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ON THE CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN DOMINATION AND THE
SPECTRUM OF JACOBI OPERATORS

KATERYNA ALKORN AND ZHENGHE ZHANG

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we first develop a notion of dominated splitting for M(2,C)-
sequences and show it is a stable property under || - ||co-perturbation. Then we show an
energy parameter belongs to the spectrum of a Jacobi operator, possibly singular, if and only
if the associated Jacobi cocycle does not admit dominated splitting. This generalizes the
results obtained by the second author [Z] in the scenario of Schrodinger operators. Finally,
we consider dynamically defined Jacobi operators whose base dynamics is only assumed to
be topologically transitive. We show an energy parameter belongs to the spectrum of the
operator defined by the base point with a dense orbit if and only if the dynamically defined
Jacobi cocycle does not admit dominated splitting. This includes the original Johnson’s
theorem obtained by R. Johnson [J] for Schodinger operators and the main theorem obtained
by C. Marx [Ma] for Jacobi operators as special cases.
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In this paper we study the relationship between the spectrum of the Jacobi operator and the
dynamics of its cocycle. We set ¢P(Z) = ¢P(Z,C) for p € Z or p = oo and let (P(Z,R) C (P(Z)

be real-valued sequences. The Jacobi operator J, p : £2(Z) — €*(Z) is given by
(1) (Jap¥)(n) = @=1p(n — 1) + anth(n + 1) + bpto(n),

Date: May 19, 2021.
The authors were in part supported by NSF grant DMS-1764154.

1


http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.08362v1

2 K. ALKORN AND Z. ZHANG

where ¢ = (Vn)nez € 2(Z), a = (an)nez € (°°(Z), and b = (by)nez € ¢*°(Z,R). We say the
Jacobi operator is singular if a,, = 0 for some n € Z.

Jacobi operators are bounded self-adjoint operators. Hence, the spectrum o(J, ) of the
operator J, ;, which is defined as

0(Jap) :={E € C: J,p — E does not have bounded inverse}
is a nonempty compact subset of R. The resolvent, p(J,), of the operator J, ; is defined as:
p(Ja,b) =C- U(Ja,b)

Another type of Jacobi operators we will study are dynamically defined operators which are
given as follows. Let {2 be a compact metric space and T be a homeomorphism on Q. Let
a€C(Q,C)and be C(Q,R), i.e. a and b are complex and real valued continuous functions on
Q, respectively. Then for each w € 2, we may define a Jacobi operator as

(2) (Ju)(n) = a(T"1w)p(n — 1) + a(T"w)y(n + 1) + b(T"w)¢(n).

In this case, we let o(J,) and p(J,,) denote its spectrum and resolvent set, respectively.

Jacobi operators are natural extension of one-dimensional discrete Schrodinger operators,
the definition of which is to set a,, = 1 for all n € Z in (1). Just like Schrédinger operators,
Jacobi operators arise naturally in various ways in mathematics and physics. For instance, they
play a fundamental role in the study of completely integrable nonlinear lattices, in particular
the Toda lattice and its modified counterpart, the Kac-van Moerbeke lattice. In the study of
inverse spectral theory, one has to go to Jacobi operators even if one starts with Schrodinger
operators. We refer the readers to [T] for more information regarding Jacobi operators.

In many ways, the study of spectral analysis of Schrodinger or Jacobi operators may be
reduced to the study of dynamics of the associated cocycles. One of the basic relations between
spectral analysis of operators and dynamics of cocycles is the Johnson’s type of theorems where
one can identify the spectrum by these energies whose cocycles admit certain dynamics struc-
ture. For Schrodinger operators, this dynamics structure is the so-called uniform hyperbolicity.
In the scenario of Jacobi operators, it turns out that the dynamics structure is the so-called
dominated splitting which generalizes uniform hyperbolicity. These type of correspondences in
particular play a key role in the analysis of the so-called Cantor spectrum phenomenon. For
works related to these topics, we refer the readers to [ABD1, ABD2, WZ] in the Schrédinger
case and to [FOZ, AJM, JM, Ma] in the Jacobi case and the references therein. Cantor spec-
trum phenomenon, on the other hand, has a deep physcis background. It is closely related to
the so-called quantum hall effect, see e.g. [H, TKNN]. The present paper concerns Johnson
type of theorem for Jacobi operators. In the next two subsections, we first review the Johnson’s
theorem for Schrodinger operators. Then we discuss the existing Johnson’s type of results for
Jacobi operators due to C. Marx [Ma]. Finally, we state the main results of this paper and
discuss the strategy of their proofs.

1.1. Review of Johnson’s theorem for Schrédinger operators. Let b € C'(Q,R). Con-
sider the Schrodinger operators H,, with potentials given by b, = b(T"w), n € Z. Again, to
define such operators, we just need to set a(w) = 1 for all w € Q in (2). Let AZ : Q — SL(2,R)
be the Schrodinger cocycle map at the energy E. For w € 2, we define its orbit under 7" to be
Orb(w) := {T"w : n € Z}. Then the following theorem goes back to [J, Theorem 3.1]:

Theorem 1. Let (T, Q) be topologically transitive. In other words, there is a wo €  such that

Orb(wg) = Q. Then (T, A®) is uniformly hyperbolic if and only if E € p(H,,).

We wish to point out that Johnson’s theorem does not necessarily need to involve a base
dynamics (T,€). Correspondingly, the notion of uniform hyperbolicity may be defined for a
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sequence of SL(2, R)-matrices. Let Hy, be the Schrédinger operator with the potential b € £°°(Z)
and let A¥ : Z — SL(2,R) be the cocycle map defined on Z. Then the following theorem is
from [Z, Theorem 3]:

Theorem 2. A¥ : 7 — SL(2,R) is uniformly hyperbolic if and only if E € p(Hy).

Assume (T, AF) is a uniformly hyperbolic cocycle defined over a base dynamics (T,52).
Then for each w € Q AF : Z — SL(2,R), where A¥(n) = AP(T"w), is a uniformly hyperbolic
SL(2, R)-sequence. Thus the following corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem 2:

Corollary 1. If (T, A®) is uniformly hyperbolic, then E € (\,cq p(Hu).

Note that Corollary 1 does not have any restrictions on the base dynamics. It is also clear
that Theorem 2 implies:

If E€N,cqp(Hy), then AF(TOw) : Z — SL(2,R) is uniformly hyperbolic for all w € €.

In general, for a continuous cocycle map A : Q@ — SL(2,R), one may not be able to lift the
uniform hyperbolicity from sequences (i.e. uniform hyperbolicity of A(T")w) : Z — SL(2,R)
for all w € Q) to uniform hyperbolicity of cocycle (T, A). This is because one may lose the
uniformity of certain constants. However, when the base dynamics is topologically transitive,
one can indeed pass the uniform hyperbolic from sequences to the cocycle. In fact, if Orb(wpy) =
Q, then the uniform hyperbolicity of A(T)w) : Z — SL(2,R) implies the uniform hyperbolicity
of (T, A). This is due the fact that uniform hyperbolicity is equivalent to a uniform exponential
growth condition which can easily be passed uniformly from a dense orbit to the whole space.

Alternatively, one may use the following relatively simple fact, see e.g. [Z, Theorem 6], to
show that if E € p(H,, ), then (T, AF) is uniformly hyperbolic.

Proposition 1. If Orb(wg) = Q, then o(H,) C 0(H,,) for allw € Q.

In particular, if E € p(H,,), then d(E,0(Hy)) > d(E,0(Hy,)) > 0 for all w € Q where
d(E,o(H,)) denotes the distance between E and o(H,,). Then using the strategy of [Z, Section
3.3.2], one can show that the constants appear in the definition of uniform hyperbolicity of
A(TYw) : Z — SL(2,R) depend only on ||(H, — E)~||~' = d(E,¢(H,)). In particular, those
constants can be made uniform for all w € €.

1.2. The case with Jacobi operators and strategy of proofs. For Jacobi operators, the
notion of uniform hyperbolicity is not sufficient as the associated cocycle map takes values in
M(2, C), which denotes the set of all 2 x 2 matrices. Not only they might be not in SL(2,R),
they might even be singular, i.e. have zero determinant. Motivated by the study of the
extended Harper model [JM, AJM], C. Marx [Ma] first noted that in such scenario the right
choice should be cocycles admitting dominated splitting, which is a natural generalization of
uniformly hyperbolic cocycles to those allowing M(2, C)-values. Domination, on the other hand,
is an intensively studied notion in dynamical systems. It was introduced by and plays a key role
in the works of Mané [M] and Liao [L] on Smale’ s stability conjecture. The term dominated
splitting was introduced by Mané in [M]. We refer the readrs to [BV, BDP, P] and the referenes
therein regarding recent works in smooth dynamical systems involving domination. For recent
works related to domination for cocyles defined over base dynamics, we refer the readers to
[AJS, BG, BM] and the references therein.

Regarding the correspondence between domination and spectrum of Jacobi operators, Marx
[Ma] showed the following version of Johnson’s theorem. We again let 7' : @ — © be homeo-
morphism on a compact metric space Q. We say T is minimal if Orb(w) = Q for all w € Q. We
say T is uniquely ergodic if T" has only one ergodic probablity measure. We say T is strictly
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ergodic if T' is uniquely ergodic and minimal. By Proposition 2, p(.J,,) is independent of w € Q
if T is minimal. Let B¥ : Q — M(2,C) be the Jacobi cocycle map that is associated with the
energy E € C.

Theorem 3. Let T : Q — Q be strictly ergodic. Assume BF € C°(Q,M(2,C)) and
Jo [Tog | det(BF (w))||dp < oo for all E € C. Assume that the map w — J,, is continuous
with respect to the operator norm on J,. Then E € p(J,) if and only if (T, BY) admits
dominated splitting.

The original version of Marx’s theorem was stated for quasiperiodic Jacobi cocycles whose
base dynamics are minimal translations on the d-dimensional torus. Such base dynamics satisfy
all the conditions stated in Theorem 3. But as the author indicated in [Ma, Remark 1.2.ii.], the
proof works for a more general dynamics as stated in Theorem 3. The author also mentioned
in [Ma, Remark 1.2.ii.] that he believes the results should hold true for merely minimal
base dynamics. We wish to point out that there are Johnson theorems for CMV matrices.
Regarding Johnson’s theorem for the standard CMV matrices, which may be considered as
the unitary analog of Schrédinger operators, we refer the readers to [DFLY, Theorem 1.2].
Regarding Johnson’s theorem for generalized CMV matrices, which is the unitary analog of
Jacobi operators, we refer the readers to [FOZ, Theorem 6.1]. It in particular plays a key role
in studying the spectral properties of the unitary Almost Mathieu operator in [FOZ] which
arises natually in modeling a one-dimensional quantum walk whose coins are distributed quasi-
periodically.

However, as we explained in Section 1.1 and similar to the case of Schrédinger operators,
there should be a Johnson’s theorem for Jacobi operators defined by any sequences a € £*°(Z)
and b € (*(Z,R). Using such a theorem, one can already deduce some partial Johnson type
of results for any base dynamics. Moreover, once one has the sequence version, it should not
be far away to get a full version of Johnson’s theorem for Jacobi operators like the Schrédinger
case. In other words, topological transitivity should be sufficient. In particular, Propostion 1
can be easily seen to hold true for Jacobi operators as well (see e.g. Proposition 2 of Section 5).
Hence, one should be able to control all the necessary constants associated with conditions of
Definition 1 to make them uniform.

These are the main goals of this paper: to establish thorough versions of the Johnson’s
theorem for Jacobi operators, both for sequence-defined and dynamically defined operators.

In the case of SL(2,R) matrices, the definition of uniform hyperbolicity for cocycles defined
over base dynamics and for SL(2,R)-sequences are almost identical, see [Z]. However, though
the definition of dominated splitting for M(2, C)-cocycles over base dynamics exists (see. e.g.
Definition 2 of Section 5), it’s not immediately clear what the one for M(2, C)-sequences should
be. A good such definition should at least satisfy the following conditions:

(a) It generalizes the definition of uniform hyperbolicity for SL(2, R)-sequences.
(b) If a dynamically defined cocycle (T, B) admits dominated splitting, then

B(TYw) : Z — M(2,C)

should be a sequence that admits dominated splitting for each w € Q.

(¢) It should be stable under || - || co-perturbation.

(d) It should be the right definition for one to show a Johnson’s theorem for the Jacobi
operator J, ; with any choice of a € ¢*°(Z) and b € {>°(Z,R).

Thus, our first task is to find such a definition. Throughout the paper, we consider cocycle
maps B on Z or on a compact metric space § to be in £>°. We also let || - || denotes the
superemum norm in various scenarios. In particular, we may let M > 0 to be a universal
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upbound for all the cocycle maps B, that is || B|lcc < M. We define

Bn(j):{BuM—l)---B(j), n>1,

3
( ) 12; n:(),

where I is the identity matrix. We also define
Bon(j) =[Ba(j —n)) ' =B(G—-n)"" - BG-1)7", n>1,

if all matrices involved are invertible. It turns out that the following definition of domination
for M(2, C)-sequences serves our purposes perfectly:

Definition 1. We say that B € {*°(Z,M(2,C)) admits dominated splitting (DS) if for each
j € Z, there are one-dimensional spaces E“(j) and E*(j) of C? with the following properties.

(1) E*, E® are B—invariant in the sense that for all j € Z, it holds that
BIE“(5)] € E*( +1) and B)[E*(H)] € E°(5 +1).
(2) There exist N € Zy and A > 1 such that

BN (1)E(G)] > A Bn ()50
for all j € Z and all unit vectors 4(j) € E*(j) and 5(j) € E*(j).

(3) There exists § > 0 such that d(E*(j), E*(j)) > 6 for all j € Z.
(4) Let N € Z be from condition (2). Then it holds inf cz || Bn(j)]] > 0.

Clearly, condition (2) implies that E*(j) # E“(j), hence C? = E*(j) & E“(j), for all j € Z.
In condition (3), d(W, V') denotes a distance between two one-dimensional spaces W and V of
C2. For its definition, see equation (11) at the beginning of Section 2. Here we say the space
E* dominates the space E®. Throughout this paper, without loss of generality, we set A = 2 in
condition (2) in Definition 1. From now on, B € DS means B admits dominated splitting.

