The lemma says that for any three elements 7;,7;, 7% in the
tracking sequence, with i < j < k, the gap 1 2(v; *yx) is coarsely bounded below
by the sum /141,2(%"}/;1) + M1,2(’y;17k). In particular, this implies that pq2(y,) is
coarsely nondecreasing as a function of n, which is not a property satisfied by ar-
bitrary quasi-geodesic sequences in PGL(d,R). We also remark that this “straight-
ness” property does mot require any assumption on the regularity of the sequence
{¥n}, which is critical for a later application in the proof of Theorem 1.9.

The second ingredient in the proof of Theorem 1.6 relies crucially on M-Morseness,
see Lemma 5.1. This lemma shows that Morseness forces growth in p; 5 as one shad-
ows a M-Morse geodesic for a sufficiently long time. The proof of Theorem 1.6 then
follows by a telescoping argument splitting up the Morse geodesic into pieces with
sufficiently large 11,2 growth; see Proposition 5.3.

1.6. Outline of the paper. The first part of this paper focuses mainly on the re-
lationship between the coarse metric geometry and projective geometry of a convex
projective domain. We provide some background about convex projective geometry
in Section 2. In Section 3, we give several projective geometric characterizations of
Morse geodesics in Hilbert geometry, prove Theorem 1.16, and sketch the proof of
Theorem 1.18. This section also introduces the notion of conically related pairs of
points in the boundary of a pair of convex projective domains, which is an important
ingredient in the proof of Theorem 1.8.

The next part of the paper focuses more on the linear algebraic viewpoint. In
Section 4, we prove singular value estimates along sequences {v,} in PGL(d,R)
that tracks a projective geodesic; in particular, we prove the “straightness” Lemma
4.10 alluded to previously. Then in Section 5, we use results from Section 4 (and
also Section 3) to prove the relationship between Morse geodesics and strongly
uniformly regular sequences, as described by Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 1.8.

In Section 6 we consider C® regularity and [-convexity of the boundary of a
convex projective domain, and prove Theorem 1.12. Finally, we construct the
counterexample described by Theorem 1.9 in Section 7.
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Noether project 427903332 and DFG project 338644254 (SPP 2026). The second
author was partially supported by NSF grant DMS-2202770. The second author
thanks Heidelberg University for hospitality where a part of the work was com-
pleted.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Notation. We standardize some notation for the entire paper. If (X,d) is a
metric space, A C X, and r > 0, then we denote the (open) metric r-neighborhood
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of A by

NX(A):={r e X :d(z,A) <r}
If X is clear from context, we will simply write N;X(A) = N,.(A). If A = {z}, then
we will use the notation B,(x) to denote the metric r-ball N,.({z}).

2.1.1. Projective space. When V is a real vector space, we let P(V) denote the
projectivization of V' i.e. the space of 1-dimensional vector subspaces of V. If v is
a nonzero vector in V then [v] denotes the point in P(V') given by the span of v.

If U C V is a subset, then P(U) denotes the image of U — {0} under the projec-
tivization map v — [v]. If U is a vector subspace of V, this notation identifies the
projective space P(U) as a subset of P(V') (a projective subspace). We will never
implicitly identify a vector subspace W C V with the corresponding projective
subspace P(W). If P is a projective subspace, equal to P(W) for W C V, we write
W =P.

If U C V then the projective span of U is the projective subspace spanp{U} :=
P(Span(U)). Similarly if P C P(V), the projective span of P is spanp{P} :=
P(Span(P)), where P is a lift of P in V.

We let P*(V) denote the space of codimension-1 subspaces of V. It W € P*(V),
then the projective subspace P(W) C P(V) is a projective hyperplane.

When V = R?, we have projective coordinates on projective space P(Rd) defined
in terms of the standard basis: the notation [z7 : ... : x4] denotes the projectiviza-
tion of the vector (z1,...xq).

2.2. Properly convex domains. In this section, we give some reminders about
convex projective geometry. For a set X C ]P’(Rd), we denote by X the closure of
X in the subspace topology induced from P(R).

Definition 2.1. A subset Q C R? is a convez cone if it is convex, nonempty, and
closed under multiplication by positive scalars. If Q c R% is a convex cone, we say
that its projectivization Q C ]P’(]Rd) is a properly conver domain if Q is open and
€ does not contain any projective line in ]P’(Rd) (equivalently, if Q is a bounded
convex subset of some affine chart in P(R?)).

The boundary of a properly convex domain € is its topological boundary 0f) :=
Q — Q. Note that  is topologically a closed ball and 9 is homeomorphic to the
boundary of this ball. A supporting hyperplane of a convex projective domain €2 is
a projective hyperplane in ]P’(Rd) which intersects €2, but not .

If x,y € P(Rd) is a pair of distinct points, then spanp{z,y} is a projective line
that contains both of them. However, there does not exist a canonical notion of a
projective line segment joining x and y in general. But in the presence of a properly
convex domain € such that z,y € Q, we can make a canonical choice.

For z,y € ), we say that the open projective line segment joining x and y is the
unique connected component of spanp{z,y} — {z,y} that is contained entirely in
Q. We denote this by (x,%). The projective line segment joining x and ¥, denoted
by [z,y], is the closure of (z,y) in Q. We will use the notation [z,y) := [z, y] — {y}
and (z,y] := [z,y] — {«}. Finally, if z = y, we define [z,y] = {z} while (z,y) = 0.
Often, we will also refer to projective line segments as projective geodesics, as we
explain below in Section 2.3.

A face of §) is an equivalence class in 0S2 of the relation ~, where x ~ y if there
is an open projective segment in 92 containing = and y.



12 MORSE PROPERTIES IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMERTY

FIGURE 2. The point x is a C' extreme point and H is the unique
supporting hyperplane at x. Here Fo(z) = {z} is a face, but not
an exposed face.

Definition 2.2 (Exposed boundary). We say that a face F C 09 is exposed if
there is a supporting hyperplane H of {2 whose intersection with 02 is precisely F;
see Fig. 2. A point = € 08 is exposed if it lies in an exposed face. We say that Q2

has exposed boundary if every point in 0f2 is exposed.

Note that every known example of a convex divisible domain has exposed bound-
ary. However, it is still unknown whether this property holds for every convex
divisible domain.

2.3. The Hilbert metric. If Q is properly convex, the automorphism group Aut(€2) C
PGL(d, R) is the group of projective transformations preserving 2. One can always
define an Aut(Q)-invariant metric dg on €2, called the Hilbert metric, as follows.

Fix a projective cross-ratio [+, ;+,] on RP'. We choose the cross-ratio given by
la —y|-[b— =
a’ b; x? y = T
b= e

where |u—wv| is the distance measured using any Euclidean metric on an affine chart
of RP! containing wu, v; the choice of chart and metric does not matter.

Definition 2.3. Let 2 be a properly convex domain. The distance between x,y € Q
in the Hilbert metric is defined as

1
da(z,y) = B log[a, b; z, y].

The pair (2, dg) is always a proper geodesic metric space, on which Aut(2) acts
by isometries. This ensures that the action of Aut(£2) on 2 is always proper. When
Q is an ellipsoid, then this metric space is isometric to (d—1)-dimensional hyperbolic
space; thus Hilbert geometry is a strict generalization of hyperbolic geometry.

A projective line segment [z,y] that lies in Q (instead of lying entirely in 92)
is a geodesic for the metric dn. Hence, we will call [x,y] the projective geodesic
segment joining x and y. In the same vein, if x,y € Q, we call (x,y) a projective
geodesic. Note that a projective geodesic may be infinite or bi-infinite and, wherever
necessary, we will emphasize this by using specific terminology. If z €  and
y € 092, then we will call [z,y) (also (z,y)) a projective geodesic ray. If z,y € O
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but (z,y) C Q, we will call (z,y) a bi-infinite projective geodesic (or a projective
geodesic line).

A projective geodesic segment, however, is often not the only geodesic joining
points x,y € 2. One can easily verify the following:

Fact 2.4 (Characterizing geodesics). For pairwise distinct points w1, wq,ws € 2,
we have

dQ(U}l, wg) = dQ(U}], w3> + dQ(wg, w2>
if and only if there are segments [y,y'] and [z,2'] in OQ such that y,wy,ws, z and
Yy, w3, wo, 2" are aligned in that order.

Fact 2.4 implies that if Q) is a strictly convex domain (i.e. if there are no nontrivial
projective segments in 92), then every geodesic in ) is projective.

2.4. Finer metric properties of dg. As mentioned in the introduction to this
paper, the metric space (£2,dg) is typically not a CAT(0) space, and in fact the
Hilbert metric often fails to satisfy some of the strong convexity properties en-
joyed by general CAT(0) metrics. However, the Hilbert metric does satisfy a weak
convexity property called the maximum principle.

Lemma 2.5 (Maximum principle; see [CLT15, Corollary 1.9]). If C is a closed
convex set in a properly conver domain §2, then for every compact subset K C §Q,
the function K — R>q given by

x — dgo (x, C)
attains its mazimum at an extreme point of K.

It is also true that when C' is a convex subset of a convex projective domain €2,
the nearest-point projection map 2 — C is not always well-defined. One can still
define a set-valued nearest-point projection map m¢ : Q — 2¢, but this map is not
necessarily continuous with respect to Hausdorff distance on 2¢. However, using
the maximum principle, one can see that the nearest-point projection map onto a
projective geodesic in £ always maps convex sets to connected sets:

Lemma 2.6. Let £ be a projective geodesic in a properly convex domain §2, and let
7o Q — 20 denote the set-valued nearest-point projection map, i.e. the map

7'('@(56) = {y €l dQ(z7y) = dQ(Ivé)}
If A C Q is convex, then m(A) is connected.

Proof. Fix points a’,y" € £, so that 2’ € my(z),y’ € me(y) for x,y € A, and let 2’ be
a point on the open segment (2/,y’) C £. We wish to show that 2’ € my(A). The
point 2’ separates £ into two components, so let £/_ be the closure of the component
containing z’; and let ¢4 be the closure of the component containing y'.

Since A is convex, it contains the projective geodesic [z, y]. Consider the contin-
uous function f : [z,y] — R given by

f(u) = da(u, £-) = da(u, ).
For any u € [z,y], we know that dg(u,¢) = min{dq(u,£-),dq(u,£+)}. So, since
do(z,¢) = da(z,2’) > da(x,¢-), it follows that f(x) is nonpositive. Similarly,
f(y) is nonnegative, so there is some z € [z,y] with f(z) = 0, i.e. z satisfying
da(z,£-) = da(z,€4). Thus there are points z3 € {1 which satisfy

dgz(Z,Z+) = dQ(Z,Z_) = dQ(z,ﬁi) = dQ(Z,g)
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Then Lemma 2.5 implies that every point w in [z_, z1 ] satisfies d(z, w) < dq(z,£),
so in fact each such w satisfies dg(z, w) = dg(z, ), i.e. w € mp(z). As z € A and the
geodesic [z_, z4] contains the previously chosen point 2’, this proves the claim. O

2.5. Space of properly convex domains. Suppose (X, d) is a metric space. This
induces a notion of Hausdorff distance between closed subsets A, B C X defined
by:

d"*S(A) B) = max {sup d(a, B),sup d(A4, b)} .
acA beB
Fixing a metric on the projective space P(V'), compatible with the standard
topology on P(V), defines a notion of Hausdorff distance between subsets of P(V)
(or more precisely, their closures).

Definition 2.7. Let V be a real vector space. We denote by C(V) the space of
properly convex projective domains in P(V'). The topology on C(V) is the topology
induced by Hausdorff distance, with respect to any metrization of P(V).

Note that the topology on C(V) is independent of the metrization on P(V').
2.6. The Benzécri cocompactness theorem.

Definition 2.8. Let C+(V) denote the space of pointed domains in P(V), i.e. the
space

Co(V) = {(Qz) €C(V) x P(V) : 2 € Q}.

The topology on C« (V) is the product topology that it inherits from C(V) xP(V).
The group PGL(V') acts pointwise on C(V'), and diagonally on C+(V'). We have the
following important result:

Theorem 2.9 (Benzécri cocompactness [Ben60]). The action of PGL(V') on C«(V)
is both proper and cocompact.

Theorem 2.9 turns out to be very useful when we consider the case of a non-
cococompact group action on a properly convex domain. Although divisible domains
Q are often technically easier to work with than general domains, they require the
automorphism group Aut(2) to be ‘large’. In this paper, we will often be interested
in studying general properly convex domains, not necessarily divisible. In such
cases, the Benzécri cocompactness theorem becomes a powerful tool that we can
use to import techniques for divisible domains to the non-divisible case.

Typically, we apply the theorem to a sequence of points z, in some domain
Q which leaves every compact subset of 2, to find a sequence of “approximate
automorphisms” taking x,, back to some fixed basepoint. The properness part of
the theorem ensures that any choice of “approximate automorphisms” differ by
elements in a compact set, which we can often use to obtain information about a
given sequence of divergent elements in Aut(€2).

2.7. Properties of faces in properly convex domains. Every face F' of a
properly convex domain is itself a properly convex domain in its own projective
span. Consequently, F' can be endowed with its own Hilbert metric dp. This
Hilbert metric is related to the Hilbert metric on the larger domain €2, and gives
a way to characterize faces in terms of metric (rather than projective) geometry.
This is expressed via Lemma 2.10 below.
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We state this lemma in a fairly general form. In particular, we allow the domain
Q to vary continuously in the space of all properly convex domains C(Rd) (see
Definition 2.7).

Lemma 2.10. Let {Q,} be a sequence of properly convex domains in P(Rd), con-
verging in C(Rd) toiproperly conver domain Q. Suppose that points x,,yn € Oy
converge to x,y € Q. If

lim inf do,, (25, yn) < 00,
n— oo
then x© and y lie in the same face F' of Q, and
dr(z,y) <liminfdq, (zn, yn)-
n—oo

Since this version of the lemma is slightly more general than versions that typi-
cally appear in the literature, we provide a proof.

Proof of Lemma 2.10. Note that there is nothing to prove if x = y, so assume that
x #vy. Let [an, by] := Q,Nspanp{z,,, y, } where the labels a,,, b, are assigned in such
a way that the four points an, 2y, Yn, b, appear in this order along spanp{x,, yn}.
Up to passing to a subsequence, we can assume that a,, — a and b,, — b in P(Rd).
Since Q,, — Qu, a,b € QO and [ay,b,] — [a,b]. Thus x,y € [a,b] which implies
that a # b, since otherwise x will be equal to y. By the ordering of the labels
Gp, by, we know that the points a,z,y,b appear in this order along spanp{a,b}.
If either a = = or b = y, then the cross-ratio [ay,by; Zn,yn] — o0 and contradicts
liminf,, o0 (@, yn) < 0o. Thus, the four points a,x,y, b € Q. are pairwise distinct.
Hence z,y € (a,b).

Now observe that (a,b), which is an open projective line segment in Q., is
either disjoint from 9., or is entirely contained in it. Since x,y € (a,b) N INoo,
(a,b) C 00y. This implies that z,y belong to a face F' in Q. Moreover, by
continuity of cross-ratios,

< < limi s
dF('Tv y) > d(a,b) (xa y) > l%nn_l)gf d(an,bn)(xna yn) hnrggf dQn (xna yn) O

When the domain €2 is fixed, we can use Lemma 2.10 together with the maxi-
mum principle (Lemma 2.5) to obtain a related estimate for the Hausdorff distance
between a pair of projective geodesics. For this lemma, we follow the convention
that Fo(x) = Q if ¢ € Q, while F(x) is the face containing x if 2 € 9.

Lemma 2.11. Suppose Q is a properly conver domain, x4 € Q, and y1 € Fo(zy).
If (x4, z_) CQ, then (y—,y4+) C Q and

do"™ ((y4,y-), (x4, 2_)) < max {dras) @, y2)} -

2.8. Properly embedded simplices. For any & > 0, a standard projective k-
simplez in P(R?) is

S i={[z1:20: - iwpyr1:0:---:0] | @1,..., 2541 > 0}

We say that Sy is the simplex spanned by [e1],. .., [ex+1]. A projective k-simplex is
any set in ]P’(Rd) that is projectively equivalent to a standard projective k-simplex.

Definition 2.12. Suppose (2 is a properly convex domain and A C 2 is a convex
subset. Then we say that:
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(1) A is a properly embedded subset if A —  is a proper map, or equivalently
if 0A C 09.

(2) A is a properly embedded k-simplex if A is properly embedded in Q and a
projective k-simplex.

Properly embedded simplices are projective analogs of totally geodesic flats in
CAT(0) spaces. Counsider, for example, a properly embedded triangle, or 2-simplex.
Suppose the vertices of such a triangle A are represented by the standard basis
vectors in R®. Then the group

2(1
2b ca,bce€Z,a+b+c=0
20
acts properly discontinuously and cocompactly on A. So (A, da) equipped with its
Hilbert metric is quasi-isometric to a 2-flat. Hence properly embedded simplices
serve as analogs of isometrically embedded flats in CAT(0) spaces.

2.9. Singular values and the Cartan projection. In this section we briefly
recall the definitions and basic properties of the Cartan projection GL(d, R) — R®.
We will always equip R? with its standard Euclidean inner product.

Definition 2.13. For any g € GL(d,R), we let 01(g9) > 02(g9) > ... > 04(g) > 0
denote the singular values of g, counted with multiplicity. We let 4 : GL(d,R) — R4
denote the Cartan projection, given by p;(g) = logo;(g). The Cartan projection can
be also be defined via the Cartan decomposition of a group element g € GL(d, R):
w(g) is the unique vector in R? with nonincreasing entries such that

g = k- exp(diag(pi(g), .- . na(9))) - ¢,
for some k,¢ € O(d). For 1 <14 < j < d, we let u; ;(g) denote the nonnegative
quantity pi(g) — 1;(9)-

Remark 2.14. Although the Cartan projection u is only defined on GL(d,R), the
values of i, ; are well-defined on the quotient PGL(d, R).

