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ZIMMER’S CONJECTURE FOR NON-UNIFORM LATTICES:

ESCAPE OF MASS AND GROWTH OF COCYCLES

AARON BROWN, DAVID FISHER, AND SEBASTIAN HURTADO

Abstract. We establish finiteness of low-dimensional actions of lattices in
higher-rank semisimple Lie groups and establish Zimmer’s conjecture for many
such groups. This builds on previous work of the authors handling the case
of actions by cocompact lattices and of actions by SL(n,Z). While the results
are not sharp in all cases, they do dramatically improve all known results.
The key difficulty overcome in this paper concerns escape of mass when taking
limits of sequences of measures. Due to a need to control Lyapunov exponents
for unbounded cocycles when taking such limits, quantitative controls on the
concentration of mass at infinity are need and novel techniques are introduced
to avoid “escape of Lyapunov exponent.”
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1. Introduction and main results

1.1. Motivation. We begin by stating a sample theorem that is a very special case
of our main results on Zimmer’s conjecture.

Theorem 1.1. Let Γ ⊂ SL(n,R) be a lattice subgroup for n ≥ 3. Let M be a

compact manifold and let α : Γ → Diff1+β(M) be a homomorphism for β > 0.

(a) If dim(M) < n− 1 then the image α(Γ) is finite.
(b) If dim(M) ≤ n and if α(Γ) preserves a volume form then the image α(Γ)

is finite.
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For cocompact Γ, this was proven by the authors in [16]. When Γ is a finite index
subgroup of SL(n,Z), we established this in [17]. The crucial contribution of this
paper is to establish Theorem 1.1 without any additional assumptions on Γ and to
extend all theorems in [16] to non-uniform lattices in the relevant higher-rank Lie
groups.

While there are common arguments across these three papers, fundamental new
ideas are needed in this paper to handle the case of general lattices. These ideas
occur primarily in Section 10 and concern controlling the growth of cocycles in
the ends of the non-compact space (G×M)/Γ. The non-compactness of this space
comes entirely from the quotient G/Γ and controlling growth of cocycles in the ends
of this space will be central in future dynamical questions concerning Γ actions. In
Section 2.5 below, we discuss in more detail what is novel in the approach in this
paper compared to the approaches in [16, 17].

1.2. History and background. Before stating our most general results, we give
some history related to Zimmer’s conjecture that motivates our work. It is well
known that lattices in SL(2,R) are rather flexible whereas lattices in SL(n,R) are
very rigid when n ≥ 3. Such rigidity properties are shared by lattices in more
general higher-rank simple Lie groups and, to a lesser extent, by irreducible lattices
in higher-rank semisimple Lie groups. Some key results demonstrating such rigidity
phenomena include the strong rigidity theorem of Mostow [54], Kazhdan’s property
(T) [34], and the superrigidity theorem of Margulis [48]. For instance, Margulis’s
superrigidity theorem states, roughly, that every finite-dimensional representation
of an irreducible lattice in a higher-rank semisimple Lie group extends, modulo
compact groups and passing to covers, to a continuous representation of the ambient
group.

Inspired by known rigidity results for linear representations, Zimmer proposed
in the 1980s that certain “nonlinear representations” of higher-rank lattices should
also exhibit some rigidity properties. Specifically, Zimmer laid out a program to
study C∞ volume-preserving actions of such groups on compact manifolds; that is,
for a compact manifold M equipped with a smooth volume form ω, Zimmer aimed
to study homomorphisms α : Γ → Diff∞(M,ω) from higher-rank lattice subgroups
Γ to Diff∞(M,ω), the group of C∞, ω-preserving diffeomorphisms. In later work
of Zimmer and other authors, the case of non-volume-preserving actions is also
considered.

The most ambitious goal of this program is to show that all such non-linear rep-
resentations are derived from certain homogeneous spaces and algebraic actions
induced by linear representations. In particular, all volume-preserving actions
α : Γ → Diff∞(M,ω) are expected to be of an “algebraic origin;” more general
actions α : Γ → Diff∞(M) are expected to have an “algebraic quotient.” The Zim-
mer program refers to a number of precise conjectures towards this goal. See for
instance the surveys of Fisher and Labourie [26,42] for overviews of conjectures and
results in this area and [27] for an update with more recent developments.

As a first step in the program, Zimmer conjectured a lower bound on the di-
mension of a compact manifold M admitting a nonlinear, volume-preserving rep-
resentation α : Γ → Diff∞(M,ω) with infinite image. See Conjecture 1.3 below for
a precise formulation. This lower bound is computed in terms of algebraic data
associated with the ambient higher-rank group G and its representations. To mo-
tivate this conjecture, we recall the following immediate consequence of Margulis’s
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superrigidity and arithmeticity theorems: for n ≥ 3, if Γ is a lattice subgroup in
SL(n,R) and if d < n then every homomorphism ρ : Γ → GL(d,R) has finite image.
Zimmer’s conjecture, Conjecture 1.3, is the natural non-linear analogue of this fact.

The main heuristic for Zimmer’s conjecture is Zimmer’s cocycle superrigidity
theorem [71]. An immediate corollary of Zimmer’s cocycle superrigidity theorem
is the following: given a lattice Γ in a higher-rank simple Lie group and a volume-
preserving action α : Γ → Diff∞(M,ω) on a compact manifold M of sufficiently
small dimension, there exists a measurable, α(Γ)-invariant Riemannian metric g
on TM . If this measurable metric can be promoted to a continuous metric then
the image α(Γ) is contained in the compact Lie group of isometries Isomg(M);
finiteness of the action α(Γ) follows if dim(M) is sufficiently small by known results
on representations of such Γ into compact Lie groups.

While the above heuristic requires the action α to preserve a volume-form, results
for actions on the circle [19,30,70], results for real-analytic actions [25,29], and re-
sults on projective quotients [55] suggest analogous lower bounds should exist on the
dimension of manifolds M admitting nonlinear representations α : Γ → Diff∞(M)
with infinite image.

1.3. Zimmer’s conjecture and invariant Riemannian metrics. To state the
simplest version of the conjecture, given a semisimple Lie group we define v(G) to
be the minimal dimension of a homogeneous space G/H , where H ranges over all
proper, closed subgroups of the identity component G◦ of G. We define n(G) to be
the minimal dimension of a non-trivial linear representation of the Lie algebra of
G. Given these dimension bounds, we have the following.

Conjecture 1.2. Let G be a connected semisimple Lie group such that every non-
compact factor of G has real rank at least 2. Let Γ be a lattice subgroup in G. Let
M be a compact manifold and let α : Γ → Diff∞(M) be a homomorphism.

(a) If dim(M) < v(G) then α(Γ) preserves a smooth Riemannian metric on M .
(b) If dim(M) < n(G) and if α(Γ) preserves a volume form then α(Γ) preserves

a smooth Riemannian metric on M .

Using that the isometry group Isom(M) of a compact Riemanniam manifold
is compact, in the case that Γ is non-uniform, the conclusion of Conjecture 1.2
implies that the image α(Γ) is finite. Using Margulis’s superrigidity theorem for
representations into compact groups, from Conjecture 1.2 we obtain an upper bound
on the dimension dim(M) below which the image α(Γ) is finite; see Conjecture 1.3
and discussion in Remark 1.4.

The main results of this paper establishes Conjecture 1.2(a) and some cases of
Conjecture 1.2(b) for C1+Hölder actions of lattices Γ in R-split simple Lie groups.
See Theorem A. We also establish partial results towards the conjecture for other
groups. See Theorem B.

1.4. Results for lattices in R-split simple Lie groups. We establish Conjec-
ture 1.2(a) for C1+Hölder actions of lattices Γ in R-split simple Lie groups. For
Conjecture 1.2(b) our method of proof only yields the optimal conjectured upper
bound for groups with Lie algebra sl(n,R) or sp(2n,R) though we obtain partial
results for all other R-split groups.

Given 0 < β ≤ 1 we recall that a diffeomorphism f : M → M of a compact
manifold M is C1+β if it is C1 and the variation of its derivative is β-Hölder in
local charts. We write Diff1+β(M) for the group of C1+β diffeomorphisms of M .
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In the statement of all results, we abuse terminology and call a connected Lie
group G simple if its Lie algebra g is simple; that is, G is simple if it is connected
and has no non-trivial connected normal subgroups. In particular, we allow for the
case that G has infinite center.

A connected simple Lie group G is R-split if its Lie algebra g is a split real form
of a simple complex Lie algebra gC. All R-split simple Lie groups with finite center
are isogenous to either SL(n,R), Sp(2n,R), SO(n, n), or SO(n, n− 1) or to one of
the five exceptional R-split simple Lie groups.

Theorem A. Let G be a connected R-split simple Lie group with real rank at
least 2 and let Γ ⊂ G be a lattice subgroup. Let M be a compact manifold and let
α : Γ → Diff1+β(M) be a homomorphism for β > 0.

(a) If dim(M) < v(G) then α(Γ) is finite.
(b) If dim(M) ≤ v(G) and if α(Γ) preserves a volume form then α(Γ) is finite.

The special case of Theorem A (and of Theorem B below) for cocompact Γ was
proved by the authors in [16]. As already remarked above, this paper primarily
concerns the case that Γ is not cocompact and develops new techniques and argu-
ments to overcome the lack of compactness of the homogeneous space G/Γ. The
standard example of a non-uniform lattice is the subgroup SL(n,Z) in SL(n,R);
for this special case, Theorem A was established by the authors in [17]. Although
this paper extends and generalizes many of the ideas from [16,17] to the setting of
general non-uniform lattices, important new ideas and techniques are needed here.
The difficulty for non-uniform lattices is various subgroup trajectories escaping to
infinity in G/Γ or even spending too much time “near infinity”. Particularly there
is a need to control the growth of certain cocycles over such trajectories. We intro-
duce genuinely new approaches to handle the ensuing issues in this paper, primarily
in Section 10.

1.5. Critical dimensions, full conjecture, and general result. We state the
full version of Zimmer’s conjecture in order to put our results in context. As
before, given a semisimple Lie group G, let n(G) denote the minimal dimension
of a non-trivial real representation of the Lie algebra g of G and let v(G) denote
the minimal codimension of all proper subgroups H of G; we note that this is
equivalent to the minimal codimension of all proper parabolic subgroups Q of G.
(See [16, Lemma 3.7].) Let d(G) denote the minimal dimension of all non-trivial
homogenous spaces K/C as K varies over all compact real-forms of all simple
factors of the complexification of G. Given the numbers n(G), d(G), and v(G) the
full conjecture is the following.

Conjecture 1.3 (Zimmer’s conjecture). Let G be a connected semisimple Lie
group, all of whose simple factors have real rank at least 2, and let Γ ⊂ G be a
lattice subgroup. Let M be a compact manifold and let ω be a volume form on M .

(a) If dim(M) < min
(
d(G), v(G)

)
then any homomorphism α : Γ → Diff(M)

has finite image.
(b) If dim(M) < min

(
d(G), n(G)

)
then any homomorphism α : Γ → Diff(M,ω)

has finite image.
(c) If dim(M) < n(G) then for any homomorphism α : Γ → Diff(M,ω), the

image α(Γ) preserves a Riemannian metric.
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(d) If dim(M) < v(G) then for any homomorphism α : Γ → Diff(M), the image
α(Γ) preserves a Riemannian metric.

Remark 1.4.

(1) The finiteness of the image α(Γ) in parts (a) and (b) of Conjecture 1.3
follow from the conditions in parts (c) and (d) and Margulis’s superrigidity
theorem for representations into compact groups. If g is an α(Γ)-invariant
continuous Riemannian metric on M then the isometry group K of (M, g)
is a compact Lie group and α(Γ) is contained in K. Margulis’s super-
rigidity theorem implies that either α(Γ) is finite or K contains a compact
form of a simple factor of G. The latter option is ruled out by dimension
considerations. See [16, §2.3] for a detailed discussion.

(2) For a non-uniform lattice, Margulis’s superrigidity theorem also implies that
any homomorphism from Γ to a compact Lie group K has finite image.
In our context, this implies that whenever α(Γ) preserves a Riemannian
metric, α(Γ) is finite.

(3) The tools in this paper are very well adapted to study parts (a) and (b) of
Conjecture 1.3. In situations in which parts (c) and (d) are not subsumed by
(a) and (b), certain technical arguments used in our proof seem insufficient
to give a complete answer but do yield the best known partial results.

For Lie groups that are not R-split, we obtain partial results towards Conjec-
ture 1.3. To each simple Lie algebra g, we associate a number r(Σg), computed in
terms of the restricted root system Σg of g, and define

r(G) = r(g) = r(Σg).

The number r(g) was defined in terms of combinatorics of root systems in [16];
that definition is reviewed in Definition 3.11 below. For R-split Lie groups G, we
always have r(G) = v(G). More generally, for simple G it follows from [11, Theorem
7.2] that r(G) = v(G′), where G′ is any maximal connected, R-split, semisimple
subgroup of G (with the same reduced restricted root system.) See Remark 3.12
below. Given a semisimple Lie algebra g, we have r(g) = min r(g′) where the
minimum is taken over every non-compact, non-trivial simple ideal g′ ⊂ g.

With the above notation, we have the following extension of Theorem A.

Theorem B. Let G be a semisimple Lie group such that every non-compact factor
has real rank at least 2. Let Γ ⊂ G be a lattice subgroup and let M be a compact
manifold. Fix 0 < β ≤ 1.

(1) If dim(M) < r(G) then any homomorphism α : Γ → Diff1+β(M) has finite
image.

(2) If ω is a volume form onM and if dim(M) ≤ r(G) then any homomorphism

α : Γ → Diff1+β(M,ω) has finite image.

See Tables 1–4 in Appendix A for computations of the numerology v, n, d, and
r associated to simple real Lie groups.

1.6. Actions by C1 diffeomorphisms. Certain arguments used in this paper
require the action to be by diffeomorphisms that are at least C1+β for β > 0;
specifically, Proposition 2.1 below uses tools from smooth ergodic theory in its
proof which requires the action to be at least C1+β . However, most arguments in
this paper work for C1 actions and an analogue of Theorem C below holds in the
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C1 setting under more restrictive dimension assumptions. Using results from [15]
one obtains the following.

Theorem 1.5 (c.f. [15, Theorem 1]). Let G be a connected simple Lie group with
real rank at least 2. Let Γ ⊂ G be a lattice subgroup and let M be a compact
manifold.

(1) If dim(M) < rankR(G) then any homomorphism α : Γ → Diff1(M) has
finite image.

(2) If ω is a volume form on M and if dim(M) ≤ rankR(G) then any homo-

morphism α : Γ → Diff1(M,ω) has finite image.

It is easy to check that the dimension bound given by Theorem 1.5 only matches
the conjectured bounds in Conjecture 1.3 for lattices in covers of SL(n,R).

In the case of C1 actions, we replace Proposition 2.1 below with [15, Proposition
3]

1.7. Proof of Theorem B. We end the introduction by reducing Theorem B to
the first technical result of the paper, Theorem C below. The proof of Theorem B
from Theorem C follows the same outline as in [16].

Step 1: Subexponential growth of derivatives. We recall that lattice subgroups in
semisimple Lie groups are finitely generated. Given a finitely generated group Γ,
fix a finite, symmetric generating set S ⊂ Γ and let lenΓ : Γ → N denote the word-
length norm on Γ relative to S. The following definition is the key property we
establish in this paper.

Definition 1.6. Let M be a compact manifold and let α : Γ → Diff1(M) be an ac-
tion. We say the action α has uniform subexponential growth of derivatives
if for all ε > 0 there is Cε > 0 such that for all γ ∈ Γ,

sup
x∈M

‖Dxα(γ)‖ ≤ Cεe
ε lenΓ(γ). (1.1)

In the sequel, we often restrict α to certain subgroups Λ ⊂ Γ. If Λ is a subgroup
of Γ, we say that the restriction α|Λ has uniform lenΓ-subexponential growth
of derivatives if (1.1) holds for all γ ∈ Λ. We note in this definition that we
always measure the word-length of γ ∈ Λ relative to the ambient group Γ rather
than any intrinsic word-length on the subgroup Λ.

Our first technical result of this paper is the following which shows under the
dimension constraints in Theorem B that every action has uniform subexponential
growth of derivatives.

Theorem C. Let G be a connected semisimple Lie group such that every non-
compact simple factor has real rank at least 2. Let Γ ⊂ G be a lattice subgroup, let
M be a compact manifold, and let 0 < β ≤ 1.

(1) If dim(M) < r(G) then any homomorphism α : Γ → Diff1+β(M) has uni-
form subexponential growth of derivatives.

(2) If ω is a volume form onM and if dim(M) ≤ r(G) then any homomorphism

α : Γ → Diff1+β(M,ω) has uniform subexponential growth of derivatives.

Step 2: Strong property (T). We apply [16, Theorem 2.4] and de la Salle’s recent
result establishing strong property (T ) for nonuniform lattices [23, Theorem 1.1]
to conclude that any action α satisfying the conclusions of Theorem C preserves a
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continuous Riemannian metric g. In particular, the image α(Γ) is contained in the
compact Lie group K = Isomg(M). For completeness, we recall these two results.

Theorem 1.7 ([23, Theorem 1.1]). Assume G is a connected semisimple Lie group
such that the real rank of every simple factor is at least two and let Γ be a lattice
in G. Then Γ has strong property (T ).

For the special case of cocompact lattices, the analogous result was established
in [24, 43].

Theorem 1.8 ([16, Theorem 2.4]). Let Γ be a finitely generated group and let M

be a compact manifold. For k ≥ 2, let α : Γ → Diffk(M) be an action. If α has
uniform subexponential growth of derivatives and if Γ has strong property (T ) then
α(Γ) preserves a Riemannian metric that is Ck−1−δ for all δ > 0.

For actions by C1+β diffeomorphism, the proof of [16, Theorem 2.4] can be
adapted to establish an analogue of Theorem 1.8 to obtain a continuous invariant
Riemannian metric. For actions by C1 diffeomorphisms, an analogue of Theorem 1.8
is obtained in [15, Proposition 5].

Step 3: Superrigidity with compact codomains. As discussed in Remark 1.4, the
finiteness of the image α(Γ) follows from Margulis’s superrigidity theorem with
compact codomain. This relies on explicit case by case computation of d(G) that
yields that r(G) < d(G), and in fact v(G) < d(G), for all G. To do the com-
putation, one uses Margulis’ theorem to find all compact groups K into which Γ
admits dense image homomorphisms and then computes the minimal dimension of
a homogeneous space of the form K/C. Theorem B then follows.

Acknowledgement. The authors owe a profound debt to Dave Witte Morris. In
particular, Theorem 3.30 (and its extension Theorem 3.31) was proven by Witte
Morris in [50] in response to a question from the authors. In addition, Witte Morris
helped the authors a great deal with Section 3 and in particular explained to us
the proof of Lemma 3.8.

2. Reduction to and outline of proof of main result. Theorem D

2.1. Reductions and standing hypotheses. Without loss of generality, we may
assume the following hypotheses for the proof of Theorem C:

(1) G is a connected semisimple Lie group with real rank at least 2;
(2) G is simply connected (as a topological group);
(3) Γ is an irreducible lattice subgroup of G;
(4) G has no compact factors; i.e. G has no non-trivial connected compact

normal subgroups.

Indeed, we first note that Theorem C holds if it holds for finite-index subgroups
Γ′ ⊂ Γ or for subgroups Γ′′ containing Γ as a subgroup of finite index (where
Γ′′ acts on the compact manifold (Γ′′ × M)/Γ). In particular, we may replace
Γ with a group commensurable with Γ in G. Furthermore, if Γ is reducible (see
[48, (5.9) Definition, p. 133]) and the conclusion holds for the restriction of α to
each irreducible component of Γ, then the conclusion holds for the action of Γ.

Given an arbitrary connected semisimple Lie group G as in Theorem C, we may

replace G with its topological universal cover G̃; then the preimage of Γ under the

map G̃→ G is a lattice subgroup Γ̃ of G̃ and any action of Γ extends to an action
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of Γ̃. The conclusion of Theorem C then follows for an action of Γ if it is verified
for the induced action of Γ̃.

Assume now that G is simply connected. Let K ⊂ G and L ⊂ G denote,
respectively, the product of all compact (resp. noncompact) normal subgroups.
As G is simply connected, G is a direct product of K and L. Then G/L = K
is compact, hence linear, whence the image of Γ in G/L contains a torsion-free
subgroup of finite index. Replacing Γ with a finite-index subgroup, we may assume
Γ ∩ K is a singleton. Then the map G → G/K is one-to-one on Γ and we may
replace G with G/K and Γ with its image in G/K.

2.2. Main technical theorem and proof of Theorem C. To establish Theo-
rem C we have the following theorem which gives a dichotomy for C1 actions of
higher-rank lattices: either the action α : Γ → Diff1(M) has uniform subexponen-
tial growth of derivatives or there exists an A-invariant measure (where A is a split
Cartan subgroup) for the induced G-action with certain dynamical properties. To
prove Theorem C we show the properties of this measure contradict known results.

The following is the main technical result of this paper. To state the theorem,
we refer the reader to Section 5.3 for the definition of the induced G-space X and
to Section 6.1 for the definition of the average top Lyapunov exponent. Let Z
denote the center of G. See also Section 3.5 for the definition of a split Cartan
subgroup A ⊂ G. The cocycle A is taken to be the fiberwise derivative cocycle for
the induced G-action on X .

Theorem D. Let G be a connected semisimple Lie group without compact factors
and with rankRG ≥ 2. Let Γ be an irreducible lattice subgroup in G, let M be a
compact manifold, and let α : Γ → Diff1(M) be an action. Let X = (G ×M)/Γ
denote the induced G-space and let A denote the corresponding fiberwise derivative
cocycle on the bundle (G× TM)/Γ → X.

If α fails to have uniform subexponential growth of derivatives then there exists
a split Cartan subgroup A of G and a Borel probability measure µ on X such that

(1) µ is (ZA)-invariant,
(2) µ projects to the Haar measure on G/Γ, and
(3) for some a ∈ ZA, the average top Lyapunov exponent λtop,a,µ,A is positive.

We remark that there are no constraints on the dimension ofM in the statement
of Theorem D. Additionally, in Theorem D we do not assume every factor of G is
higher rank; in particular, the theorem applies to actions by irreducible lattices in
semisimple Lie groups with rank-1 factors. Finally, we note that if we assume Z is
finite, we may conclude λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ A as in the conclusion of the
analogous results appearing in [16,17]. For groups with infinite center, we can only
conclude that λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some (necessarily infinite order) element a ∈ ZA.

We also remark that in the case that Γ is cocompact in G, the proof of Theorem D
is mostly contained in [16]. Assuming thatG has finite center and thatG is simple or
that every simple factor of G is of higher rank, the proof of Theorem D is immediate
from arguments in [16]. If Γ is an irreducible lattice in a higher-rank semisimple
Lie group G with rank-1 factors or if G has infinite center, one needs some minor
modifications to establish Theorem D. See Remark 6.4 below for discussion of the
required modifications.

Finally, we remark that for general C1 actions on non-compact spaces, the defini-
tion and existence of Lyapunov exponents becomes complicated without additional
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integrability hypotheses on the norm-growth of the cocycle. In the statement of
Theorem D, the choice of norms on the bundle (G × TM)/Γ are as constructed
in Section 5.4 below. These norms are well adapted to the geometry of Γ in G
and—combined with fact that the measure µ in the conclusion of in the statement
of Theorem D projects to Haar measure on G/Γ—ensures the cocycle A satisfies a
log-integrability criterion. See Claim 6.1 below.

The remainder of this paper is devoted to establishing Theorem D. See Sec-
tion 2.4 for an outline of the proof. As discussed above, for actions by cocompact
lattices, Theorem D is essentially contained in [16]; in this case, one first produces
an A-invariant Borel probability measure with positive exponents by a fairly soft
argument in [16, Proposition 4.6]. Improving the measure to one that projects to
Haar is more difficult and occupies much of [16]. In the context of actions of non-
uniform lattices, the arguments that construct an A-invariant measure with positive
exponents is as difficult as finding one that projects to Haar. As the arguments in
this paper use in an essential way all arguments from [16] and many of those from
[17], the reader may find it easier to read those papers first. An expository account
of some of the arguments from [16] with more detailed background may be found
in the lecture notes by Brown [14]; see also the expository account of many ideas
from [16] in [20].

Theorem C follows immediately from Theorem D following the same as the
arguments as in [16]. We briefly recall the argument.

Proof of Theorem C. By Theorem D, if α : Γ → Diff1+β(M) fails to have uniform
subexponential growth of derivatives then there exists a split Cartan subgroup
A ⊂ G and a (ZA)-invariant, Borel probability measure µ on the suspension space
X = (G×M)/Γ such that µ projects to the Haar measure on G/Γ and the average
top Lyapunov exponent λtop,a,µ,A is positive for some a ∈ ZA. Arguing exactly as
in [16, Section 5.5], using that the action is C1+Hölder, [18, Proposition 5.1] and the
fact that dim(M) is sufficiently small implies the following.

Proposition 2.1 ([18, Proposition 5.1] and [16, Proposition 3.5]). Suppose either
that

(1) dim(M) < r(G) or
(2) dim(M) ≤ r(G) and α(Γ) preserves a smooth volume form on M

Then, any A-invariant Borel probability measure on X projecting to the Haar mea-
sure on G/Γ is G-invariant.

We also have the following well-known corollary of Zimmer’s cocycle superrigidity
theorem [28]. In the statement, n(G) denotes the smallest dimension of a nontrivial
linear representation of (the Lie algebra of) G.

Lemma 2.2. Let µ be any G-invariant measure for the induced action on X pro-
jecting to the Haar measure on G/Γ. If dim(M) < n(G) then λtop,g,µ,A = 0 for
every g ∈ G.

To derive the lemma, we remark that X is a fiber-bundle with fibers diffeo-
morphic to M . Then the fiberwise derivative cocycle is measurably a dim(M)-
dimensional linear cocycle; Zimmer’s cocycle superrigidity theorem and dimension
constraints force the cocycle to be cohomologous to a compact-group-valued cocycle
and the conclusion follows.
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In particular, assuming Theorem C is false, Theorem D produces a (ZA)-invariant
Borel probability measure with non-zero Lyapunov exponents. By Proposition 2.1
this measure is G-invariant, contradicting Lemma 2.2. �

2.3. Review of the proof of [17, Theorem B]. To motivate the outline in the next
subsection, we recall the proof of [17, Theorem B]—the analogue of Theorem C
for actions of Γ = SL(n,Z) for n ≥ 4. We recall here that our proof in [17]
does not in fact cover the case of SL(3,Z) and it’s finite index subgroups. We
let Γi,j be the subgroup of Γ generated by the elementary matrices Ei,j and Ej,i.
Then Γi,j is isomorphic to SL(2,Z) and differs from the identity matrix only in the
(i, i), (i, j), (j, i), and (j, j) entries. Write Hi,j ⊂ SL(n,R) for the corresponding
copy of SL(2,R). Let A ⊂ G be the group of diagonal matrices and Ai,j = {ati,j}
for the 1-parameter group of diagonal matrices in Hi,j

Quasi-isometric bounded generation. As shown in [45], the group SL(n,Z) is quasi-
isometrically boundedly generated by the subgroups {Γi,j | 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n }.
Thus, to show the action α : Γ → Diff(M) has uniform subexponential growth of
derivatives it suffices to show the restriction α|Γi,j : Γi,j → Diff(M) of α to each Γi,j
has uniform subexponential growth of derivatives.

Uniform subexponential growth of derivatives for the action of unipotent subgroups.
The first key proposition established in [17] shows that unipotent elements of Γ =
SL(n,Z) act with subexponential growth: for every unipotent γ ∈ Γ and ε > 0
there is a C > 0 such that for all n ∈ Z,

sup
x∈M

‖Dxα(γ
n)‖ ≤ Ceε lenΓ(γ

n).

We recall that lenΓ(γ
n) denotes the word-length of γn measured in Γ which, in

particular, grows logarithmically in n.

Uniform subexponential growth of derivatives for the action of Γi,j. We now explain
why the action of Γi,j has uniform subexponential growth of derivatives

(1) We pass to the suspension space X = (G×M)/Γ. If α|Γi,j : Γi,j → Diff(M)
fails to have uniform subexponential growth of derivatives, we may find a
sequence of finite {ati,j}-orbits { ati,j · xn | 0 ≤ t ≤ tn } with t → ∞ and

each xn contained in the “thick part” of X over Hi,j/Γi,j such that, in the
limit, we see positive exponential growth of the fiberwise derivative.

(2) Using that the “cusp group” of the rank-1 subgroup Λi,j ≃ SL(2,Z) of
SL(n,Z) is generated by a single unipotent element we show that, restricted
to the subbundle of X over Hi,j/Γi,j any collection of finite {ati,j}-orbits
{ ati,j · xn | 0 ≤ t ≤ tn } with t → ∞ that approximates the maximal
exponential growth rate of the fiberwise derivatives gives a family of em-
pirical measures µn that is primarily concentrated over the “thick part” of
Hi,j/Γi,j.

(3) We may average the family of measures µn over Følner sets in a unipotent
subgroup N normalized by Hi,j that meets Γ in a lattice to obtain a new
family of measures µ̃n. Using quantitative non-divergence of unipotent
flows, or an explicit computation as in [17, Subsection 5.3], we control the
amount of mass of each µ̃n at ∞; in particular, we rule out escape of mass.
Also, using that the N ∩Γ contains only unipotent elements, it follows that
these measures see no “escape of Lyapunov exponent.”
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(4) There is a one-parameter family of diagonal matrices {bs} such that N is
the horospherical subgroup of {bs} for s > 0. Using exponential mixing
of bs, or an explicit computation as in [17, Subsection 5.4], there is a se-
quence of sn → ∞ such that the family of measures {bsn · µ̃n} is uniformly
tight and, in fact, have uniformly exponentially small mass at ∞ (see Def-
inition 4.1) when projected to G/Γ; moreover, we are able to maintain
positive exponential growth of fiberwise derivative for the action of ati,j .

(5) It follows that any limit measure of {bsn · µ̃n} projects to the Haar measure
on has G/Γ and has a non-zero fiberwise Lyapunov exponent for the action
of ati,j . We can then obtain an A-invariant measure on X that projects to
the Haar measure on G/Γ and has a non-zero fiberwise Lyapunov exponent.
We then obtain a contradiction with Zimmer’s cocycle superrigidity as in
the proof of Theorem C.

2.4. Outline of proof of Theorem D and discussion of new tools. We now
outline the proof of Theorem D and highlight the new tools developed in this paper
when compared with the proof of [17, Theorem B]. For lattices of higher Q-rank,
the proof of Theorem D has the same main lines as in [17] though with considerable
additional technical difficulty, particularly in the case where the Q-rank is 2. In
the case of Q-rank-1, there are genuinely new complications that require ideas not
in any way present in [17].

For simplicity of this outline, we may assume G is linear (in particular has finite
center) and defined over Q. Moreover, as [16] essentially handles the case that Γ is
cocompact, we may assume Γ is nonuniform. By Margulis’s arithmeticity theorem
(see discussion in Section 3.7) we may assume Γ is commensurable with GZ.

2.4.1. Quasi-isometric bounded generation. In [17], we used the result [45] of Lubotzky,
Mozes, and Raghunathan that SL(n,Z) is quasi-isometrically boundedly gen-
erated by the subgroups {Γi,j | 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n }; this was used in [45] to show
Γ is quasi-isometrically embedded in G (see Theorem 3.22 below). In the set-
ting of this paper, we need an analogous result for general arithmetic groups Γ.
In the general version [46], Lubotzky, Mozes and Raghunathan establish the gen-
eral quasi-isometric embedding result via a different outline; in particular, they
do not establish the analogous quasi-isometrically bounded generation result we
require. However, very recently, Witte Morris established a quasi-isometrically
bounded generation result sufficient for our proof. We replace the canonical copies
of SL(2,Z) ≃ Γi,j from [17] with lattice subgroups in standard Q-rank-1 sub-
groups; see Definition 3.13. We then have the following key definition and theorem
provided to us by Dave Witte Morris [50]:

Definition 3.28. Let G = G(R) be a semisimple algebraic Q-group and let Γ be a
subgroup commensurable with GZ = G(Z). We say that Γ is quasi-isometrically
boundedly generated by standard Q-rank-1 subgroups if there are constants
r = r(G,Γ) ∈ N and C = C(G,Γ) > 1 , and a finite subset Γ0 = Γ0(G,Γ) of Γ,
and a finite collection L = L(G,Γ) of Q-subgroups of F such that

(1) each L ∈ L is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup of G;
(2) every element γ of Γ can be written in the form γ = s1s2 · · · sr where either

(a) si ∈ Γ0 or
(b) si ∈ ΓL for some L ∈ L and log ‖si‖ ≤ C log ‖γ‖.
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Above and in following, we write ΓL = L ∩ Γ. The following is the main result
of [50].

Theorem 3.30. Every arithmetic subgroup Γ of a Q-isotropic, almost Q-simple Q-
group is quasi-isometrically boundedly generated by standard Q-rank-1 subgroups.

2.4.2. Uniform subexponential growth of derivatives for unipotent subgroups. As in
[17], we again show that unipotent subgroups ∆ ⊂ Γ have subexponential growth.
This is done in Section 8. While argument is similar in outline to one in [17, Section
4], the fact that we work in much greater generality in the end requires substantial
new arguments.

Proposition 8.1. If there is a connected unipotent Q-subgroup U of G such that
the restriction

α|ΓU : ΓU → Diff1(M)

does not have uniform subexponential growth of derivatives then there is a split
Cartan subgroup A of G and an A-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X
projecting to the Haar measure on G/Γ such that λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ A.

To establish Proposition 8.1, we work with the induced G-action. It is easy to
see that subexponential growth of derivatives for ΓU is equivalent to subexponential
growth of derivatives for a closed U orbit in X := (G ×M)/Γ. The proof of the
proposition proceeds by working inside compact orbits of a solvable group of the

form Ã ⋉ U where U is a horospherical Q-group and Ã is part of a Q-anisotropic

torus. We first show that generic trajectories for elements of Ã have subexponential

growth of derivatives. Combining this with the fact that U is normalized by Ã, we
obtain subexponential growth of derivatives for a large set of elements in U . Using
that U is nilpotent, a sumset argument implies subexponential growth of derivatives
for every element of U . To establish subexponential growth of derivatives for generic

orbits of elements of Ã, we exploit that U is horospherical and use an exponential
mixing argument to upgrade an Ã-invariant measure supported on some closed
Ã⋉ U orbit to an A-invariant measure projecting to the Haar measure on G/Γ.

2.4.3. Uniform subexponential growth of derivatives for “cusp groups” of standard
Q-rank-1 subgroups. In [17], we heavily used that the fundamental group of the cusp

in SL(2,R)/ SL(2,Z) is generated by the single unipotent element

(
1 1
0 1

)
. For a

standard Q-rank-1 subgroup H , we cannot expect the fundamental group of a cusp
in H/ΓH to be generated by a single unipotent element; moreover, the fundamental
group of a cusp need not be a unipotent subgroup. However, the structure of such
groups (the semidirect product of a cocompact lattice and a unipotent subgroup)
allows us to still show the restriction of the action to the fundamental group of a
cusp in H/ΓH for a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup H has subexponential growth.

Given a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup H , to establish that the restriction of the
action to the fundamental group of a cusp in H/ΓH has subexponential growth,
we exploit reduction theory and the construction of Siegel fundamental domains
to relate growth properties of the fundamental group of a cusp in H/ΓH with
subexponential growth for minimal parabolic Q-subgroups in G. We point the
reader to Lemma 5.3 and especially Lemma 5.14 in Section 5.5.

To complete this step, it remains to establish subexponential growth for minimal
parabolic Q-subgroups in G which occupies Section 9.
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Proposition 9.1. Let P be a minimal parabolic Q-subgroup of G. If the restriction

α|ΓP : ΓP → Diff1(M)

does not have uniform subexponential growth of derivatives there is a split Cartan
subgroup A of G and an A-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X projecting
to the Haar measure on G/Γ such that λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ A.