Remark 1. Conditions (1) and (2) of Definition 1 are standard conditions when one defines
M(2, C)-valued cocycles defined over a base dynamics that admit dominated splitting, see again
Definition 2 of Section 5. We also notice that in Definition 2, condition (3) is automatically
satisfied. However, when it comes to M(2,C) sequences, neither conditions (1) and (2) imply
conditions (3) and (4), nor conditions (3) and (4) imply each other under conditions (1) and
(2). But conditions (3) and (4) are necessary to guarantee the stability of the domination.
Indeed, we have two examples where the first example satisfies conditions (1)-(3) while condition
(4) fails. In the second example, we have conditions (1), (2), and (4) while condition (3) fails.
Moreover, our examples are actually GL(2,C)-valued.
Example one. We defined B as follows:
]
B(j) = <2 0 2_9_1> for all j € Z.

It is clear that for this B we have E*(j) = span{(})} and E“(j) = span{((l))} where E™
dominates E° at step 1. By definition of distance between complex lines at the begining of
Section 2, specifically, equations (11) and (9), we can easily see d(E*(j), E“(j)) = 2 for all
j € Z. Evidently, condition (4) fails since it is clear that

inf [|B,()|| =0 for alln € Z.
JEZ

Example two. We define B as follows.

AG) = (220|j| 2_%), D(j) = (é 2_1j), and
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2|4l _
B(j) = D(j + DAG)D() " = <2 0 2—|fil|>-

1t’s clear from the construction that the first and second column vectors of D(j) generates E*(5)
and E*(5) of B(j), respectively. It’s simple calculation to see E¥(j) dominates E*(j) at step
1 with the correponding X\ > 2. Moreover, it is clear that inf ez || B(j)|| > 3 which is nothing
other condition (4) of Definition 1. However, by (11) and (9), it is clear that

d(E*(5), E*(j)) <27V - 0 as j — +oo.

For the examples above, the domination can easily be perturbed away by an arbitrarily small
I - |oo-perturbation.
Finally, we notice that under conditions (1)-(3), condition (4) is equivalent to

(4 1r€1£ |Br(4)]] > 0 for alln € Z.
j

Indeed, (1)’ clearly implies condition (4). On the other hand, conditions (1)-(3) implies that if
we define D : Z — GL(2,C) such that the first and second column vectors are unit vectors in
E“(j) and E*(j), respectively, then inf;cz | det(D(5))| > 0, [|D]|co < 2, and

s
D(j +1)"'B()D() := (Ag f})

Jr — . . .
for some X;” and A} in C. It clearly implies

1 | FASERPYS 0
(4) D(j+N)""Bn(j)D(j) := - N-1 y—
0 [J AR
By condition (2), we must have for all j € Z:
J+N-1 J+N-1

> 2

I Aj>2 I &

k=j k=j

By the properties of D we mentioned above and by condition (4), we must have
inf DG+ V)™ By ()DG)| > 0,

Combine the two estimates above, we obtain
J+N-1

[T A
k=j

which in turn implies infcz |)\j'| > 0 since supjez |)\j| < C for some C > 0. Hence

inf >0

JEL

Jj+n—1
+
IT M
k=j

By (4) and properties of D, we then obtain (4)’. It turns out that often times in the remaining
part of the paper, to obtain condition (4) of Definition 1, we instead prove the stronger condition

(4) above.

Once we have the right definition, then the main theorem of this paper can be formulated
as follows. For simplicity, we also use (T, B) € DS for B : Q — M(2,C) that admits dominated
splitting. For its definition, see again Definition 2 of Section 5. Let B¥ : Z — M(2,C) be the
Jacobi cocycle map for the Jacobi operator J, . Then

Theorem 4. p(J,;,) = {E € C: BF € DS}.

inf

>0 for alln > 1.
JEL
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Clearly, Theorem 4 generalizes Theorem 2. Similar to the Schrodinger case, we have an
immediate corollary of Theorem 4 since we have the condition (b) stated before Definition 1:

Corollary 2. Consider the family of dynamically defined Jacobi operators J,,, w € Q, defined
by (2). If (T, B¥) € DS, then E € (N cq p(w).

However, similar to the discussion in Section 1.1, our proof of Theorem 4 actually implies
Theorem 7 below. Thus, the main task of this paper is to prove Theorem 4. It will be divided
into two directions. The first direction is:

(5) {EeC:B¥ ¢DS} C p(Jup)
which relies on the stability of domination for M(2, C)-sequences:

Theorem 5. Let B : Z — M(2,C) be such that B € DS. There exists € > 0 such that if
B:Z — M(2,C) satisfies || B — Bl|oc < €, then B € DS.

It turns out that the key step to show Theorem 5 is to show the following result. Let
D, = {z:]z] <7} C CP! = CU {oo}. For A € M(2,C), we let A- denote certain projectivized
action on CP! (see (12) at the beginning of Section 2 for the definition). Then

Theorem 6. Let A : Z — M(2,C) be such that inf;cz ||A(5)|| > 0. If there exist « > o/ >0
such that A(j) - (Do) C Do for all j € Z, then A € DS.

Remark 2. Theorem 6 basically says that the existence of an invariant cone field implies
domination for a M(2,C)-sequence. Theorem 6 also justifies the rationality of Definition 1 as
well. We will prove Theorems 5 and 6 in Section 2, which is of pure dynamical systems. In
the proof, we will show the following facts. For B € DS, we let N(B), 6(B), and myg)(B) =
inf; || Bn(g)(j)|| to be constants that appear in conditions (2), (3), and (4) of Definition 1,
respectively. Then in the proof of Theorem 6, we can show N(A) and §(A) depend only on
M, «, and o'. Using this fact, we can further show that the € in Theorem 5 depends only on
N(B),8(B), my(B) and M which in turn implies that N(B) and §(B) depend only on N(B),
d(B), mn(B), and M. Those facts will be used to deduce Corollary 4 in Section 5.

Once Theorem 5 is proven, we have the main tool to prove the first direction (5) of Theorem 4.
It will be done in Section 3. Here we mainly use the strategy of [Ma]. However, the fact that
we have to deal with the singular operators directly poses certain obstacles. In fact, one of the
main reasons that Theorem 3 puts a lot of restrictions on the base dynamics is the following.
In [Ma], first it does everything for those w along which a(T7w) # 0 for all j € Z so that the
singular operators are bypassed. Then it uses all the properties of the base dynamics to extend
results for nonsingular operators to the whole base space. Dealing with singular operators
directly is one of the main challenges this paper has.

The other direction of Theorem 4 is clearly:

(6) p(Jas) C {E € C: B¥ € DS}.

which will be done in Section 4. That is, we need to show B € DS if E € p(J, ). We will
first show BE : Z — M(2, C) satisfies the stronger version (4)’ of condtion (4) of Definition 1.
This is a completely new issue which does not exist either for Schrodinger operators or for
dynamically defined Jacobi operators. As a consequence, we need to use an estimate bounding
the derivatives of a polynomial via the supremum norm of the polynomial on certain compact
sets. It is the so-called Markov inequality, see e.g. [Pi]. Then we show condition (4)’ via certain
induction schemes.

To construct two invariant directions with desired properties, i.e. conditions (1)-(3) of Def-
inition 1, the main work is to have some detailed analysis of the Green’s function. Bascially,
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we need two different types of information regarding the Green’s function. The first is a
Combes-Thomas esitmate [CT] showing the exponential decaying of the Green’s function. This
is relatively simple as it follows from some standard computations. The other one, which is the
main work of this section, is to relate the column vectors in Green’s function to solutions of the
eigenvalue equation J, 3¢ = E¢. The fact that a; = 0 for certain j € Z leads to four differet
main cases, each of which has three subcases.

Once we put together the information above, one can construct the two invariant directions
and show they have the desired properties. For each of the conditions (1)-(3) of Definition 1,
one then needs to regroup the 12 different cases and treat them with different strategies.

Finally, we will show that all the estimates showing conditions (1)-(3) of Definition 1 depend
only on d(E,o0(J,)) which will eventually allow us to go from Theorem 4 to the following
dynamics version:

Theorem 7. Consider the dynamically defined Jacobi operators J,,, w € £, given by (2).

Assume that T be a topologically transitive and let wy be that Orb(wy) = Q. Then
p(Ju) ={E € C: (T,B¥) € DS}.

It is clear that Theorem 7 includes Theorems 1 and 3 as special cases. In some sense, this is
perhaps the best version of a Johnson’s theorem for dynamically defined Jacobi operators one
can hope to obtain as the conditions it assumed are indentical to those of Theorem 1. We will
have detailed discussion of Theorem 7 in Section 5.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Section 5 uses the stragety of [Z, Section 3.3.2] which was generously shared with Z. Z. by
Wilhem Schlag. We are grateful to him for his sharing as well as for some useful suggestions. We
are also grateful to Jake Fillman for catching various mistakes and typos in a preliminary version
of this paper. We are thankful to Anton Gorodenski for bringing a few relevant references into
our attention.

2. DOMINATION FOR M(2, C)-SEQUENCES AND ITS STABILITY

Let CP* = CU{oo} be the one-dimensional complex projective space, or the Rieman sphere.
We mainly use the following projection maps from C2? \ {0} — CP!:
(7) 7+ C2\ {0} — CP' where ﬁ<zl) _ 2

z9 zZ1

Through this projection, each one-dimensional space in C? can be identified with a point in
CP!. Hence, we may view a point z € CP! as an one-dimension space span{ (i)} of C2. Note
00 is considered to be span{ ((1))} For instance, by ¥ € z we mean ¥ is a vector in the one-
dimensional space z. In particular, we let 2’ denotes a unit vector in z. We shall mainly use the
following metric on CP!:

2|z—2'| ’ .
8) iz o) = | VOERGR 7 F €
’ 2 r_
z = Q.

Vi+z?]
It’s a standard fact the metric above on the Rieman sphere is induced by the stereographic
projection
P:S* = {(x1,72,23) : 27 + x5 + 25 = 1} — CP*
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so that d(z,2') = |P71(2) — P71(2')||gs for 2,2’ € CP!, where

00 if (21,22, 23) = (0,0,1);
P(x1, 22, 3) = {xll+z2i otherwise
3 .

Note d(z,2') < 2|z — 2/| for all z and 2’ € C. Let @ and @ be two nonzero vectors in C? .
We let (7,7") € M(2,C) denotes the matrix whose column vectors are ¥ and ¢’. Then a direct
computation shows that

. 2| det (¥, 0"
(9) d(w(v),w(ﬁ')) = HiﬂlH

7] - |9
In particular, if ¥ and ¥ are two unit vectors, then
(10) d(m(¥), m (V")) = 2| det (¥, T')].

Since one dimensional space can be identified by the points in CP', abusing the notation slightly,
for two one-dimensional subspaces V and W of C2, we define

(11) d(V,W) := d(w(V), n(w))

where v € V and @ € W are nonzero vectors.

Throughout this paper, we make the following assumptions: C, ¢ will be universal constants,
where C' is large and c is small.

Let A = (2%) € M(2,C) be a nonzero matrix such that [|A|| < M. Under the projection
7 as described in (7), there is an induced projectivized map of A acting on projective space
(CPY) \ {a}, where « is the eigenspace of the 0 eigenvalue of A, if such exists. We denote the
induced map by A - z. Then a direct computation shows that

c+dz
a+bz

(12) A-z: (CPY\{a} - CP', A-2=

Recall 7 denotes a unit vector in the one-dimensional space z € CPL. By (9) and (10), we have
d(A-z,A-2")=d(A-7(2),A - m(Z))
=d(m(AZ),n(AZ))
2| det(AZ, AZ)|

(13) = - -
[AZ] - [[AZ"]|
2det(A) | .
= 2D ez, 7))
[AZ] - [[AZ"]|
2| det(A)| ,
= a4z 7))
[AZ] - |AZ"|
If | det(A)| > § > 0, then it holds that
. . | det(A)] 1)
inf [|AY]| = ———— > —
oL, 147 1Al M
which in turn implies that (change M to 2M if necessary)
14 O 4z ) < d(A- 2 A2y < 2 ae ) for all 2, 2’ € CPY
(14) W(Z’Z)_ (A -z, -z)_5—2(z,z)ora 2,2 € .
Sometimes, we may need to use an another projection
7:C?\ {0} — CP"! where ﬁ'(zl) S
zZ9 Z9
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Then the projectivized map of A under 7, denoted by A, becomes the well-known Mobius
transformation:

_ az+b
(15) A(z) = ot d

All the computation above still hold true for A. In fact, d(A(z), A(z")) = d(A -z, A- 2').

2.1. Invariant cone field implies domination: proof of Theorem 6. In this section, we
will prove Theorem 5. We begin with the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Let f : D, — Dy be a holomorphic function for some 0 < o < «a. Then there
exists a 0 < p = p(a, ') < 1 such that it holds for all z1,2z5 € D, that

f(z2) = f(=1)
a? — f(z1)f(z2)

Proof. For simplicity, we set D = D;. Define g : D — D to be

22 — 21

a? —Zizp

(16) 9() = ()

which is a holomorphic function on the unit disc. By Schwarz—Pick theorem (see [D]), for all
21,22 € D,

g(z2) —g(1) | (|22 =2
1—g(z1)g(z2) |~ [1 =722
Fom (16), it holds for all z € D, that
0 (*
) =a'g ()

Hence, for all z1, z5 € D, we have

f(z2) = f(21)

a2 — f(z1)f(22)

_1lg(#)-9(®)
o 1-g(2)g(2)
P iy
“ o1 _Zz
a o
73 zZ9 — 21
T o |a? —ZF2

We can rewrite

f(z2) = f(21)

o2 —fle)f(z2)| @ |a? — (2)2f(z1) f(22)
_a? | f(z=) - f(z) o® — f(z1)f(22)
a? g2 — f(z)f(z2) || @® = ()2 f(21) f(22)
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Hence, combining the two estimates above, we obtain for all z; and z3 in D, that

flz2) = f(z1) | |a? = f(z21)f(22) f(z2) = f(z1)

(17) ) —Ja) | o Jle)iz)) )/
a? — f(21)f(22) a? — f(21)f(z2) | | — f(21)f(22)
a o’? —@f(zz) | = '
T a2 f(z)f(z2) | |0z

All that is left to show is that

o? —@f(zz)
a? — f(z1)f(22)

Since |f(21)f(22)] < o/? for all z € D,, it is clear that the estimate above can be reduced to
find an upbound of the following function

(18) 2 < p<1forall 21,2 € Da.
[0

a—z

h:D, — R where h(z) = and 0 < a < b.