The singular values of any g € GL(V) have an interpretation in terms of the
norm and the conorm of g. Recall that if g € GL(V'), the operator norm is

_ llgvll
llg]| = sup ,
veR? —{0} [[]|

while the conorm is

m(g) = [lg~ 7"
The largest singular value is given by o1(g) = ||g|| while the smallest singular value
is given by 04(g) = m(g). More generally, for any 1 < k < d, we let Gr(k, d) denote
the Grassmannian of k-dimensional subspaces of R?. Then one has the “minimax”
formula:

(1) or(g) = ng}gé,d)m(glw)-

Note that if g € SL(d,R), we have [[o;(g) = 1 and thus > u;(g) = 0. Using
this, we see that for any g € SL(d,R), we have

111,a(g) = log(||gl]) + log(|lg~"I])-
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Lemma 2.15 (Additivity of Cartan projection, see [GGKW17, Fact 2.18]). There
is a constant Ky > 0 so that for any g, hi, he € GL(d,R), we have

(2) ll(hrghe) = (@)l < Ko(l|p(ho)|] + [p(R2)]])-
In particular, for any 1 < i < j <d, there is a constant K > 0 such that
(3) i, (hagha) — pa i (9)] < K(|[p(h)]] + [lp(hs)[])-

Remark 2.16. For an appropriate choice of norm on R? (which is typically not the
standard norm), the inequality (2) can be strengthened to

[(higha) — p(g)|] < |[u(h)l] + [[p(ha)]].

This immediately implies the version of the inequality we have stated above.

Lemma 2.17. Suppose g € GL(d,R) and there exist C > 0 and 1 < i < j <d
such that

|wij(9) — malg)l < C.
Then:

(1) pi1x(g) <C forke{l,... i},
(2) pialg) <C forked{j,...,d}, and
(3) prr+1(g) <C forke{l,...;i—1}U{j,...,d—1}.

Proof. Since the values of uy(g) are non-increasing, ;7 j/(g) > 0 for any 1 < i’ <

J' <d. But py 4(g) is equal to the sum p1 ;(g) + pi ;(9) + p5,4(g). Thus p1(g9) < C
whenever k € {1,...,i — 1}, and pra(g) < pja(g) for any k € {j,...,d}. The
third inequality follows from the first two and the fact that px x4+1(g) is bounded
by either p1,(g) or p.a(g) whenever k € {1,...,i =1} U{j,...,d—1}. O

Let Z be the standard angle in R? induced by the standard Euclidean inner
product. Note that Z also defines a Riemannian metric dp on ]P’(Rd), by setting
dp(u,v) = Z(u,v) for any u,v € P(R?). There is an analogous notion of angles
between subspaces.

Definition 2.18. If U, W are two transverse subspaces of Rd, we define the angle
Z(U, W) by
ZU,W)= inf Z(u,w).
ueU—{0}
weW —{0}
Lemma 2.19. For any € > 0, there exists C = C(e) satisfying the following.
Suppose we have two decompositions

RI=U, @...0 Uy,
RI=W1@...0 Wy,
such that dim(U;) = dim(W;) for all i, and Z(U;,U;) > ¢ and L(W;,W;) > € for

all i # j. Then there is some k € GL(d,R) such that k(U;) = W; for all i and
[Ll’d(k) S C

Proof. By choosing orthogonal bases for each U; and each W;, we can reduce to
the case where the subspaces U; and W; are all one-dimensional. Then, using
Lemma 2.15, we can further reduce to the case where the subspaces U; give the
decomposition of R into the lines spanned by the standard basis vectors eq, ..., eq.
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We can pick unit vectors wi, ..., wy spanning each W;, and consider the matrix
k whose columns are wy,...,wy. Then k takes U; to W;, and lies in the compact
subset K (¢) of GL(d,R) consisting of matrices whose columns are unit vectors
having pairwise angles at least €. By compactness there is a uniform upper bound
C on u1,4(K(€)), and the result follows. O

3. MORSE GEODESICS ARE CONTRACTING

Our main goal in this section is to prove Theorem 1.16, which says that Morse
geodesics (Definition 1.1) in a convex projective domain 2 are equivalent to con-
tracting geodesics (Definition 1.15). As part of the proof, we also introduce the
framework of conically related pairs of points in boundaries of convex projective
domains, and use this to provide a number of other characterizations of Morse
geodesics in ). These ideas will reappear later in Section 5, when we use them to
study the linear algebraic behavior of Morse geodesics.

Our proof of the equivalence between Morse and contracting geodesics goes
through a §-slimness property for geodesic triangles, which is reminiscent of a sim-
ilar property that also characterizes Morseness in CAT(0) spaces. We define this
property below. Note that the definition does not apply in general metric spaces,
since it relies on the existence of a preferred geodesic between every pair of points
(in this case, a projective geodesic).

Definition 3.1. Let ¢ be a projective geodesic in a properly convex domain 2
and § > 0. We say that ¢ is projectively §-slim if, any projective geodesic triangle
[z,y] U [y, 2] U [z,2] with z,y,2z € Q and [z,y] C ¢ is é-slim, i.e., for {a,b,c} =
{z,y, 2}, we have

[a, ] C Ns([a,b]) U Ns([b, c]).

Remark 3.2. [1Z23, Lemma 13.8] implies that for a projective geodesic triangle to

be §-slim, it suffices that one of its edges is contained in the g neighborhood of
its other two edges. More precisely, [z,y] U [y, 2] U [z,z] C Q is §-slim if [z,y] C

N, ([z,2]) UN,([z,y]) with r := 3.

Our main result in this section is the following:

Proposition 3.3. Let Q be a properly convex domain and let ¢ be a projective
geodesic in Q. The following are equivalent:

(1) £ is Morse.
(2) £ is projectively 0-slim.
(8) L is contracting.

In Proposition 3.3, the implication (3) = (1) follows from a well-known general
result, stated below. The proof is standard; see e.g. [Sull4, Lemma 3.3].

Proposition 3.4. Let X be a proper geodesic metric space and let D > 0. There
exists a Morse gauge M, depending only on D and X, so that any D-contracting
geodesic in X is M-Morse.

The implication (2) = (3) in Proposition 3.3 is also straightforward, and we
provide a quick proof below. Most of the rest of this section is then devoted to the
proof of the implication (1) = (2).
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3.1. Projectively é-slim implies contracting. This is the implication (2) =
(3) in Proposition 3.3. For this result, we mostly imitate the proof, due to Charney-
Sultan, of an analogous statement for CAT(0) spaces (see Theorem 2.14 in [CS15]).
It turns out that in most situations, the Charney-Sultan proof does not use the
full strength of the CAT(0) condition, but only the weaker mazimum principle (see
Lemma 2.5).

The Charney-Sultan proof does also appeal to the CAT(0) condition in ways not
covered by the maximum principle. However, it is not difficult to modify the proof
to avoid this, at the cost of increasing some of the constants appearing in the proof.
The first step is the following lemma.

Lemma 3.5. Let Q be a properly convexr domain and let £ C Q be a projective
geodesic. Suppose that £ is projectively 0-slim. Then, for any x € Q, y € £, and
z € mp(x), we have dg(z, [x,y]) < 46.

Proof. If dg(y, z) < 26 we are done, so assume that dg(y, z) > 24, and then choose
a point w € [y, z] so that 20 < dg(w,z) < 3. Then let u be a point on [z, z] so
that

do(w,u) = do(w, [z, 2]).
From the triangle inequality we have
dao(z,u) + da(u,w) > da(z, w),
and since z € my(x) and w € ¢ we know that
do(z,w) > do(z, 2) = do(z, u) + da(u, 2).
Putting the previous two lines together we see that dg(u, z) < dgo(u,w). But then
20 < do(w, z) < do(w,u) + do(u, 2) < 2da(u, w),

which implies that do(w, [z, 2]) = da(w,u) > 4.
Now, as £ is projectively -slim, the projective geodesic triangle [z, y|U[y, z]U[z, 2]
is §-slim. Since dg(w, [z, z]) > J, we have do(w, [z,y]) < . Thus

da(z[2,9]) < da(z,w) + da(w, [z, y]) < 43.

The following completes the proof that (2) = (3) in Proposition 3.3.

Proposition 3.6. Let ) be a properly convex domain and let £ be a projective
geodesic in Q. If £ is projectively d-slim, then £ is 24§-contracting.

Proof. Let B = B(x,r) be a ball not intersecting ¢. Let y € B and let 2’ €

me(x),y" € me(y).
By Lemma 3.5, there is a point u € [y, 2] such that d(y’, v) < 4. The maximum
principle (Lemma 2.5) implies that

da(z,u) < max{dq(z,y),do(z,2")} = do(z,2"),

SO
do(z,y') < dg(z,z") + 44.
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Then we apply Lemma 3.5 again to see that there is a point w € [y, x] so that
da(2’,w) < 46. Then

do(2,y) = da(z,w) + da(w, y)
> dq(z,2) —do(z',w) + do(v/,2") — da(2’, w)
>da(z,2’) +do(y,2") — 86.
That is, we have
da(z,2") + do(y/,2') — 85 < dq(z,y") < do(z,a") + 46,

which implies dq(y’, 2') < 12§. Thus the diameter of the nearest-point projection
of B onto £ is at most 249. O

Having proved that (2) = (3) = (1) in Proposition 3.3, we now turn to the
implication (1) = (2). Our proof of this implication relies much more heavily
on the convex projective geometry of the domain €2. In particular, we develop a
notion of conically related pairs of points in the boundary of certain pairs of properly
convex domains, and show that Morseness is preserved between conically related
points. This allows us to develop several other more technical characterizations
of Morse geodesics in a convex projective domain €2, which we ultimately use to
establish the desired implication in Proposition 3.3.

We state all of our different equivalences below in Proposition 3.10. First, how-
ever, we need a few more definitions.

3.2. Half triangles. Half-triangles in convex projective domains extend the anal-
ogy between properly embedded triangles and flats in CAT(0) spaces (see Sec-
tion 2.8) to isometrically embedded half-flats in CAT(0) spaces.

Definition 3.7. Let  be a properly convex domain. A half-triangle in € consists
of three points z,y, z € 912, such that exactly two of the segments [z, y], [y, 2], [z, 2]
are contained in 9f).

Note that, as a subspace of {2 with its restricted Hilbert metric, a half-triangle
is not necessarily isometric to a half-space (i.e. a subspace bounded by a geodesic)
in a properly embedded triangle. Nevertheless half-triangles still bear some resem-
blance to half-flats, since segments in the boundary of a properly convex domain
correspond roughly to “flat directions” (see e.g. Lemma 3.22).

3.3. Conically related points. The idea behind our next definition (that of con-
ically related points) is to consider what a properly convex domain  “looks like”
from the perspective of a sequence of points traveling along a projective geodesic
ray c¢ towards the ideal endpoint c¢(co) in 9. If € has a cocompact action by
projective automorphisms, we can consider a sequence of points {x,} limiting to
an ideal endpoint z of ¢, and a sequence of group elements {7, } in Aut(2) taking
x, back to some fixed compact subset of {2. The projective geometry of the accu-
mulation points of the sequence {v,z} in 99 should inform the metric geometry of
the geodesic c.

More generally, when Aut(2) does not act cocompactly on €2, we can use the
Benzécri cocompactness theorem (Theorem 2.9) to find elements g, in PGL(V)
which “translate” points in the sequence {z,} into a fixed compact subset of some
limiting domain Q,. Again, we can understand the metric geometry of the geodesic
¢ by looking at accumulation points of {g,z} in 0Qu.



MORSE PROPERTIES IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMERTY 21

In [Ben03], Benoist used essentially this approach to investigate the global hy-
perbolicity of arbitrary convex projective domains. The definition below gives one
way to formalize this idea. (For another, see e.g. [Wei23, Section 5]).

Definition 3.8. Let 1,5 be properly convex domains, let z; € 97, and let
z3, 25 be points in Qs such that (23,25 ) C Q2. Suppose that:
(1) there is a sequence of points {x,,} in the projective geodesic ray [z, z1) C
such that z,, converges to z;, and
(2) there is a divergent sequence of group elements {g,} in PGL(V) (i.e. a se-
quence { g, } which leaves every compact set in PGL(V)) such that g, (21, z,,)

converges to (25,25 ) C Qg and g, converges to s.

Then we say that (z1,$) is forward conically related to (25 ,92) by the sequence
{gn}, and backward conically related to (z5 ,€2) by the sequence {g,}.

If the domains €21, Qs are understood from context, we will sometimes just say
that 2y is (forward or backward) conically related to 23 or 2, .

Observe that if (z1,1) is (forward or backward) conically related to (z2,Qs), it
follows immediately that for any g1, g2 € PGL(V), (g121,91€1) is also (forward or
backward) conically related to (g222,¢2€22). That is:

Proposition 3.9. The relation “(z1,1) is conically related to (z2,$2)” is well-
defined when we regard (z;,€;) as elements in the quotient set

{(z,Q) e P(V) x C(V) : x € 0}/ PGL(V),
where PGL(V) acts diagonally on P(V) x C(V).

Later we will prove a number of other straightforward but useful properties of
conically related points. In particular, we will show that Morseness is preserved
between geodesics with conically related endpoints (see Lemma 3.21).

3.4. Characterizations of Morseness. We can now state our full characteriza-
tion of Morse projective geodesics, giving a more general version of Proposition 3.3:

Proposition 3.10. Suppose ¢ is a projective geodesic in a properly conver domain
Q. Then the following are equivalent:

(M) The geodesic £ is Morse for some Morse gauge M.
(HT) For every endpoint zy of £ in O, if z1 is forward conically related to a point
29 € 009, then zo does not lie in the boundary of a half-triangle in Q.
(HT—) For every endpoint z1 of £ in 09, if z1 is backward conically related to a
point zo € 0y, then zo does not lie in the boundary of a half-triangle in
Q.
(SC) For every endpoint z1 of £ in 08, if z1 is forward conically related to a point
29 € 003, then (z2,w) C Qo for every w € Qs — {22}.
(SC—) For every endpoint z; of £ in O, if z1 is backward conically related to a
point zo € 08, then (zo,w) C Qg for every w € Qs — {22}.
(0) The geodesic ¢ is projectively §-slim for some § > 0.
(C) The geodesic £ is D-contracting for some D.

Remark 3.11. We allow the projective geodesic £ in the statement of Proposi-
tion 3.10 to have zero, one, or two endpoints in the boundary of the properly
convex domain €. In the case where ¢ has zero ideal endpoints (meaning it is
a compact segment in ), then the conditions (HT), (HT—), (SC), and (SC—)
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are vacuous. In this case, conditions (M) and (C) hold trivially since ¢ has finite
diameter, and condition (J) follows from Lemma 2.11.

The proof of Proposition 3.10 follows the scheme given in Figure 3 below. Each
implication is labeled with the number of the intermediate result(s) that provide
its proof.

3 25+3./§1 \\3.26
3.6 3.4 - >
(0) == (C) == (M) (9)
N A
3.25+43.21 3.26
~ =z

FI1GURE 3. Proof outline for Proposition 3.10

Note that we have already shown the implications (0) = (C) = (M).
There are no labels on the implications (SC) = (HT) and (SC-) = (HT-)
as they are immediate. Indeed, if zo € 985 is in the boundary of a half-triangle in
Oy, then there exists w € 9Qs — {22} such that [z9, w] C Q5.

3.5. Projective geodesics in triangles and half-triangles. The first step to-
wards proving the remaining implications in Proposition 3.10 is to observe that
Morse geodesics cannot have endpoints lying in the boundary of triangles or half-
triangles. This should be unsurprising if we accept that triangles and half-triangles
are analogs of flats and half-flats.

Lemma 3.12. Suppose that y € 9 lies in the boundary of a properly embedded
triangle in Q. Then for any x € §, the projective geodesic [x,y) is not Morse.

Proof. Since Morseness does not depend on the choice of basepoint, we can assume
that x lies in the interior of the properly embedded triangle A whose boundary
contains y. Then the projective geodesic [z,y) is also contained in A. But A is
quasi-isometric to a 2-flat, and 2-flats contain no Morse quasi-geodesics, so [z,y)
cannot be Morse. (]

Lemma 3.13. Let z,y, z be the vertices of a half-triangle in 0Q with (y,z) C Q,
and suppose that [z,y] is a mazimal segment in 0. Then for any w € Q, the
projective geodesic [w,y) is not Morse.

The proof of Lemma 3.13 is somewhat more complicated than the proof of
Lemma 3.12, because half-triangles in a properly convex domain are not necessar-
ily quasi-isometric to half-flats. Our proof instead takes advantage of the following
result of Cordes:

Lemma 3.14 ([Corl7, Key Lemmal). Let X be a geodesic metric space. For any
Morse gauge M, there exists a constant dpr so that, if a : [0,00) — X is an M-
Morse geodesic ray, and B : [0,00) — X is a geodesic ray such that 5(0) = a(0)
and the images of «, 8 have finite Hausdorff distance, then for all t € [0,00) we
have dx (a(t), B(t)) < Opr-
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x
.

FIGURE 4. Left: the sequence of “broken geodesics” ¢,. Right:
verifying that each ¢, is actually a geodesic, using Fact 2.4.

Proof of Lemma 3.13. Let x,y,z,w be as in the statement of the lemma. Since
Morseness is basepoint-independent, we may assume that w actually lies in the
convex hull of z,y, z. Consider the projective geodesic [w,y), and fix a point u €
(y, x) so that the projective line spanned by u,w has its other ideal endpoint in the
interval (z,2). Let ¢ : [0,00) — £ be a unit-speed parameterization of the geodesic
ray [w,y), and let s: [0,00) — Q be a unit-speed parameterization of [w,u).

For each n € N, let 7, : [0,00) — Q be a unit-speed parameterization of the
projective geodesic [s(n),y). Consider the sequence of “broken geodesics” ¢, :

[0,00) — 2 given by
<
ent) = s(t), tfn.
ra(t—n), t>n

Fact 2.4 implies that each ¢, is actually a geodesic in 2, with endpoint y (see
Figure 4). Moreover, by Lemma 2.11, the Hausdorff distance between ¢, ([0, c0))
and (w,y) is bounded by dg(c,(n), (w,y)).

Now suppose that (w,y) is a M-Morse geodesic for some M. Then Lemma 3.14
tells us that dg(en(n),c(n)) is bounded above by a constant that depends only on
M. As n — oo, the sequence ¢, (n) approaches u, and ¢(n) approaches y. Then
Lemma 2.10 implies that u € F(y), which contradicts the maximality of the line
segment [z,y] € Q. Thus (w,y) cannot be Morse. O

3.6. Properties of conically related points. The previous two lemmas show
that, for a projective geodesic £ in 2, having an endpoint in a triangle or half-
triangle is an obstruction to Morseness for £. For the proof of Proposition 3.10, we
want to show that having an endpoint which is conically related to an endpoint in a
triangle or half-triangle also obstructs Morseness; this will follow from Lemma 3.21
below. Before we state and prove this lemma, however, we make a brief digression
to develop the theory of conically related points a little further.