The proof of Proposition 9.1 uses that ΓP is the semidirect product of a co-
compact lattice in a reductive (Q-anisotropic) Q-subgroup L and a (cocompact)
lattice in a unipotent Q-subgroup U . Subexponential growth for the restriction
to ΓU follows from Proposition 8.1. Following arguments from [16], we show that
if ΓL fails to have subexponential growth of the derivatives, then there exists a
Borel probability measure on X which is invariant under a torus in L and has a
positive Lyapunov exponent. Using Proposition 8.1, we can find a measure that is
also invariant under U and also has a positive Lyapunov exponent. We then use
exponential mixing to find a measure that projects to the Haar measure on G/Γ
with a positive Lyapunov exponent which can be made A-invariant by additional
averaging.

2.4.4. Uniform subexponential growth of derivatives for Q-rank-1 subgroups. By
Theorem 3.30, to show Theorem D it is enough to show the restriction of α to
ΓH ⊂ Γ has uniform subexponential growth of derivatives for any standard Q-rank-
1 subgroup H ⊂ G. We recall that H ⊂ G is a subgroup defined over Q and that
ΓH = H ∩ Γ is a lattice in H .

Having established Propositions 8.1 and 9.1 and Lemma 5.14, Section 10 is de-
voted to the following.

Proposition 10.1. If there is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup H of G such that the
restriction

α|ΓH : ΓH → Diff1(M)

does not have uniform subexponential growth of derivatives then there is a split
Cartan subgroup A of G and an A-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X
projecting to the Haar measure on G/Γ such that λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ A.

The proof of Proposition 10.1 contains the main new ingredients of the paper
which have no analogue in [17]. This is especially true in the case that Γ is Q-rank
1. When Γ has Q-rank 1, we have that G = H is the only standard Q-rank-1
subgroup; in particular, we cannot find a subgroup of G of the form H ⋉N where
H is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup and N is a (non-trivial) horospherical subgroup
of G. Having a horospherical subgroup N normalized by H was a key ingredient
used to establish subexponential growth for the restriction to the canonical copies of
SL(2,Z) in Γ = SL(m,Z) in [17]. For the sake of completeness, when Γ has Q-rank
at least 2, we outline a proof of Proposition 10.1 in Section 11 that is somewhat
closer to the argument from [17].

Section 10 provides a uniform argument when Γ is Q-rank-1 or has higher-Q-
rank. Fix a Q-rank-1 subgroup H ⊂ G. When Γ has higher Q-rank we also find a
horospherical subgroup N normalized by H ; if Γ has Q-rank 1, we take N = {1}.
We study growth of the fiberwise derivative cocycle for the induced H-action on the
bundle XHN := (HN ×M)/ΓHN . We fix a 1-parameter (R-split) subgroup {at} in
H and consider orbit segments of that start and end in some fixed “thick” compact
part of XHN . Using Proposition 9.1 and Proposition 8.1, a sequence of empirical
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measures supported on such orbits and limiting to the maximal growth rate of the
fiberwise derivative cocycle (for this 1-parameter subgroup) will, in fact, produce
a uniformly tight sequence of measures (see Lemma 10.5). Passing to a limit, we
obtain an at-invariant Borel probability measure µ on XHN . While we are able to
avoid escape of mass, we are not able to rule out “escape of Lyapunov exponent.”
Specifically, the fiberwise derivative cocycle is not bounded and there is no reason
the fiberwise derivative cocycle is log-L1 for the limiting measures µ. Furthermore,
even if fiberwise derivative cocycle happens to be log-L1 for the limiting measures
µ and the empirical measures see exponential growth of the cocycle, we need not
have any semi-continuity properties of the top exponent.

To remedy this problem, we use a combination of cut-off functions and time
averages to modify the fiberwise derivative cocycle in the cusp; see Section 10.3.1
and (10.5) in Section 10.3.2. These new cut-off cocycles will be bounded but will
fail to be continuous; however, for the cut-off cocycle, the set of discontinuities is
rather tame and, for the analysis in Section 10, these cocycles acts much like a
bounded continuous cocycle. Using these modified cocycles, we define analogues
of Lyapunov exponents; we then show these “fake Lyapunov exponents” behave
well under various averaging operations (using that the discontinuity set of the cut-
off cocycle has zero measure for all limiting measures considered). We can then
use averaging techniques (following either [16] or [17]) to upgrade to a measure
whose projection to G/Γ is the Haar measure on G/Γ while maintaining a positive
“fake Lyapunov exponent.” Since the fiberwise derivative cocycle is log-L1 for
measures projecting to the Haar measure (see (5.2) and Claim 6.1), we check the
“fake top Lyapunov exponent” coincides with the actual top Lyapunov exponent
of the original cocycle once we are considering a measure which projects to Haar.

Remark 2.3 (Benefits of working with Q-rank-1 subgroups). We remark that
the reduction to Q-rank-1 subgroups ΓH is primarily to control the behavior of the
cocycle outside of compact sets. If Γ ⊂ G is an arithmetic lattice with rankQ(Γ) = 1,
then there is some ℓ > 0 such that for any 1-parameter subgroup {at} of G, if
d(at · x,1Γ) ≥ ℓ for all 0 ≤ t ≤ t0 then, lifting the path { at · x | 0 ≤ t ≤ t0 } in
G/Γ to the path { at · g̃ | 0 ≤ t ≤ t0 } in G, for any element γx ∈ Γ such that g
and atgγ−1 are in the same Siegel set, γx is in the fundamental group of the cusp
of H/ΓH .

This fails for lattices of higher Q-rank. Indeed, for higher-rank groups, there is
no collection of disjoint cusps. In Q-rank one, the complement of the thick part is a
disjoint union of cusps, each of the form R+×N where N is a compact manifold. In
higher rank, the complement of the thick part is a union of thickened fans, where
each fan is of the form S × N where S is a Weyl chamber and N is a compact
manifold. These fans can intersect non-trivially in lower dimensional sets and a
path may leave the thick park of G/Γ through one fan and return through another
fan which intersects the first in a lower-dimensional object. This is a consequence
of the fact that in this case the rational Tits building is connected. In this case,
the collection of possible monodromy elements γx of a path { at · x | 0 ≤ t ≤ t0 }
does not have a structure we can directly exploit.

2.5. Comparison to our earlier papers on Zimmer’s conjecture. We end
this section with a summary of similarities and differences between the techniques
used here and those used in our previous papers [16, 17] and emphasize the new
ideas developed in this paper.
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An analogue of Theorem D occurs in both [16] and [17], though it is never
explicitly stated as a separate theorem. The primary difficulty in both this paper
and in [17] is in establishing this theorem: the failure of subexponential growth
of derivatives for the Γ-action can be witnessed as an A-invariant measure on the
suspension space with positive top Lyapunov exponent and which projects to Haar
measure on G/Γ. Besides Theorem D, the only substantial change from the outline
in [16] needed to study actions of non-uniform lattices is de la Salle’s result that
non-uniform higher-rank lattices have strong property (T ) [23].

To prove Theorem D in the cocompact case, establishing that there is some A-
invariant measure with positive Lyapunov exponent is a relatively soft argument;
the main technical difficulty in [16] is finding a procedure to average such measures
to obtain a new A-invariant measure that projects to the Haar measure and main-
tains a positive top Lyapunov exponent. All averaging procedures in [16] heavily
use that the suspension space is compact whence the space of Borel probability
measures is weak-∗ sequentially compact and the top Lyapunov exponent is au-
tomatically upper semi-continuous when restricted to the space of invariant Borel
probability measures.

In [17], for actions by SL(n,Z) (n ≥ 4) we were able to overcome the failure
of weak-∗ compactness and establish a version of upper semicontinuity of the top
exponent which yielded a special case of Zimmer’s conjecture following the general
approach of [16]. As described above, this is done by iteratively finding certain
subgroups along which failure of subexponential growth of derivatives can be used to
construct a measure as in Theorem D. When the Q-rank of Γ is at least 2, the large
scale structure of this paper mostly resembles that of [17] with several significant
improvements and modifications which we briefly describe. First, the arguments in
[17] required the Q-rank to be at least 3; this caused no loss of generality in [17] since
Zimmer’s conjecture was already known for finite index subgroups SL(3,Z). The
proof in [17] also depended (see discussion in Section 2.4.3) on the fact that “cusp
groups” of the Q-rank-1 subgroups are generated by a single unipotent. Finally,
[17] used an ad hoc argument—inspired by exponential mixing—to obtain limiting
measures projecting to the Haar measure on G/Γ as a final step in the proof. In
the current paper, we replace this ad hoc argument by a more robust argument
following exponential mixing with careful optimization of all constants involved.
These arguments are used to establish subexponential growth of derivatives for the
restriction to unipotent subgroups and cusp groups of Q-rank-1 subgroups. The
arguments here can be used to write a more efficient proof of the results in [17].

In the special case of groups of Q-rank 1, this paper substantially diverges from
our previous arguments in [17] and requires substantial new ideas. In this case,
we still establish subexponential growth of derivatives iteratively along unipotent
subgroups and cusp groups of Q-rank-1 subgroups as described in the previous
paragraph. The end-game using those results is entirely different from the endgame
in [17] as the structure of Γ does not allow us access to the use of exponential mixing
or the ad hoc variant of it used in [17]. This requires the introduction of entirely
new ideas to extend our arguments so we can deal with averages of unbounded
cocycles as described in Section 2.4.4 above.
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3. Algebraic groups and reductions for nonuniform Γ

We present the basic terminology and facts from algebraic groups that will be
used in the sequel. We end the section with the main reductions we use when
working with nonuniform lattices Γ and the consequences of these reductions.

3.1. Basic terminology. We denote by GL(d) = GL(d,C) the affine algebraic
group of d × d invertible matrices with complex entries. A (linear) algebraic
group is a Zariski closed subgroup H of GL(d) for some d; that is H is a subgroup
that coincides with the common zeros of a set of polynomial functions in the matrix
entries of A ∈ GL(d). Working over C, a linear algebraic group H is connected in
the Zariski topology if and only if it is connected in the analytic topology.

Let K ∈ {R,Q}. An algebraic subgroup H ⊂ GL(d) is said to be defined
over K or is said to be K-group if H is algebraic and the polynomial functions
defining H take coefficients only in K. The radical (resp. unipotent radical) of
a linear algebraic subgroup H defined over K is the maximal connected solvable
(resp. unipotent) algebraic subgroup Rad(H) (resp. Radu(H)) of H. These are
K-subgroups of H. The algebraic group H is semisimple (resp. reductive) if the
radical (resp. unipotent radical) vanishes. We say that H is almost K-simple if
it has no connected, proper, normal K-subgroups. If H is noncommutative, almost
K-simple, and connected, then H is semisimple.

Given a linear algebraic subgroup H ⊂ GL(d) defined over K, let H(K) =
H ∩ GL(d,K) denote the K-points of H. If K = R, the group H = H(R) is a Lie
group which, in general, might not be connected even if H is connected but has only
finitely many connected components (in the analytic topology); we write H◦ for
the connected component (in the analytic topology) of the identity of H(R). When
H is simply connected (as an algebraic group) or if H is a unipotent K-group, then
H(R) is connected in the analytic topology. See [12, Chapter 1, Theorem 2.3.1(c)]
or [57, Proposition 7.6].

Given a connected algebraic group H defined over K, we will at times abuse
terminology and also say that H = H(R) and H◦ are defined over K. We have that
Rad(H)(R) (resp. Radu(H)(R)) is the radical (resp. unipotent radical) of the Lie
group H . If H is semisimple (resp. reductive) then H = H(R) is semisimple (resp.
reductive) as a Lie group

We collect the following important facts about unipotent subgroups.

Lemma 3.1. Let U be a connected unipotent subgroup of SL(d,R).

(1) U is simply connected. In fact, the exponential map from the Lie algebra u

of U to U is a bijective polynomial map and its inverse is also a polyno-
mial map [31, Theorem 8.1.1, p. 107]. This implies that every continuous
homomorphism from U to any unipotent group is a polynomial.

(2) The abelianization U/[U,U ] of U is simply connected (and in fact, it is a
unipotent linear algebraic group).

3.2. Algebraic tori and K-rank. Let H ⊂ GL(d) be a connected linear algebraic
group defined over K ∈ {R,Q}.

(1) We say that H is a K-torus if it is commutative, defined over K, and
conjugate in GL(d) to a subgroup of diagonal matrices
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(2) A K-torus H is K-split if there exists g ∈ SL(d,K), such that gHg−1 is
a subgroup of diagonal matrices. If H is a K-split torus then H(R) is
isomorphic to (R∗)ℓ for some ℓ.

(3) Let S be a torus defined over K. There exists unique maximal K-tori
S′,S′′ ⊂ S such that S = S′ · S′′ where S′ is K-split and S′′ contains no
K-split subtorus. (See [67, Proposition 13.2.4].)

(4) If H is defined over K, then all maximal K-split tori of H are conjugate
by elements of SL(d,K), and therefore have the same dimension. (See
[48, (0.25)] or [67, Theorem 15.2.6].) This common dimension is the K-
rank of H, denoted by rankK H.

(5) We say that H is K-anisotropic if rankK H = 0; otherwise, H is K-
isotropic. An R-group H is an R-anisotropic if and only if H(R) is com-
pact.

(6) If H is reductive then it is the almost-direct product of a semisimple K-
group and a K-torus: H = LS where L is semisimple, S is a torus that
centralizes L, and L ∩ S is finite. The subgroups L and S are unique.

(7) If H = H(R) and if S is a maximal K-torus (resp. maximal K-split torus)
we call S = S(R) a maximal K-torus (resp. maximal K-split torus) of H .

(8) From (3), every one-parameter subgroup {at} of a K-torus S has a real
Jordan decomposition at = atsplit a

t
anis, where a

t
split is R-diagonalizable,

atanis is contained in a compact subgroup, and atsplit and a
t
anis are contained

in S.
(9) If K = R and if S is a maximal R-split torus in H, we call the connected

component of the identity A = S(R)◦ a split Cartan subgroup of H =
H(R).

3.3. Levi and Langlands decompositions. For K ∈ {R,Q}, let H be a con-
nected linear algebraic group over K.

(1) H can be written as a semidirect product H = F⋉U where U = Radu(H)
and F is a connected reductive K-group. This is a Levi decomposition
and F is a Levi subgroup. All Levi subgroups of H are conjugate by
elements of U(K). See [52, pp. 200–201]

(2) We may further decompose a Levi K-subgroup as F = L × S where L is
a connected reductive K-subgroup with K-anisotropic center and S is a
connected K-split torus.

Write H = H(R) and let

L = L(R), S = S(R), A = S◦, and U = Radu(H)(R).

Then H = F ⋉ U and H = (L × A) ⋉ U are called, respectively, a Levi
decomposition and a Langlands decomposition of H . Note that U
and A are connected and we also call H◦ = (L◦ × A) ⋉ U a Langlands
decomposition of H◦.

(3) If H is defined over Q then all Levi subgroups F ofH = H(R) are conjugate
by U regardless if we view H as a Q-group or as a R-group.

However, a Langlands decomposition of H as a Q-group need not be
conjugate to any Langlands decomposition of H as an R-group. We refer
to a choice of Langlands decomposition of H as a Q-group as a rational
Langlands decomposition. We remark that in our definition of a ratio-
nal Langlands decomposition H = (L × A) ⋉ U , we will always take the
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subgroups L and A = S◦ to be defined over Q; this is different from the
terminology used for instance in [10] which only requires that L and A be
conjugate to groups defined over Q.

Given a connected linear algebraic Q-group H, let H = H(R) and write H(Z) =
HZ := H ∩ SL(d,Z).

Proposition 3.2. Let H be a connected linear algebraic Q-group and let H =
H(R).

(1) HZ is a cocompact lattice in H if and only if some (and hence every) Levi
subgroup F of H defined over Q is Q-anisotropic. (See [57, Theorem 4.12,
p. 210].)

(2) HZ is a lattice in H if and only if the subgroup A = S◦ is trivial in some
(and hence every) rational Langlands decomposition H = (L×A)⋉U . (See
[57, Theorem 4.13, p. 213].)

3.4. Restricted K-roots and parabolic subgroups of algebraic groups. Let
G be a connected semisimple linear algebraic group defined over K ∈ {R,Q} and
let G = G(R).

Let S be a maximal K-split torus in G. Let A = S(R)◦ and let Φ(A,G) denote
the set of weights for the adjoint action of A on the Lie algebra g of G. These
are the K-roots of G. Each root is a homomorphism from A to the multiplicative
group R+. The K-roots Φ(A,G) extend to K-characters on S. The K-characters
form a finitely generated abelian group and, as is standard, we write the group
operation on characters and roots additively. Choose an ordering of Φ(A,G) and
let ∆ be the corresponding set of simple roots: a positive root α is simple if it is not
the sum of two other positive roots. Let N be the connected unipotent subgroup
of G whose Lie algebra is the sum of all the root spaces corresponding to positive
roots. This is a maximal unipotent K-subgroup of G.

A Borel subgroup of G is a maximal Zariski connected solvable subgroup.
A parabolic K-subgroup of G is a K-subgroup P that contains a Borel sub-
group. When K = Q, Borel subgroups of G need not be defined over Q. However,
all minimal parabolic Q-subgroups are conjugate over G(Q). (See [67, Theorem
15.4.6(ii)].) Every parabolic K-subgroup P is connected. If G = G(R), we also
refer to P = P(R) as a parabolic K-subgroup of G.

We have the following characterization of parabolic K-subgroups of G: Fix a
subset ∆0 of the set ∆ of simple K-roots of Φ(A,G) and let

S =
⋂

α∈∆0

kerα ⊆ A.

Then S is the identity component of a K-split K-torus and the group

P∆0 := CG(S)N (3.1)

is a parabolic K-subgroup of G. Moreover, all parabolic K-subgroups of G arise as
in (3.1) for some a choice of maximal K-split torus, ordering of the roots, and set
of simple roots.

It is clear from the definition of S that dimS = rankKG− |∆0|.
Remark 3.3. We have A ⊆ CG(S) ⊆ P∆0 . Since all maximal connected K-split
tori of P∆0 are conjugate via (P∆0)K, this implies that every maximal connected
K-split torus of P∆0 is a maximal connected K-split torus of G.
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A minimal parabolicK-subgroup is a parabolicK-subgroup that does not contain
any other parabolic K-subgroup. These occur by taking ∆0 = ∅ above and, as
previously remarked, all minimal parabolic K-subgroups of G are conjugate via
GK = G(K).

The following well-known observation is immediate from the definitions.

Lemma 3.4. Let P be a minimal parabolic K-subgroup of G, and let P = (L ×
S◦)⋉ U be a Langlands decomposition (as a K-group). Then:

(1) S◦ is the identity component of a maximal K-split torus in G and
(2) L is K-anisotropic.

At the other extreme, a parabolic K-subgroup Q is said to be maximal if Q is
a proper subgroup of G which is not contained in any other proper, parabolic K-
subgroup of G. In the notation of (3.1) this means that dimS = 1 or, equivalently,
that |∆0| = rankKG− 1.

Remark 3.5. Suppose Q = LAN is a Langlands decomposition (as a K-group) of
a parabolic K-subgroup of G. It is well known that for G simply connected as an
algebraic group, the semisimple subgroup [L,L] is simply connected as an algebraic
group [67, Exercise 8.4.6(6), p. 149].

Definition 3.6. Let {bs} be a one-parameter subgroup of G. The corresponding
expanding horospherical subgroup of {bs} is

U+(bs) := { u ∈ G | bsub−s → 1 as s→ −∞}.
This is a connected closed, unipotent subgroup of G.

The following elementary observation can be proven by taking {bs} to be in the
interior of the positive Weyl chamber of A. As above K ∈ {R,Q}.
Proposition 3.7. Let P = (L × A) ⋉ U be the Langlands decomposition of a
parabolic K-subgroup of G. Then U is the expanding horospherical subgroup of
some R-diagonalizable one-parameter subgroup {bs} of A.

In the following results, we consider a parabolic Q-subgroup Q of a Q-group G
with rational Langlands decompositionQ = LAU . The group L acts by conjugation
on U . The action preserves the commutator subgroup [U,U ] and thus induces an
action of L and its subgroups on U/[U,U ]. Identifying the abelian group U/[U,U ]
with some Rn, this action is a linear representation. The following result is probably
well known (see related results such as [2, Theorem 2] and [64, 65]) but we could
not find a reference.

Lemma 3.8. Let G be an almost Q-simple Q-group with rankR(G) ≥ 2 and
rankQ(G) ≥ 1. Let Q be a maximal parabolic Q-subgroup of G = G(R)◦ with
rational Langlands decomposition Q = LAU . Let L† be the product of all non-
compact almost simple factors of L and the maximal connected R-split torus in the
center of L.

Then the induced action of L† on U/[U,U ] does not contain the trivial represen-
tation; that is, the only fixed point for the action of L† on U/[U,U ] is the identity
coset.

Proof. We make a number of preliminary observations. Fix the rational Langlands
decomposition Q = LAU . Since Q is a maximal parabolic Q-subgroup, we have
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dim(A) = 1. Fix a minimal parabolic Q-subgroup PQ ⊂ Q and a minimal parabolic
R-subgroup PR ⊂ PQ. Fix maximal connected Q-split torus S in PQ and a maximal
connected R-split torus T in PR with

A ⊂ S ⊂ T.

Let ∆Q be a collection of simple Q-roots for Φ(S,G) determined by PQ and let ∆R

be a collection of simple R-roots for Φ(T,G) determined by PR. Note that every
element of ∆Q is the restriction of an element of ∆R to S.

Let u be the Lie algebra of U . The exponential map u → U gives an identification
between u/[u, u] and U/[U,U ]. Since Q is a maximal parabolic Q-subgroup, there is
a simple Q-root α ∈ ∆Q such that any Q-root space gβ is contained in u if and only
if β is a non-negative integer combination of elements of ∆Q and the coefficient of
α is positive. The map u → u/[u, u] is injective on the Q-root space gβ if and only
if the coefficient of α in β is 1; the kernel of u → u/[u, u] is spanned by all Q-root
spaces gβ such that the coefficient of α in β is at least 2.

We observe that T = A ·(T ∩L) = A ·(T ∩L†) and thus T ∩L† has codimension-1
in T . There are at most 2 (proportional) positive real root β0, 2β0 ∈ Φ(T,G) for
which the group T ∩ L† acts trivially by conjugation on the real root spaces gβ0

and g2β0 . Since the action on all other root spaces is by scalar multiplication, if
there is x ∈ u/[u, u] which is fixed under conjugation by T ∩ L†, we conclude that
x ∈ gβ0 mod [u, u].

To finish the proof of the lemma, we consider separately the cases that Q is or
is not maximal as a parabolic R-subgroup.

Case 1. Suppose Q is a maximal parabolic R-subgroup. As we assumeQ is a maximal
parabolic R-subgroup, there is a simple R-root α ∈ ∆R such that a real root space gφ

is in u if and only if φ is a non-negative integer combination of elements of ∆R and
the coefficient of α is positive. Additionally, for every simple root β ∈ ∆R r {α},
the restriction of β to A vanishes.

Note that G may have rank-1 factors as an R-group. In particular, the Dynkin
diagram for Φ(T,G) may have isolated nodes. We claim that the node associated
to α is not isolated in the Dynkin diagram; in particular, α is not a root associated
to a rank-1 real factor. Indeed, if α were isolated then we would have u = gα or
u = gα⊕g2α. Since u is the expanding horospherical subgroup for some 1-parameter
subgroup, it is well-known that the subalgebra h generated by gα and g−α is an ideal.
On the other hand, U is defined over Q whence the analytic subgroup H tangent
to h is the connected component of a Q-subgroup. (A standard Q-rank-1 subgroup
in the terminology of Definition 3.13 below.) This contradicts the assumption that
G is almost Q-simple.

Now let x ∈ u/[u, u] be fixed by conjugation for L†. As discussed above, there is
an R-root β0 such that x ∈ gβ0 mod [u, u]. It follows from the preceding paragraph
that there is a simple real root β 6= α such that either β0 + β or β0 − β is a root.
For every non-zero x ∈ gβ0 , this implies that either [x, gβ ] 6= {0} or [x, g−β ] 6= {0}
(c.f. [41, Lemma 7.75, p. 477]). Both gβ0+β and gβ0−β inject into u/[u, u]. Since
g±β are elements of the lie algebra l† of L†, this implies the only element of u/[u, u]
fixed under conjugation by L† is 0 as claimed.

Case 2. Suppose Q is not maximal as a parabolic R-subgroup. Let Z be the central
torus of LA. Then Z is a Q-subgroup of G and Z = AZa where Za is the center
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of L and hence is an anisotropic Q-torus. Since dim(A) = 1, Za has codimension 1
in Z.

We work in the complexified Lie algebra gC. Let ∆C be the set of simple C-roots,
and let ρ =

∑
α∈∆C

α be the sum of these simple roots. After a maximal torus has

been fixed, there is a natural action of the Galois group Gal(Q̄/Q) on the set of
all C-roots since the Lie algebra splits over Q̄. The set ∆C is usually not invariant
under this action, but all possible choices of simple roots are conjugate under the
Weyl group. Therefore, composing the action of each element of the Galois group
with an appropriate element of the Weyl group yields an action of Gal(Q̄/Q) that
leaves ∆C invariant. This is usually called the ∗-action of Gal(Q̄/Q) [68, §2.3, p. 39].

For any σ ∈ Gal(Q̄/Q) and any α ∈ ∆C, applying σ to α by the usual action of
the Galois group will usually have a different result than by the ∗-action. However,
since Z is a Q-torus, both results have the same restriction to Z [11, Proposition 6.7,
p. 107]. Since ρ is clearly invariant under the ∗-action, we conclude that the re-
striction ρ|Z is invariant under the usual action of the Galois group; in particular,
ρ defines a Q-character on Z. This Q-character must vanish on the Q-anisotropic
torus Za. On the other hand, the restriction ρ|Z of ρ to Z is nontrivial, because
the restriction of each element of ∆C to A is either a simple Q-root or 0 and not
all restrictions are 0 [11, Proposition 6.8, p. 107]. Since Za has codimension 1, we
conclude that Za =

(
ker(ρ|Z)

)
.

Recall T is the maximal R-split torus inG. Let r = dimT∩Z and let α1, . . . , αr ∈
∆R be the simple real roots that are nontrivial on T ∩ Z. From the description
of parabolic subgroups in (3.1), dim(T ∩ Z) is the same as the number of such
simple real roots. From the preceding paragraph and the fact that the simple real
roots are precisely the nonzero restrictions of elements of ∆C to a maximal R-
split torus [11, Proposition 6.8, p. 107], there are positive integers k1, . . . , kr such
that T ∩ Za = ker

(∑r
i=1 kiαi|T∩Z

)
. Since we assume that Q is not maximal as

a parabolic R-subgroup, we have r ≥ 2. Since the roots {α1, . . . , αr} are linearly
independent on T ∩ Z, they are also linearly independent with the restriction of ρ
to T ∩ Z. In particular, the restriction of each αi to (T ∩ Za)

◦ is nontrivial.
We claim that if a real root space gφ injects into u/[u, u] then there is some αi such

that φ|T∩Z = αi|T∩Z . Indeed, if we enumerate ∆R as ∆R = {α1, . . . , αr, αr+1, . . . , αℓ}
then the restrictions of each αr+1, . . . , αℓ to T ∩ Z vanishes. A real root space gφ

injects into u/[u, u] if and only if the root φ is of the form

φ =

r∑

i=1

ciαi +

ℓ∑

i=r+1

ciαi

where ci ≥ 0, ci ∈ {0, 1} for all 1 ≤ i ≤ r, and ci = 1 for exactly one 1 ≤ i ≤ r. The
claim then follows. By the preceding paragraph, the restriction of φ to (T ∩ Za)

◦

is then nontrivial. Since (T ∩ Za)
◦ ⊆ L†, we conclude that the centralizer of L† in

u/[u, u] is trivial, as desired. �

Corollary 3.9. Assume that Q is a maximal parabolic Q-subgroup of G with ra-
tional Langlands decomposition Q = LS◦U . Then there is a finite collection C of
one-parameter subgroups of L, such that

(1) each {at} ∈ C is contained in a Q-anisotropic Q-torus Ã of L with a1 ∈ Γ̂Ã,
and



ZIMMER’S CONJECTURE FOR NON-UNIFORM LATTICES 23

(2) U/[U,U ] is generated by the associated expanding horospherical subgroups

{ U+(atsplit) | {at} ∈ C }.
Proof. Let L† be as in Lemma 3.8. Since the center of L is Q-anisotropic, there
is a maximal connected R-split torus A of L that is contained in a Q-anisotropic

torus Ã in L. See [53, p. 211] or [58, Theorem 2.13]. Since LQ is Zariski dense
in L [9, §13.7 and Theorem 18.2(ii), pp. 29 and 218], there are finitely many LQ-
conjugates A1, . . . , Ak of A that generate a dense subgroup of L†. Each Ai is

contained in a Q-anisotropic torus Ãi of L. Since each Ai is Q-anisotropic, each

Ãi/(Ãi)Z and thus each Ãi/Γ̂Ãi
is compact (see Proposition 3.2(1)) and thus iden-

tified with Rq/Zq for some q. Then each Ãi is generated by finitely many one-
parameter subgroups {ati,1}, . . . , {ati,p}, such that a1i,j ∈ ΓÃ for all i, j. Then the

R-diagonalizable parts {(ati,j)split} generate L†. Since L† is reductive, the induced

representation on U/[U,U ] is totally reducible. From Lemma 3.8 no element of
U/[U,U ] is centralized by every {(ati,j)split}. Thus if we assume that the collec-

tion {ati,j} is closed under inverses, this implies that U/[U,U ] is generated by the
associated expanding horospherical subgroups, as desired. �

Remark 3.10. In many cases, it is possible to take the collection C in Corollary 3.9
to be a singleton. However, there are cases where this is not possible because the
weight 0 occurs in the representation of L† on U/[U,U ]. This happens for instance
for one of the maximal parabolic subgroups of the Q-split group Sp(4,R) of type
C2 ≃ B2.

3.5. Iwasawa decomposition, restricted roots, and parabolic subgroups.
Fix G to be a connected semisimple Lie group with Lie algebra g. We do not assume
G has finite center. Choose a Cartan involution θ of g; this induces a global Cartan
involution of G which we also denote by θ. We decompose g = k ⊕ p where k and
p are, respectively, the +1 and −1 eigenspaces of θ. Let a be a maximal abelian
subspace of p, and let g = k ⊕ a ⊕ n be the associated Iwasawa decomposition. If
K,A and N are the analytic subgroups corresponding to k, a, and n, respectively,
then G = KAN is the corresponding Iwasawa decomposition. Here A is a
maximal connected abelian ad-R-diagonalizable subgroup, and N is a maximal ad-
unipotent subgroup of G normalized by A. We call A a split Cartan subgroup
of G. Furthermore, K and A are θ-invariant; more precisely, K is the set of fixed
points of θ, and θ inverts every element of A. The subgroup K contains the center
of G and is a maximal compact subgroup of G if (and only if) the center of G is
finite. All choices of a and A above of conjugate by K. See [41, Theorem 6.31] and
[41, Theorem 6.46] for details.

Write M = CK(A) for the centralizer of A in K. The subgroup P = MAN is
a minimal parabolic subgroup of G. The subgroup P and the decomposition
P = MAN depends on the choice of θ, A, and N , but all minimal parabolic
subgroups are conjugate in G. Any subgroup ofG that contains a minimal parabolic
subgroup is said to be a parabolic subgroup.

Write Φ(A,G) for the set of weights for the adjoint action of A on g. These are
the real restricted roots of G (relative to the choice of A). We write the group

operation on characters of A additively. We say two real roots β, β̂ ∈ Φ(A,G) are
positively proportional if there is some c > 0 with

β̂ = cβ.
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Note that c takes values only in { 1
2 , 1, 2} and that c = 1 unless the root sys-

tem Φ(A,G) contains a component of type BCℓ. A coarse root is an equivalence

class of roots under this equivalence relation. Write Φ̂(A,G) for the collection of
coarse roots.

For [β] ∈ Φ̂(A,G), we let g[β] =
∑

α∈[β] g
α. This is the Lie algebra of a connected

unipotent subgroup U [β] of G, which is called the coarse root group correspond-
ing to [β]. We remark that every parabolic subgroup that contains the minimal
parabolic subgroup P = CG(A)N is saturated by coarse root groups of A.

Definition 3.11.

(1) A parabolic Lie subalgebra of g is the Lie algebra of a parabolic subgroup.
(2) The resonant codimension, r̄(q), of a parabolic Lie subalgebra q is defined

to be the cardinality of the set

{ [β] ∈ Φ̂(A,G) | g[β] 6⊂ q }.
(3) The minimal resonant codimension of g or G, denoted by r(g) or r(G),

is defined to be the minimal value of the resonant codimension r̄(q) of q as
q varies over all (maximal) proper parabolic subalgebras of g.

Remark 3.12. Recall that v(G) is the minimal dimension of a homogeneous space
G/H , where H ranges over all proper, closed subgroups of G. We have r(G) =
v(G′), where G′ is any maximal connected, R-split, semisimple subgroup of G by
[11, Theorem. 7.2, p. 117].

3.6. Standard Q-rank-1 subgroups. We return to the case that G = G(R)
where G is a connected semisimple linear algebraic group defined over Q. Let S be
a maximal Q-split torus in G and write A = S(R)◦. For each Q-root α ∈ Φ(A,G),
such that 1

2α 6∈ Φ(A,G), there is a unique connected unipotent subgroup U [α]

with Lie algebra gα or gα ⊕ g2α. Since −α is also a Q-root, we also obtain the
subgroup U [−α]. The following construction is well known, but there does not seem
to any established terminology for referring to this subgroup.

Definition 3.13. For Q-root α ∈ Φ(A,G) such that 1
2α 6∈ Φ(A,G), the sub-

group Hα of G generated by U [α] and U [−α] is called a standard Q-rank-1 sub-
group.

If G is simply connected, then there is an almost simple Q-subgroup H of G with
rankQ(H) = 1 and Hα = H(R); for general G, we have Hα = H(R)◦.

To justify the last remark of Definition 3.13, we view α as the restriction of
α ∈ Φ(S,G); then U [α] = U[α](R) where U[α] is the root subgroup in G associated
to α and 2α. Let H be the algebraic group generated by U[α] and U[−α]. Then H
is defined over Q and has rankQ(H) = 1. Choose an ordering on the roots so that α

is simple and let P be the parabolic Q-subgroup that contains U[α], U[−α], and no
other root groups associated to negative roots. That is, P = P∆0 where ∆0 = {α}.
Then H ⊂ P and we may select a Levi Q-subgroup F ⊂ P which contains H. Let
L = [F,F]. ThenH ⊂ L. Moreover, L is semisimple and decomposes as an (almost)
direct sum of almost Q-simple factors; of these H is the unique Q-isotropic, almost
Q-simple factor of L. By Remark 3.5 we have that L and hence H are simply
connected.

The above also gives the following characterization of standard Q-rank-1 sub-
groups.
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Lemma 3.14. If H is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup of G then there is a parabolic
Q-subgroup Q of G with rational Langlands decomposition Q = (L × A) ⋉ U such
that H is (the identity component of) the unique Q-isotropic, almost Q-simple factor
of L.

3.7. Standing hypotheses when Γ is nonuniform. Recall the standing hy-
potheses and reductions Section 2.1. When Γ ⊂ G is nonuniform, in the proof
of Theorem D we will assume without loss of generality the following additional
standing hypotheses:

(1) G is a connected simply connected Lie group without compact factors and
with rankR(G) ≥ 2;

(2) Γ is a nonuniform, irreducible lattice subgroup of G which contains the
center Z of G;

(3) there is a connected, algebraically simply connected, linear algebraic group
F defined over Q which is almost Q-simple, non-commutative, Q-isotropic,
and has rankR(F) ≥ 2 such that F = F(R) is a connected Lie group and
FZ = F(Z) is a lattice in F ;

(4) there is a continuous, surjective Lie group morphism φ : G → F and a

finite-index subgroup Γ̂ ⊂ FZ such that:
(a) kerφ is contained in the center Z of G;

(b) the only torsion elements of Γ̂ are central;

(c) φ(Γ) = Γ̂.