Set z = te'? for some 0 < t < a. It is then straightforward to see that

htei®) = a® +t* — 2at cos 6 5
b2 4 t2 — 2bt cos 0

and maxge(o,2x) h(te”) = h(te'™) = 4 which is monotone increasing in ¢ € [0, 00). Hence we
obtain 5
a
sup |h(z)] < .
sup [h(:)] < 2
Thus, we have for the left hand side of (18) that
2 FoN 202 2Q
o \om @) o 207 20 gz, e D
o a2~ f(a1)f(z2) |~ o a®+a?  14(5)?

a

In other words, we can set p = p(a, ') = 1&%)2 <1
’ O

Proof of Theorem 6. Replacing a by a smaller number if necessary, we may assume that for all
JEZ

A(j) - Da) € A(j) - (Do)
By Lemma 1, there exists a 0 < p = p(a,a/) <
21,29 € Dy that

( ) C Do
1 such that it holds for all j € Z and all

A(f) 22 = A(J) - =1
a? — A(j) - 214A(j) - 22
Thus we have for all n € Z,, all j € Z, and all 21, 2o € D, that

An(f) - 22 — An(j) - 21 A@j) - 22 — A() - =1
o? — An(j) - 2140 (J) - 22 a? — A(j) - 21A(j) - 22

which in turn implies that

22 — 21

a? —Zz|

n—1

202/

(19) [An(f) - 22 — An(j) - 21| < mp"_l for all z1, 2o € Dy

Hence, the sequence of sets
Ap(G—n)-(Dy), n>1
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are nested compact sets whose diameter goes to 0 as n goes to co. Hence,
ﬂ An(j —n) - (Da)
n>1

is a single point. We may then set

n>1
C () AG) - [An(G = n) - (Da)]
n>1
= () AulG +1=n)-[(A(G —n)Da)]
n>1
C () An(i+1-n)-(Da)
n>1
=E*(j+1),
which is nothing other than A(j) - E*(j) = E"(j + 1). Moreover, it is evident that
(20) E"(j) € Dy for all j € Z.

Next, we compute E*(j) for all j € Z. Suppose det A # 0. Then it is clear that A-(D,) C Dy
implies
At (D) cmb.
Let g : CP! — CP! be the diffeomorphism such that g(z) = % Then it is clear that g = ¢!
and
goA-=Aog.
D:. Thus if det(A(j)) # 0, then the estimates above imply

T

AG) T (D) = AG) T g(DE) = go A(j) " - (DE) C g(DF) =D

Also, it is evident that g(]D)E)
1
Thus we have for all J >r > é

A()T (ﬁﬁ) c D,.

Now we fix an arbitrary jo € Z. To find E*(jy), we consider two different cases:

Case 1. det A(j) # 0 for all j > jo, then similar to the argument where we obtained E*, we

have that
- {A"(jo)i1 ' (ﬁ%)}n>1

o

(Ao v - (0))

is a nested sequence of compact sets whose diameters tend to zero as n — oco. Thus we can
define

n>1

jO _g ﬂA .70+n ( a/)

n>1
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Note that E*(j) can be defined in the same way for all j > jo in this case. Now similar to the
E*, one readily checks for all j > jo that

A(j)- E*(j) = E*(j + 1) and E*(j) € g | (| Dr | =g(D:) =DE.
r>§
In particular, the conclusion above hold true for j = jo.
Case II. If det A(j) = 0 for some j > jo, then we set 7' = min{j > jo : det A(j) = 0} and define
E*(j) := ker(Aj —jo+1(jo))-
Note that our condition clearly implies that D,, is contained in the domain of A, (j) for all j and
all n > 1. Thus A, (j) cannot be a zero matrix which implies that E*®(j) is a one-dimensional

subspace of C2. Moreover, since 4 _j, (jo) cannot be defined at w(E*(5)), it cannot be in the
domain of Aj:_; (jo). In particular, it holds that

E*(jo) € DE.

To show the invariance, we have to further consider two subcases. First, we assume j' = jo.
Then

E*(jo) = ker A(jo) and A(jo)[E* (jo)] = {0} C E*(jo + 1)
no matter what is E*(jo + 1). Second, we consider j' > jo. Then j° > jo + 1 which implies
jo + 1 falls into in the present second case as well. Thus, by our definition, we have

E*(jo +1) = ker(Aj—j, (jo + 1))
Moreover, we have det A(jo) # 0 in this case. Thus we must have
E*(jo) = ker [Aj—jo+1(jo)]

= ker [Ajr—j, (jo + 1) A(jo)]

= A(jo) ™ [ker(Ay—j, (jo + 1))]

= A(jo) "' [E*(jo + 1]
or equivalently

A(jo)[E°(5)] = E®(jo + 1).

Combining cases I and II, we have defined E*(j) for all j € Z, showed its invariance, and
obtained E*(j) € DE. Thus we have

d(E*(j), B“(j)) > inf{d(z,2') : z € DS, 2" € Dy}
It is straightforward calculation that for all z € ]D)g and all 2/ € D, that

d(z,2) = 2|z — 2| . 2(|z] — o)
7 VA+P)A+[ZP) T A+ A+ a?)
1) _ 21— 77) . 2(1 — &)
VA + )0 +a?) T I+ a1 +a?)
o 2-8) 20@-a)
VI+a2)(1+a?)  J1+a?)(l+a?)
Let 6 = % > 0. Thus, we have
(22) inf d(E°(j), E“(3)) > 0.

JEL
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Let @(j) € E*(j) and 5(j) € E*(j) be unit vectors. We set D(j) = (@(j), 5(j)) € M(2,C). In
other words, %(j) and §(j) are the column vectors of D(j). By (10) and (22), we have

(23) inf |det D(7)| = inf d(E" (), B°(7)) > &

Clearly, D(j) are invertible for all j € Z and there are ¢, C, depending on §, such that
(24) c < |D(H)*| < C for all j € Z.

Together with | det(D(j))| < ||D(5)]|*> < 1, (24) implies

(25) 1< |det D(j)~ ! < C for all j € Z.

Thus, we my apply (14) to D(j) and obtain for some ¢, C, depending on § only, such that
(26) cd(z,2') < d(D(j)™ - 2,D(j) - 2) < Cd(z,7') for all j € Z and all z, 2’ € CP*.
We define

A(j) = D(j + 1) AGG) D).
Since A(j) leaves one dimensional spaces correspond to both 0 and co € CP! invariant, it must
be diagonal. In other words, there are )\;L and A} for all j € Z such that

w0-( 1)

(24) together with the fact 0 < mq < ||A(j)|| < M for all j € Z imply that
(27) a1 < [[A(G)]] < Cy for all j € Z,

where ¢1,C; depend on a,a’,m; and M. Set F(j) = D(j)"'D,. The computation (21) shows
that infcz d(E"(j), 0Ds) > 6 where 0D, is the boundary of D,. Thus (26) implies that

(28) inf d(0,07(j)) = inf d(D(j) " - B"(5), D(j) ™" - 9Da) > ed >0

In particular, there is a ' > 0, depending on § only, such that
D, C F(j) for all j € Z.
Let diam(S) denotes the diameter of a set S C CP! under the metric d. By (19), the fact
d(z,2") < 2|z — 72| for all z,2’ € C, and (26), we obtain
diam (A, (j)F(j)) = diam (D" (j) An(j) - Da)

< Cdiam (A, (j) - Da)

<C'pt
where 0 < p < 1 and C” depend only on §. Note by our construction, E%(j) € A,(j —n) - Dy
for all n > 1 and all j € Z which implies that 0 € A,,(j)F(j) for all n > 1 and j € Z. Thus the

estimate above shows that A, (j)F(j) uniformly converges to 0 as n — co. In particular, there
exists a IV > 1, depending on § only, such that for all j € Z

AN(j) . (DT/) C D%/

J+N—-1 \+
. DT 0
An(j) = ( k_JO g Hj+N—1)\_>
k=j k

where

Hence, we must have for all j € Z that

Jj+N-1 Jj+N-1

IT Xl=2 II »|-
k=j k=j
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Since An(j)D(j) = D(j + N)An(j) where D(j) = (d(j), 8(4)), the estimate above implies that
AN (G)a(G) > 2/|An (5)5(G)] for all j € Z.

Recall that @(j) and 3(j) are unit vectors in E“(j) and E®(j), respectively. Thus we have
showed that E* dominates E°. Moreover, the corresponding constant 6(A4) = ¢ and N(A) = N
depend on §, hence on « and o/, only.

To complete the proof that A € DS, the only thing left is to show for all n > 1,
infjez [|[An ()| > 0. Similar to the argument contained in Remark 1 and since A is conju-
gate to A via D which satisfies (24), we only need to show such condition holds true for A.
Since A is diagonal, it is then sufficient to show

inf [XF| > 0.
JEZ

Suppose it is not true. Then for any ¢ > 0, there exists a j € Z such that |)\;r| < e. By (27),
we must have |A;| > c. Then, we must have for all ¢ > 0 that

D?t C A(]) - Dy
By (26) and the simple fact that d(z,2') < |z — 2’| < C(r)d(z,2’) for all z,z’ € D,, there are
0 < a1 < ag such that D,, C F(j) = D(j) 'D, C Dy, for all j € Z. Hence, we obtain
D§a1 C A(.]) 'Dal C A(.]) ]:(.]) C ]:(.] + 1) C Daz
which is clearly not true when ¢ is sufficiently small. This completes the proof. O

2.2. Stability of domination: proof of Theorem 5.

Lemma 2. Let B € {>(Z,M(2,C)). Define B"™N)(j) := Bx(jN +m). Then, B € DS if and
only if there exists N € Z, such that BN) ¢ DS for allm =0,1,2,..,N — 1.

Proof. We start by showing the only if part. Let B € DS. Fix N € N such that it satisfies
condition (2) in definition 1. For simplicity, we define A(™) : Z — M(2,C) as

A (5) = BMN(5) = By (jN +m).

By condition (4) of Definition 1, it is clear that inf;ez | A7 (5)|| > 0 for allm = 0, 1,2, ..., N—1.
For every m = 0,1,2,..., N — 1, define E¥ (j) := E*(jN +m) and E? (j) := ES(jN + m).
Clearly E?, and EY are A(™)invariant and they satisfy the conditions (3) of Definition 1.
Finally, with such choices of E2, and E* , by our definition of A it is clear that A(™) satisfies
condition (2) of Definition 1 at step one. With these subspaces, A(™) satisfies conditions (1)-(4)
from the definition of DS. Hence, A" = B(":N) ¢ DS.
Now we show the if part. Again, we define A™) :Z — M(2,C) as

A (5) = BN () = By (jN +m)

and we have A(™) € DS for all m = 0,1,2,..., N — 1. In particular, we may define E* (j) and
E3,(5) to be the invariant subspaces of A™). Let 5™)(j) and @™ (5) be unit vectors in EZ,(5)
and E" (j), respectively. We may choose a § > 0 and a K € Z so that for all 0 < m < N and
all j € Z, it holds that

(29) 1B, (5) — B () |lzpr > 6
(30) 1ASY ()™ ()| > 2| A% ()5 ()]

For every m € {0,1,2, ..., N — 1}, we can define a pair of invariant directions E*™ and E*™
for B as follows. Fix any j € Z, we have j = kN +m + ¢ for some k € Z and some 0 < ¢ < N.
We define E*™(j) to be

E“™(j) == Be(j — OBy, (k)
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which is always a one-dimesional subspace of C2. Otherwise, we will have A™(k)EY (k) = {0}
which contradicts the condition (2) of Definition 1. We define E%™(j) to be the one-dimensional
subspace of C? so that

By—e(7)E>™(j) C B (k+1).
That is, if By_¢(j) is invertible, then E*™(j) = By_¢(j) ' EZ,(k + 1); otherwise, E*™(j) is
the eigenspace of By_¢(j) for the eigenvalue 0.

One readily checks that E*™(j) and E*™(j) are B-invariant for each 0 < m < N. Moreover,
E®™(j) # E*“™(j) for all j € Z. We now have N pairs of invariant subspaces for B(j). We
claim that the N choices must be the same. To this end, we first note that it holds that for all
k € Z that

E“™(kN +m) = E® (k) and E>™(kN +m) = E2 (k).

We define 3,,(j) € E*™(j) and @, (j) € E*™(j) to be unit vectors. Fix any j € Z, we may
assume j = kN + m for some k € Z and some 0 < m < N. It then suffices to show that for all
0<{¢< N, t+#m, we have

ES'(j) = E¥™(j) and E**(j) = E“"™(j).

We assume that £ > m since the proof of the case £ < m is completely analogous. We write
5i(4) = atlm(j) + b3 (j) and @e(j) = ctim(j) + dSm(j) for some a,b,c,d € C. It is clear
that ,,(j) € E%(k) and 5,,(j) € E2,(k). Recall that EY dominates EZ, under A =
By (N(-) +m). Thus for all A > 0, we have for some large ny = pN € Z, that

(31) 1By (3)tim ()| > AllBry (5)8m (7)1

Note we have By, (j)tum(j) € E%(p + k) and By, (§)Sm(j) € E5,(p+ k) .
On the other hand, By_,,(§)5:(j) € Ej(k) and By_p,(j)ue(j) € Ef (k). Thus for the same
A > 0 above and by choosing p appropriately, we can find a ny = n; + ¢ — m such that

(32) 1Bu (5 < 5 1B ()i5)]

For simplicity, we set D = By_p,(j + n1). (32) implies that

|al[|D B, (7)im ()] = [l DBy (7)5m (5]
<|IDBy, (7)5 ()l
=[1Bn, (5)8:(4)

<§||Bm<j>ﬁz<j>||

%ll DB, ()i ()|

] N e 1] N
<DB,, (i) + S IDB.L ()50 ()]
If a # 0, then for large A the estimate above and (31) imply that
N 2(|b] + |d|) N
1D B, (7)tm ()| < TIIDBm(J)Sm(J)II
2(|ol + DI D]l N
< A5, ()5 )
2(]6l + [d1)

IP1y 5, (yitm )

IN

Alal
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which in turn implies for some C; > 0, the choice of which is independent of A, that

. i C
(33) |1 Beem (5 + ma)a®™ (k +p) | < =

where @™ (k + p) is a unit vector in E¥ (p + k). Note that (33) implies for some Cy > 0, the
choice of which is independent of A, that

C
IBxn ((k +p)N +m)a™ (k + p)| < 72

which together with (30) implies

C

IBrn ((k+p)N +m)5t™ (k +p)| < 2—)2\
where 5™ (k + p) is an unit vector in EZ, (k + p). Note (29) implies that the angle between
@™ (k + p) and @™ (k + p) is at least § away from 0 and m. Thus, the two estimates above

clearly imply that
| Brn((k+p)N 4+ m)d]| <

for all unit vectors @ € R2. Thus, we have

m C
| Biew((k + )N +m)l| = |4 (k+p)]| < 5

where the choice of (5 is again independent of A. Since we can find such p for all A > 0, it
contradicts with condition (4) of Definition 1 for AC™. Thus we must have a = 0 which implies
that

50(§) = €"5,,(j) for some t € R.
Use the same strategy of proof, we can show that d = 0 which implies that
g(§) = €™l (j) for some t € R.