First, observe that “(z1,{2) is conically related to (z2,22)” is not an equivalence
relation, since it is not in general symmetric. In addition, the relation is not even
necessarily reflexive, since we require the sequence of group elements g, appearing
in the definition to be divergent. However, the relation does satisfy the following:
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Lemma 3.15. Suppose Q2 is a properly convexr domain and x € 02. Then there ex-
ists a properly convex domain Q' and ', € Y such that (z, Q) is forward conically
related to (¢!, Q) and backward conically related to (x'_,€Y").

Proof. Fix a basepoint g € Q and pick a sequence {p,} in [z, z) such that p, —
x. Pick another sequence {¢,} such that ¢, € [pn,z) and do(pn,¢.) = n. By
Theorem 2.9, there exists a sequence {g, } in PGL(V') such that ¢,,(€, ¢,) converges
t0 (oo, ¢oo) € C«(V). Up to passing to a subsequence, we can assume that g,p, —
Poo and gnT — Teo-

Since x € 99, we have T, € 0Qs. We also know that p,, € 90€, because
dQ(Qnapn) — 00 and ¢o, € 2s. But (pocnxoo) C Qg as oo € (poo,xoo) N Q-
Thus gn(pna l‘) - (poovfoo)- Hence gn(m07x) - (poo; moo)

As the sequence ¢, € (g, x) converges t0 ¢oo € Qoo under g,, we see that (z, )
is forward (resp. backward) conically related t0 (oo, Qo) (resp. (Poos Vo0)). O

Remark 3.16. It turns out that the conical relation is also transitive, in the sense
that, if (z1,84) is forward conically to (z2,2), and (z3,Q3) is forward conically
related to (z3,83), then (z1,) is forward conically related to (z3,23). The proof
of this fact is straightforward; we omit it as we have no need for it in this paper.

3.6.1. Conically related points along k-sectors. It is often useful to consider the
behavior of projective automorphisms on a lower-dimensional “projective slice”
of a convex projective domain. Following Benoist and Benzécri, we consider the
following:

Definition 3.17 (k-sectors). Let © be a properly convex domain in P(V). A k-
sector w of € is a nonempty intersection P(W) N Q, where P(WW) is a projective
subspace of dimension k.

Fix a k-dimensional projective space P(Wy) of P(V). Then the space of k-
dimensional projective subspaces of P(V') is a PGL(V) orbit of P(Wy). Thus, any
k-sector in €2 can be canonically identified with a projective equivalence class of
properly convex domains in Wy. So, owing to Proposition 3.9, if ; and €, are
properly convex domains in P(V) and z; € dw; for k-sectors w; of Q; (i = 1,2),
it makes sense to say that (x1,w;) is (forward or backward) conically related to
(x9,ws), as elements in Wy x C(Wy). The lemma below essentially follows from
[Ben03, Lemma 2.8]:

Lemma 3.18. Let Q1,9 be properly convex domains in P(V), and fir 1 < k < d.
Then (x1,$1) is (forward or backward) conically related to (xo,s) if and only if
there are k-sectors wy,ws so that x; € Ow; for i = 1,2, and (x1,w) is (forward or
backward) conically related to (xq,ws).

3.6.2. Uniqueness for conically related points. In general, a pair (z1,€;) may be
conically related to many different pairs (z2,{22), even up to projective equivalence.
However, as a basic application of Theorem 2.9, we can recover some uniqueness
given additional information about the sequence {g, } realizing the conical relation.

Definition 3.19. If (21, ;) is (forward or backward) conically related to (z2,€2s)
by some g, € PGL(V), and there is some sequence {p,} in £; so that ¢, (1, pn)
converges in Cx(V'), then we say that (z1, ) is conically related to (z2,2) along
the sequence {py,}.
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Lemma 3.20. Let x1 be a point in the boundary of a properly convex domain
Q1, and suppose that (x1,$1) is forward (resp. backward) conically related to both
(22,92) and (x4,Q%) along the same sequence {p,} in Q. Then there is some
h € PGL(V) such that (hxo, hQY) = (ah, ).

Proof. Consider sequences {g,},{g,} in PGL(V) so that (z1,€;) is conically re-
lated to (z2,92) by gn, (x1,€1) is conically related to (x4,€%) by {g.}, and the
sequences g, (21,p,) and g, (Q1,pn) both converge in the space Cx(V') of pointed
domains in P(V).

This means that we can find compact subsets K, K’ in C+(V) so that the inter-
section g/, g, KNK' # (). From Theorem 2.9, it then follows that g/, = k,g, for
kn in a fixed compact subset of PGL(V). Any subsequence of k, has a further
subsequence which converges to some h € PGL(V); it follows that h takes the limit
of gn(z1,Q1) to the limit of ¢, (z1,Q1), i.e. h(za, Q2) = (25, Q%). O

3.7. Points conically related to Morse points. We now return to our main
task of proving Proposition 3.10. The next lemma is a key tool we need for several
of the equivalences in the proposition. It says that Morseness is preserved (in one
direction) along a conical relation.

Lemma 3.21. Let y; € 924, and suppose that the projective geodesic [x1,y1) is
Morse for some (any) x1 € Qq. If y1 is forward or backward conically related to
ya € O, then for some (any) xo € Qa, the projective geodesic [xa,y2) is Morse.

Proof. We first remark that the choice of x; and x5 in the statement of the lemma
is not significant, since the Morseness of a a geodesic ray is independent of its
basepoint. So, fix any z; in ; and y; € 09;. We will prove the contrapositive of
the desired statement, and show that if y; € 9 is forward or backward conically
related to yo € 99, and [z2,y2) is non-Morse for some x5 € Qo, then [z1,y;) is
also non-Morse.

Let (21,y1) be the bi-infinite projective geodesic in 1 that contains [z1,y1). As
y1 is conically related to ya, there is a sequence {g,} in PGL(V) so that g,Q1 — Qq
and ys is the limit of either g,y1 or ¢g,21 (depending on whether y; is forward or
backward conically related to y2). By definition of the conical relation, there exists
(22,y2) C Qo such that g, (z1,y1) — (22,y2). Fix a point z2 € (22,y2).

Assume that the projective geodesic ray [z2,y2) is not Morse. This means that
there exist quasi-geodesic constants K > 1,C' > 0 such that for every m € N, there
is a (K, C)-quasi-geodesic g, : [0,T] — 2 with endpoints in [z3,y2) such that
the image of ¢, does not lie in the m-neighborhood of [za, y2).

We now claim that there exist constants K’, C’ such that: for any m € N, there
exists a (K', C')-quasi-geodesic ¢, : [0,T,,] — €1 with endpoints on [21,y;), but
not contained in the (m — 1)-neighborhood of [z1,%1) in the metric dg,. This claim
essentially follows from the fact that the convergence of ¢, to Qg in C(V) is
uniform on compact subsets of P(V') that intersect 5.

Fix any m € N, and pick a compact convex set D,, C €25 large enough to contain
the m-neighborhood of the set ¢, ([0, T;,]). Then for sufficiently large n (depending
on m), the subset D,, is contained in g,€;. Moreover, we have

dg, | Dy x D, — A0, | D, %D,

uniformly as n — oo.
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As ¢ (0), g (Tm) € (22,y2), the projective geodesic (z2,y2) intersects D,, in a
finite length projective geodesic segment. As n tends to infinity, we have g, (21, y1)N
Dy, — (22,y2) N D,,. Hence, the endpoints ¢,,(0), ¢ (T, ) lie at a distance at most
1 from gn[21,y1), with respect to the Hilbert metric on Q5. So, for each sufficiently
large n, we can define a map ¢, : [0,T},] — Qa, agreeing with g, on the open
interval (0, T,,), and whose endpoints lie on the ray g,[z1,¥1) at a distance at most
1 from the endpoints of ¢,,,([0,T5,]). The image of each g, ., lies in the set D,,.
Since ¢, is a (K, C)-quasi-geodesic with respect to the Hilbert metric on Qa, gm.n
must be a (K, C + 1)-quasi-geodesic with respect to the same metric.

Now, we know that the Hilbert on g, converges to the Hilbert distance on
Qo uniformly on D,,. So, if we fix K’ = K + 1 and ¢/ = C + 2, then for n large
enough, the map gy, : [0,T},) — Q2 must also be a (K', C’)-quasi-geodesic with
respect to the Hilbert metric on g,€;.

By construction of g,,, we also know that there is some ¢, € (0,7,,) so that the
(m — 1)-ball By about g, (t,,) (with respect to the Hilbert metric on €2) does not
intersect the geodesic (22, y2). Letting By ,, be the (m — 1)-ball about g, (¢,,) with
respect to the Hilbert metric on g,{2;, the uniform convergence of Hilbert metrics
on D,, implies that By, C D,, for large enough n and that B; , — By as n — 00.
Then, as g, (z1,y1) N Dy, converges to (z2,y2) N D,,, for large enough n we see that
By, cannot intersect the projective geodesic g (z1,y1)-

This implies that, for all sufficiently large n, the quasi-geodesic g, is not con-
tained in the (m — 1)-neighborhood of g, (x1,y1) with respect to the Hilbert metric
on ¢,;. But then g;, g is a (K, C’)-quasi-geodesic with endpoints on [z1,y1),
whose image does not lie in the (m — 1)-neighborhood of [z1,y;) with respect to
the Hilbert metric on €. Since m was arbitrary, and K’, C’ are independent of m,
this proves that [z1,y1) cannot be Morse. O

Combining the above lemma with Lemma 3.12 and Lemma 3.13, we obtain
a direct proof of the implications (M) = (HT) and (M) = (HT-) in
Proposition 3.10. However, we need to do some more work to prove the implications
(M) = (SC) and (M) = (SC-).

3.8. Conically related points in triangles and half-triangles. The lemma
below is well-known to experts, and a similar proof already appears in [Ben60]. This
result expresses the idea that, in any domain ©, segments (or non-C'! points) in the
boundary correspond to “flat directions:” as we follow a projective geodesic towards
a segment or corner in 02, the domain “looks more like” a domain containing a
properly embedded triangle, with the original segment or corner in its boundary.
We give a statement which uses the language of conically related points, and provide
a proof for convenience.

Lemma 3.22. Suppose that ©1 € 0Q is forward conically related to J;; € 00,
and backward conically related to x5 € 0%s.

(1) If x1 lies in the interior of a nontrivial segment in 9§y, then there is a
properly embedded triangle A in Qy so that x5 lies in the interior of an
edge of A, and x5 is a vertex of A.

(2) If 1 is not a C* point, then there is a properly embedded triangle A in s
so that x5 is a verter of A and x5 is on the interior of an edge of A.
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Proof. Via Lemma 3.18, it suffices to consider the case where (21, (25 are 2-dimensional.
The definition of conically related points implies that there exists a projective geo-
desic ray [a,x1) C 1, a sequence in [a, z1), and a sequence {g, } in PGL(d, R) such
that g,[a, 21) — (z5,23) C Qa. Let 27 be a point in 9 so that [a, 1) C (z], 1),
and hence, (z7,27) C Q1. Then g, (2] ,21) converges to (v5,z3). Let {p,} be a
sequence in [a,z1) so that g,p, converges to some point in the interior of (z; ,z3).

(1) By assumption, there exists a maximal nontrivial projective line segment
[b, c] C 901 with z1 € (b,¢). Consider a sequence of projective transformations h,,,
defined (with respect to the projective basis {b, ¢,z }) by

ALt
hy, = ALt ,
A
where )\, is chosen so that h,p, converges to a point in the interior of the line
segment 21,27 . Then h,; converges to the triangle with vertices at b, c,z7 . The
result then follows from Lemma 3.20.

(2) This case is similar. Fix a supporting line L_ for €, at the point z; . Since
x1 is not a C'-point, we can choose two distinct supporting hyperplanes of € at
x1 that we label Hy and H,.. Let b= Hy,NL_ and ¢ = H. N L_. Here we consider
the sequence of projective transformations (defined with respect to the projective
basis {x1,b,c}) by

where A, is again chosen so that h,p,, converges to a point in the interior of (21,27 ).
This time, since €2 is not C! at z1, the sequence of domains converges to a triangle
with a vertex at x1, and an edge containing x] in its interior and again we are done

by Lemma 3.20. a

The next lemma does not appear to be well-known. It says that, just as a point z
in the interior of a boundary segment in a properly convex domain €2 can be thought
of as a “flat direction,” a point z in the closure of a segment can be thought of as
a “half-flat” direction: as we approach z along a projective geodesic, the domain
“looks more” like it contains a properly embedded half-triangle.

Lemma 3.23. Suppose that x1 € OS) is forward conically related to x5 € 9 and
backward conically related to x5 € 00a. If x1 lies in the closure of a nontrivial
segment in 00, then both x5 and x5 lie in the boundary of a half-triangle in ;.

Proof. After applying Lemma 3.18 we may assume that 2 and {25 are both two-
dimensional, and using Lemma 3.22, we can further reduce to the case where z1 is
the endpoint of a maximal nontrivial segment in 9f). Let z be the other endpoint
of this segment, and let L, be the projective span of z1 and z, so that L is a
supporting line of € at x;.

Fix a sequence {g,} realizing the conical relations between z; and z3, so that
gnr1 — x5 and for some x; € 09, we have (v7,71) C Q and g,x] — x5 . Let
L_ be a supporting line of Q at 7, let xo = L_ N L, and let p, € (1,27 ) be a
sequence converging to x1 so that g,p, converges to a point pg € (2s.

We fix lifts vy, vg, vy for 1,20, 2] respectively, so that {v1,vo,v; } is a basis for

R? and the projectivization of the convex hull of v1, vg, vy lies in ©2. We consider a
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sequence of linear maps {h,,}, defined with respect to this basis by

)\—1
hp 1= ALt
/\2

n

Here A, > 0 is chosen so that h,p, converges to a point p; € (1,27 ). The sequence
of domains h,, €2 converges to a triangle with vertices 1,7, z (so this triangle does
not contain pj in its interior).

Our chosen basis {v1, vg, vy } also determines projective coordinates [z : y : 2]
for projective space P(R*). Consider the affine chart

{[x:y:1—2a]: 2,y € R} ~R?

which has affine coordinates given by (z,y). In these coordinates, the projective
line spanned by z1,x] corresponds to the horizontal axis y = 0, so without loss of
generality the triangle limited to by h,(2 is a bounded convex subset of the upper
half-plane. Therefore, since h,,p,, lies in the interior of h.,,§2, the intersection of h, )
with the lower-half plane is nonempty, and contained in an open subset of the form
I x (0,—¢,), where I is a fixed interval and &, is a positive constant tending to
Zero.

We can then compose h,, with a projective transformation f,, given by a “vertical
rescaling” (i.e. a transformation which preserves vertical lines, and acts on them
by homotheties centered at zero) so that the intersection of f,h,Q with the lower
half-plane converges to a bounded nonempty convex set; explicitly, in our chosen
projective basis, each f,, has the form

U
"
!
Since €, — 0, the vertical scaling factor of each f,, must tend to infinity, which
means that the intersection of f,h,2 with the upper half-plane limits to a subset
of the form I x (0,00). But this subset is projectively equivalent to a half-triangle
in the limit of f,h,Q.

Altogether, we have seen that the sequence of pointed domains f,h, (2, p,) con-
verge to a pointed domain (25, p(), so that f,hnz1 = 1 and &y = frh,z] both
lie in the boundary of a half-triangle in Q). We can then apply Lemma 3.20 to
complete the proof. O

3.9. Projective geodesics with endpoints in segments. We can combine our
previous results regarding Morse geodesics and conically related points to prove
some more facts about the endpoints of Morse geodesics.

Corollary 3.24. Suppose that y € 9N is the endpoint of a M-Morse geodesic ray.
Then y is a C! extreme point of O5).

Proof. Fix a projective geodesic ray [yo,y) that is M-Morse. By Lemma 3.15,
(y, Q) is forward conically related to (3/,Q'). Now suppose that y is not an extreme
point, meaning that y is contained in the interior of a projective line segment in
0. So Lemma 3.22 part (1) implies that there is a properly embedded triangle
A’ C ' whose boundary contains y’. Let p’ € A’. By Lemma 3.21, [p',y') is a
Morse geodesic ray. This contradicts Lemma 3.12, so y is an extreme point. That
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y is a O point follows from similar reasoning, applying part (2) of Lemma 3.22
instead of part (1). O

‘We can use this result to obtain:

Corollary 3.25. Suppose that y lies in the closure of a nontrivial segment in 0S).
Then for any x € ), the projective geodesic [x,y) is not Morse.

Proof. Suppose, for a contradiction, that [z,y) is M-Morse for some x € Q. In this
case Corollary 3.24 implies that y is a C! extreme point. So, we may assume that
y is the endpoint of a nontrivial segment in 2.

By Lemma 3.15, (y, ) is forward conically related to (y1,Qs) and backward
conically related to (y—, Q) for some properly convex domain Q.. Fix a point
P € Qoo. By Lemma 3.21, [p, yoo) is also Morse, and by Lemma 3.23, yo, lies in the
boundary of a half-triangle in 9.

Now, Corollary 3.24 again implies that y., cannot lie in the interior of a segment
in Q. But in this case Lemma 3.13 implies that [p, y»,) cannot be Morse and we
get a contradiction. O

Combining the above with Lemma 3.21 immediately yields the implications (M)
= (SC) and (M) = (SC-) in Proposition 3.10.

3.10. J-slimness. To finish the proof of Proposition 3.10, we need to prove the
final two implications (HT) = (J) and (HT—) = () (again see Figure 3).
These both follow from the lemma below.

Lemma 3.26. Let ¢ be a projective geodesic in 2. If { is not projectively §-slim
for any § > 0, then there is an endpoint y of € in I and points zy, z_ lying in the
boundary of a half-triangle in some domain Qo so that y is forward (resp. backward)
conically related to z4 (resp. z_).