To see there is no loss of generality, let Z ⊂ G denote the center of G. As G has
no compact factors, Γ has finite index in Γ ·Z (see [48, Chapter IX, Lemma (6.1)]).
Without loss of generality, we may assume Z ⊂ Γ. Let G = Ad(G) = G/Z and
Γ = Γ/Z denote the images of G and Γ under the adjoint representation. Margulis’s
arithmeticity theorem (see [48] Introduction, Theorem 1’, or Chapter IX, Theorem
1.11) guarantees there exist:

(1) a Q-simple, linear algebraic Q-subgroup F of GL(d), and
(2) a surjective homomorphism φ : F(R)◦ → G with compact kernel such that

φ(FZ) is commensurable with Γ.

Replacing F with a finite cover, we may assume F is algebraically simply connected
[12, Proposition 2.24(ii)] whence F(R) is connected as a Lie group.

Since Γ is nonuniform, it follows that F = F(R) has no compact factors (see
[49, Corollary 5.3.2]). It follows that the kernel of φ is discrete and hence contained
in the center of F . In particular, F is a covering space of G. As G is the universal
cover of G it follows that the natural map G→ G factors through the map φ : F →
G. In particular, φ lifts to a surjective moprhism of Lie groups φ : G→ F . Moreover

we have Γ̂ := φ(Γ) is commensurable with FZ. Passing to finite-index subgroups, we

may assume Γ̄ is a torsion-free and thus the only torsion elements in Γ̂ are central.

3.8. Lifting Q-structures from F to G. We keep the standing hypotheses of
Section 3.7. In our proof of Theorem D we will often want to identify subgroups of
G associated with Q-subgroups of F . Let L be an algebraic subgroup of F defined
over Q and let L = L(R)◦ ⊂ F . Associated to L, there is a unique connected Lie

subgroup L̃ := (φ−1(L))◦ ⊂ G with φ(L̃) = L. We will abuse terminology and say

that L̃ is a Q-subgroup of G. In the sequel, we will write, equivalently,

Γ̃L = ΓL := Γ ∩ L̃.
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We also write

Γ̂L = Γ̂ ∩ L.
We will be particularly interested in the case that L is either unipotent, parabolic, or
a standardQ-rank-1 subgroup. We remark that if U ⊂ F is a unipotent Q-subgroup

then Ũ → U and ΓU → Γ̂U are isomorphisms. If P is a parabolic Q-subgroup and
if H is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup then the maps

P̃ → P ◦, ΓP → Γ̂P , H̃ → H, ΓH → Γ̂H

have kernel contained in the center of G. We will call Ũ , P̃ and H̃ , respectively,
unipotent, parabolic, and standard Q-rank 1 Q-subgroups of G.

We will also abuse terminology with the following definitions:

(1) Let GQ := φ−1(FQ) denote the preimage of FQ under φ : G → F . Given a
connected Q-subgroup H of G, we write HQ := GQ ∩H .

(2) A 1-parameter subgroup {at} of G is R-diagonalizable if its image in F
(equivalently, its image under the adjoint representation) is R-diagonalizable.

(3) A connected subgroup U of G is unipotent if its image in F (equivalently,
its image under the adjoint representation) is unipotent.

3.9. Consequences of standing hypotheses: quasi-isometric properties.

Let G, Γ, F = F(R), and Γ̂ be as in the standing hypotheses in Section 3.7.
Fix a Cartan involution θ of g and also write the induced global Cartan involu-

tions on F and G as θ. Let K and K̃ denote, respectively, the subgroups of θ-fixed

points of F and G. We recall that K̃ contains the center Z of G. Equip F with
a right-invariant and left-K-invariant metric and equip G with the pulled-back,

right-G-invariant and left-K̃-invariant metric. Let dF and dG denote, respectively,
the induced distances on F and G. We remark that all right-invariant metrics on F
are bi-Lipschitz equivalent and thus all right-invariant, bi-Z-invariant metrics on G
are bi-Lipschitz equivalent. In particular, all results stated below are independent
of the choice of θ.

3.9.1. Bi-Lipschitz and quasi-isometric properties of central extensions. Using that

G→ F and Γ → Γ̂ are central extensions, we collect a number of bi-Lipschitz and
quasi-isometric estimates used throughout the sequel. We note for the remainder
of Section 3.9.1 that we make no assumptions on the rank of F or arithmeticity of

Γ̂.
Let X = K\F = K̃\G denote the globally symmetric space associated with

G and equip X with a right-invariant metric. Equip K and K̃ with their intrinsic

Riemannian metrics. Recall the Iwasawa decomposition K̃×A×N → G, (k, a, n) 7→
kan of G introduced in Section 3.5. We begin with the following well-known fact;
for completeness, we include a proof adapted directly from [3, Lemma 3.6.3].

Lemma 3.15. The diffeomorphism ψ : G → K̃ × X, ψ : kan 7→ (k, K̃an) is uni-
formly bi-Lipschitz.

Proof. We make three observations. First AN acts isometrically on G and X on the

right and also acts isometrically on K̃×X by acting only in the second coordinate.

Second, Z acts isometrically on G and on K̃×X acting only on the first coordinate.

Finally, the map ψ : G→ K̃ ×X is (AN)-equivariant and Z-equivariant.
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The function g 7→ Cg,

Cg = max{‖Dgψ‖, ‖(Dgψ)
−1‖},

is continuous. By (AN)-isometric-equivariance of ψ, we have Cg = Cgs for all

s ∈ AN . Thus sup{Cg : g ∈ G} = sup{Ck : k ∈ K̃}. We also have Cg = Czg for all

z ∈ Z. Since Z is cocompact in K̃ we have sup{Ck : k ∈ K̃} <∞. �

We record a number of corollaries of Lemma 3.15.
As a finitely generated abelian group, equip Z with an intrinsic word metric

relative to some choice of finite symmetric generating set. Recall the center Z of

G is contained in K̃ and thus Z acts isometrically on K̃ with compact quotient.

Lemma 3.15 implies K̃ is quasi-isometrically embedded in G and, in particular, the
following.

Corollary 3.16. Z is quasi-isometrically embedded in G.

We similarly have the following.

Corollary 3.17. Z is quasi-isometrically embedded in Γ.

Proof. Select a finite symmetric generating set for Γ that includes a finite generating
set for Z. Then, with respect to the word-length induced by these generating sets,
for all z ∈ Z we have lenΓ(z) ≤ lenZ(z). On the other hand, there is C > 1 such
that for any γ ∈ Γ we have

dG(1, γ) ≤ C lenΓ(γ).

Since Z is quasi-isometrically embedded in G, it follows that there are A,B such
that lenZ(z) ≤ A lenΓ(z) +B for all z ∈ Z. �

Given a connected Lie subgroup L ⊂ F , recall we write L̃ = (φ−1L)◦.

Corollary 3.18. Let L ⊂ F be a connected Lie subgroup. Then (L̃, dG) is quasi-

isometric to (L, dF )× (Z ∩ L̃).

Proof. We have that (L̃, dG) is bi-Lipschitz equivalent to
(
L̃ ∩ K̃

)
×
(
(K̃ ∩ L̃)\L̃

)
=
(
L̃ ∩ K̃

)
×
(
(K ∩ L)\L

)

through the map ψ. Since K is compact, K∩L is a closed, hence compact subgroup

of L and thus (L, dF ) is quasi-isometric to its image (K ∩ L)\L in X and Z ∩ L̃ is

cocompact in K̃ ∩ L̃ whence K̃ ∩ L̃ is quasi-isometric to Z ∩ L̃. �

We will frequently consider the case that L ⊂ F is a R-split torus or a unipotent
subgroup. In these settings, we have the following special case of the above.

Corollary 3.19. Let L ⊂ F be a connected Lie subgroup such that L̃ ∩ K̃ = 1.
Then

(1) the map φ : (L̃, dG) → (L, dF ) is uniformly bi-Lipschitz and

(2) (Z · L̃, dG) is quasi-isometric to Z × (L̃, dG).

Let A ⊂ F be a choice of a θ-invariant split Cartan subgroup. By abuse of nota-
tion, we also identify A with a subgroup of G and observe that φ : G→ F restricts
to a bi-Lipschitz isomorphism between the two copies of A. From Corollary 3.19,
(Z · A, dG) is quasi-isometric to Z × (A, dG).
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Let K0 be a compact subset of K̃ such that ZK0 = K0Z = K̃. We generalize
the well-known KAK decomposition of F by the following.

Corollary 3.20. Given g ∈ G we may write

g = k′zak′′

where k′, k′′ ∈ K0, a ∈ A, and z ∈ Z. Moreover, there are A1, B1 ≥ 1 such that for
any g ∈ G, relative to the above decomposition,

1

A1
d(g,1)−B1 ≤ max{d(a,1), d(z,1)} ≤ A1d(g,1) +B1.

Remark 3.21 (Generalized KAK decomposition). Consider a connected reductive

R-subgroup L ⊂ F and let H = L̃ := (φ−1(L))◦. By abuse of terminology, we say
that H is a connected reductive R-subgroup of G. Write Z(H) for the center of H
and let Z = Z(H)◦.

The image φ(Z) is the connected component of an R-torus in F . As discussed
in Section 3.2, we have that

Z = Z(H)◦ = Zanis · Zsplit

where φ(Zanis) is R-anisotropic and φ(Zsplit) is R-split. Write H ′ = [H,H ] for the
derived group of H . Then

H = H ′ · Z = H ′ · Zanis · Zsplit.

We may select the Cartan involution θ on the Lie algebra g of F and G so that

H is θ-invariant.1 Let A ⊂ G be a θ-invariant split Cartan subgroup and let K̃ ⊂ G

be the subgroup of θ-fixed points in G. Write AH := A ∩H , and K̃H := K̃ ∩ H .
We collect a number of observations.

(1) AH is a maximal, connected, abelian subgroup of ad-R-diagonalizable ele-
ments in H ; thus Zsplit ⊂ AH ⊂ A.

(2) φ(K̃H) is compact and, moreover, is a maximal compact subgroup of φ(H).

It follows that Zanis ⊂ K̃H .
(3) Z ∩H = Z ∩ (H ′ · Zanis) = Z ∩ K̃H and (Z ∩H) is cocompact in K̃H .

There is a compact KH,0 ⊂ K̃H such that (Z ∩H) ·KH,0 = K̃H . We may then
decompose

H = KH,0 · (Z ∩H) · AH ·KH,0.

In particular, we may write any h ∈ H as

h = k′zak′′

where k′, k′′ ∈ KH,0, a ∈ AH , and z ∈ Z ∩H . Moreover, as in Corollary 3.20, we
similarly have that there are A1, B1 ≥ 1 such that for all h ∈ H , relative to the
above decomposition,

1

A1
d(h,1)−B1 ≤ max{d(a,1), d(z,1)} ≤ A1d(h,1) +B1.

1See for instance [51, Theorem 7.3]. More directly, observe that a maximal compact subgroup K ′

of H/Z is contained in a maximal compact subgroup K of F/Z. The subgroup K determines a
Cartan involution θ on F/Z. With respect to the Killing form on the Lie algebra g, the orthogonal
complement to the Lie algebra of K ′ in the Lie algebra of H is contained the −1 eigenspace for
θ. Then θ leaves the Lie algebra of H in g invariant.
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3.9.2. Quasi-isometric embedding of arithmetic subgroups. We return to the stand-

ing hypotheses in Section 3.7. The subgroup Γ̂ of F is finitely generated and thus
may be equipped with a choice of word-length function lenΓ̂ induced by a choice
of finite symmetric generating set; the word-length function induces a word-metric

on Γ̂. We write (Γ̂, lenΓ̂) for this metric space. As a discrete subset of F , Γ̂ also
inherits a metric dF by restricting the right-invariant Reimannian distance dF on

F to Γ̂. We similarly obtain a word-length lenΓ and associated word-metric Γ and
a metric dG on Γ by restricting the Riemannian distance dG on G to Γ.

For general groups F , the metrics lenΓ̂ and dF on Γ̂ need not be comparable;
indeed this holds for SL(2,Z) in SL(2,R). However, as we have assumed rankR(F ) ≥
2 and Γ̂ irreducible, we obtain the following.

Theorem 3.22 ([46]). For F and Γ as in the standing hypotheses in Section 3.7

the word-metric and Riemannian metric on Γ̂ are quasi-isometric: there are A0, B0

such that for all γ, γ′ ∈ Γ̂,

1

A0
dF (γ, γ

′)−B0 ≤ lenΓ̂(γ
−1γ′) ≤ A0dF (γ, γ

′) +B0.

3.9.3. Quasi-isometric embedding of lattices in the topological universal cover. We
assert that the conclusion of Theorem 3.22 also holds for the lattice subgroup Γ
of G under the standing hypotheses in Section 3.7. Although this is probably well
known, we do not know a reference and thus include a proof.

Recall Γ̂ is a lattice subgroup of F and Γ = φ−1(Γ̂) where φ : G → F is the
covering map. We have kerφ ⊂ Z and recall we also assumed that Z ⊂ Γ.

In the following, all discrete groups are equipped with a word-length metric.

Lemma 3.23. For G and Γ as in the standing hypotheses of Section 3.7 the fol-
lowing hold:

(1) Γ is quasi-isometrically embedded in G.

(2) Γ is quasi-isometric to Z × Γ̂.

Proof. We recall the bi-Lipschitz map ψ in Lemma 3.15. Given γ ∈ Γ, write

γ̂ = φ(γ) for the image of γ in Γ̂. Take a finite generating set SZ for the center Z
and a finite generating set S of Γ containing SZ . Let Ŝ = φ(S) be the image of S

in Γ̂; then Ŝ is a finite generating set of Γ̂.

Fix a precompact fundamental domain K0 for the Z-action on K̃. Given γ ∈ Γ,
write γ = zγkγaγnγ where zγ ∈ Z, kγ ∈ K0, aγ ∈ Z, and nγ ∈ N . We naturally

identify the cosets K̃ · γ = K̃aγnγ and K · γ̂ in X = K̃\G = K\F . Note (K̃, dK)
is quasi-isometric to (Z, lenSZ

) and X is quasi-isometric to (F, dF ). Through the
bi-Lipschitz map ψ in Lemma 3.15, the map γ 7→ (zγ , γ̂) is a quasi-isometry

(Γ, dG) → (Z, lenSZ
)× (Γ̂, dF ).

By Theorem 3.22, this induces a quasi-isometry

(Γ, dG) → (Z, lenSZ
)× (Γ̂, lenŜ).

It remains to compare (Γ, dG) and (Γ, lenS). Take C1 := maxs∈S dG(s, 1). Then
for all γ ∈ Γ,

1

C1
dG(γ, 1) ≤ lenS(γ)
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To complete the proof of the lemma, we claim there is Ĉ > 1 such that

lenS(γ) ≤ ĈdG(γ, 1) + Ĉ. (3.2)

To establish (3.2), fix γ ∈ Γ and write γ̂ = γ̂1γ̂2 . . . γ̂n where γi ∈ S, γ̂i = φ(γi) ∈
Ŝ, and n = lenŜ(γ̂). By Lemma 3.15, there is C2 > 0 such that

dF (γ̂, 1) ≤ C2dG(γ, 1). (3.3)

We have γ = zγ1γ2 . . . γn for some z ∈ Z and

dG(z, 1) ≤ dG(γ, 1) + dG(1, z
−1γ) ≤ dG(γ, 1) + C1n = dG(γ, 1) + C1 lenŜ(γ̂).

Applying Theorem 3.22 and (3.3), there is C3 > 1 such that

dG(z, 1) ≤ C3dG(γ, 1) + C3.

By Corollary 3.16, lenSZ
(z) ≤ C4dG(z, 1) + C4, and thus

lenSZ
(z) ≤ C5dG(γ, 1) + C5 (3.4)

for some constants C4, C5 > 1. Finally, by Theorem 3.22, (3.3), and (3.4), we have

lenS(γ) = lenS(zγ1γ2 . . . γn) ≤ lenS(z) + lenS(γ1γ2 . . . γn)

≤ lenSZ
(z) + lenŜ(γ̂) ≤ lenSZ

(z) + C6dF (γ̂, 1) + C6

≤ C7dG(γ, 1) + C7

for some constants C6, C7 > 1 establishing (3.2). �

3.9.4. Quasi-isometric properties of parabolic and unipotent Q-subgroups. Using
Lemma 3.23 we formulate additional quasi-isometric relationships that will be used
in the sequel. We assume the standing hypothesis in Section 3.7.

Lemma 3.24. Let L be a connected reductive Q-subgroup of F and let U be a
connected unipotent Q-subgroup of F normalized by L. Suppose that L ∩ U = {1}.
Then the following hold:

(1) the map (L, dF ) × (U, dF ) → (LU, dF ), (g, u) 7→ gu, is quasi-isometric
relative to dF .

(2) LZ⋉UZ has finite index in (LU)Z and the map LZ×UZ → (LU)Z, (g, u) 7→
gu, is quasi-isometric relative to lenFZ

.

(3) the map (L̃, dG) × (Ũ , dG) → (L̃U, dG), (g, u) 7→ gu, is quasi-isometric
relative to dF .

(4) the map ΓL × ΓU → ΓLU , (g, u) 7→ gu, is quasi-isometric relative to lenΓ.

Indeed (1) follows using that the Riemannian distance from g ∈ F to the
identity is comparable to max{log ‖g‖, log ‖g−1‖} and that log ‖gu‖ is compara-
ble to max{log ‖g‖, log ‖u‖}. (2) then follows from Theorem 3.22. For (3), we have

L̃U = L̃U (identifying U ⊂ F with its connected preimage in G). By Corollary 3.18

we have L̃U is quasi-isometric to (Z∩(L̃U))×(LU, dF ) and (L̃, dG) is quasi-isometric

to (Z ∩ (L̃)) × (L, dF ). The result follows from (2) and Corollary 3.19. (4) then
follows from Lemma 3.23.

We have the following special case of the above setup.

Lemma 3.25. Let P be a parabolic Q-subgroup of F with rational Langlands de-
composition P = (L × S◦)⋉ U. Then

(1) S◦
Z is trivial whence PZ = (LU)Z;

(2) the map LZ × UZ → PZ, (g, u) 7→ gu, is quasi-isometric relative to lenFZ
.
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(3) the map ΓL × ΓU → ΓP , (g, u) 7→ gu, is quasi-isometric relative to lenΓ.

Lemma 3.26 ([46, (3.14)]). Let Λ be a unipotent subgroup of FZ. Then there are
finitely many maximal parabolic Q-subgroups Q1, Q2, . . . , Qr of G such that if we

let Ui = RaduQi, then Γ̂U1 , . . . , Γ̂Ur lenΓ̂-quasi-isometrically boundedly generate a

subgroup of Γ̂ that contains a finite-index subgroup of Λ.

Proof. The set of unipotent elements of SL(q,R) is Zariski closed, so the Zariski
closure Λ of Λ is a unipotent Q-subgroup of F . Therefore Λ is contained in the
unipotent radical U of some minimal parabolicQ-subgroup P [6, Prop. 3.1]. Choose
a maximal Q-split torus S in P , let ∆ be the set of simple roots in Φ(S, F ), with
respect to the ordering in which roots occurring in the Lie algebra of U are positive,
and let U [α] be the (coarse) root group corresponding to the root α. Then U =〈
U [α] | α ∈ ∆

〉
. Since U is nilpotent (and simply connected), this implies that〈

Γ̂U [α] | α ∈ ∆
〉
generates a finite-index subgroup of Γ̂U by, for example, [59,

Prop. 2.5]. Furthermore, for each α ∈ ∆, the subgroup U [α] is contained in the
unipotent radical of the maximal parabolic subgroup P∆α , where ∆α = ∆ r {α}.
By induction on the derived length of U , it is easy to see that if a collection of
subgroups generates a finite-index subgroup of the nilpotent group U , then they
lenΓ̂-quasi-isometrically boundedly generate a finite-index subgroup of U . �

Corollary 3.27. Let U ⊂ F be a unipotent Q-subgroup. Then there are finitely
many maximal parabolic Q-subgroups Q1, Q2, . . . , Qr of G such that if we let Ui =

RaduQi, then Γ̂U1 , . . . , Γ̂Ur lenΓ̂-quasi-isometrically boundedly generate a subgroup

of Γ̂ that contains a finite-index subgroup of Γ̂U .

3.10. Consequences of standing hypotheses: quasi-isometric bounded gen-

eration. Let φ : G→ F and Γ → Γ̂ be as in the standing hypotheses in Section 3.7.

In particular, F is a Q-simple algebraic Q-group, Γ̂ is commensurable with FZ, and

Γ → Γ̂. Given an algebraic Q-group L ⊂ F recall we let L̃ := (φ−1(L))◦ denote the

connected subgroup in the lift of L = L(R)◦ to G. We then write ΓL = Γ ∩ L̃.
We summarize the main definitions from [50].

Definition 3.28 ([50, Definition 1.1]). Let F = F(R) be a semisimple algebraic

Q-group and let Γ̂ be a subgroup commensurable with FZ. We say that Γ̂ is quasi-
isometrically boundedly generated by standard Q-rank-1 subgroups if

there are constants r = r(F, Γ̂) ∈ N and C = C(F, Γ̂) ∈ R+, and a finite subset

Γ̂0 = Γ̂0(F, Γ̂) of Γ̂, and a finite collection L = L(F, Γ̂) of Q-subgroups of G such
that

(1) each L ∈ L is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup of F ;

(2) every element γ of Γ̂ can be written in the form γ = s1s2 · · · sr where either

(a) si ∈ Γ̂0 or

(b) si ∈ Γ̂L for some L ∈ L and log ‖si‖ ≤ C log ‖γ‖.
Returning to the lattice subgroup Γ in G, we may lift each L ∈ L(F, Γ̂) to G and

ask that Γ be efficiently generated by elements from ΓL.

Definition 3.29 ([50, Definition 6.1]). We say that Γ is quasi-isometrically
boundedly generated by standard Q-rank-1 subgroups if there are constants
r = r(G,Γ) ∈ N and C = C(G,Γ) > 1, a finite subset Γ0 = Γ0(G,Γ) of Γ, and a
finite collection L = L(G,Γ) of Q-subgroups of G such that
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(1) each L ∈ L is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup of G,
(2) every element γ of Γ can be written in the form γ = s1s2 · · · sr where either

(a) si ∈ Γ0, or
(b) si ∈ ΓL for some L ∈ L and lenΓ(si) ≤ C lenΓ(γ).

The main result of [50] guarantees quasi-isometrically bounded generation by
Q-rank-1 subgroups for all lattice subgroups under consideration.

Theorem 3.30 ([50, Theorem 1.2]). Every arithmetic subgroup Γ̂ of a Q-isotropic,
almost Q-simple Q-group F is quasi-isometrically boundedly generated by standard
Q-rank-1 subgroups.

As discussed in [50, §6], the efficient bounded generation property above lifts to
lattices subgroups of Lie groups with infinite center such as Γ in G satisfying the
hypotheses of Section 3.7.

Theorem 3.31 ([50, Corollary 6.2]). Let Γ be a non-uniform, irreducible lattice
in a connected semisimple Lie group G without compact factors. Then Γ is quasi-
isometrically boundedly generated by standard Q-rank-1 subgroups.

4. Averaging measures and control of mass near ∞
For this section, take G to be a connected semisimple Lie group which acts

continuously on a locally compact, second countable metric space X . The results
stated in this section all consider the case X = G/Γ; in the sequel, we will con-
sider the case that X is a fiber bundle over G/Γ with compact fibers. Let Γ be a
lattice subgroup of G. In Section 4.3 we will assume Γ is irreducible and in Sec-
tion 4.4 below we will further assume G = G(R) is a Q-algebraic group and Γ is
commensurable with G(Z).

While many results discussed below hold for more general Lie groups (and locally
compact topological groups) G and for more general discrete subgroups Γ, we only
formulate results in the settings which will be used in the sequel.

4.1. Notation. Let H be a closed subgroup of G and let E be a precompact set
of positive Haar measure in H . Write mH for a choice of Haar measure on H and
mE for the Haar measure on H normalized so that mE(E) = 1. Given any Borel
probability measure µ on X we write

E ∗ µ :=
1

mH(E)

∫

E

g∗µ dmH(g) =

∫

E

g∗µ dmE(g).

We will often take E to range over the sets in a Følner sequence, such as in the
following construction: Assume that {at} is an ad-R-diagonalizable, one-parameter
subgroup of G and that U is a connected ad-unipotent subgroup of G that is
normalized by {at}. Fix a norm ‖ · ‖ on Lie algebra u of U . For each κ > 0 and
t > 0, set

Uκ(t) := expu
(
{Z ∈ u | ‖Z‖ ≤ eκt }

)

and

Fκ(t) := { as | 0 ≤ s ≤ t } · Uκ(t).
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If κ is sufficiently large and if {tn} is a sequence tending to infinity, then {Fκ(tn)}
is a (left) Følner sequence in the solvable group { at | t ∈ R }⋉N ; for instance, we
may take

κ > 10max
{
‖Adu(a)‖, ‖Adu(a−1)‖

}
.

4.2. Control of mass near ∞. We often impose strong control on the distribution
of a measure at infinity. We have the following definition.

Definition 4.1 ([17, Section 3.2]). Let (X, d) be a complete, second countable,
metric space and let µ be a finite Borel measure on X. We say that µ has expo-
nentially small mass at ∞ if there is τµ > 0 such that for all 0 < τ < τµ,∫

X

eτd(x0,x) dµ(x) <∞ (4.1)

for some choice of base point x0 ∈ X. We say that a collection M of probability
measures on X has uniformly exponentially small mass at ∞ if there is τ0 > 0
such that for all 0 < τ < τ0,

sup
µ∈M

{∫
eτd(x0,x) dµ(x)

}
<∞. (4.2)

We remark that (4.2) holds if and only if there is C > 1 such that for every
sufficiently large ℓ,

sup
µ∈M

µ
(
{x | d(x0, x) ≥ ℓ}

)
< Ce−τℓ.

It is well known that the Haar measure on G/Γ has exponentially small mass at
∞; for discussion in the case of arithmetic lattices Γ, see (5.2) below.

4.3. Translates of horospherical orbits and mass at ∞. In this section we
assume that the lattice Γ < G is irreducible.

Given an expanding horospherical subgroup U = U+(bs) for some R-diagonalizable,
one-parameter subgroup {bs} in G, it is well known that the normalized Haar mea-
sure on a precompact open subset of U equidistributes to the Haar measure m on
G/Γ when translated by bs. It is useful to have a more quantitative version of this
well-known fact that includes a rate of equidistribution. This “quantitative equidis-
tribution” follows from exponential mixing, and is stated in [35, Proposition 2.4.8]
and [38, Theorem 1.1] for flows on SL(n,R)/ SL(n,Z) and without complete opti-
mization of all constants. Exponential mixing follows from each simple factor of G
having a spectral gap in the representation on L2

0(G/Γ); see [35, Section 2.4]. The
required spectral gap is proven for irreducible non-uniform lattices by Kleinbock
and Margulis in [37, Theorem 1.12]. The result for all irreducible lattices follows
easily from arguments in that paper and Clozel’s proof of Property τ [21, Theorem
3.1]. Clozel actually proves a uniform spectral gap over all congruence latices, de-
ducing a spectral gap for a single lattice, congruence or not follows easily as in the
proof of [37, Theorem 1.12].

We state an adaptation, referred to as the “effective equidistribution property”
in [40, Theorem 2.5], which holds on general G/Γ and optimizes all constants. To
state this result, given x ∈ G/Γ write injx for the injectivity radius of G/Γ at x.

Theorem 4.2 ([40, Theorem 2.5]). Let U be the expanding horospherical subgroup
of a one-parameter R-diagonalizable subgroup {bs} of G. There exist constants
C, λ > 0, and k ∈ N, such that, for all x ∈ G/Γ, all s > max{C,C log(1/injx)},
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all ϕ ∈ C∞
2 (G/Γ), and all f ∈ C∞

cpct(U) supported in the unit ball centered at the
identity, we have

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

U

f(u)ϕ(bsux) dmU (u)−
∫

U

f dmU

∫

G/Γ

ϕdmG/Γ

∣∣∣∣∣
< C ·max

(
‖ϕ‖C1, ‖ϕ‖k,2

)
· ‖f‖Ck · e−λs.

Although it is not used directly in the paper, we state the following consequence
of the above.

Corollary 4.3. Suppose that U is the expanding horospherical subgroup of a one-
parameter, R-diagonalizable subgroup {bs} of G and that µ is a U -invariant Borel
probability measure on G/Γ with exponentially small mass at ∞.

Then (bs)∗ µ → mG/Γ as s → +∞ and the family {(bs)∗ µ}s≥0 has uniformly
exponentially small mass at ∞.

In the proof of Corollary 4.3 and later in Section 10.3.3, we will need the following

construction. Consider the function ĥ : G/Γ → [0,∞) given by

ĥ : gΓ 7→ d(gΓ,1Γ).

The function ĥ is proper and 1-Lipschitz but need not be differentiable. At times

it will be convenient to replace ĥ with a C∞ approximation. Convolving ĥ with
a non-negative, symmetric, C∞ function on G with sufficiently small support, we
obtain a proper, uniformly Lipschitz, C∞ function h : G/Γ → [0,∞) with

d(gΓ,1Γ)− 1 ≤ h(gΓ) ≤ d(gΓ,1Γ) + 1 for all g ∈ G. (4.3)

Proof of Corollary 4.3. The convergence to Haar is clear.
Let x0 = 1Γ ∈ G/Γ. To obtain uniform estimates on the mass at ∞, it is

sufficient to find τ ′ > 0 such that for all sufficiently large ℓ and all s > 0 we have
(
(bs)∗µ

)(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | d(x, x0) ≤ ℓ }

)
≥ 1− e−τ ′ℓ.

By assumption, there is τ > 0 such that for all sufficiently large ℓ > 0,

µ
(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | d(x, x0) ≤ ℓ }

)
≥ 1− e−τℓ.

Also, there is τ̂ > 0 such that for all sufficiently large ℓ > 0,

mG/Γ

(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | d(x, x0) ≤ ℓ }

)
≥ 1− e−τ̂ℓ.

We may assume {bt} is unit-speed so that bt = exp(tY ) where ‖Y ‖ = 1.
Fix any ℓ. For 0 ≤ s ≤ ℓ/2 we have the uniform estimate

(
(bs)∗µ

)(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | d(x, x0) ≤ ℓ }

)

= µ
(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | d(bsx, x0) ≤ ℓ }

)

≥ µ
(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | d(x, x0) ≤ ℓ/2 }

)

≥ 1− e−τℓ/2.

It remains to consider all s ≥ ℓ/2. Fix constants C and λ satisfying Theorem 4.2.
Given t > 0, let

Bt := { x ∈ G/Γ | C log(1/ injx) ≥ t }.
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We have x 7→ − log(inj x) is bounded above by a linear function of d(x, x0); in
particular there is c1 > 0 such that for sufficiently large t

µ
(
Bt

)
≤ µ

(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | d(x, x0) ≥ c1t }

)
≤ e−τc1t.

Fix a C∞ function ϕ : R → [0, 1] with ϕ(y) = 1 for all y ≤ 0 and ϕ(y) = 0 for
all y ≥ 1. Recall the function h satisfying (4.3). Given ℓ > 0, set ϕℓ : G/Γ → [0, 1]
to be

ϕℓ(x) = ϕ (h(x)− ℓ+ 2) .

Then ϕℓ(x) = 1 when d(x, x0) ≤ ℓ− 3 and ϕℓ(x) = 0 when d(x, x0) ≥ ℓ. For every
k, we clearly have that ‖ϕℓ‖k,2 and ‖ϕℓ‖k are bounded uniformly in ℓ. Fix some
nonnegative fU ∈ C∞(U) supported in the unit ball centered at the identity with
‖fU‖1 = 1. Then for s > ℓ/2 > C we have

(
(bs)∗µ

)(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | d(x,1Γ) ≤ ℓ }

)

≥ ((bs)∗µ)(ϕℓ)

=

∫

G/Γ

ϕℓ(b
sx) dµ(x)

=

∫

G/Γ

ϕℓ(b
sx) d

[∫

U

f(u)u∗µ dmU (u)

]
(x)

≥
∫

(G/Γ)rBℓ/2

ϕℓ(b
sx) d

[∫

U

f(u)u∗µ dmU (u)

]
(x)

=

∫

(G/Γ)rBℓ/2

∫

U

f(u)ϕℓ(b
sux) dmU (u) dµ(x)

≥
∫

(G/Γ)rBℓ/2

[∫

G/Γ

ϕℓ dmG/Γ − Ĉe−λs

]
dµ(x)

>
(
1− e−τc1ℓ/2

)(
1− e−τ̂(ℓ−3) − Ĉe−λℓ/2

)

where the second equality follows from the U -invariance of µ and the next to last
inequality uses Theorem 4.2. �

In the proof of our main results, we only use the following special case of Corol-
lary 4.3. We note that this corollary can be proved using classical exponential
mixing results rather than the more quantitative version in Theorem 4.2.

Corollary 4.4. Suppose that U is the expanding horospherical subgroup of a one-
parameter R-diagonalizable subgroup {bs} of G and that µ is a U -invariant Borel
probability measure on G/Γ with compact support. Then (bs)∗ µ converges to the
Haar measure on G/Γ as s → +∞ and the family {(bs)∗ µ}s≥0 has uniformly
exponentially small mass at ∞.

4.4. Non-divergence of unipotent averages of measures. We emphasize in
this section that we assume G = G(R) is a Q-algebraic group and Γ is commensu-
rable with G(Z). In particular, we may view G ⊂ SL(N,R) for some N ∈ N. We
equip SL(N,R) with the metric associated with the Cartan involution X 7→ −XT .
Although G need not by invariant under this Cartan involution, any choice of metric
on G is uniformly Lipschitz comparable with the restriction of the ambient metric
on SL(N,R) to G. The results and references quoted below are primarily stated
for unipotent orbits in SL(N,R)/ SL(N,Z); however, using that distance estimates
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in SL(N,R)/ SL(N,Z) give uniformly Lipschitz comparable estimates in G/Γ gives
analogous results for unipotent orbits in G/Γ.

A key property of unipotent dynamics first established in [47] and later made
quantitative in [22] is the non-divergence of orbits under unipotent flows. As we
require non-divergence of orbits of certain subsets of higher-dimensional unipotent
subgroups, we make the following definition.

Definition 4.5. Let U be a k-dimensional unipotent subgroup of G. A basis B =
{X1, . . . , Xk} of the Lie algebra u of U is regular (or triangular) if for each
1 ≤ i ≤ k,

(1) {X1, . . . , Xi} spans an i-dimensional subalgebra of u;
(2) Xi normalizes the subalgebra spanned by {X1, . . . , Xi−1}.
Fix a regular basis B = {X1, . . . , Xk} and let {utj} = {exp(tXj)} be the associated

one-parameter subgroups of U . Given nonempty, bounded intervals I1, . . . , Ik in R,

the product uIkk u
Ik−1

k−1 · · · uI11
{ utkk | tk ∈ Ik} · { utk−1

k−1 | tk−1 ∈ Ik−1} · · · { ut11 | t1 ∈ I1}

is an interval (relative to the regular basis B) in U where uIii = { uti | t ∈ Ii }.
An interval (relative to the basis B) Û = uIkk u

Ik−1

k−1 · · · uI11 is centered if 1 ∈ Û ;

that is, a k-dimensional interval Û = uIkk u
Ik−1

k−1 · · · uI11 is centered if 0 ∈ Ii for each
1 ≤ i ≤ k.

Remark 4.6. (Centered) k-dimensional intervals Û = uIkk u
Ik−1

k−1 · · · uI11 in U have
a number of nice properties relative to dynamics and choice of base point. In
particular, we have the following:

(1) For any g ∈ NG(U), the conjugate gÛg−1 is also a (centered) k-dimensional
interval in U (possibly relative to a different basis).

(2) For any u in the subgroup generated by Û , the translates uÛ and Ûu are

also k-dimensional intervals in U ; moreover, they are centered if u−1 ∈ Û .

Recall that a collection M of Borel probability measures on a locally compact
space X is uniformly tight if for every δ > 0 there exists a compact subset K
of X , such that η(K) > 1− δ for every η ∈ M. We recall that every uniformly tight
family of Borel probability measures is pre-compact in the space of Borel probability
measures equipped with the weak-∗ topology; in particular, any uniformly tight
sequence of Borel probability measures has subsequential limit points in the space
of Borel probability measures. We frequently pass to compact extensions and make
use of the following observation: if f : X1 → X2 is a proper continuous map, then
a collection M of Borel probability measures on X1 is uniformly tight if and only
if f∗M is a uniformly tight collection of measures on X2.