Indeed, by B- invariance of E}, we have B, (j — n)d,(j — n) is linearly dependent with @(j).
If d # 0, then we must have that @;(j — n) = ap@m(j — n) + bp8m(j — n) where b, # 0 and
B, (j —n)sm(j —n) # 0 for all n > 0. This implies that B,,(j — n) is invertible for all n > 1
which in turn implies that B(j —n) is invertible for all n > 0. Then by the strategy of showing
b =0 and by going backwards in time, we can show d = 0.

Now, we just need to define E* and E® of B to be E*™ and E*“™ for any 0 < m < N,
respectively. They satisfy condition (1) of Definition 1 since they are B-invariant. On the
other hand, for any j € Z, we have j = kN + m for some k € Z and 0 < m < N. Thus
E*(j) = E2,(k) and E“(j) = E! (k) which implies the following two things. First, by (29),
we have d(E?®(j), E¥(j)) > ¢ for all j € Z. In other words, E° and E" satisfy condition (3) of
Definition 1. Second, by (30), it holds for all j € Z that

| Bren (7)d(5)[| > 2[| Brn(5)50G)|

which is the condition (2) of Definition 1. Finally, condition (4) of Definition 1 for A(™)
m=20,..., N — 1, imply that

. N (m)(;
i [Bw @) = _ inf A™()] >0

In other words, B satisfies condtion (4) of Definition 1. Hence, B € DS where the corresponding
invariant spaces are E* and E°. O
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Remark 3. The proof of the if part of Lemma 2 in particular implies the uniqueness of invari-
ant directions appear in Definition 1. In other words, suppose B € DS and E® and E* are the
corresponding invariant directions. Suppose F* and F" form another pair of invariant direc-
tions of B that satisfy conditions (1)-(3), then we must have E*(j) = F*(j) and E*(j) = F"(j)
for all j € Z. Moreover, the proof of E*(j) = F*(j) only involves B(n) for all n > j. Similarly,
the proof of E“(j) = F"(j) only involves B(n) for all n < j.
Lemma 3. Let A = (AJ )\0,) € M(2,C) be such that |[A\T| >~ >0 and |\T| > 2|]A\|. Fiz any
r>0. Then there exist ¢ = c(y,7) > 0 and C = C(v,7) > 0 so that if A : Z — M(2,R) satisfies
A=Al <c, then
(34) sup |[A-z—A-z| < C||A—A.

z€D,
Proof. Let A = (2%) and let 6 = IA—AJ|. Then, A\ —a| <6, [A\"—d| <6, |b| <dand |c| <8
which in turn imply that

le+dz— A"z <lc| + |z]|[d = A7| < (1 +|z|) and
la+bz = AT| < |a— AT[+ [b|2] < 0(1 + |2]).

In particular, we have

la-+ b2l 2 AT =31+ [2]) 2y — (L +7) > 2
provided § < ﬁ Thus, for such §, we have for all z € D,. that
~ ATz cHdz
Az A2l < |22
A2 2= At a+ bz
< ATz A7z Az c+dz
| AT a+ bz a+bz a+bz
A"z 1
= | bz — AT Az — d
" (at57) la + bz |+ a+bz‘| z — (c+dz)|
< 5(1 41
< ez +|Z|)< AT )
1
< ;(1 +7r)(247r)0
1 ~
:;(14-7”)(24—7")”/\—/\”.
In other words, (34) holds true with ¢ = ﬁ and C = %(1 +7r)(2+7). O

We are now ready to show that our definition of the dominated splitting for M(2, C)-sequences
is a stable property under the || - |- perturbation.

Proof of Theorem 5. Let B € DS. Let E* and E® be its invariant spaces. By condition (2)
of Definition 1, there exists N € Zy such that ||By(5)d(j)| > 2||Bn(5)5(5)|| for all j € Z,
and all unit vectors @(j) € E“(j),5(j) € E*(j). By Lemma 2, we may assume N = 1 with
the understanding that m, = inf; || B(j)|| appear below is essentially my = inf; || By (j)||. We
define

(35) A(j) = D(j + 1)~ B(j)D(j)
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where D(j) is defined as
D(j) = (a(4), 5(7))-
By invariance of E* and E*, it is clear that A : Z — M(2,C) is diagonal, i.e.

=% L)

J
Moreover, since E* dominates F*° at step 1, we must have

|AT| > 2|A7]| for all j € Z.
By condition (4) of Definition 1,

inf d(E"(j), E°(f)) > 6 > 0
JEZ

which implies
inf | det D(j)| = d(E"(4), £°(j)) > & > 0.
J

Thus, there exist ¢, C', depending on ¢ only, such that

(36) c<|DG)E| < CforalljeZ
By condition (3) of Definition 1, my < || B(j)|| < M for all j € Z. Hence, we must have
(37) a1 < [[A(G)]] < Cy for all j € Z,

where ¢; and C7 depend on mq, M and §. Since ‘)\ﬂ > 2|/\;| for all j € Z, there must exist a
~v = ~(my, M, ) > 0 such that |/\]+| > v for all j € Z. Moreover, for any a > 0, we have

(38) A(j) - (D) C Dg for all j € Z.
For B : Z — M(2,C), we define
(39) A(j) = D(j + 1) B() D).
Then by (36), we have for some C' = C(y,«) > 0 that
IAG) = AG)I < C|IB - B

Hence, if ||§ — B|| small, we have the following two properties. First, by (37), we have
40 inf |A(j)| > e

(40) inf A >«

Second, by (34) of Lemma 3, we have

sup |A(j) -z = A(G) -2l < CIAG) = AG) < C1BG) - BG)I

Thus for all § < o/ < a, there exists a € = £(d, a,a’,y) > 0 such that if |B — B|| < ¢, then

(41) A(j) - Do C Dy for all j € Z.

(40) and (41) imply that A : Z — M(2,C) satisfies all the conditions of Theorem 6. Thus, we
have A € DS with the corresponding constants §(A) and N(A) depend only on &, hence only
on myg), M, §(B), a and o/. However, the choice of a and o’ are independent of B.

Since A is conjugate to B via D, one readily check that B € DS. Indeed, condition 4)
of Definition 1 for A clearly implies B satisfies condition (4) as well. Moreover, if E* and
E* are the invariant spaces of A, then it is straightforward to see that E“(j) = D(j) - E“(j)
and E*(j) = D(j) - E*(j) are the invariant spaces of B which meet all other conditions of
Definition 1. Finally, since @ and o' can be chosen independent of B and since constants
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associated with D depend only on 4, one readily checks that the dependence of the constants
§(B) and N(B) depend on B only through 6(B), N(B), my(g), and M. O

3. DOMINATION IMPLIES INVERTIBILITY OF THE OPERATOR

In this section, we show that
{E€C:BY ¢DS} C p(Jap).
Consider the spectral equation
(42) Japp = E,

where E € C is the energy parameter. A direct computation shows that if 1y € C% solves
equation (42), then

. ¥(j) ) _ (1/1(j+1)> :

4 B =a; for all j € Z
) i) =i("e ) e ez
where BE : Z — M(2,R) is called the Jacobi cocycle map and is defined as

, E-b, —a—1
(a1) s - (70 5.

In case a; # 0, we define AF(j) = %BE(j) By (43), (Jup¥); = (E%); is equivalent to

" w19 )= (W0 V),
) NuG-1) (i)

In other words, A”(j) becomes the transfer matrix of the operator (1) when it exists. First,
we have the following lemma.

Lemma 4. Suppose E € C is such that B¥ € DS with E* and E® being its invariant directions.
Then there exists a A\g > 1 so that the following holds true.

(1) Suppose there is jo € Z such that aj # 0 for all j > jo. Then for each j > jo, there
exists a k = k(j) > 0 such that it holds for all unit vectors @(j) € E*(j) that

(46) IAZ (i) = kAL for alln > 1,

(2) Suppose there is a jo € Z such that a; # 0 for all j < jo. Then, for all j < jo, there
exists k = k(j) > 0 such that it holds for all unit vectors 5(j) € E*(j) that

(47) IAZ ()5(G)| > kNS for alln > 1.

Proof. By conditions (1)-(2) of Definition 1, BE € DS guarantees that there exist ¢ > 0 and
A > 1 such that

(48) IBY ()i > eA™|BY ()50l

for all j € Z and all unit vectors u(j) € E“(j) and 5(j) € E%(j). By condition (3) of Definition 1,
there exists § > 0 such that | det (@(j), 5(j)) | = d(E*(j), E*(j)) > 6 > 0 for all j € Z. Hence,
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we have
j+n—1
[ @] < |det(BY ()ld(E"(5), E*(j))

i=j

|'||Bf(j)ﬂ(] |- [ det(@ (J +n) (J +n))|

Combining the estimate above and (48), we have for some ¢ > 0, the choice of which is inde-
pendent of j, that

Jj+n—1
(49) ¢ [ aaiz| <IIBE()iG)|*A™" for all j € Z and all n > 1.
=]

If a; # 0 for all j > jo, then by (49) it holds for all j > jo + 1 that

A7 (G)a(i)|? = ex > G A\"|a;j_q| for all n > 1

CLJJrn 1
where the last inequality comes from the fact that @ € ¢°(Z). It clearly implies (46) with
Ao = VA when j > jo + 1. No matter aj, = 0 or not, the estimate above can then be extended
to jo + 1 since
AP(jo + DE“(jo + 1) = E*(jo +2).
Similarly, suppose for some j, BE, (j) is well-defined for all n > 1. Then B¥ € DS guarantees
that there exists a ¢ > 0, the choice of which is independent of j, such that

IBE,())5() > eX™|BE,, (5)a(j)||

for all unit vectors #(j) € E*(j) and 3(j) € E*(j). Following the same logic as above, we get
that

< IBE,(NaDIIBE, (NG < 1B, (1)5G)IPA"

[ A

which in turn implies for all n > 1

|AZ, ()51 = e

‘ > c1N"|aj-1].

j—n—1
If a; # 0 for all j < jo, then BE (j) is well-defined for all j < jo and for all n > 1. Thus, the
estimate above clearly implies (47) with Ao = v/A for all j < jo. O

For ja > j1, we define Ji;, j,) to be the restriction of J,; to the subspaces 02(j1, jo] with
Dirichlet boundary conditions. That is j;, j, +1] = bj,+1; for jo > j1 + 1, we have

aj,+190(j1 +2) +bj, 11001 +1), j=j1+1,

(50) (J(J17J2]¢)(.7) = (Ja,b(b)(j)a 71+ 1 <Jj<jo if J2 > 71+ 2,
aj,—10(j2 — 1) + bj,¢(j2), J = Jo
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We also denote restrictions of .J, ;, on half lines (jo, +00) and (—o0, jo] with Dirichlet boundary

conditions by J(;, ) and J_ j;1, respectively. In other words, we have

: ajo+10(jo +2) + bjo+16(jo + 1), J=Jo+1,

(51) (JGo,)0) ) =4 7 , ’ o
(Ja,b¢)(j)7 J >.70+17

@jo—10(jo — 1) + bjod(jo), J = Jo,
(Ja,b(b)(j)v .7 < jO'
Note for all those restrictions, we write the intervals of integers to be half open without the
left end point. They may certainly be written as other type of intervals. We define py(j, E) =
det(E — Jjj j4n)) for N > 1, po(j, E) = 1, and p_1(j, E) = 0. Then it is a standard result that
the following is true for all j € Z and all N > 1:

Bﬁ(j): pN(.]vE) . _ajflefl(j_FLE) .
aj+N-1PN-1(J, E) —@j-1aj4n-1pN—2(j + 1, E)

(52) (J—jo1®)(J) = {

Lemma 5. Suppose E € C is such that BF € DS with E*, E* being its invariant directions.
We consider the following restrictions of Jqp:

(1) There is jo € Z such that aj, = 0 and aj, # 0 for all j > jo. Then we consider Jj, ).
(2) There is jo € Z such that aj, = 0 and aj, # 0 for all j < jo. Then we consider J_ ;.
(8) For all j € Z, aj # 0. Then we consider the whole line operator Jg .
(4) There exist j1 < jo such that aj, = aj, = 0. Then we consider J(;, j,-
In cases (1) and (2), the solution space of Ji;,,1y¢ = E¢ or Ji_ j ¢ = E¢ is one-dimensional.
Moreover, any of their nontrivial solutions grows exponentially along some subsequences that
go to oo, respectively. In case (3), the solution space of J,pp = Ev is two dimensional and
any nontrivial solution either grows exponentially along a subsequence that goes to co or along
a subsequence that goes to —oc. In case (4), J(;, j,)@ = E¢ has only zero solution.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may focus on case (1) since case (2) can be done similarly.
Consider the solution space {¢ : Zj~;, — C: J(j, 4)¢ = E¢}. By (51), the solution is uniquely
determined by ¢, which implies the space is one-dimensional. More precisely, for all j > jo +2,
®(jo) is determined by equation (51) which by (45) is equivalent to
o(j + 1)) E (¢(jo + 1))
) Az jo+1 . .
("50)") =4t 0 ("G
Note in the equation above, the choice of ¢(jo) is not relevant as it will be canceled by a,, = 0.
In particular, if we define ¢" to be a solution generated by some (¢“(j0¢1)) € E%(jo + 1), then

¢*(jo)
by Lemma 4, we will have for all j > jg + 1: ’

(53) (75 Y= (7 D) g o+ vl = i,

It is clear that the above estimate implies that |¢*(n;)| > EA™—Jo for a strictly monotone
increasing sequence n; > jo. In particular, it is a nontrivial solution which must form a basis
of the solution space. Hence, all nontrivial solutions of J(;, 1)¢ = E¢ are some ¢" generated

by a nonzero vector in E*(jo + 1) and it holds that for some k = k(¢*) > 0,
(54) |p% (ng)] > kAP0 for all [ > 1.

Going backwards in time j and running the same proof above, we obtain the following infor-
mation in case (2). Any nontrivial solution ¢° of J_ j1¢ = E¢ is generated by a vector in
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E*(jo). By case (2) of Lemma 4 and the estimate above we obtain for some n; < jo, which is
strictly monotone decreasing in ¢ > 1, that

(55) |6° (ny)| > kMO~ for all t > 1.

To cousider case (3), we fix any jo. Then all solutions are of the form ¢ = a¢™ + S¢° where
¢" is generated by a vector in E*(jo) and ¢ is generated by a vector in E*(jo). Since a; # 0
for all j € Z, the same proof as in the first two cases yield that ¢“(n;) grows exponentially
fast as n; — oo and ¢*°(n;) grows exponentially fast as n; = —oo where {n;} and n; are some
sequences. Hence, if v is nontrivial, it must grow exponentially fast at least along one of the
sequences {n;} and {n;}.