Proof. The argument is essentially identical to the proof of Proposition 2.5 in
[Ben04]; we reproduce it here for convenience. Fix a projective geodesic ¢ which is
not projectively d-slim for any 6. We choose a sequence of triples {(ay,bn,c,)} in
Q, with a,, b, € ¢, such that the projective geodesic triangle with vertices a,,, b, ¢,
is not 2n-slim. Then, by Remark 3.2, the segment [a,,,b,] cannot be contained in
the union of metric n-neighborhoods

Ny ([an, cn]) U Np([bn, en))-

Since the projective geodesic segment [ay,, b,] is connected, there is a point x,, €
[an, by] so that dg(zn, [an, ¢n]) > nand do(xy,, [bn, ¢n]) > n. Applying Theorem 2.9,
we can choose elements g, € PGL(V') and extract a subsequence so that the pointed
domains g, (€, z,) converge to some limiting pointed domain (Qe,Z), and the
points gnan, gnbn, gnc, converge to points a, b, ¢ in 9.

Since gnz, converges to Too € (oo, the distances dg, o(gnTn, gnlan,cn]) and
dg, 2 (gn®n, gn[bn, cy]) must tend to infinity, which means the segments [a,c] and
[b, ] must converge to subsets of 0Q. However, since the limit of g,z, lies in
the interior of (a,b) N Q, the segments [a, ¢] and [b, ¢] must also be nontrivial and
distinct. As (a,b) contains the limit of g, 2, € Qu, the points a, b, ¢ are the vertices
of a half-triangle in Q.

If {g,} is a divergent sequence in PGL(V'), then the properness condition in The-
orem 2.9 implies that z,, must tend towards an endpoint of £ in 9Q2. This endpoint
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is forward conically related to one of the limiting endpoints a, b of g,[an,b,], and
backward conically related to the other. In this case, we have proved the lemma.
On the other hand, if {g,,} is not divergent in PGL(V'), then (Qu, [a, b]) = g(,¢)
for some g € PGL(V'). Thus both endpoints of £ already lie in a half-triangle in .
If the conical relation were reflexive, this would finish the proof. But since conical
relation satisfies only a weak form of reflexivity, we must appeal to Lemma 3.15
followed by Lemma 3.23. This leads to the conclusion that the endpoints of ¢ are
both forward and backward conically related to points in a half-triangle A in some
properly convex domain €', as required. (Il

This concludes the proof of Proposition 3.10, hence of Proposition 3.3.

3.11. Uniformity. Proposition 3.4 gives us a stronger version of the implication
(C) = (M) in Proposition 3.10: it says that any D-contracting projective geo-
desic in a properly convex domain €2 is M-Morse for a Morse gauge M determined
solely by D and €. In the case where €2 is divisible, we can strengthen the opposite
implication in a similar manner.

Proposition 3.27. Let Q) be a properly convex divisible domain. For every Morse
gauge M, there exists a constant § > 0 (depending only on M and Q) so that any
M -Morse geodesic in ) is projectively §-slim.

Observe that, by applying this proposition together with Proposition 3.6, we
obtain the following uniform version of (M) = (C):

Corollary 3.28. Let Q be a properly convex divisible domain, M be a Morse gauge,
and § be the constant (determined solely by M and Q1) from Proposition 3.27. Then
any M-Morse geodesic in § is 249-contracting.

Proof of Proposition 3.27. Fix a Morse gauge M, and suppose for a contradiction
that there is an infinite sequence of M-Morse geodesics {¢,} in X so that ¢, fails
to be projectively n-slim. Then for each n there is a projective triangle [ay,,b,] U
[br, cn] U [cn, ay] in Q with [b,, ¢,] C £, which is not n-slim. By Remark 3.2, this
implies that there is a point w, € [b,,c,] such that

do(un, [an, bn] U [an, cn]) > n.

As Q is divisible, there exists a discrete subgroup I' C Aut(Q2) and a compact set
D C Q such that T'- D = Q. Then, we can find ~, in I" such that ~,u, € D. Up to
passing to a subsequence, we can assume that the points v, an, Ynbn, YnCns Yntn, Ynln
converge to a, b, ¢, u, £ in Q respectively. By construction u € D. Since u,, € £,, this
implies that w € ¢ and hence ¢ is a bi-infinite projective geodesic in 2. Moreover,
[a,b] U [a, c] C 0N, because

lim inf do(u, [an, b] U [an, cu]) > (unng inf do(un, [an, bu] U [an, cn])> ~ Tim dof(u, u,)

= Q.

Then ¢ = (a,b) and the points a, b, ¢ lie in the boundary of a half triangle in Q.
Now, as ¢, is a sequence of M-Morse geodesics converging uniformly to a geodesic

¢ on compact sets, it follows from [Corl7, Lemma 2.10] that ¢ is M-Morse. But

then this contradicts Lemma 3.13. (]
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3.12. Morseness, C'!' points, and extreme points. We record a few more con-
sequences of Proposition 3.10. These results will be relevant later in the paper,
when we consider the behavior of Morse geodesics as subsets of the automorphism
group Aut(Q) C PGL(V).

Proposition 3.29. Suppose that y € 0Qy is M-Morse and (y,Q1) is forward
conically related to (x,92). Then x is an extreme point and a C* point in 0.

Proof. Follows immediately from Lemma 3.21 and Corollary 3.24. (]

Below, we provide a partial converse to Proposition 3.29. Recall that C(V)
denotes the space of properly convex domains in P(V).

Definition 3.30. Let Q be a convex projective domain in P(V). We let ()
denote the closure of the PGL(V)-orbit of € in C(V').

Recall the notion of domains with exposed boundary from Definition 2.2.

Proposition 3.31. Suppose 1 is a properly convex domain such that every ) €
O (1) has exposed boundary. Let y € Q1 be such that: if (y,Q1) is forward
conically related to (x,9Q2), then x is a C* extreme point in Q. Then y is M-
Morse for some Morse gauge M.

Proof. Fix a point y € 0€); satisfying the two assumptions above, and suppose that
y is not a Morse point in 0€2;. We will show that if this holds, there is a domain
Q € 0(9Q1) which does not have exposed boundary.

The implication (SC) = (M) in Proposition 3.10 means that y is forward
conically related to a point yo € 925, lying in the closure of a nontrivial segment s
in 9Qs. By definition Qs lies in &(€2;). By our assumptions, y, must be an extreme
point in 999, so yo lies in the boundary of s. Any hyperplane supporting 25 at a
point in the relative interior of s must also contain y,. But our assumptions also
imply that g, is a C'! point in 0y, i.e. there is a unique supporting hyperplane H
of Q5 at yo. Then H must contain all of s and therefore y, cannot be an exposed
point. Thus Q5 cannot have exposed boundary. O

When Q is a divisible domain in P(V'), the PGL(V')-orbit of Q in C(V') is closed,
as a direct consequence of Theorem 2.9. So in this case every domain in &(Q)
has exposed boundary if and only if 2 has exposed boundary, and we can combine
Proposition 3.29 and Proposition 3.31 to obtain the following;:

Corollary 3.32. Let Q) be a convexr divisible domain with exposed boundary, and
let y € ). Then the following are equivalent:
(1) For some (any) x € Q, the projective geodesic [x,y) is M-Morse for some
Morse gauge M.
(2) If y is forward conically related to z € O, then z is a C1 extreme point in
0.

3.13. Morse local-to-global. Using the above results, one may also prove The-
orem 1.18, showing that convex divisible domains satisfy a Morse local-to-global
property defined by Russell-Spriano-Tran.

Definition 3.33. Let X be a metric space, fix constants K > 1, L, A > 0, and
let M be a Morse gauge. We say that a path ¢ : [a,b] = X is a (L; M; K, A)-local
Morse quasi-geodesic if for every [t1,t2] C [a,b] with |[t2 —t1| < L, the restriction
of ¢ to [t1,ts] is an M-Morse (K, A)-quasi-geodesic.
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Definition 3.34. A metric space X has the Morse local-to-global property if, for
every Morse gauge M and every K > 1, A > 0, there exist constants K’ > 1, L, A’ >
0 and a Morse gauge M’ (depending only on K, A, M) so that every (L; M; K, A)-
local Morse quasi-geodesic is an M’-Morse (K', A’)-quasigeodesic.

Note that even if X is a metric space containing no Morse geodesic rays, it
is still possible for X to satisfy the Morse local-to-global property. In [RST22],
Russell-Spriano-Tran also proved that any CAT(0) space X satisfies the Morse
local-to-global property. It turns out that their proof applies essentially verbatim
to divisible Hilbert geometries, as applications of the CAT(0) condition in the proof
are limited to:

(a) the maximum principle for geodesics in X,
(b) continuity of the nearest-point projection map to geodesics in X, and
(¢) uniform equivalence between Morse geodesics and contracting geodesics.

One can thus follow their proof, employing:

(1) Lemma 2.5 in place of (a),
(2) Lemma 2.6 in place of (b), and
(3) Proposition 3.4 and Corollary 3.28 in place of (c)

to prove Theorem 1.18. We refer the reader to [RST22, Section 4.2] rather than
reproducing the entire proof here. O

4. ESTIMATING SINGULAR VALUES USING CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMETRY

In this section, we will estimate singular values using projective geometry. Specif-
ically, if {gn} is a sequence in PGL(d, R) that “almost” preserves a properly convex
domain, then we obtain asymptotic estimates for various singular values of {g,}.
We will use these estimates in the next section to study the singular values of
sequences that track Morse geodesic rays.

4.1. Singular value gap estimates when a domain is preserved. We first
record some known estimates on singular values of automorphisms of 2. The first
estimate relates Hilbert distances to the p; 4 singular value gap.

Proposition 4.1 ([DGK17, Proposition 10.1]). Let 2 be a properly convex domain

n ]P’(Rd). For any basepoint xo € (Q, there exists a constant D so that for any
v € Aut(92), we have

1
w1,a(y) — 3 do(zo,ywo)| < D.

Moreover, the constant D can be chosen to vary continuously as (xo,€)) varies in
the space of pointed properly convexr domains.

To obtain estimates for other singular value gaps, we can consider the faces in
the boundary of a properly convex domain 2. Let F' be a k-dimensional face of
Q, fix a basepoint zg € €, and let {v,} be a sequence in Aut(f2) so that v,z
accumulates on F'. Lemma 2.10 tells us that, if B(xg,r) is any open ball about xg
(with respect to dg), then ~,B(xg,r) also accumulates on the k-dimensional face
F. This can be used to see that the sequence has a singular value gap at some
index j with j < k. Precisely, we have the following.

Proposition 4.2 (See e.g. [1Z21, Proposition 5.6]). Suppose {y,} is a sequence in
Aut(), zo € Q, and ypzo — x € 00. If dim(Fq(x)) =k, then u1 g+2(vn) — 0.
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Proof. The proof of [IZ21, Proposition 5.6] immediately implies this (although the
result is stated differently in that paper). In the notation of [IZ21], suppose vy, — T
in P(End(R%)). Then T is a projective linear map with dim(Im(7)) = ¢ where
q = max{i : liminf,, oo pt1,:(yn) < 0o} and Im(T") C Span Fo(z). Thus ¢ < k+1
where k := dim Fq(z). Hence p1 g+2(vn) > pi1,q+1(yn) — o0. ]

In the above proposition, {v,} does not need to track the projective geodesic
[zo, ). But if the sequence {,} does actually track the projective geodesic ray
[0, ), then we get a stronger statement. In this case, it is possible to show that the
balls 7, B(xg,r) limit onto a relatively open subset of Fq(x), which in turn implies
that the sequence ~, does not have singular value gaps at an index less than k.
Using this idea, one proves the following:

Proposition 4.3 (See e.g. [I1Z21, Proposition 5.7]). Let Q be a properly convex
domain, let ¢ : [0,00) — Q be a projective geodesic ray, and let {vy,} track c. The
following are equivalent:
(1) The endpoint c(+00) € I lies in a k-dimensional face in ON).
(2) There exists some constant D > 0 such that pg11 g+2(Vn) tends to infinity
as n — 00, and for any 1 < £ <k, we have g o11(vn) < D.

4.2. Singular value estimates when a domain is almost preserved. The
remaining estimates in this section are somewhat more technical. This is partly
because we no longer restrict our attention to automorphisms of a fixed convex
projective domain 2. Rather, we consider projective transformations that “almost
preserve” a domain. This idea is closely tied to the notion of conically related points
from the previous section.

It will be useful to introduce the following definitions.

Definition 4.4. Suppose V is a real vector space. Recall that C(V) denotes the
space of properly convex domains in P(V).

Let ¢ C V be a projective line segment with endpoints x4, and let H be a
projective subspace in P(V') with codimension 2. We let

C(V;¢,H)
denote the set of domains 2 C P(V') such that ¢ is properly embedded in €2, and the

projective hyperplanes P(x, @® H ) and P(x_ @ H) are both supporting hyperplanes
of . This set is equipped with the subspace topology from C(V).

The lemma below is one of the main technical estimates in this section.

Lemma 4.5. Fix a projective line segment ¢ = (x4,2_) and a codimension-two
projective subspace H C IP’(Rd). Let KC1, Ko be two compact subsets of C(Rd;é, H).
There exists a constant C' (depending only on K1,K2) so that if ¢ € GL(d,R)
preserves the decomposition x4 & H ®a_ , with gl || > lgla_]], and g K1 Ny # 0,
then:

(1) Nlog||gla. || — 1a(9)| < C,
(2) |log||gle_ || — nale)| < C,
(3) log |9l 5| — n2(9)| < C,
(4) [logm(g|z) — pa-1(9)| < C.

Proof. Let W = H. Because of Lemma 2.19 and Lemma 2.15, we may assume that
the decomposition 1 ®@W @z _ is orthogonal. In this situation, whenever g satisfies
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the hypotheses of the lemma, we can find indices 1 <i < j < d so ||g|., || = 0i(g)
and ||gle_|| = o;(g). We first claim that:

Claim 4.5.1. It suffices to prove only part (1).

Proof of Claim. Suppose we have part (1). Part (2) follows immediately by apply-
ing part (1) to g~! (and interchanging the roles of K1, K2). So we only need to see
that parts (1) and (2) together imply parts (3) and (4). Parts (1) and (2) imply that
0 < p1(g) —pi(g) < Cand 0 < pj(g) —palg) < C, giving us |p1,a(g) — pij(g)| < C’
where C’ := 2C. Then Lemma 2.17 implies that

4 <.
(4) max{lril}?iciu1,k(9)7jgll?§dﬂk,d(g)} <

Let i’ and j' be the minimum and the maximum, respectively, of the set ({1,...,d}—
{4,7}). Since 1 & W @& z_ is an orthogonal decomposition,

lglw |l = o1(glw) = oi(g9) and m(glw) = ga—2(glw) = o;(9)-
We consider several cases depending on the value of ¢’. If i’ = 2, then part (3) is

immediate. On the other hand, if ¢ = 1, then the definition of 7’ implies that ¢ > 2.
Then (4) implies that

|pir(9) — p2(9)] = p2(g) < ¢

which again implies part (3). So we are left with the case that i’ > 2. Note that
this occurs precisely when ¢ = 1 and j = 2. But in that case, (4) implies that

i (9) = p2(9)] = pj(9) < ¢
which again implies part (3). Thus we have shown that part (1) implies part (3).
Finally, since m(g|w) = ||(glw) ||, we can apply part (3) to (g|lw)~" to prove

part (4). This finishes the proof of the claim that it suffices to prove only part
(1). O

We now proceed with the proof of part (1). Suppose, on the contrary, that part
(1) fails. Then there is a sequence {g,} in GL(d,R) satisfying the hypotheses of
the lemma, but with

Ul(gn)
(5) _
oi(gn)
as n — oo. Here, i is an index such that ||gn|s, || = oi(gn) for every n (after

passing to a subsequence, we can ensure that the same fixed index i works for each
gn)- Up to passing to a further subsequence, we may also assume that there exists
je{i+1,...,d} such that Hgn|h H = 0(gn). Note that in particular, (5) implies
that ¢ > 1.

We can fix an orthonormal basis for W, and extend it to an orthonormal basis
for R? by adding unit vectors spanning x,z_. With respect to this basis, g, is
block-diagonal, of the form

oi(gn)
gn|W
oi(gn)
The restriction g,|w has a Cartan decomposition k,anl,, where a, is a diagonal
matrix with respect to our chosen basis on W, and k,, l,, lie in the group O(W) of
orthogonal transformations of W.
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Observe that, if we pre-compose or post-compose g,, with any orthogonal matrix
of R? fixing ¢ = (z4,2_) pointwise and preserving W, the values of 1;(gy ), ||gn|ggi H,
llgn|w I, and m(g,|w) do not change. So, after replacing g, with the sequence

1 op} (gn) 1
k! gnlw e
1 gy (9n) 1
and replacing the sets K1, Ko with the sets
1 1
ow) K1, o) Ka,
1 1
we can assume that each g, is a diagonal matrix with respect to a fixed orthonormal
basis ey, ..., eq, compatible with the orthogonal decomposition RY = T OWha_.
In particular, we order our basis so that z; = [e;] and z_ = [e;] and gnper =

ok (gn)ex for each 1 <k <d.
Now fix a point v € R? so that [v] € £. We may write v = ae; + be; for a,b both
nonzero. Fix any ¢ # 0. Then, using (5) (and the fact that ¢ < j), we have

oilga) . 5(0n)
10 T o1 (0m)

#gn(tel +v)=te; +a
o1(gn)
Thus g, [v + te1] — [e1] for any ¢ # 0.
Now, choose domains €2,, € K1 so that g,, € Ks. By compactness of Ko, we can
pass to a subsequence and assume that g,2, converges to a domain . Since K
is a compact subset of C(Rd; ¢, H), there is some € > 0 so that for each 2 € K1, the
Hilbert distance in § between [v +te;] and [v] is uniformly bounded for ¢ € (—¢,€).
Our assumption (5) means that {g,} is divergent when viewed as a sequence of
projective transformations, so Theorem 2.9 implies that [g,v] only accumulates on
00uo. Since [v] lies in the g,-invariant subspace ¢ and Hgn|m+ H > Hgn|h , the only
possibility is that [g,v] converges to x .
Since lim,— o0 gn[v + ter] = [e1] for any ¢ # 0, it follows from Lemma 2.10 that
[e1] € Fa_ (z4). Moreover, by the same lemma, for any t € (—¢,e) — {0}, we have

€e; — tey.

dFQoo (w+)(x+v [61]) < lgggf dgnQn (gn [U], 9n [’U + tel])
= dgq, ([v], [v + ted]).