Results of the following type are well known, but we do not know of a reference
for this precise fact.

Lemma 4.7. Let U ⊂ G be a unipotent subgroup and let {Fj} a sequence of centered
intervals (relative to a regular basis B) in U . Let µ be a Borel probability measure
on G/Γ. Then the family {Fj ∗ µ} is uniformly tight.

Proof. By induction on dim(U), it suffices to show that if M is a uniformly tight
family of Borel probability measures on G/Γ, {ut} is a one-parameter unipotent
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subgroup of G, and {In} is a sequence of centered intervals in R, then the family

{ uIn ∗ µ | n ∈ N, µ ∈ M}
is uniformly tight.

Given ε > 0, there is some compact subset K1 of G/Γ, such that µ(K1) > 1−ε for
all µ ∈ M. It follows from the uniform estimate for the quantitative nondivergence
of unipotent flows established by Kleinbock and Margulis in [36, Theorem 5.2] (see
also improvements in [39]) that there is a compact subset K2, such that for every
x ∈ K1, and every centered interval I in R, we have

mI

(
{ t ∈ I | utx ∈ K2 }

)
> 1− ε.

Then (uIn ∗ µ)(K2) > 1− 2ε for every n ∈ N and µ ∈ M. �

We also have the following more quantitative version of tightness which follows
from [17, Lemma 3.3] by induction.

Lemma 4.8 ([17, Lemma 3.3]). Suppose

(1) {µn} is a sequence of probability measures on G/Γ with uniformly exponen-
tially small mass at ∞ and

(2) {Ûn} is a sequence of centered intervals (relative to a fixed regular B) in a
unipotent subgroup U of G.

Then the family of measures {Ûn ∗ µn} has uniformly exponentially small mass at
∞.

4.5. Equidistribution and invariance. We recall that unipotent flows on G/Γ
exhibit a number of additional surprising properties as exhibited by Ratner’s the-
orems on unipotent flows [63]. In the sequel, we will only use a handful of these
important results.

The first result asserts that a measure on G/Γ that is invariant under certain
subgroups are automatically invariant under larger related subgroups.

Proposition 4.9 ([61, Proposition 2.1]). Let A be a split Cartan subgroup of G,
let β ∈ Φ(A,G), and let µ be a Borel probability measure on G/Γ. If µ is invariant
under both A and the coarse root group U [β] then µ is also invariant under the
coarse root group U [−β].

For the second result, we recall that averaging an A-invariant Borel probabil-
ity measure along a Følner sequence in a subgroup that centralizes (or normal-
izes) A, any weak-∗ limit point is an A-invariant Borel probability measure. Rat-
ner’s equidistribution theorem implies that, on the homogeneous space G/Γ, A-
invariance is preserved when passing to limits of averages by unipotent subgroups
normalized by A.

Proposition 4.10 ([16, Proposition 6.2(b)] and Lemma 4.7). Let A be a split
Cartan subgroup of G, let µ be an A-invariant Borel probability measure on G/Γ,
let U be a unipotent subgroup that is normalized by A, and let {Fj} be a Følner
sequence of centered intervals in U . Then

(1) the family {Fj ∗ µ} is uniformly tight, and
(2) every weak-∗ subsequential limit of {Fj ∗ µ} is A-invariant.

We remark that conclusion (2) employs the equidistribution theorem of Ratner
and its extension by Shah; see [62, 66].
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5. Siegel sets, cocycles, and induced actions

We return to the standing hypotheses on G,Γ, F , and Γ̂ ⊂ FZ as in Section 3.7.

5.1. Siegel sets and Siegel fundamental sets. We recall the well-known con-
struction of fundamental sets for arithmetic lattices by the use of Siegel sets; see
for instance [7, §12–§13, pp. 85–94], [10, III.1–III.2], or [1, II.4] for discussion and
background. Fix a maximal Q-split torus S in F and fix a minimal parabolic Q-
subgroup P of F containing S. Let P = P(R) and S = S(R). All such choices of P
and S are conjugate via FQ. Fix a Cartan involution θ of F = F(R). There exists
a unique conjugate (over NP := Radu(P )) of S

◦ in P which is θ-invariant; denote
this conjugate by AP = AP,θ. In most applications in later sections, we will select
θ so that S is θ-invariant and thus AP = S◦. However, for the constructions in this
section, this is not strictly required.

We may decompose P = (L × AP ) ⋉ NP where NP = Radu(P ) and (L × AP )
are conjugate by NP to Q-subgroups appearing in a choice of rational Langlands
decomposition of P . If S = S(R) is assumed θ-invariant, then (L × AP ) ⋉ NP

is a rational Langlands decomposition (i.e. a decomposition into Q-subgroups) as
defined in Section 3.3. From Lemma 3.4, the minimality of P implies that any
conjugate of L which is defined over Q will be Q-anisotropic. Recall that Φ(AP , F )
denotes the set of weights of F with respect to AP . Fix an order on Φ(AP , F )
determined by NP ; that is, select the order so that root spaces corresponding to
positive roots Φ+(AP , F ) are contained in the Lie algebra of NP . Recall that each
β ∈ Φ(AP , F ) is a homomorphism β : AP → R+.

For t ∈ R+, write

At := { a ∈ AP | β(a) < t for all β ∈ Φ+(AP , F ) }.

Let K = {g ∈ F : θ(g) = g} ⊂ F be the maximal compact subgroup determined
by θ. A Siegel set (see [7, Definition 12.3] or [1, Definition 4.1]) in F relative to
the choice of P and θ is a set of the form

S := KAt C

where t ∈ R+ and C is any compact subset of L◦ ⋉ NP . We remark that we may
alternatively define Siegel sets where C is taken to be any compact subset of P ◦;
in this case, one may take At = A1 to be a (negative) fundamental chamber. See
discussion in [1, p. 68] or [7, 12.4].

Fix a choice of minimal parabolic Q-subgroup P and Cartan involution θ as
above. Siegel sets in F constructed relative to P and θ have the following key
properties:

Proposition 5.1 ([7, Theorems 13.1 and 15.4, pp. 90 and 103]).

(1) (Covering property) There exists a Siegel set S and a finite set C ⊂ FQ

such that F = SC Γ̂.
(2) (Separation property) For any Siegel sets S1 and S2 in F , any g ∈ FQ,

and any finite set C ⊂ FQ, the set

{γ ∈ FZ : (S1 g) ∩ (S2C γ) 6= ∅}

is finite.
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If necessary, we may take a larger compact set C ⊂ L◦ ⋉NP in the construction
of the Siegel set S so that C is the closure of its interior int(C). Then there is a
finite set C ⊂ FQ such that D = S · C has the following properties:

(1) F = int(D) · Γ̂
(2) {γ ∈ FZ : D ∩D · γ 6= ∅} is finite.

We call such a set D a Siegel fundamental set in F . Note that any such D

contains a fundamental domain for the right action of Γ̂ on F .

Remark 5.2. If P ′ is another minimal parabolic Q-subgroup, there is g ∈ F(Q)
such that P ′ = gPg−1. Write g = klan where k ∈ K, l ∈ L, a ∈ AP , and n ∈ NP .
We have that A′

P ′ = kAPk
−1 is the unique θ-invariant subgroup of P ′ conjugate to

a maximal Q-split torus in P ′ and NP ′ := kNPk
−1 is the unipotent radical of P ′.

Write A′ = AP ′ and let Φ+(A′, F ) be determined by NP ′ . Then kAtk
−1 = A′

t.
A standard calculation shows that if S := KAt C is a Siegel set constructed

relative to P and θ (where C is a compact subset of P ◦) then S · g−1 is a Siegel set
relative to P ′ and θ. Indeed

S · g−1 = S · n−1a−1l−1k−1

= KAt(Cn−1l−1a−1)k−1

= KAtC′k−1

= K(kAtk
−1)(kC′k−1)

= KA′
t(gC′′g−1)

where C′ and C′′ are compact in P ◦ whence (gC′′g−1) is compact in (P ′)◦.
Thus, if P ′ is a minimal parabolic Q-subgroup and if D′ is a Siegel fundamental

set constructed relative to P ′ and θ then there is a Siegel fundamental set D con-
structed relative to P and θ with D′ ⊂ D. In particular, the construction of Siegel
fundamental sets in F depends only on the choice of Cartan involution θ.

As before, let K̃ ⊂ G be the connected subgroup in G projecting to K under

G→ F . Recall that K̃ contains the center Z of G. Fix a compact subset K0 ⊂ K̃
that projects onto K under the map G → F . Recall that both AP and NP are
simply connected subgroups of F ; we abuse notation and identify AP and NP

with the associated connected subgroups of G via the map G → F . Let L̃ be the
connected subgroup of G projecting to L◦. A Siegel set in G relative to the choice
of P and θ is a set of the form

S̃ := K0At C
where t ∈ R+ and C is any compact subset of L̃⋉NP . For any Siegel set S in F ,

there exists a Siegel set S̃ in G whose image under the map G → F contains S.

We may similarly construct a Siegel set S̃ in G and a finite set C ⊂ GQ such that

S̃ · C satisfies the covering and separation properties of Proposition 5.1. Then

D̃ = S̃C

is a Siegel fundamental set in G for the right-action of Γ.
We note that given a connected reductive Q-subgroup H of F , it is possible

to construct Siegel sets for H that are contained in and well-adapted to Siegel
fundamental sets for F . See [56, Theorem 4.1] for a general formulation of this fact.
In Section 10, we will need this fact when we study the action of (the restriction of
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a cocycle to) ΓH where H is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup of F . For the special
case of Q-rank-1 subgroups, we give an elementary proof of a stronger fact: Siegel
sets in H may be chosen inside Siegel sets for F relative to some choice of θ and P .

Lemma 5.3. Let H be a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup of F . Then a Cartan invo-
lution θ of F and a maximal Q-split torus S in F can be chosen with the following
properties:

(1) H is θ-invariant and the restriction θ|H is a Cartan involution of H;
(2) PH = P ∩ H is a minimal parabolic Q-subgroup of H, SH = S ∩ H is

a θ|H-invariant maximal Q-split torus of PH , and KH = K ∩ H is the
θ|H -invariant maximal compact subgroup of H;

(3) each Siegel set of H relative to PH and θ|H is contained in some Siegel set
of F relative to P and θ.

Moreover, if Q is the parabolic subgroup in Lemma 3.14 then S ⊂ Q.

We caution the reader that if Q is the parabolic subgroup in Lemma 3.14 we
typically cannot take P ⊂ Q.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. Fix a maximal Q-split torus S in F such that H = Hβ is

generated by the root subgroups U [±β] for some rational root β ∈ Φ(A,F ) relative
to A = S◦. Let SH := S ∩ H and AH := S◦

H = A ∩ H . Since AH is one-
dimensional, acting by the Weyl group of Φ(A,F ) we may select an ordering and
associated collection of simple roots ∆ for Φ(A,F ) such that AH is contained in
the union of the closed fundamental chambers in A,

A+ := {a ∈ A : α(a) ≥ 1 for all α ∈ ∆},
A− := {a ∈ A : α(a) ≤ 1 for all α ∈ ∆}.

Up to reversing the order, we may assume β ∈ Φ(A,F ) is a positive root. Let P be
the minimal parabolic Q-subgroup P of F with rational Langlands decomposition
P = (L×A)⋉NP where the Lie algebra of NP consists of roots spaces associated
with positive roots given by the ordering associated with the ∆. Choose a Cartan
involution θ on F such that LS is θ-invariant.

With the above choices, we verify the conclusions of the lemma.
(1) The Cartan involution θ acts by inversion on every R-split torus it leaves

invariant. It follows that θ interchanges U [β] and U [−β] and thus H = Hβ and SH

are θ-invariant.
(2) If K is a maximal compact θ-invariant subgroup of F then, since H is θ-

invariant, K ∩H is a maximal compact subgroup of H .
The minimal parabolic Q subgroup P contains the root spaces corresponding

to all positive roots associated to ∆ and thus contains U [β]. We note that S =
SH ×CS(H). Thus CH(SH) ⊂ CH(S) and so CH(SH) ⊆ CG(S) ⊆ P . Therefore P
contains the minimal parabolic subgroup CH(SH)U [β] of Hβ .

(3) From our choice of simple roots ∆, for any t ∈ R+ the ray

AH,t := { a ∈ AH | β(a) < t for all β ∈ Φ+(AP , F ) }

is contained in At′ for some t′. Since we also have KH ⊆ K and PH ⊂ P , the
conclusion follows. �
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5.2. Coarse geometry and partitions of unity. As before, fix a reference right-
F -invariant Riemannian metric on F and induced distance function d on F . Also
assume the metric is bi-invariant by the center of F . We lift the metric to a right-
invariant, Z-bi-invariant metric on G with induced distance d. All definitions and
results below hold up to bi-Lipschitz equivalence and thus are independent of the
choice of d.

As above, let lenΓ : Γ → N be the word-length function on Γ relative to some
fixed symmetric, finite generating set of Γ. This induces a word-metric dΓ on Γ.
Recall from Lemma 3.23 there is a constant C > 1 such that for all γ, γ′ ∈ Γ,

1

C
d(γ, γ′) ≤ dΓ(γ, γ

′) ≤ C d(γ, γ′). (5.1)

It is well known that mF (S) < ∞ for any Siegel set S in F ; see for instance
[57, Proposition 4.11, p. 215]. Moreover, the proof of this fact shows there is some
τ > 0 such that ∫

S

eτd(g,1) dmF (g) <∞. (5.2)

This implies that the measure mG/Γ on the homogeneous space F/Γ̂ = G/Γ has
exponentially small mass at ∞. (See Definition 4.1).

If D is a Siegel fundamental set in F then the map D → F/Γ̂ = G/Γ does not
drastically distort distances. In particular, there are C > 1 and B > 0 such that
for all g ∈ D,

d(g,1) ≤ Cd(gΓ̂,1Γ̂) + B.

Moreover, if the metric on F is taken left K-invariant we can take C = 1 above.
See for example [8, Theorem C]. For the reader’s convenience we sketch a proof.
One can argue in a single Siegel set. If C is a compact subset of L◦ ⋉NP then, for
any t ≥ 1, the choice of chamber in A ensures the diameter of aCa−1 is uniformly
bounded over the choice of a ∈ At. Then for w ∈ C, k ∈ K, and a ∈ At,

d(kaw,1) = d(kawa−1a,1) ≤ diamK + diam(aCa−1) + d(a,1).

One then argues (see discussion in [10, §III.21] or [33, §5] especially [33, Proposition
5.12]) that for some 0 < t0 < 1 sufficiently small, the partial orbit x0 ·At0 is a convex
subset of X/Γ where x0 = K is the origin in X = K\F . For a much stronger result
see [44, Theorem 5.7] and discussion in [10, III.21.15]. Similarly, using that AP ⊂ G
is chosen θ-invariant and thus geodesic, the bound

d(g,1) ≤ Cd(gΓ,1Γ) + B. (5.3)

also holds for all g in any Siegel fundamental set D̃ in G.
For the following construction, we fix a minimal parabolic Q-subgroup P and

Cartan involution θ of G. Let K be the maximal compact subgroup determined by
θ and let D be a Siegel fundamental set in F constructed relative to P and θ. Let

D̃ be a Siegel fundamental set in G relative to P and θ whose image under G→ F
contains D.

Let X denote the globally symmetric space X := K\F = K̃\G. The locally

symmetric space X/Γ admits compactification X/Γ
BS

= QX
BS
/Γ, know as the

Borel-Serre compactification, as a real-analytic manifold with corners. See [10,
§III.9, pp. 326–338] for details. In this compactification, neighborhoods of points at
infinity are of the form (R≥0)

k1×Rk2 for some k1, k2; see [10, Lemma III.9.13, p. 362,
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and Proposition III.9.17, p. 365]. We note that such coordinate neighborhoods of

points at infinity in the partial compactification QX
BS

can be taken to be in the

closure in QX
BS

of a single Siegel set in K\F . Since the only torsion elements of

Γ̂ are contained in K, Γ̂ acts freely on QX
BS

. In particular, we may form an open

coverX/Γ
BS

consisting of sets {Up : p = 1, . . . , ℓ} such that every Up is the injective
image of either

(1) an open set Ũp ⊂ X , or

(2) an open set Ũp in the closure of a Siegel set in QX
BS

.

We may then select a C∞ partition of unity {ψ̂p | i = 1, . . . , ℓ} on X/Γ
BS

subordinate to the cover {Up}. Let ρ : QX
BS → X/Γ

BS
be the canonical projection.

For each 1 ≤ i ≤ p, the function ψ̂p ◦ ρ is right-Γ invariant and is supported in

the open set Ũp · Γ; select γp so that Ũp · γp meets the image in X of the Siegel

fundamental set D in F fixed above and let ψp = 1Ũp·γp
· (ψ̂p ◦ ρ) denote the lift of

ψ̂p supported in Ũp ·γp. Similarly select an open cover of K consisting of sets {Vq},
each of which is the injective image of an open set Ṽq ⊂ K̃. Let {ĥq | j = 1, . . . ,m}
be a partition of unity on K subordinate to {Vq} and for each q, choose a lift

hq : K̃ → [0, 1] whose support intersects a choice of compact fundamental domain

for K̃ → K. Given g ∈ G, write g = kan and let

φp,q(g) = hq(k)ψp(K̃an).

Let {φi : 1 ≤ i ≤ N} denote the collection of functions {φp,q}.
We have the following properties of the above construction which we use in

constructions in the next subsections.

(1) For each i and γ ∈ Γ, write φi,γ : G→ [0, 1] for the function

φi,γ(g) = φi(gγ
−1).

From the assumptions on the supports of φi we have that the supports
satisfy supp(φi,γ) ∩ supp(φi,γ′) = ∅ whenever γ 6= γ′.

(2) Since the coordinate neighborhoods of points at infinity are in the closures
of single Siegel sets, the separation property of Siegel sets (see also the proof
of [10, Proposition III.9.17, p. 362]) shows that, for the Siegel fundamental

set D̃ in G fixed above, the set

{ γ ∈ Γ | supp(φi,γ) ∩ D̃ 6= ∅ for some i }
is finite.

(3) The collection {φi,γ | i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, γ ∈ Γ } is a locally-finite, Γ-invariant,
partition of unity on G.

5.3. Induced actions. We make precise a number of constructions appearing in
the statement of Theorem D.

Given a C1 action α of Γ on a compact manifoldM there is an induced C0 action
of Γ by vector-bundle automorphisms on the tangent bundle TM . We equip TM
with some background C∞ norm. We introduce the notion of the induced action
and associated constructions in this and in a somewhat more general setting.

To generalize the above setup, fix a compact metric space (X0, d0) and let E0
be a continuous, finite-dimensional, normed vector bundle over X0. We suppose
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Γ acts continuously on X0 and that the action lifts to a continuous linear cocycle
A0 : Γ × E0 → E0. We write A0(γ, x) for the linear map between fibers E0(x) and
E0(γ · x).

For any closed subgroup H of G, the action of Γ restricts to a continuous action
of ΓH on X0. We then obtain actions of ΓH and H on H ×X0 given by

(g, x) · γ = (gγ, γ−1 · x) and g′ · (g, x) = (g′g, x)

for g′ ∈ H and γ ∈ ΓH . As these actions commute, the H-action on H × X0

descends to a well-defined H-action, the induced H-action, on the quotient XH =
(H×X0)/ΓH . We let EH = (H×E0)/ΓH be the similarly defined finite-dimensional
vector bundle over XH with induced H-action. Write πXH : XH → H/ΓH and
πEH : EH → XH for the canonical projections. Note that XH is a fiber-bundle over
X/ΓH with fiber homeomorphic to X0.

When H = G, we omit subscripts and write X = XG and E = EG. The bundle
E admits a continuous linear cocycle A : G×E → E which factors over the G-action
on X . Given closed subgroups N ⊂ H ⊂ G, we have a well-defined restriction of
the cocycle A to N × EH → EH .

Given g ∈ G and x ∈ X0, we write [g, x] ∈ X for the equivalence class in
X = (G×X0)/Γ.

5.4. Construction of norms on E and metric on X. We fix some choice of
minimal parabolic Q-subgroup P and Cartan involution θ of F . We recall the
partition of unity {φi,γ} of G built relative to the Borel-Serre compactification in
Section 5.2. Relative to these objects, we construct a norm on the bundle E that is
well adapted to the dynamics of A on E . We note that while this norm depends on
the choice of P and θ, the dynamical properties of the cocycle A will be independent
of this choice; see Lemma 5.7.

First, let ‖ · ‖0 denote the norm on E0; given x ∈M , denote by ‖ · ‖0,x the norm
on the fiber E0(x). Given g ∈ G, x ∈ X0, and v ∈ E0(x) set

‖v‖g,x :=

N∑

i=1

∑

γ∈Γ

φi,γ(g) ‖A(γ, x)(v)‖0,α(γ)x.

Let ‖ · ‖′ denote the norm on G× E0 induced by the collection of norms {‖ · ‖g,x}.
We collect a number of observations:

Claim 5.4.

(1) For any compact subset K ⊂ G, supp(φi,γ)∩K = ∅ for all but finitely many
(i, γ).

(2) The norms ‖ · ‖g,x are uniformly comparable on any Siegel fundamental

set S̃ in G: there is a constant C > 0, such that for all g1, g2 ∈ D, x ∈ X0,
and v ∈ E0(x), we have

1

C
‖v‖g1,x ≤ ‖v‖g2,x ≤ C‖v‖g1,x.

(3) For any g ∈ G, γ̂ ∈ Γ, and (x, v) ∈ E0 we have

‖A(γ̂, x)v‖g,α(γ̂)(x) = ‖v‖gγ̂,x.
In particular, Γ acts by isometries on the fibers of G × E0 whence ‖ · ‖′

descends to a norm ‖ · ‖ on the bundle E over X.
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(4) With respect to the norm ‖ · ‖ on E, for every x ∈ X and any v ∈ E(x), the
function

g 7→ ‖A(g, x)(v)‖
is C∞.

Proof. The only assertion that is not by definition is (3). We verify

‖v‖gγ̂,x =

N∑

i=1

∑

γ∈Γ

φi,γ(gγ̂)‖A0(γ, x)(v)‖0,α(γ)(x)

=

N∑

i=1

∑

γ∈Γ

φi,γγ̂−1(g)‖A0(γ, x)(v)‖0,α(γ)(x)

=
N∑

i=1

∑

γ∈Γ

φi,γγ̂−1(g)‖A0(γγ̂
−1γ̂, x)(v)‖0,α(γγ̂−1)(α(γ̂)(x))

=

N∑

i=1

∑

γ∈Γ

φi,γγ̂−1(g)‖A0(γγ̂
−1, α

(
γ̂)(x)

)
A0(γ̂, x)(v)‖0,α(γγ̂−1)(α(γ̂)(x))

= ‖A(γ̂, x)v‖g,α(γ̂)(x). �

The uniform comparability of the norms on Siegel fundamental sets in Claim 5.4(2)
can be reformulated as follows: for any (relative to θ and P ) Siegel fundamental
set D, there is C > 1 so that for all g ∈ D and x ∈ X0,

1

C
≤ m

(
A(g, [1, x])

)
≤ ‖A(g, [1, x])‖ ≤ C. (5.4)

We also have the following direct corollary of Claim 5.4(2). Let K̃ be the fixed

point set of θ so that K̃/Z is a maximal compact θ-invariant subgroup of Ad(G).

Claim 5.5.

(1) For any compact set K ⊂ K̃ there is C > 1 so that for all x ∈ X and k ∈ K,

‖A(k, x)‖ ≤ C.

(2) There is C > 1 such that for all x ∈ X and z ∈ Z,

‖A(z, x)‖ ≤ C sup
x0∈X0

‖A0(z, x0)‖.

Remark 5.6 (Dependence on the choice of P and θ). In the sequel, we study
growth properties the cocycle A relative to the family of norms constructed above.
We note that if D is a Siegel fundamental set constructed relative to a choice of P
and θ then the norm on ‖ ·‖ does not depend strongly on the choice of fundamental
domain F ⊂ D or partitions of unity used in the construction; indeed, the strong
separation properties of Siegel sets in Proposition 5.1(2) ensure that all norms on E
constructed relative to such choices are uniformly comparable. From Remark 5.2,
this implies, up to multiplication by uniformly bounded functions, the construction
of the norm on E is independent of the choice of minimal parabolic Q-subgroup P .

On the other hand, the choice of norms depends (in a non-uniformly comparable
way) on the choice of Cartan involution θ. However, the following lemma guarantees
that dynamical quantities including the values of Lyapunov exponents associated
with the cocycle A are independent of the choice of θ; see Remark 6.2. To state the
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lemma, let θ and θ′ be Cartan involutions and let P and P ′ be minimal parabolic
Q-subgroups of G. Let ‖ · ‖ and ‖ · ‖′ denote, respectively, the norms constructed
as above with respect to (P, θ) and (P ′, θ′).

Lemma 5.7. For any right-invariant distance on G, there exists C > 1 and k > 0
such that for every x ∈ X and v ∈ E(x), writing x̂ = πX(x) for the image of x in
G/Γ,

‖v‖ ≤ Cekd(x̂,1Γ)‖v‖′.
Proof. Let D and D′ be, respectively, Siegel fundamental sets in G relative to the
choice of (P, θ) and (P ′, θ′). Consider any x ∈ X and v ∈ E(x). There are lifts
x̃1 ∈ D ×X0 and x̃2 ∈ D′ ×X0 of x. In particular, there are g0 ∈ D, t0 ∈ X0, and
ṽ ∈ E0(t0) with

x̃1 = (g0, t0) and ‖v‖ = ‖ṽ‖g0,t0 .
There is γ ∈ Γ with g0γ ∈ D′. Let t1 = α(γ−1)(t0). Then x̃2 may be chosen so
that

x̃2 =
(
g0γ, t1

)
and ‖v‖′ = ‖A0(γ

−1, t0)(ṽ)‖′g0γ,t1.
The families of norms ‖ · ‖g,t0 and ‖ · ‖′g,t1 are uniformly comparable with ‖ · ‖0,t0
and ‖ · ‖0,t1 , respectively, when restricted to g ∈ D and g ∈ D′, respectively. It
follows that there exist constants C1, C2 > 1 (independent of x, v, and γ) such that

‖v‖ = ‖ṽ‖g0,x ≤ C1‖ṽ‖0,t0
≤ C1‖A(γ, t1)‖0 ‖A0(γ

−1, t0)ṽ‖0,t1
≤ C2

1‖A(γ, t1)‖0 ‖A0(γ
−1, t0)ṽ‖′g0γ,t1

≤ C2
1C

lenΓ(γ)
2 ‖v‖′.

From (5.1) and (5.3), there are C3 > 1 and B > 0 so that

lenΓ(γ) ≤ C3d(g0Γ,1Γ) +B

and the result follows. �

Using the construction above, we may similarly equip G ×X0 with a metric d̃
with the following properties:

(1) the restriction of the metric d̃ to G-orbits in G × X0 projects to a fixed
right-invariant metric dG on G;

(2) Γ acts by isometries relative to d̃;

(3) the restrictions of the metric d̃ to each {g}×X0 are uniformly comparable
when g is restricted to a Siegel fundamental set.

We then obtain a metric dX on X = (G × X0)/Γ. Using that the projection
πX : X → G/Γ is proper and that the fibers are uniformly comparable, the metric
on X satisfies the following properties:

(1) there exists B > 0 such that dX(x, y)−B ≤ dG/Γ(πX(x), πX(y)) ≤ dX(x, y)
for all x, y ∈ X ;

(2) a sequence of Borel probability measures {µj} on X has uniformly expo-
nentially small mass at ∞ if and only if the projections {(πX)∗µj} form
a sequence of Borel probability measures on G/Γ with uniformly exponen-
tially small mass at ∞;
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(3) a sequence of Borel probability measures {µj} on X is uniformly tight if
and only if the projections {(πX)∗µj} form a uniformly tight sequence of
Borel probability measures on G/Γ.

In the sequel, we will typically ignore the specific metric dX on X and only consider
coarse metric properties of points in X under the projection πX : X → G/Γ.

5.5. Growth estimates on the cocycle A. We fix P and θ as above and an
associated norm ‖ · ‖ on E constructed as in Section 5.4 relative these choices. Let
D ⊂ G be an associated Siegel fundamental set for Γ ⊂ G. We present a number of
definitions and lemmas that allow us to control and relate growth of the cocycles
A and A0. We remark that the strong estimates on the growth of A obtained in
Lemmas 5.12 and 5.14 below are only true relative to the norm constructed relative
to the choice of Cartan involution θ.

We begin with the following definition.

Definition 5.8. Given a Borel fundamental domain F for the right Γ-action on
G, the return cocycle βF : G × G/Γ → Γ is defined as follows: given x̂ ∈ G/Γ,
take x̃ to be the unique lift of x̂ in F and define βF(g, x̂) to be the unique γ ∈ Γ
such that gx̃γ−1 ∈ F .

One verifies that βF is, in fact, a Borel-measurable cocycle:

βF(g1g2, x̂) = βF(g1, g2x̂)βF(g2, x̂).

A second choice of fundamental domain F ′ for Γ defines a cohomologous cocycle βF ′ .
For the remainder, we will always assume that the fundamental domain F is

contained in a Siegel fundamental set D in G.

Lemma 5.9. For a fundamental domain F contained in a Siegel fundamental set
in G there is a C such that for every g ∈ G and x̂ ∈ G/Γ,

lenΓ
(
βF (g, x̂)

)
≤ Cd(g,1) + Cd(x̂,Γ) + C.

In particular, for any 1 ≤ p <∞ and any compact K ⊂ G the function

x̂ 7→ sup
g∈K

lenΓ

(
βF(g, x̂)

)

is in Lp(G/Γ,mG/Γ).

Indeed, write x̂ = x̃Γ for x̃ ∈ F . Then gx̃ = x′βF(g, x̂) for some x′ ∈ F and

d(1, βF(g, x̂)) ≤ d(1, x̃) + d(x̃, g · x̃) + d(g · x̃, βF (g, x̂))
= d(1, x̃) + d(1, g) + d(x̃′βF (g, x̂), βF(g, x̂))

= d(1, x̃) + d(1, g) + d(x̃′,1).

We have

d(x̃′Γ,Γ) = d(gx̂,Γ) ≤ d(gx̂, x̂) + d(x̂,Γ) ≤ d(g,1) + d(x̂,Γ).

From (5.3), there is a constant Ĉ with d(1, x̃) ≤ Ĉd(x̂,Γ) + Ĉ and

d(1, x̃′) ≤ Ĉd(g · x̂,Γ) + Ĉ ≤ Ĉd(g,1) + Ĉd(x̂,Γ) + Ĉ.

Lemma 5.9 then follows from (5.1) and (5.2).
From the uniformly comparability of the norms across a Siegel fundamental sets

in Claim 5.4(2) and the finite generation of Γ we obtain the following: there are
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constants C > 1 and k > 0 so that for all g ∈ G and x ∈ X , writing x̂ = πX(x) ∈
G/Γ, we have

‖A(g, x)‖ ≤ Cek lenΓ(βF (g,x̂)) (5.5)

and similarly

m(A(g, x)) ≥ 1

C
e−k lenΓ(βF (g,x̂)). (5.6)

Above, m(A) = ‖A−1‖−1 denotes the conorm of an invertible linear operator A.
Recall in Section 4.3 we built a proper, C∞, uniformly Lipschitz function h : G/Γ →

[0,∞) satisfying

d(gΓ,1Γ)− 1 ≤ h(gΓ) ≤ d(gΓ,1Γ) + 1 for all g ∈ G. (5.7)

We lift h to functions on X and E by precomposing with the canonical projections.
For any function h satisfying (5.7), combining (5.5), (5.6), and Lemma 5.9 we

obtain the following.

Proposition 5.10. The cocycle A : G×E → E is h-tempered: there are constants
C > 1 and k > 0 such that for all g ∈ G and x ∈ X,

‖A(g, x)‖ ≤ Cekh(x)+kd(g,1) and m(A(g, x)) ≥ 1

C
e−kh(x)−kd(g,1).

Recalling Theorem C and Definition 1.6, we formulate the following controls on
the growth of the cocycles A0 and A.

Definition 5.11. Fix closed subgroups N ⊂ H ⊂ G. Let φ : H/ΓH → [0,∞) be a
proper continuous function and extend to φ : XH → [0,∞) by precomposition with
the projection.

(1) We say that the restriction of the cocycle A0 to ΓH has (uniform) lenΓ-
subexponential growth if, for every ε > 0, there exists C > 0 such that
for every γ ∈ ΓH and x ∈ X0 we have

‖A0(γ, x)‖ ≤ Cε lenΓ(γ).

(2) We say that the restriction of the cocycle A to N × EH has (uniform)
subexponential growth if, for every ε > 0, there exists C > 0 such that
for every g ∈ N and x ∈ XH we have

‖A(g, x)‖ ≤ Ceεd(g,1)

and

m(A(g, x)) ≥ Ce−εd(g,1).

(3) We say that the restriction of the cocycle A to N × EH has φ-tempered
subexponential growth if there exist ω > 0 such that for every ε > 0
there exists Cε > 0 such that for every g ∈ N and x ∈ XH we have

‖A(g, x)‖ ≤ Cεe
ωφ(x)+εd(g,1)

and

m(A(g, x)) ≥ Cεe
−ωφ(x)−εd(g,1).
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We collect a number of crucial estimates relating the above definitions. For no-
tational convenience in the following proofs, we introduce the subadditive cocycles
B± : G×G/Γ → R,

B+(g, x) := sup
y∈π−1

X (x)

log ‖A(g, y)‖ (5.8)

B−(g, x) : = B+(g−1, g · x) (5.9)

= sup
y∈π−1

X (x)

log ‖A(g, y)−1‖

= sup
y∈π−1

X (x)

− logm(A(g, y)).

By Proposition 5.10 there are constants C and k with

B±(g, x) ≤ kh(x) + kd(g,1) + C.

If H is a subgroup of G and N is a unipotent Q-group normalized by H we

write H̃ = HN . We observe that ΓN is cocompact in N and that H̃/ΓH̃ is a

smooth fiber-bundle over H/Γ with compact fibers. Let ρ : H̃/ΓH̃ → H/ΓH̃ be
the canonical projection. In the following lemma and in Lemma 5.14 below, the

function φ which tempers the growth estimates is the map φ : H̃/ΓH̃ → [0,∞) given
by

φ(x) = h(ρ(x)) (5.10)

where h : G/Γ → [0,∞) is the C∞ approximation to d(·,1Γ) as in (5.7).

Lemma 5.12. Let N and H be connected Q-subgroups of G such that N is unipo-
tent and H normalizes N . Suppose there is a fundamental domain FH for ΓH in
H contained in a Siegel fundamental set D in G relative to the choice of P and θ.

Write H̃ = HN . Then the restriction of A0 to ΓN has lenΓ-subexponential
growth if and only if the restriction of A to N × EH̃ has φ-tempered subexponential
growth.

Proof. We first assume that the restriction of A0 to ΓN has lenΓ-subexponential
growth. Fix a compact fundamental set FN for ΓN in N . Then FHFN contains a
fundamental domain for ΓH̃ . Indeed for all g ∈ HN there exists γH ∈ ΓH such that
gγH ∈ FHN . Then there is γN ∈ ΓN with gγHγN ∈ FHFN . Fix gn0 ∈ FHFN .
Given n ∈ N , using that H normalizes N we have

ngn0 = g(g−1ng)n0 = gn1γN

for some γN ∈ ΓN and n1 ∈ FN .
Fix ε > 0. As n = gn1γNn

−1
0 g−1, we have

B±(n, gn0Γ) = B±(gn1γNn
−1
0 g−1, gn0Γ)

≤ B±(n−1
0 g−1, gn0Γ) + B±(γN ,1Γ) + B±(gn1,1Γ)

= B∓(gn0,1Γ) + B±(γN ,1Γ) + B±(gn1,1Γ)

≤ 2kh(1Γ) + kd(gn0,1) + kd(gn1,1) + ε lenΓ(γN ) + Ĉ + Cε

for some constant Ĉ independent of ε.
As Γ is quasi-isometrically embedded in G, there are A0 and B0 independent of

g and n such that

lenΓ(γN ) ≤ A0

(
d(γN ,1)

)
+B0.
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We further bound the right-hand side using d(γN ,1) ≤ 2d(g,1)+d(n,1)+2 diam(FN ).
Indeed

d(1, γN ) ≤ d(1, gn0) + d(gn0, ngn0) + d(ngn0, γN )

= d(1, gn0) + d(gn0, ngn0) + d(gn1γN , γN)

= d(1, gn0) + d(1, n) + d(gn1,1)

≤ d(1, n0) + d(n0, gn0) + d(1, n) + d(gn1, n1) + d(n1,1)

≤ 2d(g,1) + d(n,1) + 2 diam(FN ).