Now, we consider case (4), i.e. the finite restrictions.J(;, ;,;. We want to show

dim{(bf(n),jl <n<jg: (J(j17j2] - E)(bf(n) =0} =0.

If not, then (J(j, j,] — E)¢! = 0 for some nonzero vector ¢f. Set N = j, — j;. Then we have
pn(j1+1, E) = det(E — J, j,)) = 0 since E € o(Jj, j,))- Recall aj, = a;, = 0. Thus, we have

BE(ji +1) = < pn(i+1LE)  —apn-1( + 2, E) )
" aj,pN-1(1 + 1, E)  —aja5,pN—2(j1 + 2, E)
is a zero matrix, which contradicts condition (4) of Definition 1. Hence, the solutions of
(J(G1.ga] — E)¢’ = 0 are all trivial. 0

Let £4(Jqp) be the set of generalized eigenvalues of J, 5, 1.e. all E C C that admit a nontrivial
polynomially bounded solution of J, 1) = Ev. From the theorem of Sch’nol-Berezanskii [B, Sc],
it is well-known that

89(‘]@11;) = U(Ja,b)-
In particular, it suffices to show for any E such that BF € DS, all nontrivial solutions of
Japtp = E1p are not polynomially bounded. Indeed, by Theorem 5, BE' € DS for all E’ close
to E. Hence, for all E' close E, all nontrivial solutions of J, 330 = E’t) are not polynomially

bounded which implies E € Eg(JaJ,)C = p(Jap)-
Hence, to prove
{E:B¥ €DS} C p(Jup),
we only need to show all nontrivial solutions of J, 1) = Et are not polynomially bounded
when B¥ € DS. To this end, we define
(56) Jmax :=sup{j € Z: a; = 0} and jmin :=inf{j € Z: a; =0},

if they exist. Note we allow jynax to be co and juyin to be —oo.

Proof of the first direction of Theorem 4. Now we are ready to prove (5). We may divide the
proof into the following cases.

Case I. a; # 0 for all j € Z. Then case (3) of Lemma 5 directly implies that all nontrivial
solutions of J, 1 = E7 are not polynomially bounded.

Case II. =00 < Jmin < Jmax < 0. If jmin = Jmax, then we can decompose J,; as the
following direct sum

Ja’)b = J(fvjmin] EB J(jmaxa“r)'
If jmin < Jmax, then we have
Ja,b = J(fvjmin] @ J(jminvjmax] @ J(jmaXv+)'
By cases (1), (2), and (4) of Lemma 5, in both cases, the solution space is spanned by

{(¢°,0,0,...),(-..,0,0,¢")}
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where ¢* and ¢" are any nontrivial solutions of J_ ; .10 = E¢ and J; . )¢ = E¢, respec-
tively. Hence, by (54) and (55) and similar to Case I, all nontrivial solutions of the eigenvalue
equation in both cases must grow exponentially fast at least along some subsequences go to oo
or —oo.

Case III. Either jyin = —00 and jpax < 00; OF Jumin > —00 and jmax = 00. In the first case,
there exists a strictly monotone decreasing sequence of integers {ji}r>1 such that ji = jmax
and a;, =0 for all k > 1. Hence we may decompose the operator J,; as

Ja,b =...® J(jk+1;jk] ©--- D J(jQ;jl] @ J(j17+)'

Then by cases (1) and (4) of Lemma 5, the solution space of J, ¢ = E¢ is spanned by
(...,0,0,¢"), where ¢" is any nontrivial solution of J; . 1y¢ = E¢. By (54), all nontrivial
solutions of J, ¢ = E¢ grows exponentially fast along {n;} where n; — oo as I — oo.

In the second case, we may decompose the operator J, ; as

Jap = J(*yjl) & J(jlﬁjz] DD J(jkvjk+1] D
where ji = jmin and a;, = 0 for all £ > 1. Hence, the solution space of J, 3¢ = E¢ is spanned
by (¢°,0,0...), where ¢° is any nontrivial solution of J_ ; . 1¢ = E¢. By (55), all nontrivial
solutions of J, ¢ = E¢ grow exponentially along {n;} where n, — —oo as t — oc.

Case IV. jmin = —00 and jmax = 00. Then there exists a subsequence (ji)rez such that
Jjr — £oo as k — £o0 and aj, = 0 for all k£ € Z. Hence, we may decompose J, ; as

Jap = @ J(jkvijrl]'

k=—o00

By case (4) of Lemma 5, all solutions of J, ,¢p = E¢ are trivial.
Since the four cases exhaust all the possibilities, the proof is completed.

4. DOMINATION AWAY FROM THE SPECTRUM

In this section we prove the second half (6) of Theorem 4. That is,
p(Jup) C{E: B¥ € DS }.

4.1. Lower bound of the norm of iterations of Jacobi cocycles. In this section, we show
if E € p(Jap), then BE satifies the stronger version (4)” of condition (4) of Definition 1. For
simplicity, we denote by Jy(j) = Jjjj4+n), the restriction of J,; on [j, N). Recall we have
pn(j, E) = det(E — Jn(j)). Let diam(S) be the diameter of a subset S C C.

Lemma 6. Let E € p(Jap) and fix a N € Z4. For all € > 0, there exists a 6 = §(e) > 0 such
that the following is true: if |pn(j, E)| < 0 for some j € Z, then there exists an Ey € o(Jn(j))
such that |E — Ep| < €.

Proof. To prove present lemma, it suffices to show the following result.
Fix N € Z4 and define In(j,0) := {E € C: |pn(j, E)| < d}. For all € > 0, there exists
d = 0(g) > 0 such that for all j € Z and all connected components K of In(j,0), we have

diam(K) < e.

Moreover, there is a zero of pn(j, E) in K.

To show that each connected component of I (j,d) contains a zero of py (4, E), we just need
to show that |py(j, F)| has no positive local minimum. Suppose |px (j, E)| has a positive local
minimum at Ey. Then py(j, E) : By(Ey) = {E : |[E — Ey| < r} — C has no zeros for small
r > 0. Hence, the holomorphic function m : By(Ey) — C attains its maximum modulus
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at an interior point Fy. This contradicts the maximum principle since py (4, F) is nonconstant
forall j € Z and all N € Z.

Next we show for all € > 0 the existence of desired . Here we use the following version of
the so-called Markov’s inequality, see. e.g. [Si, Lemma 3.1]:

For any connected compact set  C C with diam(K) > n > 0, there exist positive constants
M, «, depending only on 7, such that it holds for all polynomials p(z) and all » € N that

d"pn
dz"

< M(degp)™||pnllx,
K

(57) |

where || - || denotes the supremum norm on K and degp is the degree of the polynomial p. Now
suppose the statement at the begining of this proof is not true. Then there exists £ > 0 such
that for all § > 0, there exists j € Z and a connected component K of I (j,9) whose diameter
satisfies

diam(K) > eg.

Applying (57) to pn(j, E) on K, we obtain

dN j, B ’ .
H%H < MN"|pn(j, B)llc < MNY?5.
K

It is clear that the coefficient of the highest order term E in py is 1. Hence, we obtain for all
0 > 0 that

NI < MNNe§
where N is fixed and M and « depend only on gy. This is clearly not possible if we choose §
to be smaller than MJJ\\;EM. O

First, we note the following facts from functional analysis. Let H be a self-adjoint operator,
i.e. H* = H, on a Hilbert space H. Then Weyl’s criterion (see e.g. [RS]) says:

(58) FE €o(H)ifand only if : for all e > 0, ||(H — E)u| < e for some unit vector u € H.
Moreover, for each z € p(H), we have
(59) I(H = 2D)7H| ™" = d(z, 0 (H)).
Clearly, J, p is self-adjoint. We define §;(n) € ¢*(Z) to be the sequence such that
1, ifm=j
d;(n) = . .
0, ifm=#j.
Throughout this section, we fix E € p(J, ) and we let M > 0 be that
sup{la; |, [b5], [b; — EI, [E], [ Japl[} < M.
JEZ

Moreover, we define
(60) §:=d(B,0(Jap)) = |(Jap — E) |7
Lemma 7. Let E € p(Jap). Then for all n € Z, it holds that

inf || BE(; 0.
Jl.gZII () >
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Proof. We will prove this lemma by induction. First, we set n = 1. We need to show

inf [ BE())] > 0.

Suppose infcz | BE(4)|| = 0. Then, for all £ > 0, there exists jo € Z such that | BE(jo)|| < e.
Hence, we have

¢

Now, let’s consider (Jq, — E)Jj,. Clearly,
(Ja,p = E)djo (1) = @n=18jo (n = 1) + andjo (n + 1) + (bn — E)j, (n)
which is 0 for all n # jo — 1, jo, jo + 1. On the other hand, it is easy to see that

’ ¢ implies |E —bj,| < ¢, |ajo—1] <e¢, and |aj,| < €.

Ajo—1, ifn=jo—1
(Ja,b - E)5j0 (n) = bjo — E, if n = jO

Hence, ||(Jap — E)djyllez < 3e. By Weyl’s Criterion, we have E € o(J,) since [|dj, ]|z = 1,
which contradicts E € p(Jyp)-
Next, we do the induction: assuming

inf inf | BX(j)|| = ¢ > 0,
1<n<N jez

we want to show infjcz ||BE(5)|| > 0. Recall we have py(j, E) = det(E — Jy(j)) and
BE(j) = ( pn (4, E) —a;—ipN-1(j + 1, E) >
N aj+N-1pN-1(, E) —@1ajn-1pn—2(j+ 1, E) )"
By Lemma 6, for all € > 0, there exists 6 > 0 such that if [px(j, E)| < d, then there exists Ey €

o(Jn(j)) such that |E—FEp| < e. Assume infez | BS(4)| = 0. Choose 0 < v < max{ .0, oz}
Then, there exists jo € Z such that | BE(jo)|| < v*" which implies all the following four terms

lpn (Jo, E)|, |ajo—1pn-1(jo + 1, E)|, |ajo+N-1pn—1(jo, E)|, and

|ajo—1aj0+N-1PN—2(jo + 1, )|
are smaller than v3V. We will divide the discussion into three different cases.

Case L. |aj,+n—1] <7, |ajo—1] < 7. Since |Py(jo, E)| < v3" < §, by Lemma 6, there exists
Ey € 0(Jn(jo)) such that |E — Ey| < e. Choose a unit eigenvector @ = (uy,...,un) of Jy(jo)
for the eigenvalue Ey. We define ¢ = (...,0,0,,0,0,...) which is a unit vector in ¢2(Z).
Clearly, (Jop — E)¢ = (Jap — Eo)¢+ (E — Ep)¢ where ||(E — Ep)d|| < e. A direct computation
shows that

0, J0<j<jo+N-1,7=2j+N+1, orj<jo—2
[(Jap = Eo)dl; = { ajo—1u1, J=Jo—1
Gjo+N—1uN, J=J+N,
which implies ||(Ja,» — Fo)¢|| < 27 < 2e. Hence, it holds for the unit vector ¢ that

1(Jap — E)oll < 3e.

Case II. Either |ajo+n-1] <7 and |ajo—1]| > 7; or |ajo+n—1] > 7 and |aj,—1] < . Without
loss of generality, we focus on the case |aj,+n—1] <7 and |aj,—1| > 7. First, we have

Ypn-1(jo + 1, B)| < |ajo—1pn—1(jo + 1, E)| < +*N
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which implies [py—1(jo + 1, E)| < ¥3N=1. If |aj,| < v/27 < &, then together with
Ipn-1(o + 1, B)| < N1

We may apply the same argument as in case I to the operator Jy_1(jo + 1) and get a unit
vector ¢ € ¢?(Z) such that

< dand |aj+n—1| <7y <e.

1(Jap — E)o|| < 3e.
If |aj,| > /27, then it is a standard result that

Ipn (jo, E)| = |(E = bj)pn—1(jo + 1, E) — |aj, *pn—2(jo + 2, E)| < +*"
which implies

3N -2 3N
+

7y < 2,73N—27

a3 pn—2(jo + 2, E)| < v
which in turn implies
pn—2(jo +2, E)| < v*V 2.
Repeating this procedure, then either at some step we obtain ||(J, s — E)¢|| < 3¢ for some unit
vector ¢ € (?(Z), or we eventually get

[p2(jo + N = 2, E)| = [(E — bjosn—-2)(E — bjorn—1) — |ajo+n—2|*| <+’
and
p1(jo+ N =1, E)| = |E = bjorn—1] <.
So we have that |E — bj,+n_1] < 7% <&, |ajoen_1] <7 <& and |aj,+n_2| < /275 < &, which
again yields
1(Jap — E)o|l < 3e.

Case III. |aj,+n—1| > 7 and |aj,—1]| > . In this case, we must have [py_1(jo + 1, E)| <
VN1 Ipn—1(o, E)| < 2N 71 and |py—2(jo + 1, E)| < v*¥ 2. Note we have

lpn (o, E)| = |(E = bj)pn—-1(jo + 1, E) — |aj|*pn—2(jo + 2, E)| <+*" and

lpn—1(jo, E)| = [(E = bjy)pn—2(jo + 1, E) — |aj,|*pn—3(jo + 2, E)| < *N .
So we must have that

a3 pn—2(jo + 2, E)| < 2y and |a5 py—3(jo + 2, E)| < 2v
If |aj,| > /27, then [pn—2(jo + 2, E)| < ¥3N=3 and |[pn_3(jo + 2, E)| < ¥3¥ =% We have
, 1o+ 1,E) —@jopN—2(jo + 2, F)
BE_ + 1) = PN 1(.]0 = - Jo <
N-ilio+1) (%+N1PN2(JO +1,E) —ajaj,+N-1pN-3(jo + 2, E)
Hence, combine all the estimates above, we obtain the following estimate

BN _1(jo + 1)|| < 59*N 7% < 5y < 5e,

3N—-2 3N-3

which cannot happen if we choose € < % Thus we must have |a;,| < v/27 < e. By the same
argument as above, we see that |aj,+n_2| < v/27 < &. Recall |py_2(jo + 1, E)| < ¥*N =2 < 4.
Applying the same argument as in case I to Jy_2(jo + 1), we again obtain

1(Jap — E)o|| < 3¢

for some unit vector ¢ € (?(Z).
Combining all the possible cases, if inf;cz By (j) = 0, then for all € > 0 we can find a unit
vector ¢ € ¢?(Z) such that
[(Jap — E)ol| < 3¢,

which by Weyl’s criterion implies E € o(J,). This contradicts E € p(Jqp), concluding the
proof. O
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4.2. Estimates on and structure of the Green’s Function. Now, to prove that B € DS,
we only need to construct the two invariant directions and show they satisfy conditions (1)-
(3) of Definition 1. First, we perform a Combes-Thomas type of estimate [CT] concerning
exponential decay of the Green’s Function.