As Q,, lies in a compact set Ky, the Hilbert distances dq, ([v], [v + te1]) tend to
0 uniformly in n as ¢ — 0. This means that in fact dp, (., )(z+,[e1]) = 0, ie.
x4 = [e1]. But this is a contradiction since we have also arranged z; = [e;] for
i#1,and {ey,...,eq} is a basis for R%. O

4.3. Application to automorphisms of properly convex domains. We now
apply the previous lemma to establish estimates on singular values of projective
transformations which actually (instead of “approximately”) preserve a convex do-
main. First we introduce some more notation.

Definition 4.6. Let Q be a properly convex domain in P(Rd).

e We let G(2) denote the space of all projective bi-infinite geodesics in €,
with unit-speed (in dg) parameterization. Let c¢(+oo) € 9Q denote the
ideal endpoints of any ¢ € G(Q).
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e We let T(Q2) denote the set of triples (¢, Hy, H_), such that ¢ € G(Q2) and
H are supporting hyperplanes of 2 at ¢(d00).

e For any compact subset K C Q, we let G (€2) denote the set of geodesics
¢ € G(2) such that ¢(0) € K. Similarly, we use Tk (Q2) to denote the set

Te(Q):={(c, Hy,H_) € T(Q) : c€ G (D)}

If 2 does not have C'! boundary, then the projection map 7(Q) — G(f) is not a
homeomorphism. However, this map is always proper, due to the compactness of
the set of supporting hyperplanes at any point in 9§2. The map G(Q2) — Q given
by ¢ — ¢(0) is also proper, as the space of projective geodesics passing through a
given basepoint in ) is also compact.

If we fix an element (¢, Hy,H_) € T(Q), we know that H, cannot contain
¢(—00), since otherwise H; would also contain ¢(0) and would not be a supporting
hyperplane of Q. Similarly H_ cannot contain ¢(+00). So, we have a direct sum
decomposition

R% = ¢(+00) ® (Hy NH_) @ ¢(—o0).

For triples lying in some Tk (£2), this decomposition is actually uniformly trans-

verse in the following sense:

Lemma 4.7. For any compact set K C (Q, there exists some €9 > 0 such that for
any (¢, Hy, H_) € T (), we have

min {Z(C(-}—OO), H+ N H*)a Z(C(—OO)7 H+ N H*)v Z(C(+OO)7 C(_OO))} > €0-
Proof. The map T(2) — R given by
(Ca H+7 H—) > min {Z(C(+OO), H+ n H—)v Z(C(*OO), H+ n H—)7 4(6(4»00)’ C(*OO))}

is continuous and positive on T(€2). The set Tx () is compact since it is precisely
the preimage of K under the proper map 7{2) — Q. So the result is immediate. O

Using this observation, we can apply Lemma 4.5 to obtain the following estimate
on singular values for automorphisms of a convex projective domain. In this lemma,
and throughout the paper, if g is an element of GL(d, R), and W C R? is a subspace
(not necessarily g-invariant), then the restriction g|y is interpreted as a map W —
R?; since both W and R? are normed spaces, both ||g|w|| and m(g|y) make sense.

Proposition 4.8. Let ) be a properly convex domain and K C € be compact.
Then there exists D > 0 (depending only on K,Q) satisfying the following: if
(e, Hy,H ) € T (Q), and v € Aut(Q) satisfies v 1c(t) N K # & for some t > 0,
then:

(1) log |7 e(-oo) || = 1 (v™H)| < D,

(2) ‘10g H'7_1|C(+00)H - Md('}/_l) <D,

(3) [tog||y ||~ 21| < P,

(4) Jlogm(y~|7,) = pa-r(v"1)| < D, where Ho = Hy 1 H-.

Remark 4.9. We have slightly abused notation in the statement of this proposition,
since elements in Aut(§2) are projective transformations and so the quantities p; (),
etc. are not well-defined. So, strictly speaking, the inequalities above apply to lifts
5 € GL(d,R) of v, but the validity of the inequalities is independent of the choice
of lift.
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Proof. This proof is mainly an application of Lemma 4.5. We first fix, once and for
all, a decomposition RY = 2, & H ®x_ where 24 € ]P’(]Rd) and H is a codimension-2
projective subspace. Let £ be a projective line segment in ]P’(R ) joining x4 and
z_, i.e. £is one of the two connected components of spanp{z,x_} — {z4,z_}.

Novv we need to modify v ! so that it preserves the decomposition RY = Ty GH®
x_. Applying Lemma 2.19 and Lemma 4.7 above, we see that there exists a compact
set Q@ C GL(d,R) (depending only on K) so that for any (¢, Hy, H_) € Tk (), with
Hy=H;NH_, we can find some k = k(c H,, H_) € Q taking the decomposition
R? = ¢(400) & Hy & ¢(—00) to z_ & H & . Moreover, we can also assume that
this k takes the image of ¢ to the projective line segment ¢. Indeed, ¢ is one of
the two connected components of spanp{zy,z_} — {xs,x_}. Thus, if necessary,
we can compose all of the elements in () with a fixed involution interchanging the
connected components of spanp{x,,z_} — {z4,z_} and ensure that k takes ¢(R)
to £.

Possibly after replacing @ with the closure of the set

Q ={k(c,H ,H ): (¢, Hy,H ) € Tx(Q)},

we may assume that for every ¢ € @Q, the projective segment ¢~ !¢ is properly
embedded in €2, and ¢~ ' H is disjoint from €. This means that the set ¢/ N ¢ has
bounded diameter with respect to the Hilbert metric dy on ¢, and that the set

K:={¢2:qe€ Q}

is a compact subset of C (Rd; ¢, H). Further, since @) is compact, the diameter (with
respect to the Hilbert metric dg) of the set (U geolNagK )) is also bounded. Let

L be an upper bound for the diameter of this set.

Now fix some (¢, Hy, H_) € Tx(2), and assume that v~ 1c(t) € K for v € Aut(Q)
and t > 0. As Aut(Q) acts properly on €2, if t+ < L then y~! belongs to a fixed
compact subset of Aut(€2) depending only on L, and we may choose D sufficiently
large so that each of the inequalities in the statement of the proposition holds for
every -y in this set. So, we may assume from now on that ¢ > L. Fix a lift of v in
GL(d,R); abusing notation we also denote this lift by 7 (see Remark 4.9).

We let ¢’ be the translated and reparameterized geodesic s + v lc(s +t), so
that ¢’ € G (), and

(v *Hy, v T H_) € T (Q).

By our construction of @, we can choose k, k' € @ so that k takes the decomposition

c(o0 )EBHOEBC( 00) to z_ & H @z, and similarly for &', ¢ and v~ H.. Then, the
group element g € GL(d,R) defined by g = k’y~1k~! preserves the decomposition
Ty D H @ z_ and the projective line ¢, which verifies one of the hypotheses of
Lemma 4.5. Moreover, recalling that £ = {kQ : & € Q} is a compact subset of
C(R% ¢, H), we see that g K contains &'y 'k~1kQ) = k'Q € K, hence g KN K # 0.
This verifies another hypothesis of Lemma 4.5, when we take K1 = Ko = K.

Finally, we need to verify that |[g, || > |[g._|[, by considering the action of
g on the projective line segment ¢. Let xy = kc(0). Observe that the 4-tuple
[c(—0), ¢(0), c(t), c(+00)] is arranged on the image of ¢ in this order. Applying
kv~ to ¢, we then observe that the points

[klc(ioo)a k/’yilc(o)v k/fyilc(t)a klc(+oo)] = [(E+, gZo, k/"yilc(t)v x—}
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lie on the projective segment ¢ in this order. Moreover, since vy 1c(t) € K, and
¢(0) € K, we know from the definition of L that d¢(k'y~tc(t), z¢) < L (with respect
to the Hilbert metric d, on ¢). Since dy(k'y~1c(0),k'y"te(t)) = t > L, it follows
that the 4-tuple of points

(@, Ky e(0), ke(0), o] = [+, gao, a0, -]

are also arranged in this order on ¢. Since g fixes the endpoints of ¢, the eigenvalue
of g on z must be larger than the eigenvalue of g on z_, or equivalently, ||g|m+ H >
Il ||

We have now verified that we can apply Lemma 4.5 to g. Then log(Hg\ac+ H) is
within bounded additive error C' of u1(g), where the constant C' depends only on
K and Q. However, since gk = k'y~! for k, k' in the fixed compact set @, and
ke(—o0) = 2, we can apply Lemma 2.15 to get the first desired estimate for y~1.
The other estimates follow similarly. (Il

4.4. A “straightness” lemma. The estimate given by Proposition 4.1 implies
that, if 7, is a sequence tracking a projective geodesic in a convex projective domain
(1, then the gap p1 4(7y) increases roughly linearly in n. The same linear estimate
need not hold for other singular value gaps. In fact, [BPS19] proves that uniform
linear growth in n imposes a strong restriction. Suppose I' divides 2 and there is an
index j such that f1; j+1(7n) grows uniformly linearly in n for all tracking sequences
{¥n}. Then T must be a hyperbolic group [BPS19]. Thus, in the non-hyperbolic
setting, there is no way to obtain such a sharp estimate. However, for a sequence
{n} tracking a Morse geodesic, we can prove a “coarse monotonicity” property for
#1,2(vn) and pg—1,4(7n). Our main tool is the following “straightness” lemma.

Lemma 4.10. Suppose § is a properly convex domain and K C Q is a compact
set. Then there exists a constant D > 0 satisfying the following: if ¢ € G () and
{7V} is a sequence in Aut(2) such that v, 'c(n) € K for all n € N, then for any
n,m € N, we have

fiie1 (V) + tisie1 (Y nam) < tisis1 (Yngm) + D,
where i € {1,d — 1}.

Remark 4.11. Results of a similar flavor were also obtained by Canary-Zhang-
Zimmer [CZZ22] in their work on transverse subgroups; see Section 6 in [CZZ22],
especially Lemma 6.4. A crucial difference in our context is that we impose no
assumption on the regularity properties of the sequence {7, } in Aut(€2). In partic-
ular, the sequence {7, } does not need to lie in a uniformly 1-regular subgroup of
Aut(Q), which is a condition required by the results in [CZZ22].

Proof. Throughout the proof, we implicitly identify each ~,, in the sequence with
a chosen lift in GL(d,R). As in the proof of Proposition 4.8, we start by fixing a
direct sum decomposition RY = xy W @ xz_, a projective line ¢ joining x4, and
a compact subset @ C GL(d,R) so that for any (¢, Hy, H_) € Tk (), we can find

some k € @ taking ¢(+00) @ (ﬁj_ N ﬁ:) @ c(—o0) to x_ @ W @ x4 and the image
of ¢ to . We also fix a constant L > 0 as in the proof of the same proposition, so
that the diameter (in the Hilbert metric dy on £) of the set

U (engK)

q€Q



MORSE PROPERTIES IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMERTY 39

is bounded by L.

Next, observe that, if D > 0 is chosen large enough (depending on L), then the
desired inequality holds whenever n < L. This follows from Lemma 2.15 and the
fact that Aut(2) acts properly on Q: if n < L, then since dg(c(n), K) < n and
v te(n) € K, the automorphism 1, lies in compact subset of Aut(Q2) depending
only on L, and both quantities ;41 (vn) and |1 (Y " Yntm) — Hisit1(Ynsm)| are
uniformly bounded by Lemma 2.15.

Similarly, since do(v;, te(n+m), K) < m and v, } ., - Yn te(n+m) € K for any
m, we may also choose D so that the desired inequality holds whenever m < L. So,
for the rest of the proof, we may assume that both n > L and m > L.

For each j € N, since 7]»_10 passes through K, we can choose k; € ) taking the
decomposition

7y te(+oo) @y H(Hy N H-) © 75 te(—o0)
tox_ ®W ®xy. Here, we assume that 79 = id. Then, defining g; := k;jvjflkofl, we
observe that g; preserves the decomposition x_ ® W @ z,. Moreover, by Proposi-
tion 4.8 and Lemma 2.15, there is a uniform constant C so that for given n > 1,
we have

(6) |Md71,d(’yrjl) - (IOg m(gn|W) - IOg ||gn|c(+oo)H)} < 2Ca and
(7) 11,205 ) = ([|9nle(-o0) || = logllgnlw )| < 2
Next, for given n,m € N, we consider the group element
Tn,m = gn+mg;1~
By (6) we know
p,2(m) = p2(Mnm) = pa—1,a(v ") = pa—1.a(Vorim)

m(.gnlW)
m(gn+m|w)

Hgn—o—m‘r_H
lgnlz |

Since gntm = Tn,m0n, the inequality m(gh) > m(g)m(h) implies that the first term
above is at most log And, since x_ is a one-dimensional eigenspace of

< log + log +4C.

m(Tn,mrl‘/V) '

both g, and g,+m, the second term is equal to log ||Tn,m|$_ || Thus

[Tl |

We wish to apply Lemma 4.5 to the element T, ,,, so we let £ = {kQ : k € Q}.
Then, since

(8) p1,2(Yn) — t1,2(Yntm) < log +4C.

9) Tom = gn-i-mg;l = kn+m7;-f1-m7nk;17
we have

TomknQ =knimQ e K
and therefore T}, ., CNK # @. We also need to verify the other hypothesis of
Lemma 4.5, and show that ‘ Tomla, H > HTn,m|JL H For this, we again argue as in
the proof of Proposition 4.8, and consider the 4-tuple of points

[¢(=00), ¢(n), ¢(n +m), c(+00)]
arranged in this order on the image of ¢. Then the 4-tuple

(10) knyn !+ [e(=00), c(n), c(n +m), e(+00)]
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is arranged in the corresponding order on the projective segment ¢. We let yq :=
ko, te(n) and yp, == kn7,, te(n 4+ m). Then the 4-tuple in (10) is the same as
[I-‘ra Yos Ym I_].

Since T, ,,, fixes the endpoints x+ of ¢ and preserves ¢, the points

['r-‘rv Tn,meO; Tn,myma .13_}
are also arranged in this order on ¢. Further, since yo € QK N¥, and T}, nYm =
EntmYmimc(n +m) € QK N, we have de(Ty m¥Ym, yo) < L. But
de(Yo, Yym) = de(c(n),c(n +m)) =m > L.
So, T mym must lie in the open projective segment (x4, ¥ym) C £. Thus it follows
that the points
[T+, Tn,mY0s Yo, T—]

are arranged on £ in that order which implies that HTn,m|I+ H > |‘Tn7m|3L H

We may therefore apply estimate (2) and estimate (4) from Lemma 4.5 to T, .
This tells us that there is a uniform constant C’ > 0 so that

|Tomle_|

1 < Tnm - — Tnm 2 [ T*l 2 /'
8 Ty < PaTrm) = baor (Tom) +207 = —pao(T ) +2C

Putting this together with (8) and (9), we obtain

ﬂ1,2(’7n) - U1,2(77L+m) < _Hl,Q(k7L7;17n+mk;-l-m) +4C +2C".

Then an application of Lemma 2.15 proves that the desired inequality holds when
i =1.
The case where ¢ = d — 1 is similar; we apply (7) in place of (6) to see that

td—1,d(Yn) — Hd—1,d(Vn+m) < log T
1T, mlw |l

Then we use the other estimates from Lemma 4.5 to see that

T’I’L m|x
log u < —pra—1,a(T, }) +2C,
(T | w '
and apply Lemma 2.15 again to complete the proof. O

5. SINGULAR VALUES OF MORSE GEODESICS IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMETRY

In this section, we combine results from Sections 3 and 4 to study the behavior
of singular value gaps of sequences that track Morse projective geodesic rays. The
main aim of the section is to prove Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 1.8.

5.1. Morse geodesics are strongly uniformly regular. We first address The-
orem 1.6. We start with the following lemma, which we will strengthen later.

Lemma 5.1. Let M be a Morse gauge, let C' > 0, and let xg € Q. There exists
k= k(M,C,zo) > 0 such that, for any v € Aut(Q), if do(zo, vzo) > k and [zo, Yo
is M-Morse, then py2(y) > C.
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Proof. Fix M, C, xy. Suppose for a contradiction that there exists a sequence {~y,}
in Aut(Q2) such that do(xo, ynzo) > n and [zg, ynzo] M-Morse, but w1 2(v,) < C.
After passing to a subsequence, we can assume that v,zg converges to z € 9f).
Then [zg, Vnxo] = |20, ) uniformly on compact subsets of 2. As each [zq, v,xo] is
M-Morse, so is [z, x).

By Corollary 3.24, z is a C! extreme point in 052, so dim Fo(x) = 0. Then
Proposition 4.2 implies that py 2(y,) — oo. This contradicts the assumption that
pa2(n) < C. U

For the next result, we slightly refine the notion of tracking sequences from
Definition 1.2. If ¢ : [0, L] — Q is a projective geodesic segment of length L > 0,
then we will say that a finite sequence {7, } in Aut(Q) R-tracks cif do(ynzo,c(n)) <
R for all n € NN[0, L].

Remark 5.2. If {v,} R-tracks ¢ (a geodesic ray or segment), then there exists a
constant D’ depending on z such that

_ k
p1,a(; k) 2R+ D'+ 5

This is immediate from Proposition 4.1 and the definition of a tracking sequence.

Proposition 5.3. Fiz a Morse gauge M, a positive real number R, and z¢ € .
There exist constants A, B > 0 (depending on M, xo, and R), such that: if v €
Aut(Q2) for which [xg,vxo] is M-Morse, da(xo,yzo) > B, and there is a finite
sequence {n,} in Aut(Q) that R-tracks [xo,vxo], then

p1,2(7) and pd—1,a(7) -
MLd('Y) M1,d(7)

Proof. Tt suffices to only prove the first inequality. The second inequality follows
from the first after replacing v with v, since 1 2(7) = pa—1.4(y~1) and [xg, y0]
is M-Morse if and only if [zg, v '] is M-Morse.

Fix v € Aut(Q2) such that [zg,yzo] is M-Morse, and let L := [dqo(xo,vz0)]. We
also suppose that there is a sequence {1, }L_; that R-tracks [z, yzo]. Observe that
for any n,m, the geodesic segment [1,xo, Nmxo] is M’'-Morse for a Morse gauge M’
depending only on M and R.

Now we apply Lemma 4.10, taking the compact set K in the lemma to be Br(xo).
Let D be the constant in Lemma 4.10. Then for all n,n+m € {1,..., L},

(11) p12(mn) + 11,200 ) < g2 () + D-
By Lemma 5.1, there exists a constant & > 0 so that for every n=1,...,L,

p11,2(1y " Mngk) > 3D.