The map G→ F is 1-Lipschitz by definition and is uniformly bi-Lipschitz when
restricted to N by Corollary 3.19. Since the distance from g to the identity in the
linear group F is quasi-isometric to g 7→ logmax{‖g‖, ‖g−1‖}, it follows there are
constants A1, B2 such that for all n̂ ∈ FN ,

d
(
gn̂g−1,1

)
≤ A1d(g,1) +B1.

Then

d(gn̂,1) = d
(
(gn̂g−1)g,1

)

≤ d
(
(gn̂g−1)g, g

)
+ d(g,1)

= d(gn̂g−1,1) + d(g,1)

≤ (A1 + 1)d(g,1) +B1.

We recall that FH is contained in a Siegel fundamental domain. It follows there
are A2 and B2 such that for all g ∈ FH ,

d(g,1) ≤ A2d(gΓ,1Γ) +B2 ≤ A2h(gΓ) +B2.

Assembling the above estimates, there are constants c1, c2, and C3 and, for any
0 < ε ≤ 1, a constant Cε such that

B±(n, gn0Γ) ≤ c1d(gΓ,1Γ) + c2εd(n,1) + C3 + Cε

≤ c1h(gΓ) + c2εd(n,1) + C3 + Cε

= c1φ(gn0Γ) + c2εd(n,1) + C3 + Cε

where we recall that φ is constant on N -orbits in H̃/ΓH̃ whence

φ(gn0Γ) = φ((gn0g
−1)gΓ) = φ(gΓ).

We then take ω = c1.
For the reverse implication, by hypothesis there are constants Ĉ > 1 and, for

every ε > 0, there is Cε such that given γ ∈ ΓN and x ∈ X0, we have

‖A0(γ, x)‖ ≤ Ĉ
∥∥A
(
γ, [1, x]

)∥∥ ≤ ĈCεe
ωφ(1Γ)+εd(γ,1).

The conclusion then follows from (5.1). �

In the case that ΓH is cocompact in H we note that any compact set in G is
contained in a Siegel fundamental set D (for any choice of P and θ). We then
immediately obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 5.13. Let N ⊂ H be closed connected subgroups of G with N unipotent,
N normal in H, and ΓH cocompact in H. Then the restriction of A0 to ΓN has lenΓ-
subexponential growth if and only if the restriction of A to N×EH has subexponential
growth.
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In Section 10, we will also use the following variant of Lemma 5.12 that is special
for the case that H is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup.

Let φ : H̃/ΓH̃ → [0,R) be as in (5.10). The following lemma is important for pass-
ing from subexponential growth on unipotent subgroups to subexponential growth
for trajectories that remain in special subgroups and away from the thick part.

Lemma 5.14 (φ-tempered subexponential growth at ∞). Let H be a standard Q-
rank-1 subgroup of G and choose P and θ as in Lemma 5.3. Let N be a connected
unipotent Q-subgroup of G that is normalized by H. Assume that the restriction
of A0 to ΓN has lenΓ-subexponential growth and that the restriction of A0 to ΓP ′

has lenΓ-subexponential growth for every minimal parabolic Q-subgroup P ′ of G.

Write H̃ = HN . Then there exist ω > 1 and ℓ0 > 0 such that for any ε > 0
there is a Cε > 0 such that for any continuous path t 7→ gt in H with g0 = 1, the
following hold:

(1) (Weak φ-tempered subexponential growth in the cusp on XH̃ .)

For any x ∈ H̃/ΓH̃ and any T > 0 such that φ(gt ·x) ≥ ℓ0 for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T ,

B±(gt, x) ≤ ωφ(x) + ωφ(gt · x) + εd(1, gt) + Cε.

(2) (Strong φ-tempered subexponential growth in the cusp on XH .)
For any x ∈ H/ΓH and any T > 0 such that φ(gt ·x) ≥ ℓ0 for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T ,

B±(gt, x) ≤ ε
(
φ(x) + d(1, gt)

)
+ Cε.

Proof. By the choice of P and θ as in Lemma 5.3, we may select a Siegel funda-
mental set DH in H for ΓH such that DH is contained in a Siegel fundamental set
D in G for Γ. Fix a fundamental domain FH for ΓH in DH . Select a precompact
fundamental domain FN for the ΓN -action on N . As in the proof of Lemma 5.12,

FHFN contains a fundamental domain FH̃ for the ΓH̃ -action on H̃.
Let πH : H → H/ΓH be the natural projection. Since rankQH = 1, there

is a compact subset K of H/ΓH such that for each connected component C of
π−1
H

(
(H/ΓH) r K

)
, there is a minimal parabolic Q-subgroup PC of H such that C

is contained in a HQ-translate of a Siegel set constructed relative to PC and θ|H .
In particular, for each such C, the set {γ ∈ Γ | Cγ ∩ C 6= ∅} is contained in ΓPC

;
see [59, Theorem 13.10, p. 202] or [10, Proposition III.2.19, p. 307]. We remark
that every minimal Q-parabolic subgroup in H is the intersection of H with a min-
imal parabolic Q-subgroup of G; indeed all minimal Q-parabolic subgroup in H
are conjugate by HQ so the conclusion follow from Lemma 5.3. It follows that the
restriction of A0 to each ΓPCi

, 1 ≤ i ≤ r, has uniform lenΓ-subexponential growth.

Fix ℓ0 > sup {φ(x) : x ∈ K}. Since FH is contained in a Siegel fundamental
set, π−1

H

(
φ−1([ℓ0,∞))) ∩ FH is contained in the union of finitely many connected

components C1, . . . , Cr of π−1
H

(
(H/ΓH)rK

)
. Then, since φ is N -invariant, if g0n0 ∈

FHFN and if φ(g0n0Γ) ≥ ℓ0 then g0n0 ∈ CiFN for some 1 ≤ i ≤ r.
Consider a continuous 1-parameter path t 7→ gt in H with g0 = 1. Consider any

g′n0 ∈ FHFN such that for some T > 0 and all 0 ≤ t ≤ T ,

φ(gtg
′n0Γ) ≥ ℓ0.

Fix 0 ≤ t ≤ T and write gtg
′n0 = g′′n1γHγN where g′′n1 ∈ FHFN . By our choice

of ℓ0, we have γH ∈ ΓPCi
for some 1 ≤ i ≤ r.
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As in the proof of Lemma 5.12,

B±(gt, g
′n0Γ) ≤ B∓(g′n0,1Γ) + B±(γH ,1Γ) + B±(γN ,1Γ) + B±(g′′n1,1Γ).

Let γ = γHγN . As in the proof of Lemma 5.12,

d(γ,1) ≤ d(g′,1) + d(g′′,1) + d(gt,1) + 2 diam(FN).

Indeed

d(1, γ) ≤ d(1, g′n0) + d(g′n0, gtg
′n0) + d(gtg

′n0, γ)

= d(1, g′n0) + d(g′n0, gtg
′n0) + d(g′′n1γ, γ)

= d(1, g′n0) + d(1, gt) + d(g′′n1,1)

≤ d(1, n0) + d(n0, g
′n0) + d(1, gt) + d(g′′n1, n1) + d(n1,1)

≤ d(g′,1) + d(g′′,1) + d(gt,1) + 2 diam(FN ).

Lemma 3.23 and the hypotheses then imply there are C0 and for any ε > 0 there
exists Cε such that B±(γH ,1Γ) and B±(γN ,1Γ) are bounded above by

εC0d(1, γ) + Cε.

As in the proof of Lemma 5.12 there are constants k,B so that each B±(gini,1Γ)
is bounded above by

kd(gi,1) +B.

Since gi ∈ FH there are C1 and B1 so that

d(gi,1) ≤ C1d(giΓ,1Γ) +B1 ≤ C1φ(giΓ) +B1.

Since φ(gtg
′n0Γ) = φ(g′′n1Γ) this establishes the first conclusion.

For the second conclusion, if x ∈ H/ΓH then x has a representative of g′ ∈ FH .
We have that B±(g,1Γ) is uniformly bounded over all g ∈ FH and thus for some
constants C2, C3, c2, and c3,

B±(gt, g
′n0Γ) ≤ C1 + c1ε(d(g

′,1) + d(g′′,1) + d(gt,1)) + Cε

≤ C2 + c2ε(φ(g
′Γ) + φ(gtgΓ) + d(gt,1)) + Cε

≤ C3 + c2ε(2φ(g
′Γ) + 2d(gt,1)) + Cε

where we use that

φ(gtg
′Γ) ≤ d(gtg

′Γ, 1Γ) + 1 ≤ d(gt,1) + d(g′Γ, 1Γ) + 1 ≤ d(gt,1) + φ(g′Γ) + 1. �

6. Lyapunov exponents

As in Section 5.3, we continue to assume that Γ acts on a compact metric space
(X0, d0) and the action lifts to a continuous cocycle A0 on a finite-dimensional
normed vector bundle E0 over X0. We have the induced actions of G on X =
(G×X0)/Γ and E = (G×E0)/Γ. The induced linear cocycle on E is denoted by A.
Equip E with a norm as in Section 5.4; recall from Proposition 5.10 we have that
A is h-tempered.
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6.1. Lyapunov exponents for unbounded cocycles. We have the following
claim which follows immediately from Proposition 5.10 and guarantees the existence
and finiteness of Lyapunov exponents for the cocycle A. Equip E with a norm
constructed as in Section 5.4.

Claim 6.1. Let µ a probability measure on X with exponentially small mass at ∞.
Then for any compact E ⊂ G, the functions

x 7→ sup
g∈E

log ‖A(g, x)‖ and x 7→ inf
g∈E

logm(A(g, x))

are L1(µ).

Given a ∈ G and an a-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X we define the
average top (or leading) Lyapunov exponent of A to be

λtop,a,µ,A := lim inf
n→∞

1

n

∫
log ‖A(an, x)‖ dµ(x). (6.1)

This is finite when the function x 7→ log ‖A(a, x)‖ is integrable; in particular, for
any a-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X with exponentially small mass
at ∞, the average top Lyapunov exponent λtop,a,µ,A of A is finite. Note also that
the a-invariance of the measure µ implies that the sequence

n 7→
∫

log ‖A(an, x)‖ dµ(x)

is subadditive whence the lim inf in (6.1) can be replaced with either a limit or an
infimum.

Remark 6.2. By Lemma 5.7, the value of λtop,a,µ,A is independent of the choice
of norm constructed in Section 5.4 whenever the {at}-invariant measure µ on X
projects to a measure on G/Γ for which the function gΓ 7→ d(gΓ,1Γ) is L1. In
particular, for any {at}-invariant measure µ on X projecting to the Haar measure
on G/Γ, the value of λtop,a,µ,A is defined independent of the choice of P and θ
chosen in the construction of the norm on E .

With the notation established above and in Sections 5.3 and 5.4, we state the
following reformulation and generalization of Theorem D.

Theorem 6.3. Let G be a connected semisimple Lie group without compact factors
and with rankRG ≥ 2. Let Γ be an irreducible lattice subgroup in G and let A0 : Γ×
E0 → E0 be a cocycle as above.

If A0 : Γ × E0 → E0 fails to have subexponential growth then, for the induced
G-cocycle A : G× E → E, there exists a split Cartan subgroup A of G and a Borel
probability measure µ on X such that

(1) µ is (ZA)-invariant,
(2) µ projects to the Haar measure on G/Γ, and
(3) λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ ZA.

Remark 6.4 (The case of cocompact Γ). In the case that Γ is a cocompact lattice in
G, we note that the induced G-spaceX is compact and the cocycleA is bounded. In
this case, the conclusions of Theorem D and Theorem 6.3 are essentially contained
in [16]. Indeed, in the setting of Theorem D, for groups G with finite center,
[16, Proposition 4.6] guarantees the existence of a split Cartan subgroup A of G
and an A-invariant, Borel probability measure µ′ on X such that the average top
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Lyapunov exponent λtop,a,µ′,A is positive for some a ∈ A. When G has infinite

center, let K̃ be a maximal subgroup such that K = K̃/Z is a maximal compact

subgroup of G/Z. Let K0 ⊂ K̃ be a compact subset that maps onto K. We may
replace the KAK-decomposition of G in the proof of [16, Proposition 4.6] with
a K0ZAK0 decomposition as discuessed in Remark 3.21. Up to finite index, ZA
is isomorphic to Zk × Rℓ. See Corollary 3.20. Minor notational modifications to
the proof of [16, Proposition 4.6] in the setting of Theorem 6.3 and for groups with
infinite center then yields a (ZA)-invariant, Borel probability measure µ′ onX , such
that the average top Lyapunov exponent λtop,a,µ′,A is positive for some a ∈ ZA.

It remains to modify µ′ to obtain a new measure µ with the above properties and
whose projection to G/Γ is the Haar measure. Assume first that all simple factors of
G are higher rank (which holds, in particular, when G is simple). If λtop,a,µ′,A > 0
for some a ∈ A then, in the setting of Theorem D, the proof of [16, Proposition 4.7]
(see especially [16, Lemma 6.6]) gives a measure µ with the desired properties. In
the setting of Theorem 6.3, we again obtain the desired outcome by minor notational
modifications to the proof of [16, Proposition 4.7] and [16, Lemma 6.6]. In the case
that λtop,a,µ′,A = 0 for all a ∈ A but λtop,a,µ′,A > 0 for some a ∈ Z, one may
easily adapt the arguments in the proofs of [16, Proposition 4.7] and [16, Lemma
6.6] (which are much simpler now since a commutes with all elements of G, see
Lemma 6.5 below) to obtain a measure µ with the desired properties.

When G is semisimple and, in particular, when G has rank-1 factors, we can
combine the proof of [16, Proposition 4.7] with the irreducibility of Γ to obtain the
desired conclusion. Indeed, we may assume µ′ is ergodic and thus fiberwise Lya-
punov exponents for the (ZA)-action on (X,µ) are identified with linear function-
als on ZA (and thus vanish on torsion elements); see for example [17, Proposition
3.11] for a formulation of Oseldec’s theorem for cocycles over actions of higher-rank
abelian groups. Write G = G′ · G′′ where G′ and G′′ are normal subgroups of
positive dimension with G′ ∩ G′′ ⊂ Z. Write A′ = A ∩ G′ and A′′ = A ∩ G′′. Up
to interchanging the roles of G′ and G′′, we may assume λtop,a,µ′,A is positive for
some a ∈ ZA′′. We may average µ′ over a Følner sequence contained in a maximal
unipotent subgroup U of G′ normalized by A′ and pass to a subsequential limit
to obtain a Borel probability measure µ′′ on X . We may then average µ′′ over a
Følner sequence in A and pass to a subsequential limit to obtain a Borel probability
measure µ on X . The measure µ is A-invariant and, since A normalizes U , µ is also
U -invariant. Moreover, using that a ∈ ZA′′ centralizes G′, [16, Lemma 4.2] shows
that

λtop,a,µ,A ≥ λtop,a,µ′′,A ≥ λtop,a,µ′,A > 0.

The projection of µ to G/Γ is (A′U)-invariant; Proposition 4.9 shows that the
projection of µ to G/Γ is G′-invariant. Since Γ is irreducible, the image of Γ
in G/G′ is dense, which implies that every G′-orbit on G/Γ is dense; since G′

is generated by unipotent elements, Ratner’s measure rigidity theorem (see for
example [60, Theorem 9]) implies that the Haar measure on G/Γ is the only G′-
invariant, Borel probability measure on G/Γ. Thus µ projects to the Haar measure
on G/Γ and has the other properties asserted in Theorem 6.3.

6.2. Lyapunov exponents under averaging. It is well known that the top Lya-
punov exponent of a bounded continuous linear cocycle is an upper-semicontinuous
function on the space of invariant measures (see e.g. [16, Lemma 4.2] or [69,
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Lemma 9.1]). For cocycles whose norm is tempered as in Proposition 5.10, upper-
semicontinuity of the top exponent holds when restricted to families of invariant
measures with uniformly exponentially small mass at ∞; see [17, Lemma 3.8]. This
implies the following two results that we frequently use.

Lemma 6.5 ([17, Lemma 3.9]). Let a ∈ G and let µ be an a-invariant Borel
probability measure on X with exponentially small mass at ∞. For any amenable
subgroup H ⊂ CG(a) and any Følner sequence of precompact sets {Fn} in H, if
the family {Fn ∗ µ} has uniformly exponentially small mass at ∞ then for any
subsequential limit µ∞ of {Fn ∗ µ}, the measure µ∞ is a-invariant and

λtop,a,µ,A ≤ λtop,a,µ∞,A.

Averaging over Følner sequences in ZA and applying Lemma 6.5 yields the
following.

Corollary 6.6. Let {at} be a 1-parameter, R-diagonalizable subgroup of G and
let µ0 be an {at}-invariant Borel probability measure on X projecting to the Haar
measure on G/Γ such that λtop,a1,µ0,A > 0. Then there is a Borel probability
measure µ on X, such that

(1) µ projects to the normalized Haar measure on G/Γ,
(2) there is a split Cartan subgroup A of G that contains {at} such that µ is

(ZA)-invariant, and
(3) λtop,a1,µ,A > 0.

6.3. Lyapunov exponents for pre-compact orbits. The above lemmas are
needed to control escape of mass and unboundedness of the cocycle when averaging.
For orbits that remain in a compact set, we obtain the following results. The proofs
of each are straight-forward modifications of the arguments in [16, Proposition 4.6].

In Section 3.5, we defined the notion of a split Cartan subgroup of a connected
semisimple Lie group in terms of a choice of Iwasawa decomposition. More generally,
if H is a connected reductive Lie subgroup of G, define a split Cartan subgroup
AH of H to be a maximal, connected, abelian ad-R-diagonalizable subgroup. All
such subgroups are conjugate and these definitions coincide for semisimple Lie sub-
groups. Moreover, there is a split Cartan subgroup A ⊂ G such that AH = H ∩A.

Lemma 6.7. Let Ĥ ⊂ F be a connected reductive R-subgroup such that Γ̂Ĥ is

cocompact in H and let H = (φ−1Ĥ)◦ be the associated subgroup of G. Let AH be
a split Cartan subgroup of H.

Suppose the restriction A0|Z of the cocycle A0 to the center Z of G has lenΓ-
subexponential growth. If the restriction A0|ΓH fails to have lenΓ-subexponential
growth then there is an AH-invariant Borel probability measure µ on XH such that

λtop,a,µ,A > 0

for some a ∈ AH .

Proof outline. Fix a Cartan involution θ of G which leaves H invariant. We may

assume the norm on E is constructed relative to θ. Let K̃ ⊂ G be the subgroup of

θ-fixed points. From Claim 5.5 there is C0 > 0 such that for any compact K ⊂ K̃,
all x ∈ XH , and all k ∈ K,

‖A(k, x)‖ ≤ C0
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and, given ε > 0, there is Cε such that for all x ∈ XH and z ∈ Z,

‖A(z, x)‖ ≤ Cεe
ε lenΓ(z).

As discussed in Remark 3.21, given γ ∈ ΓH , we write

γ = k′zak′′

where a ∈ AH = A ∩ H for some split Cartan A ⊂ G, z ∈ (Z ∩ H), k′, k′′ are
in a bounded set, and lenΓ(z) and d(a,1) are bounded above by linear functions
of lenΓ(γ). The assumption that A0|ΓH fails to have uniform lenΓ-subexponential
growth implies there exists κ > 0 and sequences γn ∈ ΓH with lenΓ(γn) → ∞ and
x′n ∈ X0 such that for all n,

log ‖A0(γn, x
′
n)‖ ≥ κ lenΓ(γn).

Write γn = k′nznank
′′
n. There is C > 0 such that for all sufficiently small ε > 0,

for all sufficiently large n,

log ‖A(an, xn)‖ ≥ 1

C
log ‖A0(γn, x

′
n)‖ − log ‖A(zn, xn)‖ − C

≥ 1

C
log ‖A0(γn, x

′
n)‖ − ε lenΓ(zn)− Cε − C

≥ 1

C
(κ− ε)

[
lenΓ(γn)−

1

C
lenΓ(γn)

]
− Cε − 2C

≥ 1

C2
(κ− 1

C
ε) [d(an,1)]− Cε − 2C.

In particular, taking ε > 0 sufficiently small, for all sufficiently large n,

log ‖A(an, xn)‖ ≥ κ

2
d(an,1)

and the existence of the measure µ and a ∈ AH with the desired properties follows
exactly as in the proof of [16, Proposition 4.6]. �

When the restriction A0|Z fails to have lenΓ-subexponential growth, we have the
following which will easily lead to the desired conclusion in Proposition 7.1.

Lemma 6.8. If the restriction A0|Z fails to have lenΓ-subexponential growth then
there is a Z-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X0 such that

λtop,a,µ,A0 > 0

for some a ∈ Z.
Proof sketch. Recall that the groupZ is finitely-generated abelian and quasi-isometrically
embedded in Γ. We may average the norm on E0 over the action of all torsion el-
ements so that every torsion element acts isometrically on E0. Let {a1, . . . , ar}
generate the free abelian subgroup of Z. If the restriction A0|〈ai〉 of A0 to the
subgroup generated by each ai has lenΓ-subexponential growth then A0|Z has lenΓ-
subexponential growth. We may thus assume there is ai such that the restriction
A0|〈ai〉 fails to have lenΓ-subexponential growth. Replacing ai with a

−1
i if needed,

a standard exercise (see for example [14, Proposition 3.1.2]) yields an ai-invariant,
Borel probability measure µ0 on X0 such that

λtop,ai,µ0,A0 > 0.

Averaging µ0 over a Følner sequence in Z, Lemma 6.5 yields a measure µ with the
desired properties. �
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A softer version of the proof of [16, Proposition 4.6] (see for example [14, Propo-
sition 3.1.2]) also establishes the following.

Lemma 6.9. Let {at} be a one-parameter subgroup of G, let E ⊂ X be a compact
subset, and let {xn} be a sequence of points in X such that

(1) lim supn→∞
1
n log ‖A(an, xn)‖ > 0, and

(2) at · xn ∈ E for all 0 ≤ t ≤ n and n ∈ N.

Then there exists an {at}-invariant, Borel probability measure µ supported on E
with

λtop,a1,µ,A > 0.

6.4. The projectivized cocycle and its infinitesimal generator. Let PE → X
denote the projectivization of the vector-bundle E → X . We represent a point
ξ ∈ PE as ξ = (x, [v]) where [v] is an equivalence class of non-zero vectors in the
fiber E(x). The G-action on E by vector-bundle automorphisms induces a natural
G-action on PE which restricts to a projective transformation between each fiber
and its image.

Let Ψ: G× PE → R be the function

Ψ(g, ξ) = Ψ
(
g, (x, [v])

)
= log

(‖A(g, x)(v)‖
‖v‖

)
.

We have that Ψ is an additive cocycle over the G-action on PE :
Ψ(g1g2, ξ) = Ψ(g1, g2 · ξ) + Ψ(g2, ξ). (6.2)

In particular, Ψ(an, ξ) =
∑n−1

k=0 Ψ(a, ak · ξ).
Write Ψ′ : g× PE → R for the infinitesimal generator of Ψ: given Y ∈ g,

Ψ′(Y, ξ) = lim
t→0

Ψ
(
exp(tY ), ξ

)

t
. (6.3)

The function Ψ′ exists by the construction of the norm ‖ · ‖ on E ; see Claim 5.4(4).
The following properties hold for Ψ′:

(1) Ψ′(Y, ·) : PE → R is continuous;
(2) Ψ′(sY, ξ) = sΨ′(Y, ξ);

(3) Ψ
(
exp(TY ), ξ

)
=
∫ T

0
Ψ′
(
Y, exp(sY ) · ξ

)
ds.

Moreover, if at = exp(tY ) and if µ̃ is an {at}-invariant, Borel probability measure
on PE then

(4)
∫
Ψ′
(
Y, ·) dµ̃(·) =

∫
Ψ
(
a, ·) dµ̃(·).

Note that PE → X is a compact extension. If a ∈ G and if µ is an a-invariant,
Borel probability measure on X then there exists at least one a-invariant, Borel
probability measure on PE projecting to µ. We have the following claim which
relates the top Lyapunov exponent of A with the cocycle Ψ and such measures on
PE .
Claim 6.10 (See e.g. [69, Theorem 6.1]). Let a ∈ G and assume that µ is an
a-invariant, Borel probability measure on X with exponentially small mass at ∞.
Then:

(1) for any a-invariant Borel probability measure µ̃ on PE projecting to µ we
have ∫

Ψ(a, ·) dµ̃ ≤ λtop,a,µ,A;
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(2) there exists an a-invariant Borel probability measure µ̃ on PE projecting to
µ such that ∫

Ψ(a, ·) dµ̃ = λtop,a,µ,A.

Review of notation and standing hypotheses

Before we begin the proof of Theorems D and 6.3, we review the standing
hypotheses and notation that will be used in the remainder of the paper. Let
K ∈ {R,Q}.

(1) G is a connected simply connected semisimple Lie group with real rank at
least 2 and without compact factors.

(2) Z is the center of G.
(3) F is an algebraically simply connected, Q-simple, semisimple algebraic Q-

group. The Lie group F = F(R) is connected.
(4) φ : G→ F is a surjective morphism with ker(φ) ⊂ Z.
(5) Γ ⊂ G is a nonuniform irreducible lattice subgroup of G and Z ⊂ Γ.

(6) The image Γ̂ := φ(Γ) is a lattice subgroup of F commensurable with FZ;

all torsion elements in Γ̂ are central.
(7) Given a connected subgroup H ⊂ F , let H̃ := (φ−1(H))◦ be the connected

subgroup of G projecting to H . Write

ΓH = ΓH̃ := H̃ ∩ Γ

and

Γ̂H := Γ̂ ∩H.
If H = H(R)◦ for some Q-subgroup H we say that H̃ is defined over Q.

(8) A connected subgroup H ⊂ G is a parabolic K-subgroup if φ(H) = Q◦

where Q is a parabolic K-subgroup of F .
(9) A connected subgroup U ⊂ G is unipotent if φ(U) is a unipotent subgroup

of F .
(10) An element a ∈ G is R-diagonalizable if φ(a) is R-diagonalizable.
(11) Given a connected subgroup A ⊂ G, we say A is a K-torus if there is an

K-torus S ⊂ F with φ(A) = S(R)◦.
If A ⊂ G is an R-torus then A decomposes uniquely as A = A′A′′ where

φ(A′), (resp. φ(A′′)) is a maximal R-split, r(esp. R-anisotropic) subgroup
of φ(A).

Given a one-parameter subgroup {at} of A write at = atanisa
t
split where

atanis ∈ A′′ and atsplit ∈ A′.

(12) We let Γ act by homeomorphisms on X0. We assume this action lifts to a
cocycle A : Γ × E0 → E0 on a finite-dimensional normed vector bundle E0
over X0.

(13) We let X := (G×X0)/Γ be the suspension space with the G-action induced
from the Γ-action on X0. The space X has the structure of a fiber bundle
over G/Γ and the fibers are homeomorphic to X0.

(14) Write πE : E → X for the induced vector bundle E = (G × E0)/Γ induced
by E0 → X0. For any closed subgroup H of G, let A : H ×EH → EH be the
restriction of the cocycle to (H ×X0)/ΓH . We equip with E with a norm
as constructed in Section 5.4.
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(15) In the setting of Theorem D, we have X0 = M , E is the fiberwise tangent
bundle of X = (G×M)/Γ, and A : Γ× TM → TM is the cocycle induced
by the derivative cocycle A0(γ, x) = Dxα(γ).

7. Subexponential growth for the center

We begin the proof of Theorems D and 6.3. In the following simple proposition we
assume the failure of subexponential growth occurs for the restriction A0 : Z×E0 →
E0 of the cocycle A0 to the center Z of G. In the sequel, when considering the
restriction of the cocycle to other subgroups of Γ we will quote the proposition to
assume the center only contributes subexponential growth to the cocycle.

Proposition 7.1. Suppose the restriction

A0 : Z × E0 → E0
fails to have lenΓ-subexponential growth. Then there exists a split Cartan sub-
group A of G and a (ZA)-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X projecting to
the Haar measure on G/Γ such that λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ Z.

Proof. Since Z ⊂ Γ, the induced action of Z onG/Γ is the identity action. It follows
from Lemma 6.8 that there is a Borel probability measure µ0 on X projecting to
the delta mass δ1Γ on G/Γ such that λtop,a0,µ0,A > 0 for some a0 ∈ Z.

Fix any split Cartan subgroup A ⊂ G and a one-parameter subgroup {bs} in A.
Let U = U+(bs) be the expanding horosperical subgroup associated with {bs}. Note
that A and U trivially commute with Z. Averaging µ0 over an appropriate Følner
sequence in U , by Lemmas 4.8 and 6.5 we obtain a (ZU)-invariant, Borel probability
measure µ1 on X with exponentially small mass at ∞ and λtop,a0,µ1,A > 0. Since
µ0 is supported over the identity coset 1Γ in G/Γ, µ1 is compactly supported.
By Corollary 4.4 and Lemma 6.5 the sequence of measures {(bs)∗µ1 : s ∈ N}
is uniformly tight; moreover, any subsequential limit µ2 of this sequence is Z-
invariant, projects to the Haar measure on G/Γ, and satisfies λtop,a0,µ2,A > 0.
Finally, averaging µ2 against an appropriate Følner sequence in A, by Lemma 6.5
we obtain a (ZA)-invariant, Borel probability measure µ on X projecting to the
Haar measure on G/Γ with λtop,a0,µ,A > 0. �

7.1. Additional hypothesis for Sections 8, 9, and 10. Using Proposition 7.1,
we will assume in Sections 8, 9, and 10 below the following additional hypothesis:

Assumption 7.2. The restriction

A0 : Z × E0 → E0
of the cocycle A0 to the center Z has lenΓ-subexponential growth.

8. Subexponential growth for unipotent subgroups

In this section, we assume that the failure of subexponential growth occurs for
the restriction of the action to some unipotent Q-subgroup of Γ. In Sections 9
and 10, we then consider situations where the failure of subexponential growth
occurs for the actions of certain other subgroups of Γ.

Under the additional hypothesis in Assumption 7.2 we have the following.
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Proposition 8.1. If there is a connected unipotent Q-subgroup U of G such that
the restriction

A0 : ΓU × E0 → E0
does not have lenΓ-subexponential growth then there is a split Cartan subgroup A
of G and an A-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X projecting to the Haar
measure on G/Γ such that λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ A.

The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of this proposition. We
will prove the contrapositive of Proposition 8.1; in particular, we will assume the
following:

Assumption 8.2. For every split Cartan subgroup A of G, every A-invariant Borel
probability measure µ on X that projects to the Haar measure on G/Γ, and every
a ∈ A,

λtop,a,µ,A = 0.

We recall the subadditive cocycles B± : G×G/Γ → R defined by (5.8) and (5.9)
in Section 5.5. Under Assumption 8.2, we will show that the restrictions of B± to
U × U/ΓU are sublinear: for every ε > 0, there is Cε such that for all g ∈ U and
x ∈ U/ΓU ,

B±(g, x) ≤ εd(g,1) + Cε.

Since ΓU is cocompact in U , by Corollary 5.13 and Theorem 3.22, this is equivalent
to the following: for every ε > 0 there is Cε such that for all γ ∈ ΓU ,

B±(γ,1Γ) ≤ εd(γ,1) + Cε.

To start the proof of Proposition 8.1, we consider various 1-parameter subgroups
{at} that normalize U . For such {at}, we let U+ ⊂ U be the expanding subgroup
of U . We will show, roughly speaking, that the restriction of B± to a subgroup U+

of U has sublinear growth and then deduce sublinear growth for all of U from this.
However, there is a technical issue that we will actually not see immediately that
the restriction of B± to U+ itself has sublinear growth, but only that each element
of U+ has the same image in U/[U,U ] as some element with sublinear growth.

Sublinear growth of the cocycle for such representatives of elements of U+ in
U/[U,U ] will be deduced from sublinear growth for generic trajectories for the
1-parameter subgroup {at}. The basic idea is simply that if {at} has sublinear
growth and if u0 is a fixed element of U+, then u := atu0a

−t is a large element of U
whose norm for the associated cocycle is sublinear in d(u,1). From Corollary 3.9,
by varying {at} we can then generate all of U/[U,U ] by the associated expanding
subgroups. A difficulty is that sublinear growth of {at} only holds along orbits of
a full measure subset of base points whereas, for elements of U , we need a uniform
estimate that holds at every point of U/ΓU . To upgrade from almost every point
to every point, we work in the abelianization U/[U,U ] and use that sumsets of sets
with high density in balls cover balls of comparable radii.

In Sections 8.1 and 8.2 we make precise the outline in the preceding paragraphs
in the proof of Lemma 8.4. We then use Lemma 8.4 to establish Proposition 8.1 in
Section 8.3.
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8.1. Subexponential growth for generic {at}-orbits. Using Lemma 3.26, it
is sufficient to consider the case that U is the unipotent radical of some maximal
parabolic Q-subgroup Q. We fix a choice of rational Langlands decomposition of
Q,

Q = (L × S◦)⋉ U.

Since Q is a maximal Q-parabolic, we have dimS◦ = 1.
To begin the proof of Proposition 8.1, we fix the following notation:

(1) Let Ã be a connected, Q-anisotropic Q-torus Ã of L. More precisely, the

image of Ã in F is a connected, Q-anisotropic Q-torus.

(2) Let {at} be a one-parameter subgroup of Ã such that a1 ∈ ΓÃ.
(3) Let aZ := {an | n ∈ Z}. Then Λ := aZΓU is a cocompact lattice in {at}U .
(4) We write u+, u0, u− for the expanding, centralized, and contracting direc-

tions of the action of Ad(a1split) on u. More precisely, u+, u0, u− are the sum
of the eigenspaces corresponding to eigenvalues greater than 1, equal to 1,
and less than 1, respectively.

(5) Each of u+, u0, u− is a Lie subalgebra of g. Let U+, U0, and U− denote the
corresponding analytic subgroups of U . Note that:
(a) U0 = CU (a

t
split) is the centralizer of {atsplit} in U ,

(b) each of the three subgroups is normalized by both Ã and U0 (since Ã
and U0 each centralize {atsplit} and normalize U), and

(c) U−U0U+ = U .

From Corollary 3.9 we may choose several one-parameter subgroups {at} as above,
such that the corresponding expanding horospherical subgroups U+ generate U/[U,U ].
In particular, we will always consider {at} as above such that a1split is non-trivial.

Lemma 8.3. Suppose Assumptions 7.2 and 8.2 hold and let {at} be as above. Then
for mU -almost every u ∈ U we have

lim
n→∞

1

n
B±(an, uΓU ) = 0. (8.1)

Proof. Let U± denote the smallest Q-subgroup of U that contains both U+ and U−

and let A′/ΓA′ be the closure of the image of {atsplit} in Ã/ΓÃ; that is, A′ is the

smallest Q-torus of Ã containing {atsplit}. We remark that A′ is a connected closed

subgroup of Ã and that ΓA′U is cocompact in A′U . Let ̂ : A′U → A′U/ΓA′U de-
note the natural quotient map. Then {atsplit} acts ergodically with respect to the

Haar measure on A′U±/ΓA′U± ; see for example [13, Theorem 6.1]. Since U0 central-

izes {atsplit} and since U0U± = U , almost every {atsplit}-orbit in Â′U equidistributes

to the Haar measure on some translate ̂u0A′U± of A′U±/ΓA′U± in Â′U for some
u0 ∈ U0.