Lemma 8. For each E € p(Jap). There exists a positive constant v = v(0, M) > 0 such that
2
(61) |(Jup — E) " L(p,q)| < 56_7"’_‘” for allp,q € Z.

Proof. Define Mg to be the multiplication operator (Mg@),, = ¢’"¢,,. Without loss of general-
ity, we may assume |3| < 1. Let T be the left shift operator. That is, (T'®)n, = ¢n41. A direct
computation shows that:

(M_(Ja = EYMp@)n = ¢ (Jap — E)(e”" $n)
— e*ﬁn(meﬁ(nfl)(bn_l + aneﬁ("+1)¢n+1 + (b, — E)eﬁ"¢n)
=Tn=ie Ppn_1 + ane’ dry1 + (b — E)gy,
= (Jap — E)n + an(e® = 1)1+ an1(e™? = Dpp_1
= (Jap = B)n + an(e” = 1)(Tn) + @zi(e™” = 1)(T 7 n).
Hence,
M_g(Jop —E)YMp = Jup — E+an(e? — )T +@n1(e? - 1)T" = J,p — E+S.
The operator S is bounded on ¢?(Z) and it holds for some C' = C(M) > 0 that
5] < lanll(e” = 1) + |an-1]|(e™" = )| < C|B).
Clearly, [|(Jop — E)~'S|| < 5 if |B] < [[(Jap — E)~'[71/(2C) = §/(2C). Then
M_g(Jop —E)Mg=Jop —E+S = (Jap— E)I + (Jup — E)*S]
is invertible. Moreover
(M_(Jap = EYMa) ™" = M_g(Ju — B)"" My = [T + (Ju — B)"'S] " (Jus — B)",

which implies
2

IM_p(Jap — B)™ Mgl < 2||(Jap — E) 7' = 5

Hence, it holds for all p,q € Z that

(6, M_p(Jap — E) " Mpdg)| = [(M_36p, (Jap — E) " Mpé,)|

)

(
(Jop = E) M (p, g) e PP~

IN

2
5
By choosing the sign of 5 appropriately, it clearly holds that for v = || that
2
(o = B) "M (pyq)| < Se

which is nothing other than (61). O

We define g;(n) = (Jo» — E)~'(n, ). By (61), it holds that

2 _

(62) lg;(n)| < ge”"””l, for all n, j € Z.

It is clear that (g;(n))nez and (g¢;)(n))jez are the unique solutions of the equations
(63) (Jap — E)gj = 6; and gy (n)(Jap — E) = 0n.
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In other words, we have for each j € Z that

(64) a;—19;(j — 1) + a;g;(j + 1) + (b; — E)g;(j) =1 and

(65) ajgi+1(J) + aj—19;-1(j) + (bj — E)g;(j) = 1.

In particular, we have for all j € Z that

(66) l9; (G — DI +19; (7 + )| +19;(5)] # 0 and |g;—1 () + |g; ()] + |g;4+1(5)| # 0.

For each j, g; may be obtained by connecting pieces which are related to different solutions
of (Jap — E)p = 0. Such information will be the key to construct the two invariant directions
of BE. To get more such information about g;, we divide the discussion into several different
cases depending on whether a; = 0 or not. We denote by ¢?(Zy) all the two-sided infinite
sequences who is square summable on Z., respectively.

Case I. a,, # 0 for all n € Z. Fix a j € Z. By (66), |g;(7 — 1)| +19;(G + 1)| + |g;(4)| # 0.
We further subdivide it into three different cases. ‘

Case La. g;(j) # 0 or g;(j —1)g;(j + 1) # 0. If we use (q;?(jj(i)1)) as an initial condition,
then we obtain get a nonzero solution ¢*(n) of J, y¢ = E¢ that coincides with g;(n) for n < j.

Hence, ¢%(n) € (*(Z_). If we use (g"q(j(';)l)) as an initial condition, then we obtain a nonzero
solution of ¢*(n) of J, ¢ = E¢ that coincides with g;(n) for n > j. Hence, ¢*(n) € (*(Z).
Case Lb. gj(j — 1) # 0 and g;(j) = g;(j +1) = 0. First, we have a nonzero solution

¢ € (*(Z_) that is generated by (qjq(fj(i )1)). We claim that in this case we must have

l9;—1 ()] + lgj—1(G + 1) #0.

Indeed, if g;—1(j) = gj—1(j + 1) = 0. Then g;(j) = g;j—1(j) = 0 and (65) together imply
gj+1(j) # 0. Hence (g;ﬁf(lj(i)l)) is linearly independent with (gf(fj(i)l)) = (gj (]0—1)) which can
generate another ¢}/, ; € (?(Z_). Tt is clear that ¢y and ¢¥,, are linear independent. This is

impossible since
det (Ajn(n) <¢ OfG—m) - O —n) )> ‘

5 (4) i) )| _
det <¢§‘(3 -1) ¢}L+1JEJ' - 1)>‘ B y(] -n—1) ¢j+1(j —n—1)

- ()| - ¢5(j —n) 41 —n) )’
= |det A,,—j(n)| - |det (gif;(}—n—n ¢7;+71(j—n—1)
aj_y ( ¢%(j —n) %1 (G —n) )’

(67) = o] det ¢;+(Jj Loy ¢;+]1(j oy

—0asn— oo

while the first term is a fixed positive number, a contradiction. Thus, we may use (gjqfl(lj(';)l)) to
i

generate a nonzero solution ¢° of J, ¢ = E¢ that coincides with g;_q(n) for all n > j. Hence,
we must have ¢* € (2(Z).
Case Lc. g;(j+1)# 0 and g;(j) = g;(j — 1) = 0. It is basically the dual case of case 1.b.

9j (jfl)

First, we may construct a ¢ € £*(Zy.), solution of J, 3¢ = E¢, via ( A ) ). Then we must
JI

have

19541 + lgj+1(G = D] # 0.

Otherwise, gj+1(j) = g;(j) = 0 and (65) together imply g;_1(j) # 0. Thus (gﬂéfigj(;)l)) can be

used to generate another solution ¢;_; € (?(Zy) of Jup¢ = E¢ that is linearly independent of
¢3. This is again impossible since
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| o (567 0 )=l (o0 (5057 9567 )
(69) = oot (o a0 )|

—0asn— oo

while the first term in this chain of equations can be bounded below by a fixed positive number.
Thus we may use (q?jr(lj(i)l)) to generate a nonzero solution ¢" € ¢%(Z_) of Jo ,¢ = E¢.
=
To sum up, in case I, we always obtain two nonzero solutions ¢* € ¢2(Z, ) and ¢* € (*(Z_) of
Jap® = E¢. It is clear that ¢° and ¢" must be linear independent. Otherwise, they both decay
exponentially as n — +oo which implies they are eigenvectors which constradicts E € p(Jyp).

Since {¢ : Job¢ = E¢} is a two dimensional space, we have for all j € Z

e, nzg
(69) g9;(n) {gbju(n), n<j

where qﬁj(u) € span{¢*("}, respectively.

Case II. There is a jo so that a;, = 0 and a, # 0 for all n < jo. We consider the operator
—jo]- We may fix any j < jo. We again divide the discussion into three different cases.

Case ILa. g;(j) #0or g;(j —1)g;(j + 1) # 0, then similar to case L.a, we may first use the

J(
vector (gj-g(]j(i)1)) to generate a vector (¢~ (j));<j, such that
(70) [(J(—jo) — E)¢71(j) = 0 for all j < jo and ¢~ € *(Z_).

Note by the same computation as in (67), the set of all such ¢~ is a one-dimension space.
Moreover, ¢~ cannot be a solution of J_ ;¢ = E¢ or else we can find a 02-solution of
Japp = E¢ via ¢ = (¢—,0,0,...,). In other words, we must have

(71) Tjo—10" (Jo = 1) + (E = bjo)¢ (Jo) # 0.

Next, we can use (gﬂégj(;f)l)) to generate a solution (¢°(j));<j, of J— ;¢ = E¢. Note the
set of such vectors form a one-dimensional space as well since they are uniquely determined
by ¢*(jo). Note that it must hold ¢* ¢ £?((—o0, jo]). Otherwise, we can again construct a
nontrivial £2-solution of J, ,¢ = E¢.

Case ILb. g;(j) = gj(j +1) = 0 and g;(j — 1) # 0, then we can again use the similar

95 (7) :
gjq(fj J 1)) which

satisfies (70). Then the same argument of case I.b would imply (gjqfl(lj(';)l)) # 0 which can be
9gj—

argument of case Lb. First, we can first obtain a nontrivial ¢~ € ¢*(Z_) via (

used to generate a nontrivial ¢* solving J(_o jo1¢ = E¢.
Case Il.c. gj(j) = g;(j—1) =0and g;(j+1) # 0, then we can first use (g”;](i(';)l)) to generate
7
a solution ¢* of J_ joj¢ = E¢. Then we can show that

19j+1 ()] + 1gj+1(F — 1) # 0.
Indeed, otherwise we have g;11(j) = g;(j) = 0 which together with (65) imply g;_1(j) # 0.
Then (gﬂé;igj(;)l)) can be used to generate another solution of J_ j,j¢ = E¢ which is linearly
independent with ¢°. This is impossible since the solution space of J_ j,j¢ = E¢ is one-
gfjf(lj(z )1)) can be used to generate a nonzero ¢~ as described in (70).
To summarize, in case 2, we always obtain a nonzero ¢° solving J_ ;1¢* = FE¢* and a

nonzero ¢~ as described in (70). Now for each j € Z, we consider g;(n) for n < jo. If j > jo,

dimensional. Hence (
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then we must have
(72) g;(n) =0 for all n < jo.

Otherwise, ((g;(n))n<jo,0,0,...,) will be nonzero ¢?-solution of J, ¢ = E¢. If j < jo, then
we have

(73) 05n) = {@““’ e

J(n)a .]STLSJO

where ¢3 € span{¢°} and ¢; € span{¢~}.

Case III. There is a jo such that a;, = 0 and a,, # 0 for all n > jo. We consider the operator
J(jo,+)- We fix a j > jo+1. The discussion is completely analagou to case II. Roughly speaking,
depending on which of {g;(j —1),9;(j),9;(j + 1)} is nonzero, we can have three different cases:

a. g;(j) # 0 or g;(j —1)g;(j +1) # 0;
b. g;(j) = g;(j +1) =0 and g;(j — 1) # 0;
c. 9j(j) =g;(j —1)=0and g;(j + 1) # 0.
In all these cases, we can obtain a nonzero solution (¢"(j));>j, which solves J;; -)¢ = E¢

via (gg(f’j(z )1)) where p = j or j + 1. Such solution form a one-dimensional space as they can be
P
uniquely determined by ¢*(jo+1). Moreover, we can obtain a nonzero (¢ (j)),>j, via (gqg(J(J;)l))
q

where ¢ = j or j — 1 such that
(74) [(Jijo,+) — E)oT](4) = 0 for all j > jo + 1 and ¢ € (*(Z3).

By the computation of (68), we obtain the set of all such ¢* form a one-dimensional space.
Moreover, ¢ cannot be a solution of J(jo,4)¢ = E¢. Otherwise, we can construct a £2-solution
¢=1(..,0,0,(¢"(4))n>jo of Jup¢ = E¢. That is, we must have

(75) ajor20" (Jo +2) + (bjo+1 — E)¢™ (jo +1) # 0.
Then for each j € Z, we consider g;(n) for n > jo. If j < jo, we must have
(76) g;(n) =0 for all n > jo.

If 5 > jo, then we have
¢; (n), n=>j,
(77) gymy = O n2d
(bj(n)v ]0<TL§]-
Case IV. There is a ji < j such that a;, = aj, =0 and a, # 0 for all j1 < n < js if such
n exists. Then we consider the operator J(;, j,. It is clear that in this case, we have
(Jap = B) ' = (o) = B) 1@ (J o) — ) @ (Jigoo) — B)

where (J(;, j,) — E)~! is a finite matrix of order jo — j;. Then we have the following subcases.
Case IV.a. jo — j1 = 1, then it clearly holds that

1
(Jijrgo) — E) H = .
(J1,72] b_]z - B
Case IV.b. j, = j1 + 2, then it is clear that (Ji;, j, — F)~' is a 2 x 2 bounded, invertible
matrix which may be written as

<9j1+1(j1 +1) gj+2(1 + 1)> .
Gir+1(J1 +2)  gji12(j1 +2)

It is clear what are g;(n) for j1 < n < j, and for all j in the two cases above.
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Case IV.c If jo > j1+2, then we want to explore a bit more the structure of (Ji;, j,] — E)~ L
It is clear that if we start with

aj,+10(j1 +2) + (bj,+1 — E)o(j1 +1) =0,
then we can find a nonzero vector (¢ (5));e(j, o) such that [(Jij, j.) — E)M](4) = 0 for all
J1<j<j2and
(78) 5,16 (j2 — 1) + (b, — E)¢™ (j2) # 0.
The set of such ¢V is clearly a one-dimensional space. Similarly, if we start with
aj271¢(j2 - 1) + (bjz - E)¢(.]2) =0,

then we can obtain a nonzero vector (¢ (5)),¢( such that [(J(, j,] — E)¢?](j) = 0 for all

j1+1<j<jsand
(79) aj,+16@ (j1 +2) + (bj 41 — B)oP (j1 + 1) # 0.

The set of such ¢(? is a one-dimensional space. Thus we obtain the following information of
g;. If 7 < j1 and j > jo, then it is clear that

Ji1,J2]

gj(n) =0 for all j1 <n < jo.
If j1 < 7 < jo, then it holds that
2) e <
(50) yn) =4 Oy M I=n =
¢j (n)7 n<n S]

where (b;-i) € span{¢?} for i = 1,2.
It is clear that cases I-IV together describe g;(n) for all j,n € Z.

4.3. Construction of the dominated splitting. We begin this section by the following
estimates which is the consequence of the classfications in Section 4.2.