Fixanyn € {k,k+1,...,L}. Let j € {1,..., | L/k]} be such that kj <n < kj+k.
Then,

p1,2(n) = p2(0; ) + p1,2(0kg) — D > g2 (mey) — D

But the inequality (11) further implies that

p1,2(kg) = =D + 12 (rj—k) + 1.2 (s 705 )-



42 MORSE PROPERTIES IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMERTY

We can then conclude (by inducting on j, and assuming 7y = id) that for all j, we

have
j—1

p,2(nkj) > —jD + Zm,z(??;ilnkwrk).
i=0
By our choice of k this implies
pi2(nej) > —jD + j(3D) > 2Dj.
Thus
t1,2(nn) > pr2(nk) — D > 2jD — D > jD.

On the other hand, Remark 5.2 implies that jy 4(n,) < D'+ 5. Set A :=

D
PIECESTRE Then
T S L L Y S )
H1d n+2D" T k(1+2D") n kj+k
The result then follows with A := W and B := k. O

Now we can prove the proposition below, which is a restatement of Theorem 1.6
from the introduction.

Proposition 5.4. Let ¢ be a projective geodesic in a properly convex domain 2,
and let {y,} be a sequence which R-tracks ¢ with respect to a basepoint xo € Q. If
¢ is M-Morse, then there are constants C, N > 0 (depending only on M, xq, R) so
that, for allm > 1 and m > N, we have

—1 1
ul,z(%ilfmm) - O and ud—l,d(’zri Yrtm) . c
p1,a(Yn Yntm) p1,a(Yn Yntm)

Proof. Fix an M-Morse geodesic ¢ and a tracking sequence {, } as in the statement.
Since {~,} R-tracks c, there is some Morse gauge M’ (depending only on M and R)
so that for any n,m, the projective geodesic segment [V, Zo, Yn+mZo] is M’-Morse,
hence so is the projective geodesic [zg, 7, 1 VntmTo]. So then Proposition 5.3 implies
that there are positive constants C, N depending only on M’ so that if m > N,
then :u1,2(7;17n+m)//11,d(’77:17n+m) > 07 as reqUired‘ 0

5.2. The partial converse. The examples below show that the full converse to
Theorem 1.6 does not always hold.

Example 5.5. Identify the hyperbolic plane H? with its projective model in IP(]R?’),
so that PO(2,1) C PSL(3,R) acts by isometries. Let £ be a geodesic in H?. The
two tangent lines to H? at the endpoints of ¢ meet in unique dual point £* to ¢; this
point is the orthogonal complement to ¢, with respect to the Minkowski bilinear
form defining this model of H?Z.

Let Q be the convex hull of H? and ¢*, let 29 € ¢, and let h be a loxodromic
element in PO(2,1) preserving ¢, with translation length 1. Then the sequence
{h™xo} lies along ¢, i.e. {h™} tracks a projective geodesic sub-ray of ¢. As a subset
of H?, the projective geodesic £ is Morse, since H? is hyperbolic; in particular by
Theorem 1.6 this means that the sequence {h™} is strongly uniformly k-regular for
k = 1,2. However, while ¢ is still a geodesic in the larger domain ), it cannot
be a Morse geodesic in this domain, as both of its endpoints lie in the closure of
nontrivial segments in 9 (see Corollary 3.25).
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There are two important points to observe in the previous example: first, {2 does
not have exposed boundary, and second, {h™ : n € Z} does not divide Q. In the
next example, we observe that problems can still occur even if we assume that the
domain {2 is divisible.

Example 5.6. Consider the projective 2-simplex A := {[z : y : 2| | z,y,z > 0}
in P(R?) and fix 29 := [1 : 1 : 1]. Let I' € PSL(3,R) be the projectivization of
the group of diagonal matrices whose entries are integer powers of 2. Then I is an
abelian subgroup dividing A. So if h € T' is the diagonal matrix h = diag(2,1,1/2),
then the mapping n — h"xg is a quasi-isometric embedding. The sequence {h"}
is also strongly uniformly k-regular for & = 1,2. However, the set of points {h™xz}
cannot be in a uniform neighborhood of a Morse geodesic, since A is quasi-isometric
to the 2-dimensional Euclidean space, which contains no Morse geodesics.

Note that, although the example above fails to be irreducible, one can find irre-
ducible divisible domains (indeed, irreducible rank-one domains) which contain an
embedded copy of this example; we work closely with such an example in Section 7
of this paper. So the precise converse to Theorem 1.6 can still fail even in the case
where the ambient domain €2 is divisible and rank one.

Despite the existence of the examples above, it is still possible to prove Theo-
rem 1.8 — a partial converse to Theorem 1.6. We recall the statement of this partial
converse.

Theorem 1.8 (Section 5). Let Q be a convex divisible domain with exposed bound-
ary and let ¢ be a projective geodesic ray in 2. Suppose {v,} R-tracks ¢ with respect
to xg € Q. If {vn} is strongly uniformly k-regular for k =1 and k = d — 1, then ¢
is M -Morse for some Morse gauge M.

Moreover, M can be chosen to depend only on xo, R, and the constants in the
definition of strong uniform k-regularity.

Remark 5.7.

(1) The sequence given in Example 5.5 tracks a projective geodesic, but the
domain {2 in this example both fails to have exposed boundary and also fails
to be divisible. We do not know if the “exposed boundary” assumption is
necessary in Theorem 1.8; there are no known examples of divisible domains
without exposed boundary.

(2) Theorem 1.8 tells us that the quasi-geodesic considered in Example 5.6
cannot track any projective geodesic, which can also be verified directly.

The main idea in the proof of Theorem 1.6 is to use the characterization of Morse
geodesics in divisible domains with exposed boundary given at the end of Section 3.
This allows us to prove a weaker version of the theorem, which does not provide
uniform control over the Morse gauge; then we use a compactness argument to
prove the full (uniform) result.

The non-uniform version of Theorem 1.8 is given by the proposition below.

Proposition 5.8. Let ) be a conver divisible domain with exposed boundary, let c
be a projective geodesic ray in 2, and let {v,} be a sequence which tracks c. If {v,}
is both strongly uniformly 1-reqular and strongly uniformly (d — 1)-regular, then c
is M -Morse.
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Proof. We will prove the contrapositive. We let ¢ : [0,00) — Q be a projective
geodesic which is not Morse, and let {7,} be a sequence tracking c¢. Extend ¢
(uniquely) to a bi-infinite projective geodesic ¢ : (—o0,00) — Q and let y = ¢(—00).

By Corollary 3.32, we know that z = ¢(+00) is either forward conically related to
a non-extreme point in 99, or else ¢(+00) is forward conically related to a non-C'*
point in 9. Since 7, tracks ¢, the properness part of the Bénzecri cocompactness
theorem tells us that we can use 7, to realize the conical relation: there is a
subsequence of 7, so that v, '(z,y) converges to a properly embedded projective
segment (Zoo, Yoo ) C £, 50 that 2. is either in the interior of a segment or a non-C'*
point. In this proof, we will consider the case where z,, lies in the interior of a
nontrivial segment; the case where 2z, is a non-C' point is nearly identical.

Now we begin the proof. Let L be a projective line spanned by a nontrivial
segment in Jf) containing z.,, and let P be the projective 2-plane spanned by
(Yoo, Z00) and L. Fix a basis {v1,vs,vs3} for P, so that spanp{vi,v2} = L and
[v3] = Yoo Then, for each m € N, let hyn be linear map on P defined (with respect
to the chosen basis) by

and let h,, be the corresponding projective transformation on P.

Claim 5.8.1. For infinitely many m € N, there exists g, € PGL(d,R) and n =
n(m) € N so that each pair (ng,gm'y;én)c(n(m) +m)) lies in a fized compact
subset of the space of pointed domains and gy|p = hm,.

Proof of Claim. Observe that as m — oo, the sequence of domains h,,(2 N P)
converges (after extraction) to some fixed properly convex domain in P. So, by
[Ben03, Lemma 2.8], we may extend each h,, to a linear map g,, € GL(d,R)
agreeing with h,, on 15, so that, as m — 0o, a subsequence of g,,§2 converges to a
properly convex domain Q. in P(R?), containing lim,,_, e hm (2N P) as a 2-sector
(see Definition 3.17).

Now, as n — oo, we know that (after extracting a subsequence) the sequence
v Le(n) converges to some point in the geodesic (Yoo, Zoo ). We may fix a unit-speed
parameterization ¢, : (—00,00) — 2 of this geodesic so that ¢ (00) = 2o, and
yte(n) = coo(0). Then, for any fixed m, v, Lc(n +m) — coo(m) as n — oo.

Fix an auxiliary metric dp on ]P’(Rd). Since GL(d,R) acts by homeomorphisms
on P(Rd), for each fixed m we may choose some ¢ so that if dp(u,v) < 4, then
dp(gmu, gmv) < 1/m. In particular, for each m we can find n(m) so that

(12) dp(gm’y;(lm)c(n(m) + M), gmCoo(m)) < 1/m.

However, by construction, we know that gm,ceo(m) = hmcoo(m) = cxo(0), as by,
acts by a translation of Hilbert distance m along (Yso, 200) in the direction of yu.
Moreover, ¢ (0) lies in the limit of the 2-sectors h,, (P N). Thus ¢ (0) lies in the
limiting domain Q. Then (12) implies that for m large enough, gm'y;(lm)c(n(m) +
m) lies in a fixed compact subset of the domain Qu, = lim,,— 00 gm 2. O

The last part of the previous claim tells us that the projective transformations
gm “approximate” the automorphisms ”Y;(lm)’Yn(m)—rm- To be precise, we have:
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Claim 5.8.2. There is a fized compact subset Q of PGL(d,R) so that, if g, and
n(m) are as in the previous claim, then gm’y;(lm)%(mHm €Q.

Proof of Claim. Since {v,} tracks ¢, z,, := 7;(177l)+7nc(n(m) + m) lies in a fixed

compact subset of Q for all m. By the previous claim, gm'yr,:(}m)’}/n(m)+m (Qxm) =
gm (9, ’y;(lm)c(n(m) +m)) lies in a compact subset of the space of pointed domains.

The claim is then immediate from the properness part of the Benzécri compactness
Theorem 2.9. U

Finally, we can show:
Claim 5.8.3. The sequence {v,} is not strongly uniformly (d — 1)-regular.

Proof of Claim. Since {~,} tracks ¢, Proposition 4.1 implies that the quantity
m,d(’y;(lm)fyn(m)_s_m) tends to infinity as m — oco. We will show that ,de—l,d(’}/;(lm)’)’n(m)-l,-m)
is bounded, independent of m. Owing to the previous claim and Lemma 2.15, it
suffices to show that fi4—1,4(gm) is bounded.

To prove this, fix supporting hyperplanes H,, H_ of Q at ¢(£00), and let Hy =
H, N H_. Using Lemma 4.7 and Lemma 2.19 (as in the proof of Proposition 4.8),
we can find a fixed compact set @ C PGL(d,R) and elements ¢,, ¢, € Q so that
any lift of ¢,gmq,, preserves the decomposition

c(400) ® HV(] @ ¢(—00).

Let G be a lift of g, agreeing with A, on P, and let G, q,, be lifts of ¢, ¢}, lying
in a fixed compact subset of GL(d,R). Then, Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 2.15 imply
that £14(gm ) is within uniformly bounded additive error of —2m. In addition, since
the e~2™-eigenspace of g, is at least 2-dimensional, it follows from the “minimax”
formula (1) for singular values that o4—1(gm) < e”*™ and therefore pg—1,a(gm) =
td—1,d(gm) is uniformly bounded. O

This finishes the proof of Proposition 5.8 in the first case, where z,, is not an
extreme point. In the other case (where z., is not a C'! point) we argue similarly,
but we instead pick our projective 2-plane P so that z., is not a C! point in
Q2N P. Then we pick a basis {v1,v2,v3} so that v1 spans z., and take Em to be
the sequence of matrices Em = diag(1,e?™, e*™). Arguing as in the other case, we

see that for a sequence of indices n(m), the gap /l1,2(’7n(1m)’)’n(m)+m) is uniformly
bounded, which implies that {v,} is not strongly uniformly 1-regular. (]

5.2.1. Proof of Theorem 1.8. We proceed by contradiction and suppose that there
is a sequence of projective geodesics {c,,} and tracking sequences {v, m }nen, S0
that
do(Yn,mTo, em(n)) < R,

and each {7, m}nen is both strongly uniformly 1-regular and strongly uniformly
(d—1)-regular (with uniform constants), but ¢,, eventually fails to be M-Morse for
any given Morse gauge M. Applying Proposition 3.4 and Proposition 3.6, it then
follows that ¢, eventually fails to be projectively d-slim, for any given § > 0. After
extracting a subsequence, we can then assume that each ¢, fails to be projectively
m-slim.

We now argue as in the proof of Lemma 3.26: for each m, let z.,,, Ym, zm €
be points such that ,,, y,, lie on the image of ¢,,, but [, ym] is not contained in
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the m-neighborhood Ny, ([€m, 2m] U [Ym, 2m]). Then let w,, be a point in [z, Y]
such that do(wm, [Tm, 2m]U[Ym, 2m]) > m. Choose some n,, so that v, ., satisfies
dQ(vgi’mwm, xo9) < R. After extracting a further subsequence, the geodesic rays
vgjumcm converge to a bi-infinite projective geodesic ¢, whose endpoints lie in the
boundary of a half-triangle. Then by Lemma 3.13, no sub-ray of ¢, is Morse.

For each m € N, define the geodesic sub-ray ¢, : [0,00) — Q of ¢, by ¢, (¢) :=
’y;nl“mcm(nm +1t). Note that the n,,-tail of the sequence {’y,;}“mvn,m}neN R-tracks
c;n with respect to xg. Moreover, as m — oo, c;n converges to Co, uniformly
on compact subsets of 2. Then, we can run a diagonalization argument along
the sequences {’Yﬁi,m’Yn,m}neN to produce a sequence {f,} in I that tracks cs.
Moreover, {f,} is also strongly uniformly 1-regular since the sequences {7V m }nen
are all strongly uniformly 1-regular with uniform regularity constants. Thus, by
Proposition 5.8, the corresponding sub-ray of ¢, is Morse, giving a contradiction.

O

6. REGULARITY AT BOUNDARY POINTS AND SINGULAR VALUE GAPS

Our goal in this section is to prove Theorem 1.12, which connects the linear
algebraic behavior of a tracking sequence in a properly convex domain €2 with the
regularity of the endpoint of this geodesic in 9).

6.1. Pointwise regularity in convex hypersurfaces. As we have alluded to
previously, the boundary of a properly convex domain is often nowhere C!, but
differentiable in a dense set. We therefore wish to have a notion of “C*-regularity”
which makes sense at a single point in a convex hypersurface. Morally, z is a C¢
point if the convex hypersurface € is majorized by the graph of y +— ||y||* near z.

Definition 6.1. Let € be a properly convex domain, z € 92, and o > 1. Fix an
Euclidean distance d on an affine chart that contains Q. We say that z is a C®
point if there is a neighborhood U of z and a constant C' > 0 so that: for any
supporting hyperplane H of Q at x and any y € U N 91,

(13) d(y, H) < Cd(y,z)~.

Remark 6.2. This notion of a C'* point is independent of the choice of the distance
d. Indeed, changing the affine chart or the distance is a bi-Lipschitz map in a
neighborhood of x and does not impact the definition. We observe further that if
the inequality (13) holds for some « > 1, 99 has a unique supporting hyperplane
at z, i.e. z is a C! point.

One can alternatively define C“ points in 02 in the following equivalent way.
Suppose that in some affine chart, the hypersurface 0f) is the graph of a convex
function f : RY™PY 4 R such that 2 = (0, £(0)) and there exists a linear map
D¢(0) : RI™(D) _y R such that ker D¢(0) is a supporting hyperplane at z. We say
that x is a C“ point if and only if the following limit exists:

1o ) = £0) = Dy 0) ()

y—0 [yl

Dual to the notion of a C'* point is a S-convex point. Just as the C“ property
strengthens the condition that there is a unique supporting hyperplane of € at
x, fB-convexity strengthens the condition that x € 0 is an extreme point of €.
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Morally, x is a S-convex point if the convex hypersurface 02 majorizes the graph
of y — |ly||® near .

Definition 6.3. Let € be a properly convex domain, let x € 952, and let 8 < co.
We say that x is a 5-convex point if there is a neighborhood U of x and a constant
C > 0 so that for any y € U N OS2, we have

d(y, H) > Cd(y,=)".

As for C° regularity, we have an alternative characterization of 5-convex points.
If U is a neighborhood of 0 R™, and f : U — R is a convex function, we say that f is
B-convezx at 0 € U if there is a linear map Ay : R™ — R so that f(y)— f(0) > A (y)
for all y € U, and the limit

N 7

y=0 fy) — f(0) — A (y)
exists. Then a point  in the boundary of a properly convex domain 2 is S-convex
if, in coordinates on some (any) affine chart containing z, 992 is locally the graph
of a function f : R 5 R such that = = (0, £(0)) and f is S-convex at 0.

Note that the linear map Ay defining S-convexity of the function f may not

be uniquely determined—so in particular a non-C' point in O can be a S-convex
point. However, a -convex point in 95} is always an extreme point in .

Example 6.4. Consider the graph of the function f : R — R such that f(z) = 22
for x > 0 and f(z) = —x otherwise. Set A; to be the constant function 0. Then
f(x) is B-convex at 0 with § = 2 + ¢ for any € > 0.

Now consider a properly convex domain Q C P(R?), whose boundary in a neigh-
borhood of a point = € 02 is projectively equivalent to the graph of f. Then x is
a fB-convex point of  that is not C?!.

‘We recall Definition 1.11 from the introduction.

Definition 1.11. Let Q be a properly convex domain and = € 92 be a C* point.
Set

a(z,Q) ==sup{a >1:0Qis C° at z}
and
B(x,Q) ;= inf{f8 < o0 : IN is B-convex at z}.

If 0 is not C* at x for any a > 1, we define a(z, Q) = 1. Similarly if 9 is not
B-convex at z for any 8 < oo, we define B(x, Q) = co.

6.2. Boundary regularity and uniform regularity. We will devote the rest of
this section to the proof of Theorem 1.12 whose statement we recall below.