Let G0 denote the set of points in Â′U whose {atsplit}-orbit equidistributes to the

Haar measure on such a translate. Let G = { u ∈ U | uΓ ∈ G0 }. As discussed

above, G0 has full measure in Â′U . Since A′ centralizes {atsplit} and normalizes U

and U±, the subset G0 is A′-invariant which implies that G is conull in U .
To complete the proof, we show that (8.1) holds for u ∈ G. Suppose that (8.1)

fails for some u ∈ G. We note that {atanis}Z is contained in a compact subgroup of

Ad(G) = G/Z. The torus Ã is quasi-geodesically embedded in G and Z is quasi-
isometrically embedded in G. The hypothesis in Assumption 7.2 then implies for
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any ε > 0 there is C such that for all x in the compact set
̂̃
AU ,

B±(ananis, x) ≤ C + nε.

Since the {atsplit}-orbit of uΓ is contained in the compact set ̂u0A′U± ⊂ Â′U for

some u0 ∈ U0, we have that

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
B±(ansplit, uΓ) > 0.

Applying Lemma 6.9 to the subgroup {atsplit}, there is an {atsplit}-invariant Borel
probability measure ν supported on X which projects to the Haar measure on the

translate ̂u0A′U±, such that λtop,a1
split,ν,A

> 0. We remark that since U0 normalizes

U±, the projection ν̂ of ν to G/Γ is U±-invariant.
Let {F 0

j } be a Følner sequence of precompact sets in U0. Observe for each j that

F 0
j ∗ν is supported on the subset of X projecting to the compact set ÛA′U± = Â′U .

Let ν0 be a subsequential limit of {F 0
j ∗ ν}. Then ν0 is U0-invariant. In addition,

since U0 normalizes both {atsplit} and U±, the image ν̂0 of ν0 under the projection

X → G/Γ remains invariant under both {atsplit} and U±. In particular, ν̂0 is

invariant under {atsplit}U0U± = {atsplit}U . Furthermore, by Lemma 6.5 we have
λtop,a1

split,ν
0,A > 0.

Recall that U is the unipotent radical of a parabolic Q-subgroup Q and S = {bs}
is a 1-parameter subgroup. Also note that S centralizes {a1split} and that U =

U+(bs) is the expanding horosperical subgroup of {bs}. Applying Corollary 4.4
and Lemma 6.5 to the sequence {(bs)∗ν0 : s ∈ N} and applying Corollary 6.6 to
any subsequential limit point ν∞ of {(bs)∗ν0 : s ∈ N}, we obtain a Borel probability
measure µ on X whose properties violate Assumption 8.2. �

8.2. Subexponential growth for representatives of hyperbolic directions.
In the remainder of this section, we write ̂ : U → U/[U,U ] to denote the natural
homomorphism from U to its abelianization.

We equip U with a right-invariant metric dU . This induces a metric on Û =
U/[U,U ]. As U is a unipotent subgroup of G there is a constant Cd > 1 such that
for all u ∈ U with d(u,1) > 1, we have

1

Cd
log dU (u,1) ≤ d(u,1) ≤ Cd log dU (u,1).

By definition, U → Û is distance non-increasing.
The main lemma used to establish the inequality in (8.4) is the following:

Lemma 8.4. There exists a constant C0 > 0 such that for every ε > 0 there is Cε

such that for every x ∈ U/ΓU and every u ∈ U such that û ∈ Û+ there exists v ∈ U
such that

(a) v̂ = û,
(b) B±(v, x) ≤ ε d(u,1) + Cε, and
(c) d(v,1) ≤ C0d(u,1) + C0.

To prepare for the proof of this fundamental lemma we establish some additional
notation. For u ∈ U , write u = wu+ where u+ ∈ U+ and w ∈ U−U0; let p+ : U →
U+ be the natural map u 7→ u+. Similarly, write û = ŵû+ where û+ ∈ Û+

and w ∈ Û−U0 and let p̂+ : U → Û+ be the map u 7→ û+. Observe p̂+ is a
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homomorphism. For a subset E ⊂ U , let E+ and Ê+ denote, respectively, the
image of E under the maps p+ and p̂+. Recall that mE and mÊ+ denote the Haar

measures on U and Û+ normalized to give unit mass to E and Ê+, respectively.

Claim 8.5. There is a two-sided Følner sequence {Fk} in U with the following
properties:

(1) For every Borel subset E of Fk and every n ∈ N,

m
anF̂k

+
a−n(a

nÊ+a−n) ≥ mFk
(E).

(2) Identifying the abelian group Û+ with some Euclidean space Rℓ, we may

equip Û+ with a norm which is invariant under conjugation by {atanis} and

for which F̂k

+
is the ball of radius k centered at the origin.

Proof. Identifying U and {at} with their images under the adjoint representation,

equip Û+ with a norm invariant under conjugation by {atanis}. Let B̂k be the ball

of radius k centered at the origin in Û+, let U0 = ker p̂+. For each k, let Bk be

a precompact Borel cross-section of p̂+ over B̂k; in particular, p̂+(Bk) = B̂k and

vU0 ∩ Bk = {v} for all v ∈ Bk. We may assume 1 ∈ Bk. Note that {B̂k} is a

two-sided Følner sequence in the abelian group Û+. We then construct a two-sided
Følner sequence {Fk} in U , such that

F̂k

+
= B̂k and Fk = Bk(Fk ∩ U0),

by induction on the nilpotency degree of U and the following observation: if Z
denotes the center of a locally compact group H , if {F ′

n} is a Følner sequence
in Z, and if {F ′′

k } is a sequence of precompact subsets of H such that the image of
{F ′′

k } in H/Z is a two-sided Følner sequence, then {F ′′
k ·F ′

nk
} is a two-sided Følner

sequence in H , provided that nk → ∞ sufficiently rapidly.
With a sequence {Fk} constructed above, (2) holds by definition.

To show (1), we let p : Fk → F̂k

+
be the natural map. Then for each v ∈ Bk,

p−1(v̂+) ∩ Fk = v(Fk ∩ U0),

so all fibers of p over F̂k

+
have the same measure with respect to mU0 , namely

mU0(Fk ∩ U0). This implies that the Radon-Nikodym derivative d(p∗mFk
)/dm

F̂k
+

is constant on F̂k

+
. Since both measures are normalized, the Radon-Nikodym

derivative is 1. For every E ⊆ Fk, this implies

m
F̂k

+(Ê+) = (p∗mFk
)(Ê+) = mFk

(
p−1(Ê+) ∩ Fk

)
≥ mFk

(E),

where the last inequality follows as p−1(Ê+) ∩ Fk ⊇ E. Conjugation by an is a
group automorphism and therefore does not change the relative measure of a subset
within an ambient set, so

m
anF̂k

+
a−n

(anÊ+a−n) = m
F̂k

+(Ê+). �

To establish Lemma 8.4, we first show that if k and n are large, then a large

proportion of the elements of an F̂k

+
a−n have the properties specified in the lemma.

We begin with the following elementary claim.
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Lemma 8.6. Let mU/ΓU denote the normalized (left-)Haar measure on U/ΓU . Let
ρ : U → U/ΓU be the canonical projection and let E ⊂ U be a right-ΓU -invariant set
such that

mU/ΓU (ρ(E)) ≥ 1− δ.

Let {Fk} be a left-Følner sequence in U . Then for all sufficiently large k,

mFk
(E) ≥ 1− 2δ.

Proof. Letmk := ρ∗(mFk
). Note that eachmk is absolutely continuous with respect

to mU/ΓU . We claim that mk converges to mU/ΓU in the strong topology: for any
(Borel or Lebesgue) measurable E ⊂ U/ΓU ,

mk(E) → mU/ΓU (E).

For the claim, fix a symmetric precompact neighborhood O of the identity in U .
By left-Følnerness of Fk, for any δ > 0 there is k0 such that for all k ≥ k0,

sup
g∈O

mU (g · Fk△Fk)

mU (Fk)
≤ δ.

This implies for k ≥ k0 that

‖g∗mk −mk‖v ≤ δ

where ‖ · ‖v denotes the total variation norm on signed Borel measures.
Note that {mk} has a weak-∗ convergent subsequence. Any weak-∗ limit point

of {mk} is U -invariant and hence we conclude that mk → mU/ΓU in the weak-∗
topology. We claim this convergence also holds in the strong topology. Indeed, let
φ be a non-negative C∞ function supported in O with

∫
φ(g) dg = 1. Given a

measurable E ⊂ U/ΓU , let h = 1E . The convolution φ ∗ h is C0 hence

∫
φ ∗ h dmk →

∫
φ ∗ h dmU/ΓU .

We note for any probability measure µ on U/ΓU that

∫
(φ ∗ h)(x) dµ(x) :=

∫ ∫
φ(g)h(g−1 · x) dg dµ(x)

=

∫ ∫
φ(g)h(g−1 · x) dµ(x) dg

=

∫ ∫
φ(g)h(x) d(g−1

∗ µ)(x) dg.

In particular, by left-invariance of mU/ΓU ,

∫
(φ ∗ h)(x) dmU/ΓU (x) =

∫
h dmU/ΓU .
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On the other hand,∣∣∣∣
∫
φ ∗ h dmk −

∫
h dmk

∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣
∫ ∫

φ(g)h(x) d(g−1
∗ mk)(x) dg −

∫
h(x) dmk(x)

∫
φ(g) dg

∣∣∣∣

≤
∫
φ(g)

∣∣∣∣
∫
h(x) d(g−1

∗ mk)(x) −
∫
h(x) dmk(x)

∣∣∣∣ dg

≤
∫
φ(g)‖g−1

∗ mk −mk‖v dg

≤ δ.

The claim then follows. The lemma follows as ΓU -invariance of E implies mFk
(E) =

mk(ρ(E)). �

Lemma 8.7. For every ε > 0 and δ > 0, there exists k ∈ N and CG > 0 such that

for all sufficiently large n there exists a set Gn ⊂ Û+ such that:

(a) Gn ⊂ anF̂k

+
a−n;

(b) m
anF̂k

+
a−n(Gn) ≥ 1− δ;

(c) for every û ∈ Gn and every x ∈ U/ΓU there is v ∈ U such that
(i) v̂ = û;
(ii) B±(v, x) ≤ εn;
(iii) d(v,1) ≤ CG n.

Proof. Fix ε and δ. For n0 ∈ N, set

G(n0) := { u ∈ U | B±(a±n, uΓU ) ≤ nε for all n ≥ n0 }.
By Lemma 8.3, for almost every u ∈ U there exists n0 such that u ∈ G(n0). Observe
also that G(n0)ΓU = G(n0). Taking n0 sufficiently large, we have

mU/ΓU

(
G(n0)/ΓU

)
≥ 1− δ/2.

Let FU be a compact, symmetric set that contains fundamental domains for
both the right and left action of ΓU on U . Fix a reference point u0 ∈ G(n0) ∩ FU .
Consider k ∈ N and n ≥ n0. Set

Gn :=
(
G(n0) a

−nu−1
0 an

)
∩ Fk.

Since G(n0)ΓU = G(n0) and ΓUFU = U , we have G(n0) a
−nu−1

0 an = G(n0)v0 for
some v0 ∈ FU . Then

mU (Gn) = mU

(
G(n0) ∩ (Fkv

−1
0 )
)
.

From the lower bound on mU/ΓU

(
G(n0)/ΓU

)
, the fact that {Fk} is a two-sided

Følner sequence, Lemma 8.6, and using that v0 ∈ FU is bounded, we conclude that
if k is sufficiently large, then for all n ≥ n0,

mFk
(Gn) ≥ 1− δ.

Fix such k ∈ N for the remainder.
Take the set Gn in the lemma to be the set

Gn := an Ĝn

+
a−n.

Since Gn ⊆ Fk, conclusion (a) of the lemma follows from definition.
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From Claim 8.5(1) we have

m
anF̂k

+
a−n(Gn) ≥ mFk

(Gn) ≥ 1− δ.

This establishes (b).
Consider an arbitrary element of Gn; by definition such an element is of the form

anû+a−n for some choice of u ∈ Gn ⊂ Fk. Given x ∈ U/ΓU , select ux ∈ FU with
uxΓU = x. Set

v = uxu
−1
0 anu+a−nu0u

−1
x . (8.2)

We claim that v satisfies the conclusions in part (c) of the statement of the

lemma. First note that, since Û is abelian, we have v̂ = anû+a−n = anû+a−n.
Moreover, it is clear that v ∈ (FU )

2(anF+
k a

−n)(FU )
2; since FU and Fk are pre-

compact, this implies there are constants C1 and CG such that

d(v,1) ≤ 2C1 + n d(a,1) + C1 + n d(a,1) + 2C1 ≤ CGn.

This establishes (i) and (iii)
For (ii), recall that a1 ∈ Γ so anΓ = Γ. We then have

ua−nu0Γ = ua−nu0a
nΓ ∈ Gna

−nu0a
nΓ

⊆
(
G(n0)a

−nu−1
0 an

)
a−nu0a

nΓ

= G(n0).

(8.3)

Since u is in the precompact set Fk, we may write u+ = wu, where w ∈ U−U0

and the norm of w is uniformly bounded over the choice of u ∈ Gn. Then we have
anu+a−n = wn(a

nua−n) where the norm of wn := anwa−n is bounded uniformly
over the choice of n ∈ N and u ∈ Gn. Since ux and u0 are in the compact set FU ,
the element v in (8.2) is at bounded distance (uniform in the choice of n and u)
from uxu

−1
0 anua−nu0u

−1
x , respectively. Since the homogeneous space {at : t ∈

R}U/
(
{an : n ∈ Z}ΓU

)
is compact there is a constant C (depending only on the

choice of k and FU ) such that

B±(v, x) ≤ C + B±(uxu
−1
0 anua−nu0u

−1
x , x)

≤ C + B±(uxu
−1
0 , anua−nu0Γ) + B±(an, ua−nu0Γ)

+ B±(u, a−nu0Γ) + B±(a−n, u0Γ) + B±(u0u
−1
x , x)

≤ C + C + εn+ C + εn+ C

≤ 3εn

for all n sufficiently large. �

We now prove Lemma 8.4.

Proof of Lemma 8.4. Fix ε > 0. As in Claim 8.5(2), we identify Û+ with
some (Rℓ,+). Let 0 < δ < 2−(ℓ+1) and let k be as in Lemma 8.7 for this choice of δ
and ε.

Consider any û ∈ Û+. Recall that F̂k

+
is the ball B̂k of radius k centered at

the origin and that conjugation by a expands Û+. Take the minimal n such that

2û ∈ anF̂k

+
a−n. We may assume n is sufficiently large so that Lemma 8.7 holds.

Let Gn be as in Lemma 8.7.
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Write F̃ := a−nF̂k

+
an. Recall Û+ is equipped with a norm so that F̂k

+
is

a ball centered at the origin. Then 1
2 F̃ ⊆ F̃ and mF̃

(
1
2 F̃
)
= 2−ℓ > 2δ. Since

mF̃ (Gn) > 1− δ, this implies

m 1
2 F̃

(
Gn ∩ 1

2 F̃
)
>

1

2
.

Since û ∈ 1
2 F̃ we also have û− 1

2 F̃ ⊆ F̃ . By the same argument,

m 1
2 F̃

(
(û −Gn) ∩ 1

2 F̃
)
>

1

2
.

In particular, there is some û′ ∈ 1
2 F̃ ∩Gn ∩ (û−Gn). Then û− û′ ∈ Gn and

û = û′ + (û− û′) ∈ Gn +Gn.

In particular, we may write any û = û1 + û2 with ûi ∈ Gn.
Now consider any x ∈ U/ΓU . From Lemma 8.7(c), there exist v1, v2 ∈ U , such

that v̂i = ûi, B±(v2, x) ≤ εn, B±(v1, v2x) ≤ εn, and d(vi,1) ≤ CGn. Let v = v1v2.
Then v̂ = v̂1 + v̂2 = û1 + û2 = û.

Let λ be the smallest eigenvalue of a1split on Û+. Since the norm ‖ · ‖ on Û+

is chosen to be invariant under atanis, a
iF̂k

+
a−i contains the ball of radius λik;

minimality of n then implies n ≤ logλ 2‖û‖. The map U → Û+ is a polynomial
so there is a constant C such that logλ 2‖û‖ ≤ Cd(u,1) if d(u,1) > 1. Then
n ≤ Cd(u,1) and we have

B±(v, x) ≤ B±(v1, v2x) + B±(v2, x) ≤ εn+ εn ≤ 2εC d(u,1)

and

d(v,1) ≤ d(v1,1) + d(v2,1) ≤ 2CG n ≤ 2CGC d(u,1). �

8.3. Proof of Proposition 8.1. We complete the proof of Proposition 8.1. It
suffices to show under Assumption 8.2 that for every ε > 0 there is Cε such that
for all γ ∈ ΓU ,

B±(γ,1Γ) ≤ ε d(γ,1) + Cε. (8.4)

We will first use Lemma 8.4 to show that each element of ΓU/[ΓU ,ΓU ] has a
representative in ΓU for which B+ and B− have sublinear size when evaluated at
the coset 1Γ. This is the base case of an induction that establishes the same
conclusion for every quotient of the descending central series of U . To finish, we
will observe that these estimates on the quotients easily imply the desired sublinear
growth of B+ and B− evaluated at ΓU × {1Γ}.
Claim 8.8. There exists C > 0 such that for every ε > 0 there is Cε > 0 such that
for each u ∈ U and x ∈ U/ΓU there exists v ∈ U such that

(1) v̂ = û,
(2) B±(v, x) < ε d(u,1) + Cε, and
(3) d(v,1) < C d(u,1) + C.

Proof. Corollary 3.9 provides finitely many one-parameter subgroups at1, . . . , a
t
r

of L, such that the corresponding expanding subgroups Û+
1 , . . . , Û

+
r span Û . Iden-

tify Û with some Rs. Equipping Û with some norm ‖ · ‖, there is CÛ such that

we may write û = û1 û2 · · · ûr where ûi ∈ Û+
i and ‖ûi‖ ≤ CÛ‖û‖. Identifying U

with its image under the adjoint representation, the exponential map on U is a
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polynomial (see Lemma 3.1(1)) and d(u,1) is comparable to log ‖u‖ for all suffi-
ciently large u ∈ U . This implies that we may choose a lift ui of each ûi such that
d(ui,1) ≤ CU d(u,1) + CU , for some constant CU .

Consider any x := x0 ∈ U/ΓU . Recursively define {vi, 1 ≤ i ≤ r} and {xi, 1 ≤
i ≤ r} as follows: By Corollary 3.9(1), each {ati} intersects the lattice Γ. We may

apply Lemma 8.4 with Û+
i , ui, and xi−1 to obtain an element vi. Set xi = vi ·xi−1.

Then

v̂i = ûi, B±(vi, xi−1) ≤ ε d(ui,1) + Cε, and d(vi,1) ≤ C0 d(ui,1) + C0.

Let v = v1v2 · · · vr. Then v̂ = v̂1 v̂2 · · · v̂r = û1 û2 · · · ûr = û. We also have

B±(v, x) = B±(v1v2 · · · vr, x0) ≤
r∑

i=1

B±(vi, xi−1) ≤
r∑

i=1

(
ε d(ui,1) + Cε

)

≤ r
(
ε [CUd(u,1) + CU ] + Cε

)
≤ C′ε d(u,1) + C′

for an appropriate constant C′, and

d(v,1) = d(v1v2 · · · vr,1) ≤
r∑

i=1

d(vi,1) ≤
r∑

i=1

(
C0d(ui,1) + C0

)

≤
r∑

i=1

(
C0[CUd(u,1) + CU ] + C0

)
≤ Cd(u,1) + C.

This completes the proof of the claim. �

For the restriction of the discrete cocycle A0 : Γ × E0 → E0 to ΓU , we have the
following immediate strengthening of Claim 8.8.

Corollary 8.9. There exists C > 0 such that for every ε > 0 there is Cε > 0 such
that for every γ ∈ ΓU there exists λ ∈ ΓU such that

(1) λ = γ mod [ΓU ,ΓU ],
(2) B±(λ±1,1Γ) < ε d(γ,1) + Cε, and
(3) d(λ,1) < C d(γ,1) + C.

Proof. Fix γ ∈ ΓU . From Claim 8.8, there is v ∈ U such that v̂ = γ̂, d(v,1) <
C d(γ,1) + C, and

B±(v,1Γ) < ε d(γ,1) + Cε.

Note that [ΓU ,ΓU ] is a cocompact lattice in [U,U ]. Let Ĉ denote the diameter of

[U,U ]/[ΓU ,ΓU ]. Then there is q ∈ [U,U ] such that qvγ−1 ∈ [ΓU ,ΓU ] and d(q,1) ≤ Ĉ.

Then λ := qv ∈ ΓU satisfies λ = γ mod [ΓU ,ΓU ] and d(λ,1) < C d(γ,1) + C + Ĉ.

By compactness of U/ΓU and using that d(q,1) ≤ Ĉ there is some uniform C′ > 0
such that

B±(λ,1Γ) ≤ B±(v,1Γ) + B±(q, vΓ)

≤ ε d(γ,1) + Cε + C′.

Moreover, since

B±(λ−1,1Γ) = B∓(λ, λ · 1Γ) = B∓(λ,1Γ)

we also conclude that B±(λ−1,1Γ) ≤ ε d(γ,1) + Cε + C′. �
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Let

U = U1 ⊃ U2 ⊃ · · · ⊃ Uc+1 = {1}
be the descending central series of U where Uk+1 = [U,Uk]. Write Λ = ΓU and let

ΓU = Λ = Λ1 ⊃ Λ2 ⊃ · · · ⊃ Λc+1 = {1}

be the descending central series of Λ. For each 1 ≤ k ≤ c, Λk is a cocompact lattice
in Uk and has finite index in ΓUk

= Γ ∩ Uk.

Claim 8.10. There exists C > 0 such that every ε > 0 there is Cε > 0 such that
for every 1 ≤ k ≤ c and γ ∈ Λk there exists λ ∈ Λk such that

(1) λ = γ mod Λk+1,
(2) B±(λ,1Γ) < ε d(γ,1) + Cε and B±(λ−1,1Γ) < ε d(γ,1) + Cε,
(3) d(λ,1) < C d(γ,1) + C.

Proof. The proof is by induction on k. When k = 1, the conclusion follows from
directly from Corollary 8.9. We now assume k ≥ 2.

We recall that Û = U1/U2. Each quotient Uk/Uk+1 is abelian and naturally
identified with uk/uk+1 via the exponential. Moreover, the map

(uUk, wU2) 7→ [u,w]Uk+1

is a well-defined, surjective, bilinear map (Uk−1/Uk)× Û → Uk/Uk+1. Fix a finite
set of generators {w1, . . . , wr} for Λ = ΓU . Then the image {ŵ1, . . . , ŵr} contains

a basis for Û .
For each k ≥ 2, the collection {[wi,Λk−1] : 1 ≤ i ≤ r} is a generating set for Λk.

Moreover, there is a C0 such that for every γ ∈ Λk there are γ1, . . . , γr ∈ Λk−1 with

γ = [γ1, w1] [γ2, w2] · · · [γr, wr]

and d(γi,1) ≤ C0 d(γ,1) + C0 (cf. Lemma 3.1(1)).
Fix γ ∈ Λk and write γ = [γ1, w1] [γ2, w2] · · · [γr, wr] for γ1, . . . , γr ∈ Λk−1 as

above. By the induction hypothesis, there are C1 and λ1, . . . , λr ∈ Λk−1 such that

(1) λi = γi mod Λk

(2) d(λi,1) ≤ C1d(γi,1) + C1, and
(3) B±(λi

±1,1Γ) ≤ ε d(γi,1) + Cε.

Also, there is C2 with max{B±(wi
±1,1Γ) : 1 ≤ i ≤ r} ≤ C2. Let

λ = [λ1, w1] [λ2, w2] · · · [λr , wr].

We check that [λi, wi] = [γi, wi] mod Λk+1. Indeed, there exists q ∈ Λk such that

[λi, wi] = [γiq, wi]

= q−1γ−1
i w−1

i γiqwi

= q−1[γi, wi]w
−1
i qwi

= q−1[γi, wi]q mod Λk+1

= [γi, wi] mod Λk+1.
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Thus λ = γ mod Λk+1. We also have

B±(λ,1Γ) ≤
r∑

i=1

B±
(
[λi, wi],1Γ

)

≤
r∑

i=1

(
B±(λ−1

i ,1Γ) + B±(wi,1Γ) + B±(λi,1Γ) + B±(wi,1Γ)
)

≤ 2r
(
ε d(γ,1) + Cε

)
+ 2rC2

≤ C′ε d(γ,1) + C′.

Similarly, B±(λ−1,1Γ) ≤ C′ε d(γ,1) + C′. Moreover,

d(λ,1) ≤
r∑

i=1

d(λi,1) ≤ r
(
C1d(γ,1) + C1

)
≤ C′′d(γ,1) + C′′.

This completes the proof of the claim. �

We now complete the proof of Proposition 8.1.

Proof of Proposition 8.1. Since Λ1 = ΓU , it suffices to show for every ε > 0 and
every 1 ≤ k ≤ c that there is C > 1 such that for all γ ∈ Λk,

B±(γ,1Γ) ≤ εd(γ,1) + C.

The proof is by backward induction on k. The base case when k = c + 1 holds
trivially.

Consider the inductive case 1 ≤ k ≤ c. Fix any ε > 0. Given γ ∈ Λk, take λ
as in Claim 8.10. We have γ = λ mod Λk+1. From subadditivitiy, Claim 8.10(2),
and the induction hypothesis we have

B±(γ,1Γ) ≤ B±(γλ−1,1Γ) + B±(λ,1Γ)

≤
(
ε d(γλ−1,1) + C′

ε

)
+
(
ε d(γ,1) + Cε

)
.

By Claim 8.10(3), this is bounded above by an expression of the form C1ε d(γ,1)+
C2 where C1 is a constant independent of ε. This completes the proof of the
inductive case. �

9. Subexponential growth for minimal parabolic Q-subgroups

We establish the following proposition which guarantees the existence of a mea-
sure as in the conclusion of Theorems D and 6.3 under the assumption that the
failure of subexponential growth occurs for the action of some ΓP for some minimal
parabolic Q-subgroup P ⊂ G.

Under the additional hypothesis in Assumption 7.2, we have the following.

Proposition 9.1. Let P be a minimal parabolic Q-subgroup of G. If the restriction

A0|ΓP : ΓP × E0 → E0
does not have lenΓ-subexponential growth then there is a split Cartan subgroup A
of G and an A-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X projecting to the Haar
measure on G/Γ such that λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ A.
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Proof. We have the rational Langlands decomposition P = (L × S◦) ⋉ U where
L is a connected reductive Q-subgroup with rankQ L = 0, S is a maximal Q-split
torus of P , and U = Radu(P ) is the unipotent radical of P . Each of L, S, and U
is defined over Q. We have that L/ΓL and U/ΓU are compact, ΓS is trivial, and, up
to finite index, ΓP = ΓL ⋉ ΓU

By Proposition 8.1, the conclusion of Proposition 9.1 would follow if the restric-
tion A0|ΓU : ΓU × E0 → E0 failed to have lenΓ-subexponential growth. Thus, we
may assume for the remainder that A0|ΓU : ΓU × E0 → E0 has lenΓ-subexponential
growth.

Recall that the natural embedding ΓL × ΓU → ΓP is a quasi-isometry (see
Lemma 3.25) when each of the three subgroups is equipped with the lenΓ-metric.
Thus, we may assume that the restriction A0|ΓL : ΓL × E0 → E0 fails to have lenΓ-
subexponential growth. By Lemma 6.7, it follows that there is a R-diagonalizable
1-parameter subgroup {at} ⊂ L and an {at}-invariant Borel probability measure µ
on XL such that

λtop,a1,µ,A > 0.

Recall we write
Uκ(n) := expu(Nκ(n))

where Nκ(n) = {Z ∈ u | ‖Z‖ ≤ eκn } is as in Section 4.1 for a sufficiently large κ.
Take a Følner sequence {Fn} in {at} · U of the form

Fn := { as | 0 ≤ s ≤ n } · Uκ(n)

Since LU/ΓLU is compact, the family {Fn ∗ µ} is uniformly tight. Let µ∞ be any
weak-∗ subsequential limit of {Fn ∗ µ}. Then µ∞ is invariant under both {at} and
U .

Claim 9.2. We have λtop,a1,µ∞,A > 0.

Proof. Let µ denote the measure above obtained from Lemma 6.7. There exists an
{at}-invariant, Borel probability measure µ̃ on PE projecting to µ with λtop,a1,µ,A =∫
Ψ(a, ·) dµ̃. Let µ̃∞ be any subsequential limit of {Fn ∗ µ̃} that projects to µ∞.

Write at = exp(tY ) for Y ∈ g. Since XLU is compact, given any ε > 0, for all
sufficiently large n in the appropriate subsequence we have

λtop,a1,µ∞,A + ε ≥
∫

Ψ(a1, ξ) dµ̃∞(ξ) + ε

=

∫
Ψ′(Y, ξ) dµ̃∞(ξ) + ε

≥
∫

Ψ′(Y, ξ) d(Fn ∗ µ̃)(ξ)

=
1

n

∫ n

0

∫

Uκ(n)

∫
Ψ′(Y, at · u · ξ) dµ̃(ξ) dmUκ(n)(u) dt

=
1

n

∫

Uκ(n)

∫
Ψ(an, u · ξ) dµ̃(ξ) dmUκ(n)(u).

Above, the first equality follows from {at}-invariance of µ̃∞ as in Section 6.4; the
final equality is the fundamental theorem of calculus as in Section 6.4.

Having taken κ > 0 sufficiently large, for u ∈ Uκ(n) we have an u = u′ an for
some u′ ∈ U2κ(n) whence

Ψ(an, u · ξ) = Ψ(an, ξ) + Ψ(u′, an · ξ)−Ψ(u, ξ).
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By definition of µ̃, we have

1

n

∫
Ψ(an, ξ) dµ̃(ξ) = λtop,a1,µ,A.

We have that U is normalized by L and that LU/ΓLU is compact. It follows
from Corollary 5.13 and the assumption that A0|ΓU : ΓU × E0 → E0 has lenΓ-
subexponential growth that the restriction of the cocycle A to U ×ELU has subex-
ponential growth; in particular, for any ε > 0, there is a constant CU such that for
all u′′ ∈ U and ξ ∈ PELU ,

Ψ(u′′, ξ) ≤ CU + ε d(u′′,1).

Identifying U with its image under the adjoint representation, the exponential map
exp|u is polynomial; in particular, there is a constant Cu > 0 such that

d
(
1, expu(Z)

)
≤ Cu n for all Z ∈ N2κ(n).

Hence
∣∣Ψ(u′, an · ξ)−Ψ(u, ξ)

∣∣ ≤ 2CU + ε d(u′,1) + ε d(u,1) ≤ 2CU + 2εCu n.

Then for n sufficiently large,

1

n

∫

Uκ(n)

∫ ∣∣Ψ(u′, an · ξ)−Ψ(u, ξ)
∣∣ dµ̃(ξ) dmUκ(n)(u) ≤

2CU + 2εCu n

n
≤ 3εCu.

The result then follows by taking ε > 0 sufficiently small. �

As U is the unipotent radical of the minimal parabolic Q-subgroup P , U is
the expanding horospherical subgroup of some one-parameter subgroup {bs} of S.
Recall that {bs} centralizes {at} whence (bs)∗µ∞ is {at}-invariant for every s. From
Corollary 4.4, the sequence {(bs)∗µ∞ : s ∈ N} has uniformly exponentially small
mass at ∞ and its projections converge to the Haar measure on G/Γ. Applying
Lemma 6.5 and then Corollary 6.6 produces a measure satisfying the conclusion of
Proposition 9.1. �

10. Subexponential growth for Q-rank-1 subgroups

We prove the following result in which we consider the case that the failure of
subexponential growth occurs for the restriction of the cocycle A0 to ΓH for some
standard Q-rank-1 subgroup H in G. This, combined with Proposition 7.1 and
Theorem 3.31, yields Theorems D and 6.3.

As in the previous two sections, we keep the standing hypothesis from Assump-
tion 7.2.

Proposition 10.1. If there is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup H of G such that the
restriction

A0|ΓH : ΓH × E0 → E0
does not have lenΓ-subexponential growth then there is a split Cartan subgroup A
of G and an A-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X projecting to the Haar
measure on G/Γ such that λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ A.

10.1. Preliminaries, key ingredients and outline.
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10.1.1. Preliminaries. Fix a standardQ-rank-1 subgroupH ofG. From Lemma 3.14
there is a parabolic Q-subgroup Q of G with rational Langlands decomposition
Q◦ = (L×S◦)⋉N such that H is the unique Q-isotropic almost-simple factor of L.

We have that H normalizes N and write H̃ := H ⋉N . Since H and N are defined
over Q, H̃ is also defined over Q.

Note that if rankQ(G) = 1 then N = {e} and H = H̃ = Q = G; if rankQ(G) > 1

then N 6= {e} and the inclusions H ⊂ H̃ ⊂ G are all proper.

Recall that we write ΓH := H ∩ Γ, ΓH̃ := H̃ ∩ Γ, XH := (H × M)/ΓH , and

XH̃ := (H̃ ×M)/ΓH̃ . The set H̃/ΓH̃ has the structure of a fiber bundle over H/ΓH

with compact fibers. In particular, given any compact set K ⊂ H̃/ΓH̃ , the N -orbit
of K is compact.

We select a minimal parabolic Q-subgroup P and Cartan involution θ as in
Lemma 5.3. We equip the vector bundle E with a norm constructed as in Sec-
tion 5.4 relative to Siegel fundamental sets constructed relative to P and θ. From
Proposition 9.1, we may assume that the restriction of α to ΓP has uniform lenΓ-
subexponential growth for every minimal parabolic Q-subgroup P . From Proposi-
tion 8.1 we may assume that α|ΓN has uniform lenΓ-subexponential growth.

We will use heavily the growth controls in Lemmas 5.12 and 5.14. We recall
the two proper C∞ “height” functions defined earlier: we have h : G/Γ → [0,∞)

satisfying (5.7) and φ : H̃/ΓH̃ → [0,∞) the function φ = h ◦ ρ where ρ : H̃/ΓH̃ →
H/Γ is the canonical projection as in (5.10). We lift h to X and PE and lift φ to XH̃

and PEH̃ via the canonical projections PE → X → G/Γ and PEH̃ → XH̃ → H̃/ΓH̃ .
We also fix ω to be the largest of the constants ω appearing in Lemmas 5.12 and 5.14.

10.1.2. Key Ingredients and Outline. As discussed in the introduction, the proof of
Proposition 10.1 resembles arguments in [16] more than those of [17], particularly in
the case where Γ has Q-rank one. However, to set up the arguments, the first steps
are quite similar to work done in [17]. In Section 10.2, we prove various preliminar-
ies about the growth of cocycle A along AH trajectories in XH̃ . In particular, we
show that exponential growth of derivatives is always witnessed by paths beginning
and ending in a fixed compact set and that the empirical measures corresponding
to such paths form tight families. In addition we show that the exponential growth
can always be witnessed along a single one-parameter subgroup. In Section 10.3,
we define the crucial new tools for our proof. Recall the norm-growth cocycle
defined in Section 6.4 and its infinitesimal generator for a fixed one-parameter sub-
group. This cocycle over a one-parameter subgroup is specified by a function which
is continuous but unbounded. As already explained in Section 2.4, the key diffi-
culty for our arguments is that this unbounded function is not even in L1 so basic
tools of ergodic theory do not apply. To resolve this difficulty we introduce two
related objects. First we introduced a time-averaged version of the cocycle, which
is measurable, bounded, invariant under our 1-parameter subgroup, and computes
Lyapunov exponents. However, this function is now not continuous and its inte-
gral against various measures does not behave well under weak-∗ convergence. To
remedy this we introduce the key technical object, a cut-off cocycle, that interpo-
lates between the original cocycle and the time-averaged one. The cut-off cocycle is
bounded and while not continuous has very controlled discontinuities and behaves
well under weak-∗ limits; see Section 10.3.2.
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The proof of Proposition 10.1 in Section 10.5 first assembles these tools and our
prior results to build an (AHN)-invariant measure on XH̃ that has positive top
Lyapunov exponent. The rest of the proof follows arguments of [16] in the Q-rank-
one case and [17] in the case of higher Q-rank. Technical difficulties occur because
it does not always suffice to work with the cut-off cocycle, since it is only a cocycle
over a 1-parameter subgroup but not cocycle over the full G-action or full A-action.
We thus need to track the interplay between the original continuous norm-growth
cocycle, the time-averaged cocycle, and the cut-off cocycle.