Lemma 9. There exists a C = C(8, M) > 0 such that for all j € Z, it holds that
(81) max {[g;-1(7)], 19j-1(5 = VI, 9520l lgj—2(j = 1)} > C™" and

(82) max {|g;(7)], 1g;(7 — DI 19541, lgj1(G =D} > C7H

Proof. We focus on the proof of (81) as the proof of (82) is completely analogous. By (64) and
(65), we have for all j € Z that

(83) @j—29j-1(J — 2) + aj—19;-1(j) + (bj—1 — E)gj—1(j — 1) = 1 and
(84) @j-19;(J —1) + aj-29;-2(j = 1) + (bj—1 — E)g;-1(j —1) = L.
Suppose (81) is not true. Then we may choose € > 0 small and j € Z so that
max {|g;-1()], 1gj-1( = DI. lgj—2(): lgj—2(G = DI} <e,

which together with (83) and (84) implies

. . 1 . 1

[@=29i-1(7 = 2)| > 5 and |aj=19;(j = D| > 5.
In particular, there is a C' = C(§, M) > 0 so that

min{|aj*2|7 |aj*1|a |gj*1(j - 2)|7 |gj(j - 1)|} > Cil'
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If we choose € > 0 small enough, then

det (9j1(j -1) g, - 1))

gjfl(j —2) gj(j -2) = |9j—1(j - 1)9j(j -2)- gj(j - 1)9j—1(j - 2)|

>19;(G = 1)gj-1( — 2)| = lgj-1(G — 1)g; (5 — 2)|
2

> -2 _ .z

>C 55

> 0.

gp(i—1)
gp(i—2)
j — 1 where ¢; and ¢;_; are linearly independent by the estimate above.

On the other hand, if a, # 0 for all n < j — 1, then we are in case I or II of Section 4.2.

Thus, we have either ¢, = ¢, in case [ or ¢, = ¢, in case IL. If there is a j; < j — 2 such that

a;, =0 and a, # 0 for all j; <n < j—1, then we are in case III or IV.c of Section 4.2. Thus,

Since a;_1a;—2 # 0, we may use ( ) as an initial condition to generate a ¢, for p = j or

we have either ¢, = ¢, in case lIl or ¢, = gb](ol) in case IV.c. However, in all these cases ¢; and
¢;—1 belong to a same one-dimensional space which implies they must be linear dependent, a
contradiction. ]

We define for each j € Z a pair of vectors

| ( 95-17) ) if lgj—1()] + lgj-1 (G = 1) > S5

g‘(j = gjfl(j - 1)
9i 72, (7) otherwise
gi—2(j —1)
and )
g;\J . . . -1
< “l) ) i g, ()] + 19, G — DI > S
i(j) = 97 (4 )
( 93 +1,(]) otherwise.
gi+1(j —1)
By (81) and (82) and by choosing C' = C(M, §) > 0 appropriately, we have
(85) C™' < |5()| < C and C~* < ||ii(5)|| < C for all j € Z.

Note by (83), it holds that
. 9i-1(7) > .
86 Sj—< ) ifa;_9=0.
( ) ( ) gj—l(] _ 1) j—2
Similarly, by @;—19;(j — 1) + a;9;(j + 1) + (b; — E)g;(j) = 1, we must have
o 9;(7) ) ,
87 u(j) = ( i if a; = 0.
(87) () 00— 1) j
Thus for each j € Z, we may define two one-dimensional subspaces of C? as
E*(j) = span{5(j)} € E°(j) and E*(j) = span{i(j)}.
Since cases I-IV of Section 4.2 describe g;(n) for all j,n € Z, we can in pariticular have the
following corollary which will be heavily used in the remain part of this section.
Corollary 3. Fiz a j € Z so that aj_1a; # 0. We define
j1=max{n < j—1:a, =0} and jo = min{n > j : a, = 0}.
Then, it holds that gy(n) = ¢5(n) for allp <n < ja2 +1 and g4(n) = (bg(n) forall j1 <n<gq
where q=j7—1o0orj—2,q=7j orj+1, and the choices of o and 3 are as follows:
(1) j1 = —o0 and jo = 00: case I of Section 4.2 which implies o = s and B = u.
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(2) j1 = —o0 and jo < co: case II of Section 4.2 which implies o = s and f = —.
(8) j1 > —o0 and jo = co: case Il of Section 4.2 which implies o = + and 8 = u.
(4) 71 > —o0 and jo < co: case IV.c of Section 4.2 which implies o = (2) and 5 = (1).

Moreover, if j1 = j — 2, then by (86) we have p = j — 1. So it still holds that g,(n) = ¢5(n)
for all p < n < jo + 1. Similarly, if jo = j, then (87) implies ¢ = j and gq(n) = gb'g (n) for all
h<n<gq.
Now, we first show the invariance of E° and E™“.
Lemma 10. E® and E* are BF —invariant. In other words, for all j € Z, it holds that
BE(j) - E*(j) = E"(j +1) and B*(j) - B°(j) € E*(j + 1),

Proof. Fix a j € Z. First, we show E*(j) C E*(j+1). It suffices to show BE(5)3(j) € E*(j+1).
We divide the proof into the following three cases.
Case 1.s. Assume a;_1a; # 0. By Corollary 3, it holds that

N 95 (4) PG +1) :
BE(J)S(J)=< # =a;( ") EETGH)
oG-/ T\ 450)

Case 2.s. Assume aj_1 = 0. Then Jop = J— j—1] @ Jjj,4). Thus we always have g,(j) = 0
for p=j or j — 1. In other words, we have

BE(j)3(j) = (E 7 8) (gp(jo_ 1>> _ (g) € B*(j+1).

Case 3.s. Assume a; = 0. Then it always true that @;—1¢,(j — 1) + (E — b;)g,(j) = 0 for
p=j—1orj—2. Thus, we have

BE(j)3(j) = (E b ‘T) (gj?(i)m) _ (8) € B(j+1).

Next, we show BE(j)E“(j) = E“(j + 1). Clearly, it suffices to show (8) # BE(j)u(j) €
E¥(j +1). We again divide the proof into three different cases.
Case 1.u. Assume a;j_1a; # 0. Then by Corollary 3, it holds that

R ¢ (7) ¢g (7 +1) ,
BE(j)a :( ! ):j(q ) E“(j+1).
D=5 -1) =9\ ey JEFUHY

It is clear that B (j)i(j) # (8) since det(B(j)) # 0 and i(j) # (8).
Case 2.u. Assume a; = 0. Then by (87), we must have u(j) = ( %

BEG)aG) = (Egbj _T) (gj?;(i')l)) _ (—ﬁgj(j - 1)O+ (E - bj)gj(j)) _ (é)

On the other hand,J,, = J(_ ;) @ J(; 4) implies g,,(j) = 0 for m > j. Hence, we have
iy 9q(j + 1)) (gq(j + 1)) =
uj+1)= ( . = #0
THU= 0
where ¢ = j + 1 or j 4+ 2. Thus, it holds that 0 # BF(j)d(j) € E*(j + 1).
Case 3.u. Assume a;_1 =0 and a; # 0. First, Jop = J(_ ;1) © J;4+) implies gn(j—1)=0
for m > j. Since a; # 0, we must have

BE(j)i(j) = (E_bj 8) <gq(()j)> _ ((E_bj)gq(j)) o) (E—bj> o

a; a;jgq(J) a;
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On the other hand, we have 4(j + 1) = (q’;”‘g(ﬂ)) for m = j + 1 or j + 2 which must satisfy
[(Jap = E)gm] () =0, ie.
a;9m(j +1) + (b — E)gm(j) = 0.

Hence @(j+1) = (q’j; (G+1) ) + 0 is linearly dependent with ( o ) as well. Thus, we again have

BE(j)u(j )EE“(J+1)
In all the four different cases, we always obtain

BE(H)E"(j) = E“(j + 1) and B (j)E*(j) € E*(j + 1),
as desired. O

Remark 4. The proof of Lemma 10 actually gives more information for E*™) when aj, =0
for some jo € Z. More precisely, cases 2.s and 3.s imply

(88) BF()E*(j) = {0} for j = jo.jo + 1.

Moreover, cases 2.s and 2.u imply

(59) £+ 1) =sven { (1) } and 4G+ 1) =span { () ]

Lemma 11. There exists N = N(M,d) € Zy such that

1BR ()5 () > 20 By ()5 ()]
for all j € Z and all unit vectors Uy, (j) € E*W(j). In particular, E*(j) # E(j) for all
jez.

Proof. Assume for some j € Z and n € Z4 that a; # 0 for all j — 1 <@ < j+n. Then we
always have a;j_1a; # 0. Thus by Corollary 3, it holds that §(j) = (gf(f’j(i)l)) and g, (i) = ¢5 (i)
forall j —1<i<j+mn. Herep=j—1or j—2. Then

Ag<j)< A ):< A >fora111§k§n.

o3 —1) (i +k—1)
It implies
ool 3,
1B, (7)) () (- 1)
I+n—1
o R 1 [iabeih]
Fal gp(j+n—1)
S EAOAG]EG]
where we set U5(j) = E E‘g” is a unit vector in E*(j).
Similarly, a;4n—2aj4+n—1 # 0 implies @(j +n) = (gf(qj(iZi)l)) and gq(i) = ¢'8( Yforallj—1<

i <gq. Here ¢ =j+mnor j+n+1. Note if a;4, = 0, then (87) implies ¢ = j + n. Hence, the
relation between g, and ¢'g is still true. Then

(G +n) \ [ P +n—k)
)~

AE '—I—n<
eU >¢§(j+n—1) $a(j+n—Fk—1)

)foralllgkgn.
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It implies
155Gy | VBEGIBELG + i + )
" IBE,.(j +n)a(j +n)ll
i+ )]
1B, (G + n)i(j +n)|
[ +n)l
q(7)
(HJ—JM ! az) H i) H
E . .
where 7, (j) = % is a unit vector in E“(j). Combine the two estimates above,
for all such j and n, we obtain
1B, (7)) |W(J’+n)|\|\ﬂ( )

IBE()vsu()l ( I e m) H gq(J 1 H (Hj-i-n 1 )H gpg(pjiznl H

AlaG +n)[lISO)
T 0%e (14 e )
2e2vn
el
> 2,

provided we choose n > 22 " \We may just set N = |—logWC5)-| which depends only on

Bt
d =d(E,0(Jap)) and M. Then for all j € Z such that a; # 0 for all j —1 < i < j4 N, it holds

BN ()8 ()| > 21 BR ()T (7).

Next, we consider j where a; = 0 for some j — 1 < i < j+ N. First, we note that

BE(4)7.(j) # 0 since Lemma 10 says BF(i)E*(i) = E*(i + 1) for all i € Z. By (88), a; = 0
implies that

BE(i)5(i) = BP(i +1)5(i + 1) = 0.
In particular, if i = j — 1, then BF(5)5(j) = 0 which implies

-

Br(1)5() = By-1( + DB (5)5(j) = 0.
If i > j, then Bf ;(j)5(j) € E*(i) which implies
Bﬁ(j)é’(j) = Bff—iﬂ;l(i + 1)BE(i)B£j(j)§(j) =0.
In any case, we have B (7)¥s(j) = BE(5)5(j) = 0 which implies for such j that

1BR ()T ()l > 0 = 2B ()% ()]
concluding the proof. 0

Now, the only thing left to show is that the distance between invariant directions of B (3)
is uniformly bounded away from zero for all j € Z.

Lemma 12. Let E € p(J, ). Let E¥(j) and E*(j) be two invariant directions of BE (). Then,
there exists n = n(d, M) > 0 such that

d(E“(j),E*(j4)) > n for all j € Z.
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Proof. Recall 5(j) = (ggfj(z)l)) and 4(j) = (gg(qj(i)l)) wherep=j—1orj—2andg=jorj+1.

By (9) and (11), we have
| det(31), 7))
ISOIaEN

Recall we have C~1 < [|3(j)|| < C and C~! < ||i(j)|| < C for all j € Z, where C' = C(§, M) > 0.
Hence, we may sometimes instead show

d(E*(5), £°(4))

| det(3(y),4(5))| > n for all j € Z.

Fix a j € Z, we again divide the proof into three cases.

Case I. Assume aj_1a; # 0 or aj_s2aj—1 # 0. We can apply Corollary 3 to both cases.
Specifically, Corollary 3 can be directly applied to the case aj_1a; # 0. If aj_2a;_1 # 0, we
just let j — 1 plays the role of j in Corollary 3. Then we just define the j; and jo appearing in
Corollary 3 with respect to j — 1.

Now, no matter a;j_1a; # 0 or aj_2a;—1 # 0, in all the cases of Corollary 3, we have for
k=7j7—1orjthat

¢ (n), forall k <n < jo+1;
g(n) =1 )
¢y (n), forall j; <n <k.

Recall that ¢ and ¢} are linearly dependent; ¢'g and ¢’£ are linearly dependent. Hence, for
k=7 —1or j, we may rewrite gi(n) as:

wop()og(k), k<n<j»+1,

wos k)l (n), j1<n <k

q
It is a standard calculation that (see. e.g. [T])

(90) gr(n) = {

WSS, ¢%](m) = an [62 (m + 1)@l (m) — ¢ (m)¢ (m + 1)] = a det <¢’3 (m+1) ¢g(m+ ”)

¢y (m) ¢ (m)

is the modified Wronkian of ¢® and ¢° and is independent of m as long as a,, # 0. Since we
deal with singular operators where we have many different cases resulting from Corollary 3, we
perform a sample computation for the case a;j—_1a; # 0 for the sake of completeness. First, we
plug the formula (90) into the equation

ak—19k(k — 1) + argr(k + 1) + (b — E)gr(k) =1

and we obtain

ﬁk) [an—10% (k)¢5 (k — 1) + ard (k + 1)L (k) + (b — E)¢% (k)¢ (k)] = 1.

On other hand, we have
S5 (k) [ar-107 (k — 1) + (b — B¢ (k) + ardj (k +1)] = 0.
Combine the two equation above, we obtain

Tk _[62(k 4+ 1)¢L (k) — 6% (K)ol (k +1)] = 1

W (k)
which implies the desired formula for W (k). Note calculation above still works if £ = j — 1 and
ar—1 = aj_2 = 0. Indeed, in all cases of Corollary 3, #? will be the one satisfies the Dirichlet
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boundary condition at £ = 5 — 1 so all the calculations still hold true when we set a;_1 = 0.
W is independent of k because

W (k4 1) = a1 det (¢g‘(k+2) &5 k+2)>

ook +1) Go(k+1)
_ ¢“(k+ 1) ¢5(k+1)
= aj41 det [AE(k) ( p¢fj(k) q%B(k) )]
_ spk+1) ¢f(k+1)
= apyq det(AF(k)) det( p¢a( k) q¢§(k) )
g (¢g(k+1) ¢ﬁ(k+1)>

e \ o k) ¢y (k)
4 <¢g(kz +1) ¢l(k+ 1))

Ul ol

=W (k).