Theorem 1.12 (Section 6). Let Q be a properly convexr domain, let {y,} track a
projective geodesic ray c: [0,00) — €, and suppose that c(co0) = x is an exposed C*
extreme point in ). Define

g = lim inf M and By := limsup w.
n—00 ,u1,d71(’7n) n—00 /11,2(’Yn)
Then ap = a(x,Q) and By = B(x, Q).
In particular, c(00) is a C point for some oo > 1 if and only if {yn} is uniformly
(d — 1)-regular, and c(c0) is B-convex for < oo if and only {y,} is uniformly 1-
regqular.
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The proof is largely an application of the estimates we proved in Section 4,
together with a computation in appropriate coordinates (Lemma 6.10).

6.2.1. Choosing coordinates. For the rest of this section, we will fix the following
general setup. Let 2 be a properly convex domain, let ¢ : [0, 00) — Q be a projective
geodesic ray, and let {v,} be a sequence in Aut(Q?) tracking ¢. We will also denote
by ¢ : (—00,00) —  the unique bi-infinite projective geodesic that extends the
geodesic ray ¢([0,00)). Fix supporting hyperplanes Hi of Q at ¢(£oo) and set
Hy:=H,NH_.

We fix a coordinate system on the d-dimensional affine chart A := P(R?)\ H_,
chosen so that ¢(c0) is the origin, H is the codimension one “horizontal” coordinate
plane, and (¢(00), ¢(—00)) is the “vertical” ray based at the origin.

More formally, let Wy, W, W_ C R? be the linear subspaces such that P(W,) =
H, for * € {#,0}. Fix representatives v: € R? for ¢(+o0) in P(R?), chosen so
that the image of ¢ is the projectivization of {tv; + sv_ : s,t > 0}. Consider the
identification ¥ : W_ — A defined by

V() = o+ v4].

Note that ¥ is a diffeomorphism such that ¥(0) = c(o0), U(Rsov_) = ¢(R),
U(Wy) = Hy N A. So the decomposition of W_ = Wy & [v_] into “horizon-
tal” Wy and “vertical” [v_] corresponds to making A N H; “horizontal” and A N
spanp{c(o0), c(—00)} “vertical”. Note that the map W~! identifies open neighbor-
hoods U of ¢(+00) in Hy with open subsets of Wy containing the origin.

The set ¥~1(0QNA) is a convex hypersurface in W_ passing through the origin
in W_, with tangent hyperplane W;. So, we can make the following definition.

Definition 6.5. Let f : Wy — R be the function such that the image of the
mapping x — U(z, f(z)) is 9N NA.

Remark 6.6. As 00 N A is a convex hypersurface, f is a convex function. The
assumption that c(oo) is a C' point ensures that f is differentiable at 0. The
assumption that c¢(oo) is an exposed extreme point ensures that f is uniquely min-
imized at 0.

Next, we define a function A whose level sets determine annular neighborhoods
of ¢(400) in the hyperplane H .

Definition 6.7 (see Fig. 5). For each point z € H; — {¢(c0)} which is sufficiently
close to ¢(0), let y, be the unique point in 99 such that

spanp{y., ¢(—00)} = spanp{z, ¢(—00)}.

Let H,, be the projective hyperplane spanned by y. and Hy = Hy N H_. Then
H, Nc(R) is a singleton set {c(t,)} for some ¢, € R.

Let U be a neighborhood of the origin in Wy. We define a function h : U —{0} —
R as follows: for any 2 € U — {0}, define

h(x) = t\Ij—l(m).
Remark 6.8.
(1) The intersection H,, Nc(R) is always a singleton set for z € Hy — {c(o0)}.

Indeed, since y, € 9Q —{c(—o0)}, this can only possibly fail if H,, is a
supporting hyperplane of Q at y,. But if this is the case, then the projective
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c(—o0)
\ H_
7 ct:) H,,
_________________________
Hy

z ¢(+00)

FIGURE 5. Illustration of the function h(x) = tg-1(;) in Defini-
tion 6.7. In this affine chart, the intersection Hy = Hy N H_ is the
point at infinity corresponding to the “horizontal direction.”

segment [y, c(4+00)] lies in 9. Since ¢(+00) is extreme and exposed, this
implies that y, = ¢(+o00) = 2.

(2) We always have h(U —{0}) = (a, 00) for some a € R. So, by reparameteriz-
ing ¢, we can assume that the image of h is (0, 00). Further, as z € U — {0}
tends towards 0, the function h tends to oco.

(3) The definition of the function h does not require ¢(co) to be a C'* point —
it makes sense whenever ¢(00) is an extreme and exposed point in 9.

Now we define annular neighborhoods of ¢(co) using h.

Definition 6.9. Suppose U is a sufficiently small neighborhood of 0 in W, and
h is as in Definition 6.7 above. We define a family {S,},en of subsets of U by
S, :=h71([n — 1,n]). Note that U,enS, = U — {0}.

6.2.2. The key lemma. The lemma below gives the key estimates we need for the
proof of Theorem 1.12.

Lemma 6.10. Suppose U is a sufficiently small neighborhood of 0. Then, there is
a constant B > 0 satisfying the following: for any n € N and any x € S,,, we have

(14) —p1,d(n) — B <log f(x) < —p1a(vm) + B,

(15) —pi1,d-1(m) — B <logllz|| < —p12(m) + B

In addition, for any n € N, there are points xa(n),zq—1(n) in S, satisfying
(16) log [[zg—1(n)|| < —p1,a-1(7m) + B,

(17) log|lz2(n)]| = —p1,2(n) — B.

Proof. Note that there are two disjoint properly convex cones in R? that project
to Q C P(Rd), each of which is the negative of the other. We fix one of them,
denoted by Q, and call it the cone above €. For each v,, € Aut(Q2), we fix a lift 7,
in GL(d,R) that preserves Q. By definition Wi j(Yn) = i ;(Fn), SO our estimates
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will not be affected by switching between +, and its lifts. So, by slight abuse of
notation, we will henceforth denote the lifts by ~,,.

We can use Lemma 4.7 and Lemma 2.19 to find a fixed compact subset @Q C
GL(d,R) and a sequence {k,} in @ so that for every n, the group element g, :=
knv, ! preserves the decomposition c(oo) @ IEIVO @ ¢(—0o0). Then, we can apply
Proposition 4.8 and Lemma 2.15 to see that there is a positive real number D > 0
so that for every n, we have

1

(18) [log(Ilkn s (oo ) = palrn ) < D,
(19) [log(|[knp He(—oo) ) = 1 (v )l < D,
(20) log(Ilkn 7, 1) = m2(y DI < D,
(21) [log(m (k| 7;)) — ta—1(75 )| < D-

Let A+ (gn) be the eigenvalues of g, on ¢(£o00). Since each group element g,, pre-
serves H_, g, acts by an affine map in our chosen affine chart A = P(Rd) —H_. Via
the identification ¥ : W_ — A, the action of g, on A (i.e. the map ¥~!o g, o ¥)
is identified with the linear map ¢(g,) : W_ — W_ given by

(22) ¢(gn)v

_ gnV
)‘-‘r(gn)

Now we analyze the linear map ¢(g,). With respect to the decomposition W_ =
Wo @ [v_], we can write ¢(g,) as

(23) $(gn)(x,y) = ( /\fgny i;gi;@

where © € Wy and y € [v_].

Now, for each n, consider the intersection g,2N A = k,Q2N A. In coordinates
given by ¥, QN A is the graph of the function f : Wy — R. Then, in the V-
coordinates, ¢g,£2 N A is the graph of the convex function f, : Wy — R given by

_ A—(gn) ( gn 'V )
fn(U) )‘+(9n)f )\+(g7;1) .
This holds because ¢(g,)(x, f(x)) = (Af?;n), tg:g (x)) and Ay(gn) = m.

Further, as the action of g,, preserves H, the graph of f,, is a convex hypersurface
through the origin with a supporting hyperplane {(w,0) : w € Wy} at the origin.

Claim 6.10.1. There exists a constant 0 < C < oo such that: for any n € N and
any x € Sy,

A~ (gn)
1/C < flx) < C.
€= Mo
Proof of Claim. To prove this claim, fix x € S, for some n € N. Letting h by
the function from Definition 6.7, the point ¢(h(x)) has coordinates (0, f(z)) in the
coordinates given by ¥. Thus, applying the coordinate formula (23) for ¢(g,), we
see that g,c(h(x)) has coordinates

(0 x)
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Since {7, } tracks c, there is compact set K C  such that v, c¢(n) € K for any
n € N. Letting K’ C Q be the closed 1-neighborhood of K in the Hilbert metric
dq, we see that 7, te(h(z)) € K’ since c(h(z)) € [n — 1,n].

Then, as g, = k,¥, * for k, in a compact subset @ C GL(d,R), we must have

gne(h(z)) € U gK'.
qeQ
Each k, takes € to some domain in a compact family of domains that are all
supported by the hyperplanes H_, H,. So, we may assume that ) is chosen such
that the union (J, .o ¢k’ lies in the set P(RY) — (H_ U H_). This means that
gnc(h(x)) lies in a fixed compact subset of A — Hy = P(R?) — (H, U H_) which
does not depend on n. As H is identified with the horizontal coordinate plane in
our chosen coordinates on the affine chart A, this means that the vertical coordinate
of gnc(h(x)) is bounded above and below, establishing the claim. O

Now we explain how the above Claim 6.10.1 immediately implies the inequality
(14). Note that —p1 4(yn) = p1.a(7, ). Then, applying inequalities (18) and (19)
above, we see that there is a constant B (independent of n) so that

—p1,d(vn) — B <log f(x) < —p1,a(n) + B,

which is the inequality (14) we wanted to show.
The argument for the proof of the second inequality (15) is similar. We first
claim the following:

Claim 6.10.2. There exists a constant 0 < C' < oo such that: for any n € N and
any x € Sy,

(24) 1/C" < |l¢(gn)xll < C".

Proof of Claim. Since each S, is a compact subset of Wy not containing the origin,
we can prove this claim by showing that, for any sequence z,, € S,,, no subsequence
of ¢(gn)x, tends towards zero or infinity.

Consider any such sequence x,, € S,. Let 2, := ¢,£. We know that the point
with coordinates (x,, f(x,)) lies on the hypersurface 9Q NA, so the points

(A(gn)Tn, fr(zn)) = &(gn)(Tn, f(2n))

lies on the convex hypersurface 9, N A. Here, we are using the notation of (23)
so that ¢(gn)z, = /\in(g;:i) (as z, € Wp).

As each domain €2, lies in a fixed compact subset of the space of properly convex
domains, we may extract a subsequence so that the domains 2, converge to a
properly convex domain ., which is supported by the hyperplanes Hy at ¢(300).
Thus, the hypersurfaces 02, N A converge to the convex hypersurface 02, N A.
The convex functions f, : Wy — R then converge pointwise to a convex function
foo : Wo — R, whose graph (in ¥-coordinates on A) is the hypersurface 02, N A.

After extracting a further subsequence, we can assume that the points

converge to a point in dQ (a priori, this limit may not lie in the affine chart A).
However, the previous claim gives us % < fulzn) < C, ie. there exist uniform
upper and lower bounds on the vertical coordinates f,(x,) of these points. In

particular, this implies that the limit of the sequence {(¢(gn)zn, frn(z,))} lies on
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the graph of f., and that the limit of the sequence {¢(g,)x,} lies in the subset
M ([1/C,C)). Since fo is convex, {¢(gn)zy,} lies in a uniformly bounded subset
of Wy \ {0}. This proves the claim. O

We can now use the claim to show inequality (15). For any & € Wy and any
g € GL(Wy), by definition we have ||z|| - m(g) < ||gz|| < [|z]| - ||g|]- Since ¢(g,) is
a linear map preserving Wy, this yields

(25) 2l - m(d(gn)lwo) < ld(gn)zll < ]| - [|d(gn)lwsll,
for every n. Then by applying our formula (22) for ¢(g,) we obtain

(26) ) 2U) g, ) < o IOl

At (gn) + (gn)

Now, the inequalities (20) and (21) tell us that log||gn|w,|| and logm(g,|w,) are
within uniformly bounded additive error of —pg—1(v,) and —pua(y,) respectively,
and (18) tells us that Ay (g, ) is within uniformly bounded additive error of — 1 (v,,).
Putting this together with (24) and (26), we see that there is another uniform
constant B > 0 so that

—p11,d-1(m) — B < log||z|| < —p1,2(7m) + B.

This establishes inequality (15).

Now we prove the last two inequalities of Lemma 6.10. Observe that each S,
contains h~1(n), which is a level set of the convex function f. Since f is uniquely
minimized at the origin (see Remark 6.6), this means that each S, contains the
boundary of a convex open ball in Wy, containing the origin. Then restrict the
continuous function ¢(g,) to each S,, consider (25), and recall the definition of
m(-) and [|||. Tt is clear that for each n, we can find a pair of points xo = z2(n)
and x4_1 = xg—1(n) in S, so that when & = zo (resp. © = x4_1), the left-hand
(resp. right-hand) inequality in (25) is actually an equality. In particular, this
implies that the corresponding inequalities in (26) are equalities when = = x5 or
xq—1. Then, we again use the fact that log||gn|w,|| and logm(g,|w,) are within
bounded error of —pug—1(v,) and —ua(7y,) to establish (16) and (17). O

We will now use Lemma 6.10 to finish the proof of Theorem 1.12.

6.3. Proof of Theorem 1.12. Let § = By and a = a9 where oy, 8y are as in the
statement of Theorem 1.12. We will first prove that § < co = S(z,Q) < 8 and
then show that 5(z,Q) < co = B < S(z,). This proves that 8 = (z,2) when
either side is finite or infinite.

Assume first that 5 < co. For each u € U, choose some n so that u € S,,. We let
By = 1,a(m) - e apply Lemma 6.10: putting the left-hand side of (14) together

M1,2('Y'rt)
with the right-hand side of (15), we have

log f(u) > —p1,d(vm) — B = —p1,2(¥n)Bn — B > Bn(log||u|| — B) — B.

Hence there is a uniform constant D > 0 such that f(u) > D~#"|u||?». Now, fix
some f < ' < oo. Since limsup,, ., B, = B < B, we have [[u]|P» > ||u]|®" for
u sufficiently close to zero. Thus for some C' > 0 we have f(u) > C|lu/|? in a
small neighborhood of the origin. Hence 92 is 3’-convex at z. Since 8’ > (8 was
arbitrary, 8(z, Q) < 8 by definition of 8(x, ().

Conversely, suppose that 8(z,Q) < oo, and fix 8/ > S(z,Q). Now, for each
n € N, choose w, € S, so that the inequality (17) holds. We know that 9 is
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'-convex at x, so there is some C' > 0 so that f(u,) > C||un||?". Then we combine
the right-hand inequality in (14) with (17) to obtain

—p1,d(Yn) + B > =" (p1,2(7n) + B) +log C.
Replacing p1,q4(7n) by Bn - p1,2(7s) and rearranging, we obtain

B +logC
rs g (H2(m) )+ .
r=p (ultz(vn)wLB p12(vn) + B

Since z is an extreme point in 2, Proposition 4.3 implies that p; 2(v,) — c0. So
the above implies that 8’ > limsup,,_, ., 3, = . Since 3’ > fB(x, Q) was arbitrary,
the definition of 5(z, ) implies that B(x,Q) > 5. This concludes the proof that

The proof of @ = «a(x, Q) is completely symmetric, using the opposite inequalities
n (14), (15), and (16), and applying the fact that z is a C' point to see that
td—1,4(n) tends to infinity. O

7. BOUNDARY REGULARITY DOES NOT IMPLY MORSE

In this section, we construct a specific example realizing Theorem 1.9: we will
find a projective geodesic ray c in a divisible domain €2 so that ¢ is tracked by a
sequence {7, } that is uniformly regular, but not strongly uniformly regular. Thus ¢
is not Morse in either the group-theoretic sense or the sense of Kapovich-Leeb-Porti.
But, by Theorem 1.12, its endpoint ¢(oo) in 99 is still C*-regular and -convex.

7.1. Convex divisible domains in dimension 3. The starting point for our
construction is a convex divisible domain Q in P(R*) which is irreducible (meaning
it is not projectively equivalent to the cone over a 2-dimensional domain in P(R?)),
but not strictly convex. Domains of this type were studied and classified by Benoist
[Ben06a]. Benoist proved that when T is a torsion-free discrete group dividing such
a domain, the quotient manifold M = Q/T can be cut along a nonempty collec-
tion of incompressible tori so that each connected component is homeomorphic to
a (non-compact) finite-volume hyperbolic 3-manifold. This means that ' ~ m M
is a relatively hyperbolic group, relative to the collection P of fundamental groups
of cutting tori. Moreover, it turns out that the cutting tori in Q/T lift to properly
embedded 2-simplices in {2 whose stabilizers act by a group of simultaneously diago-
nalizable matrices in PGL(4, R). Thus, each connected component of the geometric
decomposition of /I has the structure of a convex projective manifold.

Benoist also provided explicit constructions for examples of these domains, using
the theory of projective actions of Coxeter groups. Additional examples were later
constructed by Ballas-Danciger-Lee [BDL18] and Blayac-Viaggi [BV23].

7.2. Construction. For the rest of the section, we let ) be one of the convex
divisible domains in P(R*) as above, and let I' C Aut(Q) divide . Note that € is
a rank one domain [Isl], so the dividing group I' contains infinitely many rank one
automorphisms (see Section 1.4.2); these are precisely the automorphisms which
do not preserve any projective geodesic lying in a properly embedded triangle in
Q. Fix such a rank one automorphism v € I', and let a be the closed projective
geodesic in /T representing v. In addition, fix a cutting torus 7' in the geometric
decomposition of M.

Let us first give an informal sketch of the idea behind Theorem 1.9. The cyclic
subgroup () C I gives a Morse geodesic in the group I' tracking a lift of «, along
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which both g2 and p; 4 tend (uniformly) to infinity. On the other hand, we can
find a geodesic 8 in T' (not necessarily closed), corresponding to a sequence of group
elements a,, € m7T C I' along which p; o stays bounded but p; 4 goes to infinity.
We will produce a projective geodesic ray ¢ in M that successively follows « and 3
for increasingly longer times. As ¢ spends arbitrarily long times close to the torus
T, it fails to be Morse. However, ¢ picks up enough singular value gaps by looping
around « to ensure that the ratio p1q,2/p1.4 stays bounded away from zero in the
limit.
We now turn to the details. First, we note the following.
Lemma 7.1. The group element v € T' representing the geodesic a satisfies the
following (equivalent) conditions:
(i) The mapping Z — T given by j — 7 is a Morse quasi-geodesic.
(ii) = is biprozimal, i.e. it has unique eigenvalues with maximum and minimum
modulus.
(iii) There is a positive constant By such that 1 2(v7) > Bg - || and pg a(y7) >
By - |j| for any j € Z.