10.2. Characterization and properties of orbits with exponential growth.
We study the growth properties of the cocycle A along AH trajectories inXH̃ . From
the choice of θ as in Lemma 5.3, the subgroup H is θ-invariant and the restriction
θ|H is a Cartan involution of H . Fix a θ-invariant split Cartan subgroup A of G.
We obtain an Iwasawa decomposition H = KH AH NH of H where KH = K ∩H ,
AH = A∩H , and NH is the coarse root group corresponding to the Q-root defining
H .

10.2.1. Maximal growth rate along AH . We now define a filtration of XH̃ by com-
pact sets and study the exponential growth of the cocycle A for trajectories begin-
ning and ending at a fixed set in this filtration. In particular, we show that there
is some compact set that witnesses all possible exponential growth.

Write aH for the Lie algebra of AH . Given ℓ > 0, define “thick sets” of XH̃
parameterized by the function φ as follows:

XH̃,≤ℓ0
:= {x ∈ XH̃ | φ(x) ≤ ℓ0}.

Given Y ∈ aH set:

χ+
ℓ (T, Y,XH̃)

:=
1

T
sup

{
log
∥∥A(exp(TY ), x

)∥∥ : x ∈ XH̃,≤ℓ0
and exp(TY ) · x ∈ XH̃,≤ℓ0

}

χ−
ℓ (T, Y,XH̃)

:=
1

T
sup

{
log
∥∥A(exp(TY ), x

)−1∥∥ : x ∈ XH̃,≤ℓ0
and exp(TY ) · x ∈ XH̃,≤ℓ0

}

Define

χℓ(Y,XH̃) = lim sup
T→∞

max
{
χ+
ℓ (T, Y,XH̃), χ−

ℓ (T, Y,XH̃)
}
.

Observe that χℓ(Y,XH̃) ≥ 0 and that χℓ(cY,XH̃) = |c|χℓ(Y,XH̃).
Fix a norm ‖ ·‖ on g that is Ad(K) invariant and whose right G translates define

the symmetric metric on K\G. Let a′ be a vector subspace of aH . Given ℓ > 0 set

χℓ(T, a
′, XH̃) := sup{χ+

ℓ (T, Y,XH̃) : Y ∈ a′, ‖Y ‖ = 1 }
= sup{χ−

ℓ (T, Y,XH̃) : Y ∈ a′, ‖Y ‖ = 1 }.
The quantity χℓ(T, a

′, XH̃) measures the maximal exponential growth rate of the
cocycle A along all orbits of the subgroup exp(a′) in XH̃ of length at most T that
start and end below height ℓ. Define

χℓ(a
′, XH̃) = lim sup

T→∞
χℓ(T, a

′, XH̃).

Note that χℓ(a
′, XH̃) <∞ follows from Proposition 5.10.
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Exactly as in the proof of Lemma 6.7, the decomposition discussed in Re-
mark 3.21 immediately implies the following.

Claim 10.2. Under Assumption 7.2, if the restriction of A0 to ΓH : E0 → E0 fails to
have subexponential growth then there exists some ℓ1 > 0 such that χℓ1(aH , XH̃) >
0.

Proof. By assumption and Lemma 3.23, there exist κ > 0 and sequences {γj} of
elements of ΓH with lenΓ(γj) → ∞ and {xj} in X0 such that

log ‖A0(γj , xj)‖ ≥ κ d(γj ,1).

Let xj = [1, xj ] ∈ XH ⊂ XH̃ be the point corresponding to the ordered pair
(1, xj) ∈ H ×X0. Then there exists C such that for all j,

log ‖A(γj , xj)‖ ≥ κ d(γj ,1)− C.

Following the notation in Remark 3.21, write γj = k′jzjajk
′′
j where k′j , k

′′
j ∈ KH,0,

zj ∈ Z ∩H , and aj ∈ AH . There is C1 such that for all j (with γj 6= 1),

max{d(aj ,1), lenZ(zj)} ≤ C1d(1, γj).

By Claim 5.5 we have that ‖A(k, x)‖ is uniformly bounded over all k ∈ KH,0 and
all x ∈ X . Moreover, by the assumption in Assumption 7.2 and Claim 5.5, given
any ε > 0 there is Cε > 0 such that for all x ∈ X ,

log ‖A(zj , x)‖ ≤ Cε + ε lenZ(zj).

It follows there is Ĉ independent of ε such that for all j (with γj 6= 1),

log ‖A(aj , k
′′
j · x̄j)‖ ≥ κ d(γj ,1)− Ĉ − ε lenZ(zj)− Cε

≥ κ d(γj ,1)− Ĉ − C1εd(γj ,1)− Cε

≥ (κ− C1ε) d(γj ,1)− Ĉ − Cε

≥ (
1

C1
κ− ε) d(aj ,1)− Ĉ − Cε.

assuming ε > 0 is sufficiently small so that 1
C1
κ− ε > 0. Moreover, compactness of

KH,0 implies there is ℓ > 0 so that for all j, φ(k′′j · xj) ≤ ℓ and

φ(ajk
′′
j · xj) = φ(ajzjk

′′
j · xj) = φ

(
(k′j)

−1 · [1, γj · xj ]
)
≤ ℓ.

It follows χℓ(a
′, XH̃) ≥ 1

C1
κ− ε. �

10.2.2. Paths realizing exponential growth start and end in a fixed thick part. Recall
the constant ℓ0 provided by Lemma 5.14.

We prove here that if there are arbitrarily long orbits that all start and end
in some arbitrary common compact thick set and all carry a certain amount of
exponential growth then there are orbits that have both endpoints in the fixed
compact thick set XH̃,≤ℓ0

= {x ∈ XH̃ | φ(x) ≤ ℓ0} and that carry at least as much

exponential growth.

Lemma 10.3. Let a′ be a subspace of aH . Suppose there exist χ > 0, ℓ1 > 0, and
sequences xn ∈ XH̃ , Yn ∈ a′ with ‖Yn‖ = 1, and tn → ∞ such that

(a) for each n, we have φ(xn) ≤ ℓ1 and φ
(
(tnYn) · xn

)
≤ ℓ1;

(b) lim
n→∞

1

tn
log
∥∥A
(
exp(tnYn), xn

)∥∥ = χ.
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Then, for each n there exist x̂n ∈ XH̃ and t̂n such that

(1) lim inf
n→∞

t̂n
tn

≥ χ

χℓ1(a
′, XH̃)

whence t̂n → ∞;

(2) φ(x̂n) ≤ ℓ0 and φ
(
exp(t̂nYn) · x̂n

)
≤ ℓ0;

(3) lim inf
n→∞

1

t̂n
log
∥∥A
(
exp(t̂nYn), x̂n

)∥∥ ≥ χ.

In particular, for any a′ ⊂ a and any ℓ1 ≥ ℓ0, we have

χℓ1(a
′, XH̃) = χℓ0(a

′, XH̃). (10.1)

In light of (10.1), we will often drop the subscript and write χ(a′, XH̃) =
χℓ0(a

′, XH̃) and χ(Y,XH̃) = χℓ0(Y,XH̃) for any Y ∈ aH .

Proof of Lemma 10.3. We may assume ℓ1 > ℓ0.
We first claim for all sufficiently large n that there is some 0 ≤ s ≤ tn such that

φ
(
exp(sYn) · xn

)
≤ ℓ0.

Indeed, for each n, if no such s exists then by Lemma 5.14 for any ε > 0 there is
Cε such that

log
∥∥A
(
exp(tnYn), xn

)∥∥ ≤ 2ωℓ1 + εtn + 2Cε.

By taking ε < χ/2, it would follow that

log
∥∥A
(
exp(tnYn), xn

)∥∥ < (χ/2)tn

for all sufficiently large tn, contradicting hypothesis (b).
We may thus assume for any n there exists sn such that φ

(
exp(snYn) ·xn

)
≤ ℓ0.

For each n ∈ N take

pn = min{ 0 ≤ s ≤ tn | exp(sYn) · xn ∈ XH̃,≤ℓ0
}

and
qn = max{ 0 ≤ s ≤ tn | exp(sYn) · xn ∈ XH̃,≤ℓ0

}.
We have 0 ≤ pn ≤ qn ≤ tn. Let

x̂n = exp(pnYn) · xn, t̂n = qn − pn, and yn = exp
(
qnYn

)
· xn.

We claim that sequences (x̂n) and (t̂n) satisfy the conclusions of the lemma.
Given any 0 < ε < χ/5, there is T1 > 0 such that

1

t
log
∥∥A
(
exp(tY ), x

)∥∥ < χℓ1(a
′, XH̃) + ε

for all x ∈ XH̃ with φ(x) ≤ ℓ1, Y ∈ a′ with ‖Y ‖ = 1, and t ≥ T1 such that
φ(exp(tY ) · x) ≤ ℓ1. Note also that there exists C0 > 0 so that

log
∥∥A
(
exp(tY ), x

)∥∥ < C0

for all x ∈ XH̃ with φ(x) ≤ ℓ1, Y ∈ a′ with ‖Y ‖ = 1, and t ≤ T1. Finally, from
Lemma 5.14 there is Cε > 0 such that for all n,

log
∥∥A
(
(tn − qn)Yn, yn

)∥∥ ≤ 2ωℓ1 + ε(tn − qn) + Cε

and
log ‖A(pnYn, xn)‖ = log ‖A(−pnYn, x̂n)−1‖ ≤ 2ωℓ1 + εpn + Cε.

Take T2 ≥ T1 so that
C0 + 2Cε + 4ωℓ1

T2
≤ ε.
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Consider any n sufficiently large so that tn ≥ T2 and

1

tn
log
∥∥A
(
exp(tnYn), xn

)∥∥ ≥ χ− ε. (10.2)

We claim that t̂n ≥ T1. Indeed, were t̂n ≤ T1 we would have that

log ‖A(tnYn, xn)‖ ≤ log ‖A(pnYn, xn)‖+ log ‖A(t̂nYn, x̂n)‖
+ log

∥∥A
(
(tn − qn)Yn, yn)

)∥∥
≤
[
2ωℓ1 + εpn + Cε

]
+ C0 +

[
2ωℓ1 + ε(tn − qn)

)
+ Cε

]

≤ C0 + 2Cε + 4ωℓ1 + εtn.

Since tn ≥ T2 satisfying (10.2) we would then obtain that

1

tn
log ‖A(tnYn, xn)‖ ≤ 2ε < χ− 2ε

contradicting (10.2).

Still considering tn ≥ T2, since t̂n ≥ T1 we have
(
χℓ1(a

′, XH̃) + ε
)
t̂n

≥ log ‖A(t̂nYn, x̂n)‖
≥ log ‖A(tnYn, xn)‖ − log ‖A(pnYn, xn)‖ − log

∥∥A
(
(tn − qn)Yn, yn

)∥∥
≥ (χ− ε)tn −

[
2ωℓ1 + εpn) + Cε

]
−
[
2ωℓ1 + ε(tn − qn) + Cε

]

≥ (χ− ε)tn − (2Cε + 4ωℓ1)− εtn

≥ (χ− 3ε)tn.

It follows that

t̂n ≥ χ− 3ε

χℓ1(a
′, XH̃) + ε

tn

and that

log ‖A(t̂nYn, x̂n)‖ ≥ (χ− 3ε)tn ≥ (χ− 3ε)t̂n.

Taking ε > 0 arbitrarily small, the claim follows. �

10.2.3. Growth along basis vectors. We prove that it suffices to study the growth
of the cocycle A along a one-parameter subgroup of AH . Fix a vector subspace
a′ of aH and any basis {Z1, . . . , Zr} of unit vectors of a′. Recall from (10.1) that
χℓ(a

′, XH̃) = χℓ0(a
′, XH̃) for all ℓ ≥ ℓ0 whence we write χ(a′, XH̃) := χℓ0(a

′, XH̃).

Corollary 10.4. There exists C ≥ 1 depending only on the norm ‖·‖ and the basis
{Z1, . . . , Zr} such that if χ(a′, XH̃) > 0 then for some 1 ≤ j ≤ r we have

χ(Zj , XH̃) ≥ χ(a′, XH̃)

C
.

Proof. We induct on r = dim a′. The result clearly holds when r = 1.
Since χ(a′, XH̃) > 0, up to reversing paths and using Lemma 10.3, we may

assume there exist sequences xn ∈ XH̃ with φ(xn) ≤ ℓ0, Yn ∈ a′ with ‖Yn‖ = 1,
and tn ∈ R with tn → ∞, such that writing yn := exp(tnYn) · xn, φ(yn) ≤ ℓ0 and

lim
n→∞

1

tn
log ‖A(tnYn, xn)‖ = χ(a′, XH̃).
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Suppose r > 1. For each n, write tnYn = ±pnZr + qnZ
′
n where Z ′

n is a unit
vector in the linear span of {Z1, · · · , Zr−1} and pn, qn ≥ 0. There is C1 depending
only on the choice of basis with

max{pn, qn} ≤ C1tn

for all n. Let

un = sup{u ∈ [0, pn] : φ
(
exp(u · Zr) · xn

)
≤ ℓ0}

vn = sup{v ∈ [0, qn] : φ
(
exp(−v · Z ′

n) · yn
)
≤ ℓ0}.

Fix ε > 0. There is Cε such that for all n, using Lemma 5.14 we have

log
∥∥A
(
exp(tnYn), xn

)∥∥

≤ log
∥∥A
(
exp(unZr), xn

)∥∥+ log
∥∥A
(
exp(−vnZ ′

n), yn
)−1∥∥

+ 2ωℓ0 + ε[(pn − un) + (qn − vn)] + Cε

≤ log
∥∥A
(
exp(unZr), xn

)∥∥+ log
∥∥A
(
exp(−vnZ ′

n), yn
)−1∥∥

+ 2ωℓ0 + 2εC1tn + Cε

Taking ε > 0 sufficiently small, for all n sufficiently large it follows that either

log
∥∥A
(
exp(unZr), xn

)∥∥ or log
∥∥A
(
exp(−vnZ ′

n), yn
)−1∥∥ is at least

1

3

∥∥A
(
exp(tnYn), xn

)∥∥.

Let a′′ be the span of {Z1, . . . , Zr−1}. After dividing by tn and taking tn → ∞ we
have that either

χ(Zr, XH̃) ≥ lim
n→∞

tn
3pn

χ(a′, XH̃) ≥ 1

3C1
χ(a′, XH̃)

and the conclusion follows or

χ(a′′, XH̃) ≥ lim
n→∞

tn
3qn

χ(a′, XH̃) ≥ 1

3C1
χ(a′, XH̃)

and the conclusion follows from the induction hypothesis. �

10.2.4. Paths approximating maximal growth rates give a tight family of empirical
measures. We study empirical measures coming from certain trajectories and show
they form tight families. The families we consider start and end in a fixed compact
set and witness the maximal growth rate.

Lemma 10.5 (Tightness of empirical measures). Fix some Y ∈ aH with χ(Y,XH̃) >
0. Let {xn} ∈ XH̃ be a sequence of points in XH̃ , let tn → ∞, and let

ηn =
1

tn

∫ tn

0

exp(sY )∗δxn ds.

If

(a) for each n, φ(xn) ≤ ℓ0 and φ
(
exp(tnY ) · xn

)
≤ ℓ0, and

(b) lim
n→∞

1

tn
log
∥∥A
(
exp(tnY ), xn

)∥∥ = χ(Y,XH̃),

then {ηn} is a uniformly tight family of Borel probability measures on XH̃ .
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Proof. Write χ = χ(Y,XH̃). Without loss of generality, we may assume that ‖Y ‖ =
1.

Fix some δ > 0. There is T0 > 0 such that for all x ∈ XH̃ with φ(x) ≤ ℓ0 and

all t ≥ T0 such that φ
(
exp(tYn) · x

)
≤ ℓ0 we have

log ‖A(exp(tY ), x)±1‖ ≤ (χ+ δ)t.

Set

C = sup
{
log
∥∥A(exp(tY ), x

)±1∥∥ : x ∈ XH̃ , φ(x) ≤ ℓ0, |t| ≤ T0

}
.

By Lemma 5.14, there exists T1 such that for all T ≥ T1, if φ(x) = ℓ0, φ
(
exp(TY ) · x

)
=

ℓ0, and if φ
(
exp(sY ) · x

)
≥ ℓ0 for all 0 ≤ s ≤ T then

log
∥∥A
(
exp(TY ), x

)
‖ ≤ δT.

For ℓ > 0 and n ∈ N, write

I>ℓ,n = {t ∈ [0, tn] : φ(exp(tY ) · xn) > ℓ}.

Fix some L ≥ T1. For each n, let

pn =
mR(I>L+ℓ0+2,n)

tn
.

Consider some sufficiently large n with pn > 0. Let xt = exp(tY ) ·xn for t ∈ [0, tn].
Let

b0 = 0 ≤ a1 < b1 < a2 < b2 < · · · < aJ < bJ ≤ tn = aJ+1

be such that

(1) φ(xai+1 ) = φ(xbi ) = ℓ0 for every 0 ≤ i ≤ J ;
(2) (bounded excursions) for every 0 ≤ i ≤ J and for all bi ≤ t ≤ ai+1,

φ(xt) < L+ ℓ0 + 2;

(3) (deep excursions) for every 1 ≤ i ≤ J , φ(xt) ≥ ℓ0 for all ai ≤ t ≤ bi and for
some ai < t < bi,

φ(xt) ≥ L+ ℓ0 + 2.

Since pn > 0, we have J ≥ 1.
For each 1 ≤ i ≤ J , by the definition of φ we have bi−ai ≥ L ≥ T1; in particular,

J ≤ tn/L and

log ‖A
(
(bi − ai)Y, x

ai
)
‖ ≤ δ(bi − ai).

Also, for 0 ≤ i ≤ J , we have

log ‖A
(
(ai+1 − bi)Y, x

bi
)
‖ ≤ max{C, (χ+ δ)(ai+1 − bi)}.
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Let ln = 1
tn

∑J
i=1(bi−ai). Note pn ≤ ln. Having taken n sufficiently large, we have

χ− δ ≤ 1

tn
log ‖A(tnY, xn)‖

≤ 1

tn

J∑

i=1

log
∥∥A
(
(bi − ai)Y, x

ai
)∥∥+ 1

tn

J∑

i=0

log
∥∥A
(
(ai+1 − bi)Y, x

bi
)∥∥

≤ 1

tn

J∑

i=1

δ(bi − ai) +
1

tn

J∑

i=0

max
(
C, (χ+ δ)(ai+1 − bi)

)

≤ δln +
(J + 1)C

tn
+ (χ+ δ)(1 − ln)

≤ δln +
C

L
+
C

tn
+ (χ+ δ)(1 − ln).

In particular, for sufficiently large n it follows that

ln ≤ χ−1

[
C

L
+
C

tn
+ 2δ

]
.

Thus, given any ε > 0, having taking δ > 0 sufficiently small, L sufficiently
large, and tn sufficiently large, it follows that pn ≤ ln < ε for all sufficiently large
n whence the family {ηn} is uniformly tight. �

10.3. Time-averaged cocycle, cut-off cocycle, and time-averaged expo-
nents. We define our key technical ingredients, the time-averaged and cut-off co-
cycles, and study their basic properties.

Fix a unit vector Y ∈ aH with χ(Y,XH̃) > 0. Let {at} denote the 1-parameter
subgroup at = exp(tY ). Recall that Ψ′ : g × PE → R denotes the infinitesimal
generator for the norm-growth cocycle Ψ defined in Section 6.4. Let ψ : PE → R be
the function

ψ(ξ) := Ψ′(Y, ξ). (10.3)

Then

Ψ(aT , ξ) =

∫ T

0

ψ(at · ξ) dt. (10.4)

Note that ψ is continuous but need not be bounded. Moreover, given an {at}-
invariant Borel probability measure µ on XH̃ , it may be that ψ is not L1(µ). To
deal with this lack of integrability, we replace ψ with its forwards time average
along the flow {at}. This new function will be bounded though not necessarily
continuous.

10.3.1. Time-averaged cocycle. We define the time-averaged cocycle and see that it
is a bounded measurable function. For any Borel function ϕ : PE → R, write

ϕ(ξ) := lim sup
T→∞

1

T

∫ T

0

ϕ(at · ξ) dt

and

ϕ(ξ) := lim inf
T→∞

1

T

∫ T

0

ϕ(at · ξ) dt.
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Also let

Ψ(a, ξ) := lim sup
T→∞

1

T
Ψ(aT , ξ).

We collect the following observations.

Claim 10.6.

(1) ψ(ξ) = Ψ(a, ξ) for all ξ ∈ PE.
(2) ψ and ψ are bounded measurable functions.

Let EH̃ denote the restriction of the vector bundle E to XH̃ . Let η be an {at}-
invariant Borel probability measure on PEH̃ .

(3) For η-almost every ξ ∈ PEH̃ we have

−χ(Y,XH̃) ≤ ψ(ξ) ≤ ψ(ξ) ≤ χ(Y,XH̃).

(4) For η-almost every ξ ∈ PEH̃ such that φ(at · ξ) ≥ ℓ0 for all t ≥ t0 and some

t0, we have ψ(ξ) = ψ(ξ) = 0.

Proof. Conclusion (1) is immediate from (10.4) and (2) follows from Proposition 5.10.
For (3) and (4), from Proposition 5.10 there exists k and, for each ℓ > 0 there

exists a Cℓ, such that if φ(ξ) ≤ ℓ then for all T ≥ 0,

log ‖Ψ(aT , ξ)‖ ≤ kT + Cℓ.

Given an {at}-invariant Borel probability measure η on PEH̃ , for η-a.e. ξ and any
δ > 0 there are ℓδ and Tδ such that for all T ≥ Tδ,

mR{0 ≤ t ≤ T : φ
(
at · ξ

)
≥ ℓδ} ≤ δT,

log ‖Ψ(aT , ξ)‖ ≤ (χ(Y,XH̃) + δ)T.

Fix such ξ and consider any δ > 0. Fix any T ≥ Tδ sufficiently large so that

T0 = sup{0 ≤ t ≤ T : φ
(
exp tY ) · ξ

)
≤ ℓδ} ≥ Tδ.

Then

log ‖Ψ(aT , ξ)‖ = log ‖Ψ(aT0 , ξ)‖+ log ‖Ψ(aT−T0 , aT0 · ξ)‖
≤ (χ(Y,XH̃) + δ)T0 + k(T − T0) + Cℓδ

≤ (χ(Y,XH̃) + δ)T + kδT + Cℓδ .

It follows that

ψ(ξ) ≤ χ(Y,XH̃) + (k + 1)δ.

The upper bound in (3) follows as δ > 0 was arbitrary.
Moreover, if φ(at · ξ) ≥ ℓ0 for all t ≥ t0 and if T is sufficiently large so that

T0 > t0 then, by Lemma 5.14, given ε > 0 there is Cε such that

log ‖Ψ(aT , ξ)‖ = log ‖Ψ(at0 , ξ)‖+ log ‖Ψ(aT0−t0 , at0 · ξ)‖ + log ‖Ψ(aT−T0 , aT0 · ξ)‖
≤ kt0 + Cφ(ξ) + ωφ(at0 · ξ) + ωℓδ + ε(T0 − t0) + Cε + k(T − T0) + Cℓδ

≤ Ĉ + εT + ωℓδ + Cε + kδT + Cℓδ

for some Ĉ independent of ε and δ. Then ψ(ξ) ≤ ε + kδ and the upper bound in
(4) follows as δ > 0 and ε > 0 are arbitrary.

The lower bounds in (3) and (4) are similar. �
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10.3.2. The function ψℓ and its properties under weak convergence. Here we modify
the function ψ to obtain a bounded function that has the same forwards time
averages along orbits with good recurrence properties. This modified version of ψ
is our cut-off cocycle. There is a parameter choice involved in the process of cutting-
off and we will eventually work with the cut-off cocycle for well-chosen values of the
parameter. Although the new function will not be continuous, its discontinuity set
will rather tame for most choices of parameters. We also study the time averages
of the cut-off cocycle

Fix ℓ > 0. Given ξ ∈ PE , let
t−(ξ) := sup{ s ≤ 0 | as · ξ = ℓ },
t+(ξ) := inf{ s ≥ 0 | as · ξ = ℓ },
τ(ξ) := t+(ξ) − t−(ξ)

(with the convention that sup(∅) = −∞ and inf(∅) = ∞.) Define ψℓ : PE → R as
follows:

ψℓ(ξ) =





ψ(ξ) if h(ξ) ≤ ℓ;

1

τ(ξ)

∫ t+(ξ)

t−(ξ)

ψ(as · ξ) ds if h(ξ) > ℓ and
−∞ < t−(ξ) < t+(ξ) <∞;

0 otherwise.

(10.5)

From Proposition 5.10, we observe the following:

(1) For each ℓ, ψℓ : PE → R is a bounded measurable function;
(2) moreover, the functions ψℓ : PE → R are uniformly bounded in ℓ.

Lemma 10.7. Let η be an {at}-invariant, Borel probability measure on PE.
For η-a.e. ξ ∈ PE and for all ℓ > h(ξ),

ψ(ξ) = ψℓ(ξ) = ψ
ℓ
(ξ) = ψ(ξ).

Moreover, for all almost every ξ ∈ PE,

ψ(ξ) = lim
T→∞

1

T

∫ T

0

ψ(at · ξ) dt.

We remark that the final conclusion of Lemma 10.7 does not follow directly from
the pointwise ergodic theorem as ψ is neither assumed to be L1(η) or non-negative.

Proof of Lemma 10.7. Recall each ψℓ is a bounded measurable function. By the
pointwise ergodic theorem, for a.e. ξ ∈ PE the following two conditions hold:

(1) For every rational ℓ,

ψℓ(ξ) = ψ
ℓ
(ξ) = lim

T→∞

1

T

∫ T

0

ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt.

(2) Given 0 < δ < 1, there is a rational ℓδ(ξ) > 0 with ℓδ(ξ) > h(ξ) such that
for all sufficiently large T ,

mR

(
{t ∈ [0, T ] : h(at · ξ) ≤ ℓδ(ξ)}

)
≥ (1− δ)T.

Moreover, we may assume ℓδ(ξ) ց h(ξ) as δ ր 1.



82 A. BROWN, D. FISHER, AND S. HURTADO

Consider ξ satisfying conditions (1) and (2). Fix any 0 < δ0 < 1 and set
ℓ1 := ℓδ0(ξ). For any ℓ2 ≥ ℓ ≥ ℓ1 and T > 0 such that h(aT · ξ) ≤ ℓ we have

∫ T

0

ψℓ2(a
t · ξ) dt =

∫ T

0

ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt. (10.6)

Set

L = lim
T→∞

1

T

∫ T

0

ψℓ1(a
t · ξ) dt.

Observe that h(ξ) < ℓ1 ≤ ℓ and from condition (2) there is a sequence {tn} with
tn → ∞ such that h(atn · ξ) ≤ ℓ1 ≤ ℓ for all n. Taking ℓ = ℓ1, for any rational
ℓ2 ≥ ℓ1, (10.6) and condition (1) imply that

ψℓ2(ξ) = ψ
ℓ2
(ξ) = L. (10.7)

In particular, the value of ψℓ(ξ) = ψ
ℓ
(ξ) is constant over all rational ℓ > h(ξ). We

claim the same holds for irrational ℓ ≥ h(ξ).

Claim 10.8. For any ℓ ≥ ℓ1, ψℓ(ξ) = ψ
ℓ
(ξ) = L.

Proof. Consider any 0 < T0 < T1 such that

h(aT0 · ξ) = h(aT1 · ξ) = ℓ

and h(at · ξ) > ℓ for all T0 < t < T1. By definition, the function

T 7→ 1

T

∫ T

0

ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt (10.8)

is monotonic on [T0, T1]. Explicitly, with A =
∫ T0

0 ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt and B =

∫ T1

T0
ψℓ(a

t ·
ξ) dt, for T ∈ [T0, T1], (10.8) is equivalent to

A

T
+

1

T

T − T0
T1 − T0

B =
1

T

(
A− T0B

T1 − T0

)
+

B

T1 − T0

hence the derivative of (10.8) has constant sign on [T0, T1]. It follows that

ψℓ(ξ) = lim
T0→∞

sup

{
1

T

∫ T

0

ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt : T ≥ T0, h(a

T · ξ) ≤ ℓ

}
(10.9)

and

ψ
ℓ
(ξ) = lim

T0→∞
inf

{
1

T

∫ T

0

ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt : T ≥ T0, h(a

T · ξ) ≤ ℓ

}
.

Take any rational ℓ2 ≥ ℓ. (10.9) combined with (10.6) imply ψℓ2(ξ) ≥ ψℓ(ξ) and
similarly ψℓ(ξ) ≥ ψℓ1(ξ). Similarly,

ψ
ℓ2
(ξ) ≤ ψ

ℓ
(ξ) ≤ ψ

ℓ1
(ξ).

The claim then follows from (10.7). �

We return to the proof of the lemma. By Proposition 5.10, there is C > 0 such
that for all ζ ∈ PE and g ∈ G,

|Ψ(g, ζ)| ≤ C + Ch(ζ) + Cd(g,1).

Fix any 0 < δ < 1 and take ℓ ≥ ℓδ(ξ). Then

mR

(
{t ∈ [0, T ] : h(at · ξ) ≥ ℓ}

)
≤ δT
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for all sufficiently large T .
Consider some large T > 0. If h(aT · ξ) ≤ ℓ then, by definition,

1

T

∫ T

0

ψ(at · ξ) dt = 1

T

∫ T

0

ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt.

Given any T0 < T1 such that h(aT0 · ξ) = h(aT1 · ξ) = ℓ and h(aT · ξ) ≥ ℓ for all
T0 ≤ T ≤ T1 then, having considered T0 sufficiently large, we have

∣∣∣ 1
T

∫ T

0

ψ(at · ξ) dt− 1

T

∫ T

0

ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt

∣∣∣

≤ 1

T

(∣∣∣
∫ T0

0

ψ(at · ξ)− ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣
∫ T

T0

ψ(at · ξ) dt
∣∣∣ +
∣∣∣
∫ T

T0

ψℓ(a
t · ξ) dt

∣∣∣
)

≤ 1

T

(
0 +

(
C + C(T − T0) + Cℓ

)
+
T − T0
T1 − T0

(
C + C(T1 − T0) + Cℓ

))

≤ 2C + 2Cℓ

T
+ 2C

T − T0
T

≤ 2C + 2Cℓ

T
+ 2Cδ.

Given any ε > 0, by first taking δ > 0 sufficiently small and taking ℓ ≥ ℓδ(ξ), by
considering T sufficiently large we conclude that |ψ(ξ) − ψℓ(ξ)| < ε and |ψ(ξ) −
ψ
ℓ
(ξ)| < ε.

From Claim 10.8, for any ℓ > h(ξ) we have ψℓ = ψ
ℓ
= L =: ψℓδ0(ξ)

for any choice

of 0 < δ0 < 1. The independence of ℓ then implies for all such ℓ that ψℓ = ψ,
ψ
ℓ
= ψ, and thus ψ = ψ. The conclusions of the lemma then follow. �

10.3.3. A classification of {at}-orbits and discontinuity points of ψℓ. Now we show
that the cut-off cocycle ψℓ has relatively tame discontinuities. We do this by ex-
plicitly identifying all possible discontinuities.

Fix some ℓ ∈ [0,∞) such that the level surface h−1(ℓ) is a codimension-one,
C∞ submanifold in G/Γ; by Sard’s theorem and the implicit function theorem this
holds for a.e. ℓ in the range of h. Recall we extend h : G/Γ → R to h : PE → R via
the canonical projection π : PE → G/Γ. We categorize points x ∈ G/Γ and thus
ξ ∈ PE with h(ξ) > ℓ based on how its orbit under the flow {at} meets h−1(ℓ).

Tangential orbits (Tℓ): Write Tℓ for the set of points ξ ∈ PE with h(ξ) > ℓ,
such that the forward or backwards {at}-orbit of π(ξ) in G/Γ is tangent to
h−1(ℓ) at some point of the orbit.

Non-recurrent (Nℓ): We say ξ ∈ PE with h(ξ) > ℓ is forward non-recurrent
to height ℓ if
(1) there is t0 < 0 such that h(at0 · ξ) = ℓ and the {at}-orbit of π(ξ) is

transverse to h−1(ℓ) in G/Γ at t0; and
(2) h(at · ξ) > ℓ for all t > t0.
We similarly say that ξ is backwards non-recurrent to height ℓ if there
is t0 > 0 such that h(at0 · ξ) = ℓ and the {at}-orbit of π(ξ) is transverse
to h−1(ℓ) in G/Γ at t0 and if h(at ·ξ) > ℓ for all t < t0. Write Nℓ for the set
of points that are either forward or backwards non-recurrent to height ℓ.

Excursions (Eℓ): We say ξ ∈ PE with h(ξ) > ℓ is in an excursion if there are
t0 < 0 < t1 such that
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(1) h(at0 · ξ) = ℓ and the {at}-orbit of π(ξ) is transverse in G/Γ to h−1(ℓ)
at t0;

(2) h(at1 · ξ) = ℓ and the {at}-orbit of π(ξ) is transverse in G/Γ to h−1(ℓ)
at t1; and

(3) h(at · ξ) > ℓ for all t ∈ (t0, t1).
Write Eℓ for the set of points in excursions. We note that the transversality
at the endpoints ensures that Eℓ is open.

Deep points (Dℓ): We say ξ is ℓ-deep if h(at · ξ) > ℓ for all t ∈ R. Write Dℓ for
the set of ℓ-deep points.

Given any ξ ∈ PE with h(ξ) > ℓ, we have that ξ is in either Tℓ, Nℓ, Eℓ, or Dℓ.

Claim 10.9. If η is any σ-finite Borel measure on PE then for mR-a.e. ℓ ∈ R, we
have η

(
h−1(ℓ)

)
= 0 and η(Tℓ) = 0.

Proof. We have η
(
h−1(ℓ)

)
= 0 for all but countably many ℓ.

Consider the closed subset
{
(ℓ, ξ, t) : ∂

∂sh(a
s · ξ)

∣∣
s=t

= 0, h(at · ξ) = ℓ
}
⊆ [0,∞)× PE × R

and let T ⊂ [0,∞)× PE denote its image under the projection

[0,∞)× PE × R → [0,∞)× PE .

Since [0,∞)× PE × R is locally compact, T is Borel.
For any ξ ∈ PE , the function t 7→ h(at ·ξ) is either constant or, by Sard’s theorem,

mR

(
{ℓ ∈ [0,∞) : (ℓ, ξ) ∈ T }

)
= 0. For almost every ℓ, we have {ℓ} × Tℓ ⊂ T . It

then follows from Fubini’s Theorem that η(Tℓ) = 0 for mR-a.e. ℓ. �

As observed above, each function ψℓ is bounded but need not be continuous;
however, its discontinuities are rather tame. To compare values of the two height
functions φ and h on EH̃ set

ℓ̂0 := sup{h(ξ) : ξ ∈ XH̃ , φ(ξ) ≤ ℓ0} (10.10)

where ℓ0 is the critical height in Lemma 5.14.

Claim 10.10. For any ℓ > 0 such that h−1(ℓ) is a codimension-one, C∞ subman-
ifold in G/Γ, we have the following:

(1) The set of discontinuity points of the function ψℓ : PE → R is contained in
h−1(ℓ) ∪ Tℓ ∪Nℓ ∪Dℓ.

(2) If ℓ ≥ ℓ̂0 then the set of discontinuity points of the restriction ψℓ|PE
H̃
: PEH̃ →

R is contained in h−1(ℓ) ∪ Tℓ.