The calculation above clearly works for £ = j — 1 as long as a;—1a; # 0. In particular,
W =W(j—1) =a;_1det(5(j),©(j)). Thus, if we set m = j —1 and k = n = j, then we obtain

(91) |65 ()05 ()] = | det(5(7), @(7)| - laj-19;(7)] < %Idet(f?(j),ﬁ(j))l,

where § = d(E,0(Jup)) = |[(Jap — E)7||7!. Similarly, if we set if we set m = j — 1 and
k=n=j—1, then we obtain

(92)  lep(i — 1o — DI = [ det(5(7), @(7))] - laj-19;-1(j — D] < %Idet(é?(j)ﬂ(j))l-

Note we may certainly assume C' = C(M,0) > 0 is large so that the following argument goes
through.

If |2 ()¢5 (4)] > C*4, then (91) implies the desired estimate. So we assume ¢S (5)35 (j)| <
CcC1If |¢O‘( )| < C~2 and |92 (5)| < 072 then ||5(j)|| > C~! and ||@(j)|| > C~'. They imply
|5 (5 —1) > T and |92 (j—1)] > € which together with (92) implies the desired est1mate
If [¢5(5)] = C~2 and [¢(j)] < C~ 2. Then [¢f(j — 1)| > S5~ Hence, if [¢2(j — 1)] > S~
then (92) implies the desired estimate. If [¢5(j — 1) < ﬁ. Then we have

| det(5(4), @0))| = 63(7)62 ( — 1) — @L ()G — )|
> (62 ()82 (G — D) — 162 ()5 (G — 1)
,C1 ,C2
>0 - O
Cc—3
> —.
- 4

In all the possible cases, we have | det(5(4),d(j))| > n > 0.
Case II. Assume a;—1; = 0. Then by Remark 4, we have E*(j) = span{(?)} and E*(j) =

span {( )} Clearly, we then have
d(E*(5), E*(4)) = 2,

concluding the proof.
Case III. The only case left is when aj_2 = a; = 0 and aj—1 # 0. Note in this case,
Jap = J(—jo2 ® Jj—1,5) D S+ Thus, eigenvalues of Jjj—1,4) are eigenvalues of J, . Let £y
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and Es be the two eigenvalues of .Jj;_ ;). Then we have 6 < |E — E;| <2M for i = 1,2. Note

it holds that ( ) ( )
_ 1(j—-1) gi(G—-1
Ty —B) L= (VY 7 J,).
(-4 = E) < 9i-1() 9 (4)
Since aj_2 = a; = 0, by (86) and (87), we have
S N 9j-1(5) 9;(J) >‘
det(s(7), u = |det . .
| det(819), w(3)] <9j—1(] -1 gG-1
= [det(J;; 15 — E)7Y|
= |det(Jy—1,5) — B)!
= |(E — E1)(B — E)| ™
S 1
4M?
Combining all three cases above, we obtain the desired estimates. O

Combining everything we proved in this section, we can see that B¥(j) admits dominated
splitting as defined in Definition 1.

5. THE CASE WITH DYNAMICALLY DEFINED JACOBI OPERATORS

In this section, we prove Theorem 7. First, we introduce the definition of M(2, C)-cocycles
that have dominated splitting. Let 2 be a compact metric space €2, T' be a homeomorphism 2,
and B € C(Q2,M(2, C)) be a continuous cocycle map. Then we consider the following dynamical
system:

(Tw, B(w)7v).

(T,B): QxC? - QxC? (T,B)(w,7) =
= (T, B)". In particular, similar to the

Tterations of dynamics are denoted by (T™, B, (w)) :
sequence case, we have

(93) Bu(w) = {B(me) Bw), nzl,

I, n =0,

and B_,(w) = [Bn(T~"w)]™, n > 1, when all matrices involved are invertible. In the following
definition, we again identify z € CP! with an one-dimenionsal subspace of C? spanned by (i)
and oo with the one spanned by ((1))

Definition 2. Let (,T) and B be as above. Then we say (T, B) has dominated spliting if
there are two maps E%, E* : Q — CP' with the following properties:

(1) E*,E* € C(Q,CPY). In other words, they are continuous.
(2) B(w)[E*(w)] C E*(Tw) and B(w)[E*(w)] C E*(Tw) for all w € Q.
(8) There is a N € Zy and A > 1 such that

B (w)i]| > Al| B (w)3]]
for all w € Q and all unit vectors i € E*(w) and § € E*(w).

Remark 5. Condition (3) above clearly implies that B(w)E"(w) # {0} for all w € Q, which
together with condition (2) implies

(94) B(w)E%(w) = E*(Tw) for all w € Q.

Moreover, condition (3) implies that By (w) is nonzero for all w € Q and all n € Zy. In
particular, by compactness of  and continuity of B, we have for alln € Z, :

(95) [nf [|Ba(w)l| > 0.
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In particular, it is quite clear (see Lemma 13 below) that if (T, B) € DS, then for each w € Q
the sequence B(T"w) : Z — M(2,C) admits dommated splitting as defined in Definition 1. The
invariant directions are given by E*(TOw), E“(TOw) : Q — CP'. In particular, this proves
Corollary 2.

Recall we let (T, B) € DS denotes that (T, B) has dominated splitting. Then, we have the
following lemma.

Lemma 13. To define (T,B) € DS, one can replace condition (1) in Definition 2 by the
following condition:

(96) inf d(E®(w), E*(w)) > 0.

weN

Proof. If E® and E* are as in Definition 2, then condtion (2) implies that E®(w) # E*(w) for
all w € Q. By compactness of 2 and condition (1), we then obtain (96). Now, suppose we have
E*® and E™ satisfy (96) and conditions (2)-(3) of Definition 2, we want to show that they are
continuous on 2. Let N be as in condition (3).

It suffices to show for every wy € Q and every convergent sequences { E*(wy)} and {E®(w)}
where wr — wp as k — 0o, we have

lim E°(wg) = E°(wp) and hm E%(wy) = E*(wo).

k—o0 —00

To this end, we define
F"(wp) := lim E%(wg) and F*(wp) := lim E°(wg).
k—o0 k— o0
First, we claim for any n € Zy, F“(wy) cannot be the eigenspace of B, (wp) for the eigenvalue
0, if such an eigenvalue exists for B, (wo). Indeed, if B, (wo)F“(wo) = {0}, then we have
limg 00 || Bn(wk)t@(wg)|| = 0 where @(w) denotes a unit vector in E“(w). Thus there is a

mN > n such that
[ By (wre )@ (@) || = 0-

Let 5(w) d enotes a unit vector in ES( ). Then the equation above together with condition (3)
of Definition 2 implies

[ By (wr) $(wr)[| = 0.
Since infq d(E*(w), E*(w)) > 0, the two estimes above implies
lim [ By (wi)| = 0
k—o0

which contradicts (95). This proves the claim. By continuity of B, E%(wy) cannot be the
eigenspace of B, (wg) for the possible eigenvalue 0 for all k& large. Thus for all n > 1, the
following estimates hold true for all k large:

By (wo) - F*(wp) = hm B, (wo
(97) hm B, (wg,
hm E“(T"wy).

)-E
)-E ( k)
We define a Ny € N as follows: Ny = 0 if det(B(wg)) = 0; otherwise,

No :=min{n > 1 : det(B(T"wp)) = 0}.

Note Ny may be oo and det[B, (wp)] # 0 for all 0 < n < Ny. Then similarly to (97), we have
for all 0 < n < Ny:

(98) B (wo)F?®(wp) = kli)rrgo E*(T"wy).
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Then (97), (98), conditions (2)-(3) of Definition 2, and continuity of B imply for all 0 < n < Ny
and all m € Z:

(99) [ B (T"wo) Uy || = A™ || By (T wo ) 5|

where 75" are unit vectors in By, (wo)F*™ (wp), respectively. Since E* and E* satisfy (96), we
have for all 0 < n < Ny that

(100) d(Bn (WQ)FU (WQ), B, (wo)FS (WQ)) > 0.

Now we are ready to show F*(wg) = E*(wp). We divide it into two different cases.

Case I: Ny < 0o. Then det[B(T™owp)] = 0 and E*(TNowy) = ker[B(T™owy)]. Take n = Ny
in (99), we must have @, € E*(T™°wg) which implies By, (wo)F*(wo) = E*(T™°wp). By
B-invariance of E*® and (98), we then have for all 0 < n < Ng:

Bn(WQ)Fs(WQ) = Es (TnWQ).

In particular, F*(wg) = E*(wo).

Case II: Ny = oco. First, by Remark 5, the sequence B(Twy) : Z — M(2,C) satisfies
Defintion 1 with the invariant directions E*(T"wg) and E"(T"wp). On the other hand, by
(95), (99), and (100), {B,(wo)F*(wo)} and {By(wo)F*“(wp)} are also invariant directions of
{B(T™wo)}n>0 as described in Definition 1. Hence, by Remark 3, we must have

ES(anO) = Bn(wo)Fs(wo)

for all n > 0. In particular, we have F*(wy) = E*(wp).
To show F"(wg) = E*(wg). We define

N1 :=max{n < 0: det(B(T"wy)) = 0}.

which might be —oo. Note that det[B(T"wq)] # 0 for all Ny < n < 0 if such n exists. In
particular, (97)-(100) hold true for all Ny < n < 0. If Ny > —oo, then det[B(T"'wy)] = 0. By
passing to a subsequence of {wy} if necessary, we may assume E“(T"iwy) is convergent. By
the argument showing F'*(wp) = lim E*(wy) cannot the eigenspace of By, (wg) with the possible
eigenvalue 0 for all n > 1 above, lim E%(T"N1wy) cannot be the eigenspace of B,,(T™N1wy) for
the possible eigenvalue 0, for all m > 1. Since det[By, (T™wp)] = 0, we obtain

F*(wo) = kli)rgo E*(wg)

= lim B_n, (T™Mwp)EY(TN wy)

k—o0
= B_n, (TMNwp) klirn E (TN wy,)
—00
= B_p, (T™wo)(C?)
= E“(wo).
If Ny = —oo. Then similar to case 2 above, we have that { B,,(wo)F*(wo)} and { B, (wo) F*(wo)},

n < 0, are invariant directions of {B(T"wo)}n<o as described in Definition 1. Hence, by
Remark 3, we obtain F*(wy) = E%(wp). This concludes the proof. O

The follow corollary is known. But it is hard to find an explicit proof. On the other hand, it
is a relatively straightforward consequence of Lemma 13 and Remark 2, which are conseqeunces
of the proofs of Theorems 5 and 6.

Corollary 4. Assume (T, B) € DS. Then there exists a e > 0 such that (T, B) € DS, provided
B e C(Q,M(2,C))and |B — Bl < €.
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Proof. By Remark 5, (T, B) € DS implies B¥(-) = B(TWw) : Z — M(2,C) € DS for all w.
Moreover, the corresponding constants §(B%), N(B¥), and mp« are all independent of w € .
Thus by Theorem 5, we can find a € > 0, the choice of which is independent of w, such that if
| B = B|lo < ¢, then

B¥(-) = B(TWw) : Z — M(2,C) € DS for all w € Q.

Moreover, the constants §(B“) and N(B“) are independ of w € Q. Let E? and EY be the
two invariant directions of B, Thus, we can define the two invariant directions E° and E* of
(T, B) as

E*(w) = E;(0) and E*(w) = E2(0) for all w € .
By the discussion above, one readily checks such defined E* and E“ satisfy (96) and conditions
(2) and (3). Hence, Lemma 13 implies (T, B) € DS. O

Now we consider Jacobi operators which are defined dynamically. Fix functions a € C(£2, C)
and b € C(Q,R) and define a family of Jacobi operators as in (2), i.e.

(Jo)(n) = a(T"w)p(n — 1) + a(T"w)(n + 1) + b(T"w)e(n).
The Jacobi cocycle map B : Q — M(2,C) is given by
_ (E-bw) —a(T"'w)
= (" ).

First, we have the following proposition which is basically a weak version of [Z, Theorem 6]
since we are under the context of Jacobi operators. Since they are not entirely the same, we
include the proof for sake of completeness. We set B,(S) = {z : d(z,y) < r for some y € S}
where S C Q or C.

Proposition 2. Let ,T,a and b be as above. Then for each w € Q, each E € o(J,), and
each € > 0, there exists a 0 = d(w, e, E) > 0 so that the following holds true:

Orb(wp) N Bs(w) # @ implies E C Be[o(Hy, )]-

In particular, if Orb(wy) = Q, then o(Jy) C 0(Ju,) for all w € Q. Note in particular, if T is
minimal, then o(J,) is indepedent of w € Q.

Proof. By Weyl’s criterion, it is straightforward to see for the given w, ¢, and E € o(J,,), we have
[|(J., — E)t|| < e for some finitely supported unit vector ¢ € £2(Z). Define ¢(™ (5) := ¢ (j +n),
we see for each n € Z it holds that

|(Jrnw — E)p™| < e.

By uniform continuity of a and b on € and the fact that the length of the support of ¢(™
is independent of n, there exists a § = §(w, E,e) > 0 such that the following holds true: if
d(w', T"w) < 6, then ||(Jo — E)(¥™)|| < e. In particular, if Orb(wg) N Bs(w) # @, then there
is some m € Z so that d(T™wo, T"w) < § which implies

[(Jrmay = E)Y@™)] <.
Now, either E € o(Jpmy,); or the above inequality clearly implies
[(Jrmwy — B)7H| > 1/,
which implies
d(Eva(Jmeo)) = ”(Jmeo - E)_1||_1 <e.
In any case, we obtain E € B.[o(Jrmy, )] = Be[o(J, )], where the last equality is a consequence
of the fact that Jrm,,, and J,, are unitarily equivalent. O
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We are ready to prove Theorem 7.
Proof of Theorem 7. We let Orb(wg) = Q. If (T, BF) € DS, then E € N,p(J,) = p(Ju,) by
Corollary 2. On the other hand, if E € p(J,,), then d(E,o(J,)) > ¢ := d(E,0(J.,)) for all
w € Q. By Theorem 2,

BE() = BE(TVw) : Z — M(2,C) € DS for all w € €.
Let E2 and EY be the invariant directions of BY. Thus, we may define
Ef(w) = E;(0) and E*(w) = E2(0).

Clearly, they are two invariant directions of (T, B¥). In other words, they satisfy condition (2)
of Definition 2. By Lemmas 11 and 12, the constants §(BE) and N(BE) of BE depend on §
only. In particular, there are § and N such that the above defined E* and E* satisfy condition
(3) of Definition 2 and (96) as well. By Lemma 13, we obtain (T, BY) € DS. O
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