Proof. Proposition 1.21 implies that both (i) and (ii) are equivalent to the fact
that + is a rank one automorphism. The equivalence of (ii) and (iii) follows from
the relationship between the Jordan projection ¢ : GL(d,R) — R‘io and Cartan
projection y : GL(d,R) — R%: if £1(g) > £2(g) > ... > La(g) are the logarithms of
the moduli of the eigenvalues of g € GL(d,R), then £;(g) = lim,, o0 p1;(g")/n (see
e.g. [GGKW17, Section 2.4]). O

Next, let Ay ~ Z2 be the subgroup of T" identified with mT C 7y M ~T.

Lemma 7.2. There is a finite-index subgroup A C Ag so that the subgroup T" C T
generated by {v} U A is naturally isomorphic to the abstract free product () * A.

Moreover, this subgroup is strongly quasi-convex in the sense of [Tral9]: there
exists a function M : R2>0 — R>¢ so that any (K1, K2)-quasi-geodesic in T' with
endpoints in T' lies in the M (K1, Ky)-neighborhood of T".

Proof. The first part of the lemma follows from a combination theorem for relatively
quasi-convex subgroups of relatively hyperbolic groups ([MP09, Theorem 1.1]). To
apply the combination theorem, we need to check that the group (v) is relatively
quasi-convex in I', which follows from Lemma 7.1 (i). This combination theorem
also implies that every parabolic subgroup in I is a finite-index subgroup of some
conjugate of Ay. Consequently, the second part of the lemma follows from the
characterization of strongly quasi-convex subgroups in relatively hyperbolic groups
given by [Tral9, Theorem 1.9]. O

The next step is to construct the geodesic § in the torus T we alluded to pre-
viously. We know that the finite-index subgroup A C w17 is generated by a pair
of commuting diagonalizable matrices. So, we can choose a basis for R* and find
linearly independent vectors (z;) € R*, (;) € R* so that (with respect to this basis)
A can be written as the group

(27) {diag(e““”yl,e““*”yﬁ etratvys euratuyl) ¢ PGL(4,R) : u,v € Z} .

Now fix a finite generating set S4 for A, and let | - |g, denote the word metric
on A induced by a choice of finite generating set for A.
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Lemma 7.3. There ezists a constant C > 0 and a sequence {an} in A so that
lan|s, =n but pi12(a,) < C.

Proof. We can view A as a lattice in a subgroup A ¢ PGL(4,R) isomorphic to
R?; the group A is defined exactly as in (27), except that the parameters u,v are
allowed to vary in R instead of Z. We can additionally lift A to an (isomorphic)
subgroup of SL(4,R), so that every element of A has positive eigenvalues. After
choosing an appropriate inner product on R?, we may assume that the eigenspaces
of A (hence of /1) are mutually orthogonal. Then, since the eigenvalues of any
a€ A are positive, the eigenvalues of a are precisely the singular values of a.

Let eq,...,e4 be the eigenvectors of A, and let Ai(a) denote the eigenvalue of a
on ¢; for : =1,2,3,4. For each ¢, the mapping w; given by

w;(a) = log A;(a)

is an element of the dual A* ~ (R?*)*. Since A is discrete with rank 2, these four
dual vectors must span A*, so their convex hull is a polygon P whose interior
contains the origin. Pick an edge of this polygon, with endpoints w;, w;. We can
pick a vector v € A** = A which is positive on the chosen edge, but vanishes on
the line through the origin in A parallel to the edge. It follows that v achieves its
maximum on P on both w; and wj;, hence pq (v) = pa(v) = w;(v) = w;(v) and thus
p1,2(v) = 0. The same is true for any positive real multiple of v. Then, since A is
a lattice in 121, we can find length-n points a,, € A which are uniformly close to the
line {rv:r € Ry}, giving us the desired sequence. O

The sequence {a,} corresponds to our geodesic 8 in the torus T. Next, we
define a sequence in I' that we will use to determine the projective geodesic in
Theorem 1.9:

Definition 7.4. Define a sequence of words {wg }ren as follows:

id, ifk=0
(28) Wk = a1y - .. apy™, if k=2m
a1y ...amY " amy1, fk=2m+1

7.3. Proof of Theorem 1.9. Fix a finite generating set S4 for A, and extend
Sa U {7} to a finite generating set S for I'. Fix a basepoint zy € Q and let
F : T — Q be the orbit map defined by F(g) = gz, so that F' is a quasi-isometry
with respect to the word metric dg on I' induced by S. We first prove that if {wy}
is the sequence in Definition 7.4, then we can extend {wy} to a sequence that tracks
a projective geodesic ray; this ray will be the ray appearing in Theorem 1.9.

Lemma 7.5. There exists R > 0 and a projective geodesic ray [xo,&) such that for
any k > O; dQ(UJk,IO, [‘TOag)) < R.

Proof. Fixany 1 < k < [. We first claim that there exists R > 0, independent of k, [,
such that dg(wgzo, [zo, wiz0]) < R. Before proving this claim, let us explain how
this claim immediately implies the lemma. Choose a subsequence of {w;zo} such
that it converges to a point £ € 90. As [zg, wixo] — [To, &) uniformly on compact
subsets of Q, do(wizo, [0,€)) < limsup;_,., dao(wkxo, [0, wize]). Supposing that
the claim holds, it is immediate that do(wrxo, [20,&)) < R for all k.
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Now we prove the claim. Fix a quasi-inverse F~! for the quasi-isometry F, and
consider the quasi-geodesic F~!([zg,w;]) C I'; we will show that for some uniform
R we have

ds(w, F~([xo, wiz0])) < R.
We may assume that the quasi-geodesic F~1([zg, w;x0]) joins id to w;. So, by strong
quasi-convexity of I, this quasi-geodesic is within uniformly bounded Hausdorff
distance of some quasi-geodesic ¢ in the Cayley graph Cay(IV,S4 U {v}). We
may assume that ¢ is continuous (see e.g. [BH99, Lemma III.H.1.11]). However,
observe that if k < I then wy, separates Cay(I",S4 U {~}) into two components,
one containing id and the other containing w;. In particular, ¢ passes through wy,
which completes the proof of the claim. O

Fix a sequence {v,} tracking the ray [z¢, &) from the previous lemma; we may
assume that the sequence {wy} is a subsequence of {7,}. From now on, we make
this assumption about {v,}. We will show that {~,} is both uniformly 1-regular
and uniformly 3-regular. The first step is the following:

Lemma 7.6. There exist constants C, D > 0 such that, for i € {1,3}, we have

lim inf wswk) >C and limsup M < D.

Proof. For concreteness, take ¢ = 1; the proof when ¢ = 3 is essentially the same.
We first claim that:

Claim 7.6.1. There is a positive constant Cy such that: for any k € {2m,2m+ 1},
(29) p12(we) — pa2(wr—2) > p2(v") — 2C0.

Proof of Claim. Since {wy} is a subsequence of a tracking sequence, we may prove
the claim by applying Lemma 4.10. First, suppose that £k = 2m. Then, by
Lemma 4.10, there exists a constant Cy—independent of k—such that:
w1 2(wi) > p12(wi—1) + p12(y™) — Co
> p2(wk—2) + p1,2(am) + p1,2(y™) — 2Co.
Since p11,2(am) > 0, p1 2(w) — p12(wr—2) > p1,2(y™) —2Cy. This proves the claim
for k = 2m. The case k = 2m + 1 is similar. O

Using (29) above, we have
pia(wr) =Y (p1,2(+7) = 2Cy),
j=1

for any k € {2m,2m +1}. By Lemma 7.1, there is a positive constant By such that
p1,2(7?) > By - j for any j > 1. Then for any k € {2m,2m + 1},

w1 2(wg) > Z(BO -j—2Ch) = 70m(m +1) — 2Cym.
j=1
Since 2m < k < 2m + 1, k; — % while 75 — 0 as k — oo. Thus, there exists a
constant C' > 0 such that

. p2(wg) -
It = > ¢

This finishes the proof of the first part.
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To prove the estimate for p; 4, observe that the triangle inequality implies that,
if £ = 2m, then
m
do (0, wrzo) < Y _(da(wo, a;zo) + da(wo, ¥/ 0))-
j=1
Since both groups (v) and A are quasi-isometrically embedded in T', and the orbit
map for I is a quasi-isometry, both terms appearing in the sum above are uniformly
linear in j. So there is a uniform constant D > 0 so that the sum is at most DE?.
Then the desired bound follows from Proposition 4.1. O

Using the above lemma, we can show:

Lemma 7.7. Any sequence {v,} which tracks the geodesic ray [xo,§) is both uni-
formly 1-regular and uniformly 3-regular.

Proof. We know that each point {wyxo} lies within uniformly bounded distance of
[0, &), and that do(wgzo, wrr120) = O(k). So, as {wy} is an unbounded subse-
quence of {v,}, it follows that for each n there is some k = k(n) € N so that

do(Yn@o, wrwo) = O(k).
Then by Proposition 4.1 we also have p1 4(7,, 'wi) = O(k). So, by Lemma 2.15,

|1,2(m) = 2 (w)| = O(K), and |p1,4(m) — p1,a(w)| = O(K).

So, it follows from the previous lemma that, lim inf,, _, Ziigng > % >0, ie {7}

is uniformly 1-regular. The proof for 3-regularity is similar. (]
Corollary 7.8. Let [zg,&) be the geodesic ray in Lemma 7.5 that wixg embeds
along. Then & is C*-regular and B-convex for some a > 1 and f < oco.

Proof. Since € has exposed boundary (see [Ben06a]), Theorem 1.12 applies and the
previous lemma implies the result. ([

Lemma 7.9. The sequence {vy,} is not strongly uniformly 1-reqular.

Proof. Observe that {w} is a subsequence of {7,} and since strong uniform reg-
ularity passes to subsequences, it suffices to prove the claim for {wy}. Suppose
k=2m+ 1. Then w,;_llwk = am+1. Recall that py 2(am41) is uniformly bounded
p1,2(wy t wi)
p1,a(wy Ly wy)
strongly uniformly 1-regular. (]

while p11 4(@my1) — o0 linearly in m. Then — 0. So {wg} is not

REFERENCES

[BDL18§] Samuel A. Ballas, Jeffrey Danciger, and Gye-Seon Lee. Convex projective structures
on nonhyperbolic three-manifolds. Geom. Topol., 22(3):1593-1646, 2018. 2, 9, 53

[Ben60] Jean-Paul Benzécri. Sur les variétés localement affines et localement projectives. Bull.
Soc. Math. France, 88:229-332, 1960. 2, 14, 26

[Ben03] Yves Benoist. Convexes hyperboliques et fonctions quasisymétriques. Publ. Math.
Inst. Hautes Etudes Sci., (97):181-237, 2003. 21, 24, 44

[Ben04] Yves Benoist. Convexes divisibles. 1. In Algebraic groups and arithmetic, pages 339—
374. Tata Inst. Fund. Res., Mumbai, 2004. 3, 8, 29

[BenO6a]  Yves Benoist. Convexes divisibles. IV. Structure du bord en dimension 3. Invent.

Math., 164(2):249-278, 2006. 2, 9, 53, 57
[Ben06b]  Yves Benoist. Hyperbolic convexes and quasiisometries. Geom. Dedicata, 122:109—
134, 2006. 2



58

[Ben08§|

[BH99)

[Bla21]
[Bob21]
[BPS19]
[BV23]

[CGY3]

[CLM16]
[CLT15]
[Cor17]
[Cra09]
[CS15]
(C7722)
[DGK17]
[CGKW17]
[Gol90]
[Gui05]

[GWOS]

[1s1]
[1Z21]
[1Z23]
[Kap07]
[KL06]
[KL18]
[KLP17]

[KLP18]

MORSE PROPERTIES IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMERTY

Yves Benoist. A survey on divisible convex sets. In Geometry, analysis and topology
of discrete groups, volume 6 of Adv. Lect. Math. (ALM), pages 1-18. Int. Press,
Somerville, MA, 2008. 2

Martin R. Bridson and André Haefliger. Metric spaces of non-positive curvature, vol-
ume 319 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Princi-
ples of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1999. 56

Pierre-Louis Blayac. Patterson—sullivan densities in convex projective geometry. arXiv
e-prints, page arXiv:2106.08089, 2021. 2

Martin D Bobb. Codimension-1 simplices in divisible convex domains. Geometry &
Topology, 25(7):3725-3753, December 2021. 2

Jairo Bochi, Rafael Potrie, and Andrés Sambarino. Anosov representations and dom-
inated splittings. J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS), 21(11):3343-3414, 2019. 3, 8, 38
Pierre-Louis Blayac and Gabriele Viaggi. Divisible convex sets with properly embed-
ded cones. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:2302.07177, 2023. 2, 9, 53

Suhyoung Choi and William M Goldman. Convex real projective structures on closed
surfaces are closed. Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, 118(2):657—
661, 1993. 2

Suhyoung Choi, Gye-Seon Lee, and Ludovic Marquis. Convex projective generalized
Dehn filling. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:1611.02505, Nov 2016. 2, 9

D. Cooper, D.D. Long, and S. Tillmann. On convex projective manifolds and cusps.
Advances in Mathematics, 277:181 — 251, 2015. 13

Matthew Cordes. Morse boundaries of proper geodesic metric spaces. Groups Geom.
Dyn., 11(4):1281-1306, 2017. 22, 30

Mickaél Crampon. Entropies of strictly convex projective manifolds. J. Mod. Dyn.,
3(4):511-547, 2009. 9

Ruth Charney and Harold Sultan. Contracting boundaries of CAT(0) spaces. J.
Topol., 8(1):93-117, 2015. 7, 19

Richard Canary, Tengren Zhang, and Andrew Zimmer. Entropy rigidity for cusped
hitchin representations. 2022. 38

Jeffrey Danciger, Francois Guéritaud, and Fanny Kassel. Convex cocompact actions
in real projective geometry. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:1704.08711, April 2017. 2, 32
Frangois Guéritaud, Olivier Guichard, Fanny Kassel, and Anna Wienhard. Anosov
representations and proper actions. Geom. Topol., 21(1):485-584, 2017. 17, 54
William M Goldman. Convex real projective structures on compact surfaces. Journal
of Differential Geometry, 31(3):791-845, 1990. 2

Olivier Guichard. Sur la régularité Holder des convexes divisibles. Ergodic Theory
Dynam. Systems, 25(6):1857-1880, 2005. 3, 9

Olivier Guichard and Anna Wienhard. Convex foliated projective structures and the
Hitchin component for PSL4(R). Duke Mathematical Journal, 144(3):381 — 445, 2008.
2

Mitul Islam. Rank-One Hilbert Geometries. Geom. & Topol., to appear. 2, 4, 9, 10,
53

Mitul Islam and Andrew Zimmer. A flat torus theorem for convex co-compact actions
of projective linear groups. J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2), 103(2):470-489, 2021. 2, 32, 33
Mitul Islam and Andrew Zimmer. Convex cocompact actions of relatively hyperbolic
groups. Geom. Topol., 27(2):417-511, 2023. 2, 18

Michael Kapovich. Convex projective structures on Gromov-Thurston manifolds.
Geom. Topol., 11:1777-1830, 2007. 2

Bruce Kleiner and Bernhard Leeb. Rigidity of invariant convex sets in symmetric
spaces. Invent. Math., 163(3):657-676, 2006. 2

Michael Kapovich and Bernhard Leeb. Finsler bordifications of symmetric and certain
locally symmetric spaces. Geom. Topol., 22(5):2533-2646, 2018. 5

Michael Kapovich, Bernhard Leeb, and Joan Porti. Anosov subgroups: dynamical
and geometric characterizations. Fur. J. Math., 3(4):808-898, 2017. 3, 5, 8

Michael Kapovich, Bernhard Leeb, and Joan Porti. A Morse lemma for quasigeodesics
in symmetric spaces and Euclidean buildings. Geom. Topol., 22(7):3827-3923, 2018.
3,5,6



[KS58]
[MP09]
[Qui05]
[RST22]
[Sul14]
[Tral9)]
[Wei23]

[Wiel8]

[Zim21]

[Zim23]

MORSE PROPERTIES IN CONVEX PROJECTIVE GEOMERTY 59

Paul Kelly and Ernst Straus. Curvature in Hilbert geometries. Pacific J. Math., 8:119—
125, 1958. 2

Eduardo Martinez-Pedroza. Combination of quasiconvex subgroups of relatively hy-
perbolic groups. Groups Geom. Dyn., 3(2):317-342, 2009. 54

J.-F. Quint. Groupes convexes cocompacts en rang supérieur. Geom. Dedicata, 113:1—
19, 2005. 2

Jacob Russell, Davide Spriano, and Hung Cong Tran. The local-to-global property
for Morse quasi-geodesics. Math. Z., 300(2):1557-1602, 2022. 8, 32

Harold Sultan. Hyperbolic quasi-geodesics in CAT(0) spaces. Geom. Dedicata,
169:209-224, 2014. 18

Hung Cong Tran. On strongly quasiconvex subgroups. Geom. Topol., 23(3):1173—
1235, 2019. 54

Theodore Weisman. Dynamical properties of convex cocompact actions in projective
space. Journal of Topology, 16(3):990-1047, August 2023. 2, 21

Anna Wienhard. An invitation to higher teichmiiller theory. In Proceedings of the
International Congress of Mathematicians: Rio de Janeiro 2018, pages 1013-1039.
World Scientific, 2018. 2

Andrew Zimmer. Projective Anosov representations, convex cocompact actions, and
rigidity. J. Differential Geom., 119(3):513-586, 2021. 2

Andrew Zimmer. A higher-rank rigidity theorem for convex real projective manifolds.
Geometry & Topology, 27(7):2899-2936, September 2023. 2, 4, 9, 10



	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries
	3. Morse geodesics are contracting
	4. Estimating singular values using convex projective geometry
	5. Singular values of Morse geodesics in convex projective geometry
	6. Regularity at boundary points and singular value gaps
	7. Boundary regularity does not imply Morse
	References