Proof. If h(ξ) < ℓ then, as ψ is continuous, ξ is a continuity point of ψℓ.
Suppose h(ξ) > ℓ and ξ ∈ Eℓ. Since Eℓ is open, if ξ′ ∈ PE is sufficiently close

to ξ then ξ′ ∈ Eℓ and the {at}-orbit of ξ′ stays close to the {at}-orbit of ξ for
a sufficiently large amount of time. In particular, taking ξ′ sufficiently close to ξ
ensures that the time average defining ψℓ(ξ) in (10.5) is close to the time average
defining ψℓ(ξ

′). Thus ψℓ is continuous at ξ which establishes (1).
To establish (2), let ξ ∈ Nℓ ∪Dℓ. By definition, ψℓ(ξ) = 0. Suppose {ξn} ⊆ PEH̃

converges to ξ and ψℓ(ξn) 6= 0 for all n. We then have −∞ < t−(ξn) < t+(ξn) <∞
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for all n, and t+(ξn) − t−(ξn) → ∞. From Lemma 5.14, ψℓ(ξn) → 0. Indeed let
L = sup{φ(ξ) : ξ ∈ XH̃ , h(ξ) ≤ ℓ}. Then for any ε > 0 there is Cε so that

ψℓ(ξn) ≤
1

t+(ξn)− t−(ξn)

(
2ωL+ ε(t+(ξn)− t−(ξn)) + Cε

)
. �

10.3.4. Sequences of measures on PE. We now consider a sequence {ηn} of Borel
probability measures on PE converging to a Borel probability measure η. Under
suitable hypotheses controlling the discontinuity sets of ψℓ and using Lemma 10.7
and Claim 10.10 we will control the integral

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη in terms of integration

against ηn.

Corollary 10.11. Let ηn be a sequence of Borel probability measures on PE con-
verging in the weak-∗ topology to an {at}-invariant, Borel probability measure η.

Suppose each ηn is {at}-invariant and that either

(1) η
(
h−1(ℓ) ∪ Tℓ ∪Nℓ ∪Dℓ

)
= 0 for mR-a.e. ℓ, or

(2) each ηn is supported on PEH̃ .

Then ∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη = lim

n→∞

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dηn.

In the case that ηn are possibly not {at}-invariant,
(3) if for mR-a.e. sufficiently large ℓ > 0 and for every n, each ηn is supported

on PEH̃ , ψ ∈ L1(ηn), and
∫
ψ dηn =

∫
ψℓ dηn

then ∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη = lim

n→∞

∫
ψ dηn.

We remark that if an {at}-invariant Borel probability measure η on PE projects
to the Haar measure on G/Γ then, as Haar-a.e. point in G/Γ has dense orbit in
G/Γ, the hypothesis in (1) is automatically satisfied. We also remark that (2) and
(3) only apply to measures supported on the restricted bundle EH̃ .

Proof. First, consider any {at}-invariant, Borel probability measure η̃ supported
on PE . Using Lemma 10.7, dominated convergence, and the {at}-invariance of η̃
we have

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη̃ =

∫
ψ dη̃ = lim

ℓ→∞

∫
ψℓ dη̃ = lim

ℓ→∞

∫
ψℓ dη̃. (10.11)

We apply Claim 10.9 and Claim 10.10. Under the hypothesis in parts (1), (2),
or (3), for almost every ℓ ≥ ℓ0 the restriction of each ψℓ to PEH̃ is continuous on a
set of full η-measure; it follows (see for example [4, Theorem 2.7)] or [5, Corollary
2.2.10]) that ∫

ψℓ dη = lim
n→∞

∫
ψℓ dηn. (10.12)

Part (3) follows by applying (10.11) with η̃ = η and an appropriate choice of such
ℓ.
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For parts (1) and (2), we utilize a uniform (in n) version of (10.11): Using that
ηn → η, given δ > 0 there is ℓδ such that for all ℓ ≥ ℓδ and all sufficiently large n
we have

ηn{ξ : h(ξ) ≥ ℓ} ≤ ηn{ξ : h(ξ) ≥ ℓδ} ≤ δ.

Using that each ηn is {at}-invariant, Lemma 10.7 then implies

ηn{ξ : ψ(ξ) = ψℓ(ξ)} ≥ (1− δ)

for all sufficiently large n. There is C independent of ℓ such that |ψℓ(ξ)−ψ(ξ)| ≤ C
for all ξ ∈ PE . Then for ℓ ≥ ℓδ,∣∣∣∣

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη −

∫
ψℓ dη

∣∣∣∣ ≤ δC, (10.13)

and for all sufficiently large n and all ℓ ≥ ℓδ,
∣∣∣∣
∫

Ψ(a, ·) dηn −
∫
ψℓ dηn

∣∣∣∣ ≤ δC. (10.14)

Under the hypothesis of parts (1) or (2), there exists a sequence {ℓj} with ℓj → ∞
such that (10.12) holds. Given any δ > 0, first take ℓj > ℓδ and then take n
sufficiently large in (10.12) so that

∣∣∣∣
∫
ψℓj dη − lim

n→∞

∫
ψℓj dηn

∣∣∣∣ < δ.

From (10.13) and (10.14),∣∣∣∣
∫

Ψ(a, ·) dη −
∫

Ψ(a, ·) dηn
∣∣∣∣ ≤ (2C + 1)δ

and conclusions (1) and (2) follow as C is independent of δ. �

To apply the above corollary, we often need to verify tightness of the family
{ηn}. The following corollary of Lemma 10.5 gives sufficient criteria for a sequence
of measures supported on PEH̃ to be uniformly tight.

Corollary 10.12. Let ηn be any sequence of {at}-invariant, Borel probability mea-
sures on PEH̃ such that ∫

ψ dηn = χ(Y,XH̃)

for every n. Then the family {ηn} is uniformly tight.

Proof. Let η be any {at}-invariant, Borel probability measure on PEH̃ with
∫
ψ dη =

χ(Y,XH̃). From Claim 10.6(3) we have ψ(ξ) = χ(Y,XH̃) for η-a.e. ξ ∈ PEH̃ . In

particular, for η-a.e. ξ =
(
x, [v]

)
∈ PEH̃ ,

χ(Y,XH̃) ≥ lim sup
T→∞

1

T
log ‖A(aT , x)‖ ≥ lim sup

T→∞

1

T
Ψ(aT , ξ) = ψ(ξ) = χ(Y,XH̃).

For η-almost every ξ ∈ PEH̃ , there is ℓ1 ≥ φ(ξ) and a sequence tj → ∞ such that

φ(atj · ξ) ≤ ℓ1 for all j. If ψ(ξ) = χ(Y,XH̃), then from Lemma 10.3, we further

have that φ(at
′
j · ξ) ≤ ℓ0 for some sequence t′j → ∞.

From the pointwise ergodic theorem, for η-almost every ξ ∈ PEH̃ and every
rational ℓ the limit

lim
T→∞

1

T
mR

(
{ t ∈ [0, T ] | φ(at · ξ) ≥ ℓ }

)
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exists. Lemma 10.5 implies the following: given any δ > 0 there exists a rational
ℓδ > 0 such that for η-almost every ξ ∈ PE with ψ(ξ) = χ(Y,XH̃),

lim
T→∞

1

T
mR

(
{ t ∈ [0, T ] | φ(at · ξ) ≥ ℓδ }

)
< δ.

Then for any {at}-invariant, Borel probability measure on PEH̃ with
∫
ψ dηn =

χ(Y,XH̃), the pointwise ergodic theorem implies

ηn
(
{ ξ ∈ PEH̃ | h(ξ) ≥ ℓδ }

)
< δ. �

10.4. Invariance and additivity of the time-averaged cocycle. While our
modifications of the norm-growth cocycle are beneficial for handling issues of con-
vergence, a priori it destroys all connection the group action even just over A or
AH . Here we show that the space average of the time-averaged cocycles remains a
homomorphism from A. This turns out to be all we need to run proofs analogous
to those in [16] and [17].

We begin with the following consequence of the pointwise ergodic theorem and
Lemma 10.7.

Claim 10.13. Let η be an {at}-invariant, Borel probability measure on PE. If
b ∈ G is in the centralizer of {at} then for η-a.e. ξ ∈ PE,

Ψ(a, ξ) = Ψ(a, b · ξ).

Proof. As b∗η and η are {at}-invariant, from Lemma 10.7, for η-almost every ξ ∈ PE
we have

Ψ(a, b · ξ) = lim
T→∞

1

T
Ψ(aT , b · ξ) and Ψ(a, ξ) = lim

T→∞

1

T
Ψ(aT , ξ).

We have the cocycle relation

Ψ(aT , b · ξ) = Ψ(aT , ξ) + Ψ(b, aT · ξ)−Ψ(b, ξ).

Moreover, for almost every ξ there is a compact set E ⊂ X and Tn → ∞ such that
aTn · ξ ∈ E. For such ξ,

|Ψ(b, aTn · ξ)−Ψ(b, ξ)|
is uniformly bounded in n whence

lim
T→∞

1

T
Ψ(aT , b · ξ) = lim

T→∞

1

T
Ψ(aT , ξ). �

For every a ∈ A, the function ξ 7→ Ψ(a, ·) is bounded as observed in Claim 10.6.
Thus, the integral

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη is well-defined for every Borel probability measure η

on PE .

Lemma 10.14. For any A-invariant, Borel probability measure η on PE, the func-
tion A→ R,

a 7→
∫

Ψ(a, ·) dη

is linear.

Above, we implicitly identify A with its Lie algebra a in the definition of linearity.



88 A. BROWN, D. FISHER, AND S. HURTADO

Proof. For any one-parameter subgroup {at} of A we have Ψ(at, ·) = tΨ(a1, ·) for
all t > 0. It remains to show additivity.

For each T > 0, Claim 10.13 gives the equality

Ψ(bT , aT · ξ) = Ψ(bT , ξ) (10.15)

for almost every ξ. By Fubini’s thoerem, for η-a.e. ξ equality (10.15) holds for
mR-a.e. T > 0.

For each a ∈ A and ε > 0, let

Ga,ε,T0 :=
{
ξ ∈ PE :

∣∣Ψ(a, ξ)− 1
tΨ(at, ξ)

∣∣ < ε for all t ≥ T0
}
.

Fix a, b ∈ AH and ε > 0. For almost every ξ, Lemma 10.7 implies there is some T0
such that ξ ∈ Ga,ε,T0 ∩ Gab,ε,T0 ∩ Gb,ε,T0 ; invariance of η implies ξ may be chosen so
that for some T ≥ T0, a

T · ξ ∈ Gb,ε,T0 and (10.15) holds.
Using the cocycle relation

Ψ(aT , ξ) + Ψ(bT , aT · ξ)−Ψ((ab)T , ξ) = 0,

we conclude that
∣∣Ψ(a, ξ) + Ψ(b, ξ)−Ψ(ab, ξ)

∣∣

≤
∣∣Ψ(a, ξ)− 1

T Ψ(aT , ξ)
∣∣+
∣∣Ψ(b, aT · ξ)− 1

T Ψ(bT , aT · ξ)
∣∣

+
∣∣Ψ((ab)T , ξ)− 1

T Ψ((ab)T , ξ)
∣∣

< 3ε.

It follows that Ψ(a, ξ) + Ψ(b, ξ) = Ψ(ab, ξ) for almost every ξ; additivity of the
integrals then follows. �

10.5. Proof of Proposition 10.1. Recall we fix H to be a standard Q-rank-1

subgroup of G, N is a unipotent Q-subgroup normalized by H , and H̃ = H ⋉ N .
We assume that the restriction of α to ΓH fails to have lenΓ-subexponential growth.

To prove Proposition 10.1, in Section 10.5.1 we first construct in Proposition 10.17
a measure η on PEH̃ that has a positive time-averaged Lyapunov exponent. We will
then average this measure so that it projects to the Haar measure on G/Γ while
maintaining a non-zero Lyapunov exponent for the limiting measure. The averaging
step breaks up into two cases: Section 10.5.2 considers the case where rankQ(Γ) = 1;
Section 10.5.3 considers the case where rankQ(Γ) ≥ 2.

10.5.1. Construction of a measure with positive time-averaged Lyapunov exponent.
We harvest the results of our prior efforts to construct an (AHN)-invariant Borel
probability measure with positive time-averaged Lyapunov exponent.

Let aH be the Lie algebra of a split Cartan subgroup AH of H . Assume as in
Proposition 10.1 that the restriction

A0|ΓH : ΓH × E0 → E0
does not have uniform lenΓ-subexponential growth. From Claim 10.2, we have
χ(aH , XH̃) > 0. From Corollary 10.4, there is Y ∈ aH with ‖Y ‖ = 1 and

χ(Y,XH̃) > 0. Write at = exp(tY ) and set a = a1.
From Lemma 10.3, there exist points xn ∈ XH̃ with φ(xn) ≤ ℓ0 and tn → ∞

such that for every n, φ(atn · xn) ≤ ℓ0 and

lim
n→∞

1

tn
log ‖A(atn , xn)‖ = χ(Y,XH̃).
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For each n, take ξn ∈ PEH̃ with πE(ξn) = xn such that

lim
n→∞

1

tn
Ψ(atn , ξn) = χ(Y,XH̃). (10.16)

There is a Følner sequence in {at} ·N of the form

Fκ(tn) =
{
as | 0 ≤ s ≤ tn

}
·Nκ(tn),

where Nκ(t) := expn
(
{Z ∈ n | ‖Z‖ ≤ eκt }

)
and κ > 0 is chosen sufficiently large

as in Section 4.1. For n ∈ N, set

ηn := Fκ(tn) ∗ δξn .

Lemma 10.15. We have

lim
n→∞

∫
ψ dηn = χ(Y,XH̃).

Proof. From (10.16) it suffices to show

lim
n→∞

∫
ψ dηn = lim

n→∞

1

tn
Ψ(atn , ξn).

For all g ∈ Nκ(tn) we have

(atng) · ξn = (g′atn) · ξn (10.17)

where g′ ∈ N2κ(tn).
Recall that φ(xn) ≤ ℓ0 and φ(atn · xn) ≤ ℓ0. Recall also from Lemma 5.12 that

the action of N on XH̃ has φ-tempered subexponential growth: for any ε > 0, there
is a constant Cε such that

Ψ(g′′, ξ) ≤ Cε + ωφ(ξ) + εd(g′′,1) for all g′′ ∈ N and ξ ∈ EH̃ .
Since N is unipotent, identifying N ⊂ G with its image in F or in Ad(G), the
exponential map expn : n → N from n to N is polynomial and there is a constant
Cn > 0 such that for tn ≥ 1,

d
(
1, expn(Z)

)
≤ Cntn for all Z ∈ N2κ(tn).

We have the cocycle relation,

Ψ(atn , g · ξn)−Ψ(atn , ξn) = Ψ(g′, atn · ξn)−Ψ(g, ξn).

Hence for g ∈ Nκ(tn),
∣∣∣∣
∫ tn

0

ψ(asg · ξn) ds−
∫ tn

0

ψ(as · ξn) ds
∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣Ψ(atn , g · ξn)−Ψ(atn , ξn)
∣∣

=
∣∣Ψ(g′, atn · ξn)−Ψ(g, ξn)

∣∣
≤ 2Cε + ωℓ0 + εd(g′,1) + ωℓ0 + εd(g,1)

≤ 2Cε + 2ωℓ0 + 2εCntn

≤ Ĉε + ε̂ tn

where g′ is as in (10.17) and ε̂ > 0 can be made arbitrarily small by choosing ε > 0
sufficiently small.
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We then have∣∣∣∣
∫
ψ dηn−

1

tn
Ψ(atn , ξn)

∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣
∫
ψ dηn − 1

tn

∫ tn

0

ψ(as · ξn) ds
∣∣∣∣

≤
∫

Nκ(tn)

1

tn

∣∣∣∣
∫ tn

0

ψ(asg · ξn)− ψ(as · ξn) ds
∣∣∣∣ dmNκ(tn)(g)

≤
∫

Nκ(tn)

1

tn

(
Ĉε + ε̂ tn

)
dmNκ(tn)(g)

=
1

tn
(Ĉε + ε̂ tn)

which can be made arbitrarily small by taking tn sufficiently large and ε̂ sufficiently
small. �

Claim 10.16. The family {ηn} is a uniformly tight family of measures.

Proof. Recall that H̃/ΓH̃ is a bundle over H/ΓH with compact fibers. In particular,

for any compact subset E ⊂ H̃/ΓH̃ , its N -orbit N · E ⊂ H̃/ΓH̃ is compact. From,
Lemma 10.5, given δ > 0 there is a ℓδ > 0 such that for every n,

mR{0 ≤ t ≤ tn : φ(at · xn) > ℓδ} < δtn.

Recall that φ is N -invariant. Then It follows that

ηn({ξ ∈ PEH̃ : φ(ξ) > ℓδ}) < δ

for every n. �

Recall the choice of xn, tn from which the measures ηn are constructed. Since
φ(xn) ≤ ℓ0 and φ(atn · xn) ≤ ℓ0, we have

h(g · xn) ≤ ℓ̂0 and h
(
(atng) · xn

)
≤ ℓ̂0

for all g ∈ N where ℓ̂0 is as in (10.10). Recall ψℓ as defined in (10.5). Taking ℓ ≥ ℓ̂0
sufficiently large, it follows from the definition of ηn that for every n,

∫
ψℓ dηn =

∫
ψ dηn.

With the above observations, we obtain an AH -invariant, Borel probability mea-
sure on PEH̃ with non-zero time-averaged Lyapunov exponent.

Proposition 10.17. There is an (AHN)-invariant, Borel probability measure η on
PEH̃ such that

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη = χ(Y,XH̃) > 0.

Proof. From Claim 10.16, the family {ηn} is uniformly tight. Let η∞ be any weak-∗
limit of the family {ηn}. Then η∞ is invariant under both {at} and N .

Take for almost every ℓ > ℓ̂0 we have that h−1(ℓ) is a codimension-one hyper-
surface, η

(
h−1(ℓ)

)
= η(Tℓ) = 0, and

∫
ψℓ dηn =

∫
ψ dηn
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for every n. From Corollary 10.11(3) and Lemma 10.15, we have
∫

Ψ(a, ·) dη∞ = χ(Y,XH̃).

Let {F ′
j} be a Følner sequence in AH , let η̄j := F ′

j ∗ η∞. Since AH is abelian

and η∞ is {at}-invariant, by Claim 10.13 we have for every j that
∫

Ψ(a, ·) dη̄j =
∫

Ψ(a, ·) dη∞ = χ(Y,XH̃).

By Corollary 10.12, the family {η̄j} is uniformly tight. Let η be a limit point of
{η̄j}.

We have that η is AH -invariant and, since AH normalizes N , η is N -invariant.
From Corollary 10.11(2) we have

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη = lim

j→∞

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη̄j = χ(Y,XH̃). �

10.5.2. Proof of Proposition 10.1 when rankQ(Γ) = 1. We use the (AHN)-invariant
measure just constructed to prove Proposition 10.1. We assume for the time being

that rankQ(Γ) = 1; in this case we have H = G = H̃ so AH = A and N is trivial.
We adapt the averaging arguments from [16, §6.3 and §6.4].

Let A be a split Cartan subgroup of G and let β1, . . . , βr be the simple R-roots
of Φ(A,G) relative to some ordering to be specified later. Let η = η0 denote
the A-invariant Borel probability measure guaranteed by Proposition 10.17. From
Lemma 10.14, the map A→ R given by a 7→

∫
Ψ
(
a, ·
)
dη is linear and from Propo-

sition 10.17 is not identically zero.
The action of the real Weyl group of a simple group on the Lie algebra of a

split Cartan subgroup is known to be irreducible. Thus, after permuting the simple
factors of G and conjugating by an element of the Weyl group of a simple factor,
we may assume the ordering of the roots is such that the map a 7→

∫
Ψ
(
a, ·
)
dη is

not proportional to any βi for i > 1. In particular, we may choose a one-parameter
subgroup {at} in A such that

∫
Ψ(a1, ·) dη > 0

and βi(a
t) = 0 for all i > 1. Let U denote the unipotent subgroup generated

by the coarse root groups U [βi] for i > 1; then U centralizes the one-parameter
subgroup {at}.

Let {F̃j} be a Følner sequence of centered intervals in U as in Definition 4.5.

By Lemma 4.7, the family {F̃j ∗ η0} is a uniformly tight. Let η1 be any weak-∗
limit of {F̃j ∗ η0}. Since {F̃j} is Følner, the measure η1 is U -invariant and, as U
centralizes {at}, η1 is {at}-invariant. By Claim 10.13 and Corollary 10.11(2),

∫
Ψ(a1, ·) dη1 = lim

j→∞

∫
Ψ(a1, ·) dF̃j ∗ η0 =

∫
Ψ(a1, ·) dη0.

Let η̂1 denote the image of η1 under the projection πE : E → G/Γ. Since η0 is
A-invariant, it follows from Proposition 4.10 that the image η̂1 is also A-invariant.

Let {F̂j} be a Følner sequence in A. As η̂1 is A-invariant, each F̂j ∗ η1 projects

to the same measure in G/Γ; in particular, the family {F̂j ∗ η1} is uniformly tight.
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Let η2 be any weak-∗ limit of {F̂j ∗ η1}. From Claim 10.13 and Corollary 10.11(2),
we have∫

Ψ(a1, ·) dη2 =

∫
Ψ(a1, ·) d(F̂j ∗ η1) =

∫
Ψ(a1, ·) dη1 =

∫
Ψ(a1, ·) dη > 0.

We have that η2 is A-invariant. Additionally, η2 is U -invariant since η1 is U -
invariant and A normalizes U . In particular, η2 and its image η̂2 in G/Γ are
invariant under the coarse root groups U [βi] for each i > 1. From Proposition 4.9,
the projection η̂2 of η2 to G/Γ is also invariant under the coarse root groups U [−βi]

for all i > 1.
Suppose first that G is not simple. Then 〈U [βi], U [−βi] | i > 1 〉 contains a

(non-compact) simple factor G1 of G. From the preceding paragraph, we know
that the projection η̂2 is G1-invariant. The lattice Γ is assumed irreducible in G
and thus Γ projects densely to the group G/G1. This implies that every G1-orbit
in G/Γ is dense. Since G1 is generated by unipotent elements, Ratner’s measure
rigidity theorem (see for example [60, Theorem 9]) implies that the Haar measure
on G/Γ is the only G1-invariant, Borel probability measure on G/Γ. In particular,
the projection η̂2 of η2 to G/Γ is Haar. Taking µ to be the projection of η2 to X ,
we have that µ is A-invariant and projects to the Haar measure on G/Γ. Since the
Haar measure has exponentially small mass at ∞ we have Ψ(a, ·) ∈ L1(η2) whence∫

Ψ(a, ·) dη2 =

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη2 > 0

and the conclusion of Proposition 10.1 holds by Claim 6.10(1).
Now consider the case that G is simple. Following [16, Section 5.3], we assume

that the roots β1, . . . , βr are enumerated as in [16, Appendix A] and we let

β̂ :=

{
δ = highest root in Φ(A,G) if G is of type Aℓ, Bℓ, Dℓ, E6, or E7;

δ′ = second highest root if G is of type Cℓ, (BC)ℓ, E8, F4, or G2.

As η2 is A-invariant, from Lemma 10.14 the function a 7→
∫
Ψ
(
a, ·
)
dη2 is linear on

A. Moreover, it is not proportional to at least one β̃ ∈ {β1, β̂}. Thus, there is a

one-parameter subgroup {ãt} of A such that
∫
Ψ(ã1, ·) dη̂∞ > 0 and U β̃(ãt) = 0.

Let {Fk} be a Følner sequence of centered intervals in U β̃. From Lemma 4.7, the

family {F̃k ∗ η2} is uniformly tight. Let η3 be a weak-∗ limit point of this family.
The proof of [16, Proposition 6.4] establishes that the projection of η3 to G/Γ is
Haar. Moreover, Claim 10.13 and Corollary 10.11(2), imply

∫
Ψ(ã1, ·) dη3 =

∫
Ψ(ã1, ·) d(F̃k ∗ η2) =

∫
Ψ(ã1, ·) dη2 > 0.

If {F̂k} is a Følner sequence in A then we have that {F̂k ∗ η3} is uniformly tight
and from Claim 10.13 and Corollary 10.11(2)

∫
Ψ(ã1, ·) dη4 =

∫
Ψ(ã1, ·) d(F̂k ∗ η3) =

∫
Ψ(ã1, ·) dη3 > 0.

Then η4 is A-invariant and projects to the Haar measure on G/Γ. Since the Haar
measure on G/Γ has exponentially small mass at ∞, Ψ(a, ·) is L1(η4) and the
pointwise ergodic theorem implies∫

Ψ(a, ·) dη4 > 0.
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The conclusion of Proposition 10.1 holds by Claim 6.10(1). �

10.5.3. Proof of Proposition 10.1 when rankQ(Γ) ≥ 2. Assume now that rankQ(Γ) ≥
2. This implies that the standard Q-rank-1 subgroup H is a proper subgroup of G.
In this case, the group N is non-trivial; we have that N is the unipotent radical
of a standard parabolic Q-subgroup which is normalized by H as in Section 10.1.1.
Let A ⊂ G be a split Cartan subgroup containing AH such that N is the expanding
horospherical subgroup for some one-parameter subgroup {bs} ⊂ A. Let η be the
AHN -invariant Borel probability measure on EH̃ guaranteed by Proposition 10.17.
For n ∈ Z+ set

ηn :=
1

n

∫ n

0

(bs)∗η ds.

Claim 10.18. The family {ηn} is uniformly tight.

Proof. Let µ denote the image of η under the projection PEH̃ → G/Γ. Recall that

N -orbits in H̃/ΓH̃ are compact. In particular, given δ > 0 there is a N -invariant

subset C ⊂ H̃/ΓH̃ with µ(C) > 1− δ. Let µ̂ denote the restriction of µ to C.
As N is the expanding horospherical subgroup for bs, by Corollary 4.4 the family{

(bs)∗µ̂ : s ∈ [0,∞)
}

has uniformly exponentially small mass at ∞. Therefore,
there is some ℓ1 such that for all s > 0,

(bs)∗µ̂
(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | h(x) > ℓ1 }

)
< δ

whence

(bs)∗µ
(
{ x ∈ G/Γ | h(x) > ℓ1 }

)
< 2δ.

Since ℓ1 is independent of s, the sequence { 1
n

∫ n

0 (bs)∗µ ds} is uniformly tight. As
PE → G/Γ is a proper map, the family {ηn} is uniformly tight. �

Let η∞ = limk→∞ ηnk
for some weak-∗ convergent subsequence {ηnk

}.
It is clear from construction that η∞ is bs-invariant, {at}-invariant, and also N -

invariant because η is N -invariant and {bs} normalizes N . Since N is the expanding
horospherical subgroup associated to bs, this implies that η∞ projects to the Haar
measure on G/Γ by Corollary 4.4. Applying Corollary 10.11(1) we have that

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη∞ > 0.

As η∞ is {at}-invariant, we may average over a Følner sequence in A, apply Corol-
lary 10.11(1) to obtain an A-invariant Borel probability measure η′ on PE projecting
to the Haar measure on G/Γ with

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη′ > 0.

Since the Haar measure on G/Γ has exponentially small mass at ∞, Ψ(a, ·) is L1(η′)
and the pointwise ergodic theorem implies

∫
Ψ(a, ·) dη′ > 0

and the proposition follows from Claim 6.10(1). �
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11. Sketch of alternate proof in higher Q-rank

This section provides an alternate approach that provides a shorter proof of
Proposition 10.1 in the special case where rankQG ≥ 2 and G has finite center.
Mainly we avoid the technology of cut-off functions and time averages that make
up the bulk of the previous section of the paper. The methods do not seem to
apply in Q-rank one, and therefore do not yield Proposition 10.1 in full generality.
Since this result is subsumed by Proposition 10.1, and is therefore not required for
a complete proof of our main theorems, we do not provide details. The proof given
here is much more similar to the proof in [17]

Proposition 11.1. Assume rankQG ≥ 2 and let α : Γ → Diff1(M) be an action.
If there is a standard Q-rank-1 subgroup H of G, such that the restriction

α|ΓH : ΓH → Diff1(M)

does not have uniform subexponential growth of derivatives there is a split Cartan
subgroup A of G and an A-invariant Borel probability measure µ on X projecting
to the Haar measure on G/Γ such that λtop,a,µ,A > 0 for some a ∈ A.

Sketch of proof. We assume all results attained prior to Section 10, and will also
assume some results proved in the early parts of that section. Since α|ΓH does not
have uniform subexponential growth of derivatives, there is an R-diagonalizable
one-parameter subgroup {at} of AH , a sequence {ξn} of points in E , and tn → ∞
such that {ξn} and {atn · ξn} are bounded, and

lim
n→∞

1

tn
A(atn , ξn) > 0.

By assuming this limit is as large as possible, we may assume that

lim
n→∞

1

tn
max

t∈[0,tn]
h(at · ξn) = 0. (11.1)

This follows from the proof of Lemma 10.5 and is more explicit in the proof of
[17, Lem. 5.3].

Let {bs} be a nontrivial Q-diagonalizable one-parameter subgroup of G that
centralizesH . The existence of {bs} is where we use the assumption that rankQG ≥
2. Let N be the expanding horospherical subgroup of {bs}, so N is a unipotent
Q-subgroup. It is normalized by H , because H centralizes {bs}. Choose a Følner
sequence {Fn} in N , such that

lim sup
n→∞

1

tn
max
u∈Fn

log ‖u‖ <∞,

and such that {at′nFna
−t′n} is also a Følner sequence in N , for every sequence {t′n}

with |t′n| ≤ tn.
Note that letting F ′

n := {at}0≤t≤tnFn yields a Følner sequence in {at}N . From
(11.1), we see that if we let hn = maxt∈[0,tn] h(a

t ·ξn), then there is a sequence {sn},
such that hn/sn → 0 and sn/tn → 0; for example, let sn =

√
hntn. Therefore, it

follows from exponential mixing that if we let µn := bsnF ′
n ∗δξn , then the projection

of {µn} to G/Γ converges to Haar by applying Theorem 4.2. There is a technical
issue that Theorem 4.2 requires the support of f to be in the unit ball of N , which
can be addressed by covering {at′nFna

−t′n} by small cubes contained in translates
of the unit ball of N and by considering a partition of unity subordinate to this
cover.
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The sequence of measures {µn} has also exponentially small mass at ∞, this
follows because for a fixed t in [0, tn], the set bsnatFn is a U -orbit intersecting
the thick part of G/Γ nontrivially and so the non-divergence results for unipotent
subgroups apply and one can use [17, Lem. 3.3]. Formally, [17, Lem. 3.3] is proven
for one-dimensional unipotent subgroups, but for higher dimensional subgroups it
follows by partition U into one-dimensional unipotent orbits.

In addition, any subsequential limit µ∞ of {µn} is {at}-invariant, because F ′
n is

a Følner set and bsn centralizes {at}. Finally, note by an easy computation that:

lim inf
n→∞

λtop,a1,µn,A ≥ 1

tn

∫

Fn

A(atn , bsnu · ξn) dmFn(u), (11.2)

and we also have

lim inf
n→∞

1

tn

∫

Fn

A(atn , bsnu · ξn) dmFn(u) ≥ lim
n→∞

1

tn
A(atn , ξn) > 0 (11.3)

because sn/tn → 0 and by using the fact that α|ΓN has uniform subexponen-
tial growth of derivatives by Proposition 8.1 and making use of 11.1. Therefore
λtop,a1,µ∞,A > 0 because the top Lyapunov exponent of a bounded continuous
linear cocycle is an upper-semicontinuous function of the measure. �

Appendix A. Numerology tables associated with Zimmer’s conjecture

We compute the numbers n(G), d(G), v(G) and r(G) for all simple real Lie
groups. We note that such numbers depend only on the Lie algebra of G. We
primarily follow the naming conventions in [41].

Table 1. Numerology appearing in Zimmer’s conjecture for clas-
sical R-split simple Lie algebras.

g restricted
root system

real
rank

n(G) d(G) v(G) r(G)

sl(n,R)
n ≥ 2

An−1 n − 1 n 2n − 2, n 6= 4

5, n = 4(a)
n − 1 n − 1

sp(2n,R)
n ≥ 2

Cn n 2n 4n − 4 2n − 1 2n − 1

so(n, n + 1)

n ≥ 3(b)
Bn n 2n + 1 2n 2n − 1 2n − 1

so(n, n)

n ≥ 4(c)
Dn n 2n 2n − 1 2n − 2 2n − 2

(a) sl(4,R) = so(3, 3) (b) so(1, 2) = sl(2,R) and so(2, 3) = sp(4,R) (c) so(2, 2) is
not simple and so(3, 3) = sl(4,R)
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Table 2. Numerology appearing in Zimmer’s conjecture for com-
plex simple Lie algebras

g restricted
root system

real
rank

n(G) d(G) v(G) r(G)

sl(n,C)
n ≥ 2

An−1 n − 1 2n 2n − 2, n 6= 4

5, n = 4(d)
2n − 2 n − 1

sp(2n,C)
n ≥ 2

Cn n 4n 4n − 4 4n − 2 2n − 1

so(2n + 1,C)

n ≥ 3(e)
Bn n 4n + 2 2n 4n − 2 2n − 1

so(2n,C)

n ≥ 4(f)
Dn n 4n 2n − 1 4n − 4 2n − 2

e6(C) E6 6 54 26 32 16

e7(C) E7 7 112 54 54 27

e8(C) E8 8 496 112 114 57

f4(C) F4 4 52 16 30 15

g2(C) G2 2 14 6 10 5

(d) sl(4,C) = so(6,C) (e) so(5,C) = sp(4,C) and so(3,C) = sl(2,C) (f) so(6,C) =
sl(4,C) and so(4,C) is not simple

Table 3. Numerology appearing in Zimmer’s conjecture for clas-
sical non-R-split simple real forms

g restricted
root system

real
rank

n(G) d(G) v(G) r(G)

sl(n,H)
n ≥ 2

An−1 n − 1 4n, n 6= 2

6, n = 2(g)
4n − 2, n 6= 2

5, n = 2
4n − 4 n − 1

so(n,m)
2 ≤ n ≤ n + 2 ≤ m

n = 1, m ≥ 6(g, h, j)

Bn n n + m n + m − 1 n + m − 2 2n − 1

su(n,m)
1 ≤ n ≤ m

(n,m) 6= (2, 2)(i)

(BC)n, n < m
Cn, n = m

n 2n + 2m 2n + 2m − 2 2n + 2m − 3 2n − 1

su(2, 2)(i) C2 2 6 5 4 3

sp(2n, 2m)
1 ≤ n ≤ m

(n,m) 6= (1, 1)(j)

(BC)n, n < m
Cn, n = m

n 4n + 4m 4n + 4m − 4 4n + 4m − 5 2n − 1

sp(2, 2)(j) A1 1 5 4 3 1

so∗(2n)

n ≥ 4 even(k)
C 1

2
n

n

2
4n 2n − 1 4n − 7 n − 1

so∗(2n)

n ≥ 5 odd(ℓ)
(BC) 1

2
(n−1)

n − 1

2
4n 2n − 1 4n − 7 n − 2

(g) sl(2,H) = so(1, 5) (h) so(1, 3) = sl(2,C) (i) su(2, 2) = so(4, 2) (j) sp(2, 2) = so(1, 4)
(k) so∗(4) is not simple (ℓ) so∗(6) = su(1, 3)
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Table 4. Numerology appearing in Zimmer’s conjecture for real
forms of exceptional Lie algebras(m)

g restricted
root system

real
rank

n(G) d(G) v(G) r(G)

EI E6 6 27 26 16 16

EII F4 4 27 26 21 15

EIII (BC)2 2 27 26 21 3

EIV A2 2 27 26 16 3

EV E7 7 56 54 27 27

EV I F4 4 56 54 33 15

EV II C3 3 56 54 27 5

EV III E8 8 248 112 57 57

EIX F4 4 248 112 57 15

FI F4 4 26 16 15 15

FII (BC)1 1 26 16 15 1

G G2 2 7 6 5 5

(m) Naming conventions follow [41, Appendix C.4]
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Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 2009.
[68] J. Tits, Classification of algebraic semisimple groups, Algebraic Groups and Discontinuous

Subgroups (Proc. Sympos. Pure Math., Boulder, Colo., 1965), 1966, pp. 33–62.
[69] M. Viana, Lectures on Lyapunov exponents, Vol. 145, Cambridge University Press, 2014.
[70] D. Witte, Arithmetic groups of higher Q-rank cannot act on 1-manifolds, Proc. Amer. Math.

Soc. 122 (1994), no. 2, 333–340.
[71] R. J. Zimmer, Ergodic theory and semisimple groups, Monographs in Mathematics, vol. 81,
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